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Abstract— As autonomous systems become increasingly
prevalent in daily life, ensuring their safety is paramount.
Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) have emerged as an effective
tool for guaranteeing safety; however, manually designing them
for specific applications remains a significant challenge. With
the advent of deep learning techniques, recent research has
explored synthesizing CBFs using neural networks—commonly
referred to as neural CBFs. This paper introduces a novel
class of neural CBFs that leverages a physics-inspired neural
network framework by incorporating Zubov’s Partial Differ-
ential Equation (PDE) within the context of safety. This ap-
proach provides a scalable methodology for synthesizing neural
CBFs applicable to high-dimensional systems. Furthermore,
by utilizing reciprocal CBFs instead of zeroing CBFs, the
proposed framework allows for the specification of flexible,
user-defined safe regions. To validate the effectiveness of the
approach, we present case studies on three different systems: an
inverted pendulum, autonomous ground navigation, and aerial
navigation in obstacle-laden environments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ensuring safety is a primary challenge in control sys-
tems, especially in autonomous applications where real-
time guarantees are essential. Any safety violation can have
severe consequences; therefore, designing control strategies
that both safeguard operations and maintain efficiency is
imperative.

To address this challenge, several paradigms have been de-
veloped. Constrained Reinforcement Learning (CRL) meth-
ods [1], [2] embed safety constraints within a reinforce-
ment learning framework to learn safe policies in a data-
driven manner. However, due to their reliance on exploration,
these methods may not consistently enforce strict safety
guarantees. Alternatively, Hamilton-Jacobi (HJ) reachability
analysis [3]–[5] provides rigorous worst-case assurances by
computing backward-reachable sets that delineate a safe
operating domain. Despite its theoretical robustness, the
substantial computational burden of HJ reachability makes
it less practical for real-time, high-dimensional systems.

A particularly promising approach involves the use of
Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) [6], which offer an ef-
fective means of synthesizing safe control laws for control
affine systems [7]. By formulating the control design as
Quadratic Programs (QPs), which can be solved at high
frequencies using modern optimization solvers, CBFs have
been successfully applied to various safety-critical tasks such
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as adaptive cruise control [6], aerial maneuvers [8], [9], and
legged locomotion [10], [11]. Nonetheless, the safety and
performance of these applications are highly dependent on
the chosen CBF, and traditional synthesis methods—such as
sum-of-squares techniques [12], [13]—often struggle with
high-dimensional state spaces.

In recent years, the universal approximation capabilities
of neural networks have spurred interest in neural network-
based barrier function (NCBF) synthesis. A diverse range
of approaches has emerged, including methods that lever-
age expert demonstrations [14], SMT-based techniques [15],
[16], mixed-integer programming [17], and nonlinear pro-
gramming [18]. Recent work has also introduced specialized
loss functions for training NCBFs [19]–[22]. However, while
methods that produce formally verified CBFs [23], [24] offer
strong guarantees, they often lack scalability when applied to
high-dimensional systems. Moreover, none of the previously
discussed approaches provide the flexibility to select a user-
defined sub-level set, which is essential for tailoring the safe
region to particular requirements.

Building on recent advances in Neural Control Lyapunov
Function (NCLF) synthesis using Physics Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs) with Zubov’s method [25]–[28], this
paper systematically investigates a novel framework for
learning Neural Control Barrier Functions (NCBFs) through
a Zubov’s PDE based construction. Incorporating Zubov’s
PDE during training leads to the development of maximal
neural Lyapunov functions with verifiable domains of attrac-
tion that closely approximate the analytical solutions [26],
[27].

Prior studies in stability analysis have demonstrated that
Zubov’s theorem provides a useful characterization of do-
mains of attraction, by transforming the Lyapunov function
learning problem into a bounded PDE problem. By construct-
ing a transformed Lyapunov function that is guaranteed to
be bounded, this method overcomes the numerical issues
encountered in the synthesis, improves training stability,
and allows users to adjust sub-level sets according to their
requirements. Recognizing that similar challenges exist in the
synthesis of Reciprocal Control Barrier Functions (RCBFs),
our work introduces a PINN-based methodology to learn
them, thereby integrating the advantages of Zubov’s ap-
proach into the training process.

The primary contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We reformulate Zubov’s PDE in the context of safety

to synthesize neural CBFs using PINNs and design a
safe controller through its QP formulation.

• Our framework allows for flexible level set selection,
enabling users to tailor the safe region to specific
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requirements.
• We achieve efficient and reliable training, demonstrating

rapid convergence and high sample efficiency with
only 10,000 random samples and 2,000 training epochs
across diverse environments.

• To validate our approach, we conduct experiments on
an inverted pendulum, autonomous ground navigation,
and aerial navigation in obstacle-rich environments,
showcasing scalability to high-dimensional systems.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we formally introduce Control Barrier
Functions (CBFs) and their importance for real-time safety-
critical control. We consider a continuous-time deterministic
control system with state x(t) ∈ D ⊆ Rn and control input
u(t) ∈ U ⊆ Rm for t ≥ 0. The state dynamics are described
by the ordinary differential equation

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)) + g(x(t))u(t), (1)

where f : Rn → Rn and g : Rn → Rn×m are continuously
differentiable functions, and u(t) ∈ Rm is the control input.
Moreover, given a Lipschitz continuous control law u =
k(x), the closed-loop system is expressed as

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)) + g(x(t))k(x(t)), (2)

For any initial condition x(0) = x0, we denote the unique
solution by ϕ(t, x0) for t in the maximal interval of existence
J .

Definition 1 (Safe Set): A set Int(C) ⊆ Rn is said to be
a safe set for the closed-loop system under the control law
u = k(x) if for every initial state x(0) ∈ Int(C), the unique
solution ϕ(t, x(0)) satisfies

ϕ(t, x(0)) ∈ Int(C) for all t ≥ 0. (3)
This property ensures that once the state is within C, it

remains safe for all future times. The distance of a point x ∈
Rn to a set C ⊆ Rn is defined as ∥x∥C := infy∈C ∥x− y∥.

A. Reciprocal Control Barrier Functions (RCBFs)

In line with the definition of safe set above, we now
represent Int(C) equivalently as the super-level set of a
continuously differentiable function h : D → R. That is,
we define

C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) ≥ 0}, (4)
∂C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) = 0}, (5)

Int(C) = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) > 0}. (6)

It is assumed that Int(C) ̸= ∅ and that C has no isolated
points, i.e., Int(C) = C. We then define the reciprocal barrier
function as

B(x) =
1

h(x)
. (7)

We can verify that the controller k(x) ensures safety by
using the notion of Reciprocal Control Barrier Functions
(RCBFs), which are defined next.

Definition 2 (Reciprocal Control Barrier Function): A
continuously differentiable function B : Int(C) → R is
called a reciprocal control barrier function (RCBF) if it is
defined by (7) and satisfies:

1) Barrier Property: B(x) is finite for all x ∈ Int(C).
Moreover, since h(x)→ 0 as x→ ∂C, we have

B(x) =
1

h(x)
→∞ as x→ ∂C, (8)

ensuring that unsafe conditions (i.e., approaching the
boundary of C) are heavily penalized.

2) Descent Along Trajectories: The time derivative along
trajectories,

Ḃ(x) := lim
t→0+

B(ϕ(t, x))−B(x)

t
, (9)

is well-defined and satisfies

Ḃ(x) = −Φ(x), (10)

where Φ : D → R is continuous and positive.
Definition 3 (Safety Conditions for RCBF): Let B be an

RCBF as in the previous definition. Then, B is said to satisfy
the safety conditions if there exist class K functions K1, K2,
and K3 such that for all x ∈ Int(C):

1) Boundedness Condition: This condition asserts that the
barrier function B(x) is bounded above and below by
class K functions of h(x) as follows:

1

K1(h(x))
≤ B(x) ≤ 1

K2(h(x))
. (11)

2) Safety Condition: Enforcing safety requires that the
following inequality is satisfied:

inf
u∈U

[
LfB(x) + LgB(x)u

]
≤ K3

( 1

B(x)

)
, (12)

where the Lie derivatives are given by

LfB(x) = ∇B(x)⊤f(x), LgB(x) = ∇B(x)⊤g(x).
(13)

3) Control Set Definition: Accordingly, we define the set
of admissible control inputs as (using (7) to simplify)

Krcbf(x) = {u ∈ U |LfB(x) + LgB(x)u ≤ K3(h(x))} .
(14)

If a controller selects inputs u from Krcbf(x) for all x ∈
Int(C), then the safe set is forward invariant [7], [10]. The
RCBF B is said to be locally Lipschitz continuous if K3 and
∂B
∂x are both locally Lipschitz continuous.

B. Controller Synthesis

Having established the barrier condition in (12), we now
design a control policy that minimally modifies a nominal
control input uref (x) to ensure safety. In particular, the
nominal controller is adjusted through a Quadratic Program
(QP) that enforces the barrier condition as a constraint. The
QP formulation is given by

u∗(x) = argmin
u∈U⊆Rm

∥u− uref (x)∥2

s.t. LfB(x) + LgB(x)u− κh(x) ≤ 0,
(15)



where U ⊆ Rm denotes the set of admissible control inputs
and κ is a positive constant (by choosing K3(s) = κs).

Alternatively, when the safety condition (Eq. 12) is vio-
lated, a closed-form minimal-norm adjustment can be com-
puted as

∆u =


−LfB(x) + LgB(x)uref (x)− κh(x)

∥LgB(x)∥2 + ε
LgB(x),

if LfB(x) + LgB(x)uref (x) > κh(x),

0, otherwise,
(16)

where ε > 0 is a small regularization constant ensuring
the expression is well-defined.

The final control law is then defined as

u(x) = uref (x) + ∆u. (17)

This controller modifies the nominal input uref (x) only
when necessary to ensure that the condition (12) holds for
all x in Int(C). Under standard assumptions, this guarantee
implies that the safe set remains forward invariant under the
deterministic dynamics.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

As described in Section I, we now present an equivalent
Zubov-type theorem for safe regions, drawing parallels from
the work on Lyapunov functions and domains of attraction
[26], [28].

A. Zubov’s Characterization for Safe Regions

Define a function WN : D → R that is related to B via a
scalar transformation (made explicit later in (21), (24)). The
following result holds.

Theorem 1 (Zubov’s Characterization for Safe Regions):
Let D ⊆ Rn be an open set containing C. Then, the forward
invariant safe set is characterized by

Int(C) = {x ∈ D :WN (x) < 1}, (18)

if and only if there exist continuous functions WN : D → R
and Ψ : D → R such that:

1) WN (x) < 1 ∀x ∈ Int(C), WN (x)→ 1 as x→ ∂C and
WN (x) = 1∀x ∈ D \ C.

2) Ψ is positive definite with respect to C.
3) For any sufficiently small c3 > 0, there exist constants

c1, c2 > 0 such that ∥x∥C ≥ c3 =⇒ WN (x) > c1 and
Ψ(x) > c2.

4) WN and Ψ satisfy the following PDE:

ẆN (x) = −Ψ(x)
(
1−WN (x)

)
, (19)

where ẆN (x) denotes the derivative of WN along
trajectories of (1).

This theorem is closely related to the satisfaction of the
conditions in Section II-A, and follows directly from Zubov’s
theorem [29] for domains of attraction (characterized by sub-
level sets of Lyapunov functions). By a reciprocal relation-
ship (see [30]), a Lyapunov function can be transformed into
an RBF, thereby preserving the forward-invariant sub-level
set structure, which defines the safe set in this case.

B. Construction of WN

Let β : [0,∞)→ R satisfy:

β̇(s) = (1− β(s))ψ(β(s)), β(0) = 0, (20)

where ψ : [0,∞)→ R is locally Lipschitz with ψ(s) > 0
for all s > 0. (Then β is continuously differentiable, strictly
increasing, with β(s)→ 1 as s→∞.)

Assume that B : Rn → [0,∞) is an RCBF candidate for
Int(C). Define the transformed function WN : Rn → R as:

WN (x) =

{
β
(
B(x)

)
, if B(x) <∞,

1, otherwise.
(21)

By construction, we have that WN (x) < 1 for x ∈ Int(C)
and WN (x)→ 1 as B(x)→∞ (i.e., as x approaches ∂C).

To study the evolution of WN along trajectories of (1),
we already know (10) from Section II-A. Then, by the chain
rule,

ẆN (x) = β̇
(
B(x)

)
Ḃ(x) = −β̇

(
B(x)

)
Φ(x). (22)

A particularly useful choice is to take ψ(s) = α(1 + s)
for some constant α > 0. In this case, (20) becomes

β̇(s) = α (1− β(s))(1 + β(s)), β(0) = 0. (23)

It can be verified that the unique solution is β(s) =
tanh(αs). Thus, for B(x) <∞ we have

WN (x) = tanh
(
αB(x)

)
. (24)

Differentiating along trajectories of (1) and using (10), it
follows that:

ẆN (x) = α
[
1− tanh2

(
αB(x)

)]
Ḃ(x)

= α (1−WN (x))(1 +WN (x)) Ḃ(x)

= −α (1−WN (x))(1 +WN (x)) Φ(x).

(25)

Thus, comparing with (19), we have:

Ψ(x) = α(1 +WN (x)) Φ(x). (26)

Remark 1: Two common choices for the transformation
arise from different selections of ψ(s):
(i) If ψ(s) = α (a constant), then β(s) = 1− exp(−αs) is

the solution of:

β̇(s) = α(1− β(s)), β(0) = 0.

(ii) For the numerical examples in this paper, we choose
Φ(x) = ||x||2C and ψ(s) = α(1 + s), then, as shown
above, β(s) = tanh(αs).

In either case, the transformation yields a bounded function
WN that satisfies WN (x)→ 1 as x approaches the boundary
of the safe set. In our analysis, we focus on the case (ii),
which leads to the hyperbolic tangent transform.

Having established the construction of WN , we now shift
our focus to its approximation over the domain D, thereby
laying the groundwork for characterizing the safe region
in practical settings. In particular, we pose the following
problem:



Problem 1: Given the control system in (1) and under the
Zubov-type framework for safe regions (see (18) and (19)),
the goal is to devise an algorithm that learns the transformed
reciprocal barrier function WN (x) over D such that:

1) WN (x) is accurately approximated so that the safe set
is characterized as in (18).

2) It can be used to construct a QP-based controller that
ensures system safety.

The proposed approach benefits from the advantages of
the Zubov-type construction over traditional RBFs, which
typically diverge at the boundary. Because WN remains
bounded and numerically more stable near the boundary
(∂C), it is more convenient for practical learning methods.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Neural Network Training for the Reciprocal Barrier
Function

We propose the following neural network training scheme
to solve the above-described problem statement.

A physics-informed neural network (PINN) is employed
to approximate the transformed reciprocal barrier function
WN (x; θ) that satisfies the Zubov-type PDE given in (19).
We can write (19) as a general first-order PDE

F (x,W,∇W ) = 0, x ∈ D, (27)

subject to the boundary condition

WN (x; θ) = bc(x), x ∈ ∂D. (28)

We define bc(x) consistently with our construction as

bc(x) =

{
1, for x ∈ ∂D \ C,

β
(
B(x)

)
, for x ∈ ∂D ∩ C,

(29)

with β defined as in (20) and B(x) being the reciprocal
barrier function candidate.

To train WN (x; θ) as an approximation of the solution to
(27), we design a loss function comprising four components:

1) PDE Residual Loss: At a set of interior collocation
points {xi}Nc

i=1 ⊂ D, we evaluate the residual using
(27):

Lr =
1

Nc

Nc∑
i=1

[
F
(
xi,WN (xi; θ),∇WN (xi; θ)

)]2
.

(30)

2) Boundary Loss: At boundary points {yi}Nb
i=1 ⊂ ∂D, we

enforce the boundary condition by penalizing deviations
from bc(yi):

Lb =
1

Nb

Nb∑
i=1

(
WN (yi; θ)− bc(yi)

)2
. (31)

3) Safe Region Loss: In a subset S ⊂ D where additional
safe region information is available (for example, near
the equilibrium for an inverted pendulum), we impose
that WN (x; θ) ≈ 0. Thus,

Lsafe =
1

|S|
∑
xi∈S

(
WN (xi; θ)− 0

)2
. (32)

4) Unsafe Region Loss: In a subset U ⊂ D where points
are known to be unsafe (for example, near the boundary
of C), we enforce that WN (x; θ) ≈ 1:

Lunsafe =
1

|U |
∑
xi∈U

(
WN (xi; θ)− 1

)2
. (33)

Note that the specification of S and U is optional, but
it helps the learning process if this information is made
available. The overall loss function is then given by a
weighted sum:

L(θ) = wr Lr + wb Lb + ws Lsafe + wu Lunsafe, (34)

where wr, wb, ws, and wu are positive weights chosen to
balance the contributions of each term.

Algorithm 1 PINN Training for Approximating WN (x; θ)
via the Zubov-Type PDE

1: Input: Interior collocation data Sint = {xi}Nc
i=1 ⊂ D,

Boundary data Sb = {(yi, bc(yi))}Nb
i=1 ⊂ ∂D, (Optional)

Region-specific data for safe region Ssafe ⊂ D and
unsafe region Sunsafe ⊂ D. Batch size B, learning rate
η, maximum iterations M .

2: Output: Trained network WN (x; θ∗) approximating the
solution to (27).

3: Initialize network parameters θ.
4: Define loss function as in (34).
5: for m = 1, 2, . . . ,M do
6: Randomly sample batches: Sint

m = {xi}Bi=1 from Sint,
Sb
m from Sb, Ssafe

m from Ssafe, and Sunsafe
m from Sunsafe.

7: Compute WN (xi; θ) and its gradient ∇WN (xi; θ)
using automatic differentiation for each xi ∈ Sint

m .
8: Evaluate the PDE residual at each xi ∈ Sint

m using
(27) and compute Lr as in (30).

9: Evaluate the boundary loss Lb on the batch Sb
m using

(31).
10: (If applicable) Evaluate the safe and unsafe region

losses Lsafe and Lunsafe on Ssafe
m and Sunsafe

m respectively.
11: Compute the total loss L(θ) for the current batch.
12: Compute gradients ∇θL(θ) via backpropagation.
13: Update parameters: θ ← θ − η∇θL(θ).
14: Compute the current loss Lm = L(θ).
15: if Lm is below a specified threshold then
16: break
17: end if
18: end for
19: Return: θ∗ such that WN (x; θ∗) approximates the solu-

tion of (27).

Training is performed using standard gradient descent meth-
ods (e.g., Adam optimizer) until convergence.

B. Designing a Controller from the Learned NN RBF

We adopt the barrier-based control approach from Sec-
tion II-B, now employing our learned neural network
WN (x; θ) to define the barrier function. Recall from (12)
that safety is enforced if the barrier condition holds. In our



implementation, we first derive the barrier function B(x; θ)
from the NN output via the transformation

B(x; θ) =
1

2α
ln

(
1 +WN (x; θ)

1−WN (x; θ)

)
, (35)

as given in (24) (written simply as B(x) from now on).
This transformation is chosen so that the level set {x ∈ D :
WN (x; θ) < 1} characterizes the safe set C in accordance
with (18).

Using automatic differentiation, the gradient of B is com-
puted as ∇B(x) = ∂B(x)

∂x . Whenever the safety condition
(12) is violated (i.e., when

LfB(x) + LgB(x)uref (x)− κh(x) > 0),

we apply a minimal-norm control adjustment ∆u (as derived
in (16)) to restore safety.

The resulting control law is then given by (17) and its
implementation is detailed in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Barrier-Based Controller
1: Input: State x, nominal control uref (x), learned NN

output WN (x; θ), parameters α, κ, ε
2: Output: Corrected control u(x)
3: Compute W ←WN (x; θ)
4: Compute the barrier function according to (35).
5: Compute ∇B(x) via automatic differentiation.
6: Evaluate Lie derivatives of B according to (13).
7: Compute the safety measure:

s(x) = LfB(x) + LgB(x)uref (x)− κh(x).

8: If s(x) > 0 then set

∆u = − s(x)

∥LgB(x)∥2 + ε
LgB(x)

9: Else set ∆u = 0
10: Output u(x) = uref (x) + ∆u

As in Section II-B, the corrected control u(x) modifies
the nominal input uref (x) only when necessary to preserve
safety, thus ensuring that Int(C) remains forward invariant
under the closed-loop dynamics.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we assess the efficacy of our proposed
framework through three distinct case studies: an inverted
pendulum system, autonomous ground navigation, and aerial
navigation in obstacle-rich environments. All case studies are
conducted on a computing platform equipped with an Intel
i9-11900K CPU, 32GB RAM, and NVIDIA GeForce RTX
4090 GPU.

A. Inverted Pendulum

In this section, we present simulation results for an
inverted pendulum example to demonstrate the proposed
framework. The inverted pendulum dynamics are defined by

θ̇ = θ̇, θ̈ = sin(θ), (36)

Fig. 1. Contour plot of the learned barrier function WN (x) for inverted
pendulum. Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn : WN (x) ≤ γ} for increasing γ
illustrate how the safe region expands, as we converge to a sub-level set.

with state x = [θ, θ̇]⊤. The safe region S is specified as

|θ| ≤ π

8
and |θ̇| ≤ 1, (37)

while the unsafe region U is defined by

|θ| ≥ π

2
or |θ̇| ≥ 4. (38)

A Barrier Network is trained using 10,000 random samples
drawn uniformly from θ ∈ [−π, π] and θ̇ ∈ [−8, 8].
The training follows the Algorithm (1) for 2000 epochs.
A transformed barrier function is obtained via (35) which
recovers an unbounded barrier function from the bounded
network output WN (x). After training, WN (x) is evaluated
on a grid over a restricted state space, and a contour plot is
generated to visualize the learned barrier function.

As shown in Figure 1, WN (x) remains close to 0 in the
safe region and approaches 1 near the unsafe boundaries.
Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn : WN (x) ≤ γ} for increasing γ
illustrate how the area enclosed by safe region also increases.

From the simulation results, we also note another potential
advantage of Zubov’s construction of a Barrier function,
namely WN (x), that it is bounded and its value approaches
one as x approaches the boundary, whereas the traditional
Reciprocal Barrier Functions (RBFs) approach infinity as x
tends to the boundary. Having a bounded function offers
advantages in numerical approximation and makes it possible
to extend its domain to the entire state space. By varying the
threshold on WN (x), we can also adjust the effective safe
region, thereby giving us flexibility in terms of choosing less
(or more) restrictive safety specifications.

B. Autonomous Ground Navigation

In this section, we present simulation results for an au-
tonomous ground navigation system using the learned neural
network reciprocal barrier function (NN RBF) to enforce
safety.



Our autonomous ground navigation robot is governed by
the control-affine systemẋ1ẋ2

ψ̇

 =

v cos(ψ)v sin(ψ)
0

+

00
1

u, (39)

where the control influence only enters the orientation dy-
namics. Here, v > 0 is the constant forward speed, and the
control input u is a scalar adjusting the robot’s heading. The
state x ∈ R3, where x = [x1, x2, ψ]

⊤, is sampled uniformly
from

x1 ∈ [−2, 2], x2 ∈ [−2, 2], ψ ∈ [−π, π]. (40)

The safe region S is defined by

|x1| ≥ 1.5 or |x2| ≥ 1.5, (41)

while the unsafe region U is characterized as

|x1| ≤ 0.2 and |x2| ≤ 0.2. (42)

A Barrier Network is trained using 10,000 samples drawn
uniformly from the above state space.

A simple reference controller is designed to steer the robot
toward a desired goal (here taken as (1, 1)). The reference
controller computes a nominal input uref based on the angular
error:

uref = K

(
arctan

(
1− x2
1− x1

)
− ψ

)
, (43)

with gain K > 0.
To enforce safety, a learned NN RBF WN (x; θ) is obtained

using the PINN training algorithm described in Algorithm 1
for 2000 epochs. The barrier-based controller (Algorithm 2)
then computes a correction ∆u by enforcing the safety
condition. In this way, the barrier-based controller adjusts
the nominal control to maintain safety, i.e., to ensure that
the system avoids an unsafe region (here specified as a
rectangular area, e.g., [−0.2, 0.2]× [−0.2, 0.2]).

Fig. 2. Contour plot of WN (x) at ψ = 0 for the autonomous ground
navigation system. Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn : WN (x) ≤ γ} for increasing
γ illustrate how the unsafe region shrinks (leading to a larger safe area
outside the contour), as we converge to a sub-level set.

Figure 2 shows that we converge to the expected CBF
shape for an autonomous ground navigation robot as
WN (x) → 1. Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn : WN (x) ≤ γ} for
increasing γ illustrate how the area enclosed by the contours,
indicating the unsafe region in this case, decreases, showing
that we are able to recover a larger safe region. This also
gives us flexibility in choosing a less or more conservative
barrier function by selecting the appropriate γ value for the
underlying sub-level set.

Fig. 3. Simulated autonomous ground navigation robot trajectories demon-
strating obstacle avoidance when a barrier-based controller is employed.

Figure 3 shows the simulated trajectories of the au-
tonomous ground navigation robot. The blue trajectory cor-
responds to the reference controller alone, while the magenta
trajectory shows the result when the barrier-based correction
is applied. The unsafe region is highlighted by the red
rectangle, and the start and goal positions are indicated by
green and red markers, respectively. We can see that with
the barrier-adjusted controller, the robot is able to avoid the
obstacle/unsafe region cleanly.

C. Aerial navigation in obstacle-rich environments

In this section, we present simulation results for an aerial
navigation system using a learned neural network reciprocal
barrier function (NN RBF) to enhance safety.

The aerial navigation vehicle is modeled as a six-
dimensional system with state

x =
[
y z ϕ vy vz ϕ̇

]⊤ ∈ R6, (44)

where (y, z) denote the planar positions, ϕ is the pitch angle,
(vy, vz) are the linear velocities, and ϕ̇ is the angular velocity.



The system dynamics are given by

ẏ
ż

ϕ̇
v̇y
v̇z
ϕ̈

 =


vy
vz
ϕ̇
0
−g
0

+


0 0
0 0
0 0

− sinϕ − sinϕ
cosϕ cosϕ
1 −1

u. (45)

Here, g = 9.81 is the gravitational constant and the control
input u ∈ R2 corresponds to rotor speeds that are indirectly
related to forces and torques acting on the vehicle.

1) Reference Controller Design: A PID controller is
implemented as the nominal controller to steer the vehicle
toward a desired target, here taken as [1, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0]⊤.

2) Barrier-Based Controller Integration: Safety is en-
forced by augmenting the nominal control with a barrier-
based correction, as described in Algorithm 2. The learned
NN RBF (obtained via Algorithm 1) is used to compute the
barrier function B(x) and its gradient.

3) Simulation Setup and Results: Simulations are per-
formed using the system dynamics described above. The
initial state is set to

x0 = [−1.5, −1.5, 0, 0, 0, 0]⊤,

and the simulation is run for Tfinal = 10 s with a time step
of ∆t = 0.01 s. Two scenarios are compared:

• Reference-Only Control: The vehicle is controlled
solely by the PID controller.

• Reference + Barrier Control: The barrier-based con-
troller augments the nominal controller to enforce
safety.

Fig. 4. Contour plot of WN (x) at ϕ = 0 for the aerial navigation vehicle
(other dimensions not shown). Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn :WN (x) ≤ γ} for
increasing γ illustrate how the unsafe region shrinks (leading to a larger
safe area outside the contour), as we converge to a sub-level set.

Figure 4 shows that WN converges to a well-behaved
barrier shape as WN (x) → 1. Sub-level sets {x ∈ Rn :
WN (x) ≤ γ} for increasing γ illustrate how the area
enclosed by the contours, indicating the unsafe region, de-
creases, showing that we are able to recover a larger safe
region. This flexibility enables us to assign an underlying γ

value of our choosing based on the safety requirements of
the deployment at hand.

Fig. 5. Trajectories of the aerial navigation vehicle in the y-z plane, using a
trajectory following reference controller. Successful avoidance of the unsafe
region is observed in the barrier-based controller due to safety adjustments
to the control inputs.

Figure 5 shows the resulting trajectories in the y-z plane.
The unsafe region, defined as the rectangle, is depicted in red.
The reference-only trajectory is shown in blue, while the tra-
jectory with the barrier correction is shown in magenta. The
start and target positions are marked with green and red sym-
bols, respectively. We can clearly see that the barrier-adjusted
controller effectively avoids the obstacle/unsafe region while
maintaining a reasonable trajectory that reaches the goal. The
result of the aerial navigation system is especially remarkable
because it demonstrates efficient learning of a Control Barrier
Function in a six-dimensional state space, a task many
modern learning-based approaches struggle with [12], [13].

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented a systematic approach to refor-
mulate Zubov’s Partial Differential Equation (PDE) within
the context of safety and leveraged this formulation to
synthesize neural Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) using
physics-informed neural networks. Furthermore, we utilized
the learned neural CBFs to design a safe controller through a
Quadratic Program (QP). A key advantage of our framework
lies in its flexibility, allowing the definition of custom level
sets that enable users to adapt the safe region according
to specific safety requirements. To evaluate the efficacy of
our approach, we conducted experiments on various control
tasks, including an inverted pendulum, autonomous ground
navigation, and aerial navigation in obstacle-laden environ-
ments. The results demonstrate that our method effectively
scales to high-dimensional systems while ensuring safety.

Future work may explore:



• Modifying the loss function under the proposed training
scheme to account for multiple constraints by learning
a single WN function instead of composing multiple
barrier functions [31], [32].

• Extending our approach from Reciprocal Barrier Func-
tions (RBFs) to Zeroing Barrier Functions (ZBFs) [7],
[10].

• Extensions to more complex systems and incorporating
robustness against model uncertainties and verification
schemes to provide formal guarantees on the learned
Neural CBF.
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