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Abstract— Even though neural networks are being increas-
ingly deployed in safety-critical applications, it remains difficult
to enforce constraints on their output, meaning that it is hard to
guarantee safety in such settings. Towards addressing this, many
existing methods seek to verify a neural network’s satisfaction
of safety constraints, but do not address how to correct an
“unsafe” network. On the other hand, the few works that
extract a training signal from verification cannot handle non-
convex sets, and are either conservative or slow. To address
these challenges, this work proposes a neural network training
method that can encourage the exact reachable set of a non-
convex input set through a neural network with rectified linear
unit (ReLU) nonlinearities to avoid a non-convex unsafe region,
using recent results in non-convex set representation with
hybrid zonotopes and extracting gradient information from
mixed-integer linear programs (MILPs). The proposed method
is fast, with the computational complexity of each training
iteration comparable to that of solving a linear program (LP)
with number of dimensions and constraints linear to the number
of neurons and complexity of input and unsafe sets. For a neural
network with three hidden layers of width 30, the method was
able to drive the reachable set of a non-convex input set with
55 generators and 26 constraints out of a non-convex unsafe
region with 21 generators and 11 constraints in 490 seconds.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neural networks are universal approximators [1] that have
seen success in many domains. However, they are also
well-known as “black-box” models, where the relationship
between their inputs and outputs is not easily interpretable or
directly analyzable due to non-linearity and high-dimensional
parameterizations. As such, it is very difficult to certify their
safety (e.g. satisfaction of constraints). This limitation im-
poses many significant drawbacks. For example, robots crash
frequently when training their neural network controllers
with deep reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms, limiting
deep RL’s success in robots where hardware failures are
costly, simulations are not readily available, or the sim-to-
real gap is too large for reliable performance [2]. In addition,
neural networks can also be susceptible to adversarial attacks,
where minor perturbations in the input can lead to drastically
different results in the output [3], [4]. This makes deploying
neural networks in safety-critical tasks a questionable choice,
even though it has already been widely done [5]–[7], leading
to many injuries and accidents [8]. In this paper, we present a
method to enforce safety in neural networks by encouraging
their satisfaction of a collision-free constraint, which has po-
tential application in making deep RL safe, neural networks
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robust to adversarial attacks, and more. An overview of our
method is shown in Fig. 1.

A. Related Work

We now review three key approaches to enforce constraints
on neural network: sampling-based approaches that do not
have formal guarantees, verification approaches that only
check constraint satisfaction, and approaches that combine
verification with training, which our method belongs to.
Finally, we review relevant literature on hybrid zonotopes,
which is the set representation used in our method.

1) Training with Soft Constraints: Many existing work
capture safety in neural networks by penalizing constraint
violations on sampled points during training [9]–[13]. How-
ever, these soft approaches, while often fast and easy to
implement, do not provide any safety guarantees beyond the
training samples. While there are works that are capable of
enforcing hard constraints in neural networks by modifying
the training process [14], [15], they can only handle simple
affine constraints.

2) Neural Network Verification: A different approach is to
certify safety with respect to a set of inputs. Methods in this
category tend to analyze the reachable set (i.e. image) of the
input set through the neural network, either exactly [16]–[20]
or as an over-approximation [16]–[18], [21]–[23] depending
on the choice of set representation. That said, most of these
works only focus on neural network verification. That is,
these methods only answer the yes-no question of “safe” or
“unsafe”, with the aftermath of fixing an “unsafe” network
left largely unexplored. As a result, engineers can only train
via trial-and-error until the desired safety properties have
been achieved, which can be slow and ineffective.

3) Training with Verification: To the best of our knowl-
edge, there are only two works that attempted to extract
learning signals from the safety verification results using
reachability analysis.

First, in [24], given an input set as an H-polytope (i.e.
polytope represented by intersection of halfplanes) and a
neural network controller embedded in a nonlinear dynamical
system, the polytope is expressed as the projection of a high-
dimensional hyperrectangle, enabling the use of the CROWN
verifier [21] for interval reachability. Then, using a loss
function that encourages the vector field of the reachable set
to point inwards, the authors were able to train the neural net-
work until the system is forward invariant. With this method,
the input set is limited to being a convex polytope. Moreover,
since [21] and the interval reachability techniques used are
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Fig. 1. A flowchart of our method, using the example from Sec. VI. Our method takes in a non-convex input set (green), then computes its exact
reachable set (blue) through the neural network. Then, we formulate the reachable set’s collision with the unsafe set (red) as a loss function using a linear
program (LP), which enables us to update the neural network’s parameters via backpropagation. Every several iterations, we check if the reachable set
collides with the unsafe set using a mixed-integer linear program (MILP). If it does not, then the training is complete and our method is successful.

over-approximations, its space of discoverable solutions may
be limited.

Second, given an input set and an unsafe region expressed
as constrained zonotopes (a convex polytopic representation
[25]), our prior work [26] computed the exact reachable set
of a neural network as a union of constrained zonotopes.
Then, by using a loss function to quantify the “emptiness”
of the intersection between the reachable set and the unsafe
region, we were able to train the neural network such that
the reachable set no longer collides with the unsafe region.
Similarly, the input set and the obstacle in this method is
limited to being a convex polytope. Moreover, the number
of sets needed to represent the reachable set grows exponen-
tially with the size of the neural network, making the method
numerically intractable even for very small neural networks.

4) Hybrid Zonotopes: Recently, a non-convex polytopic
set representation called the hybrid zonotope [27] was pro-
posed. Hybrid zonotopes are closed under affine mapping,
Minkowski sum, generalized intersection, intersection [27],
union, and complement [28], with extensive toolbox support
in MATLAB [29] and Python [30]. They can also exactly
represent the forward reachable set (image) [19] and back-
ward reachable set (preimage) [31] of a neural network with
rectified linear units (ReLU) using basic matrix operations,
with complexity scaling only linearly with the size of the
network. However, existing methods for hybrid zonotopes
enforce safety on robots either by formulating a model
predictive control (MPC) [28] or a nonlinear optimization
problem [32] without neural networks in the loop, whereas
those with neural networks only use hybrid zonotope for
verification but not training [19], [31], [33], [34]. In this
paper, our contribution is extracting and using learning
signals from neural network reachability analysis with hybrid
zonotopes.

B. Contributions

Our contributions are twofold:
1) Given a non-convex input set and a non-convex unsafe

region, we propose a differentiable loss function for

ReLU neural networks training based on exact reacha-
bility analysis with hybrid zonotope. This loss function
encourages the reachable set of the input set to avoid the
unsafe region, the satisfaction of which can be checked
using a mixed-integer linear program (MILP).

2) We show that this method is fast and scales fairly well
with respect to input dimensions, output dimensions,
network size, complexity of the input set, and com-
plexity of the unsafe region. The results significantly
outperform our prior method for exact reachability
analysis in training [26].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows:
we provide preliminary information in Sec. II, formalize
our problem statement in Sec. III, detail our proposed
method in Sec. IV, provide experimental analysis in Sec. V,
demonstrate the utility of our method in Sec. VI, then give
concluding remarks and limitations in Sec. VII.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We now introduce our notation conventions, define hy-
brid zonotopes and ReLU neural networks, and summarize
existing work [19], [31] on representing image of a hybrid
zonotope through a ReLU neural network exactly as a hybrid
zonotope.

A. Notation

In this paper, we denote the set of real numbers as R, non-
negative real numbers as R+, natural numbers as N, scalars in
lowercase italic, sets in uppercase italic, vectors in lowercase
bold, and matrices in uppercase bold. We also denote a
matrix of zeros as 0, a matrix of ones as 1, and an identity
matrix as I, with their dimensions either implicitly defined
from context or explicitly using subscripts, e.g. 0n1×n2 ⊂
Rn1×n2 , In ⊂Rn×n. An empty array is [ ]. Finally, inequalities
≤,≥ between vectors are compared element-wise.

B. Hybrid Zonotope

A hybrid zonotope HZ(Gc,Gb,c,Ac,Ab,b)⊂ Rn is a set
parameterized by a continuous generator matrix Gc ∈Rn×ng ,
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a binary generator matrix Gb ∈ Rn×nb , a center c ∈ Rn, a
continuous linear constraint matrix Ac ∈ Rnc×ng , a binary
linear constraint matrix Ab ∈ Rnc×nb , and a constraint vec-
tor b ∈ Rnb on continous coefficients zc ∈ Rng and binary
coefficients zb ∈ {−1,1}nb as follows [27, Definition 3]:

HZ(Gc,Gb,c,Ac,Ab,b)
={Gczc +Gbzb + c | Aczc +Abzb = b,∥zc∥∞

≤ 1,
zb ∈ {−1,1}nb}.

(1)

We denote ng as the number of continuous generators, nb as
the number of binary generators, and nc as the number of
constraints in a hybrid zonotope.

Consider a pair of hybrid zonotopes P1 =
HZ(Gc1,Gb1,c1,Ac1,Ab1,b1) ⊂ Rn1 and P2 =
HZ(Gc2,Gb2,c2,Ac2,Ab2,b2) ⊂ Rn2 . In this paper, we
make use of their closed form expressions in generalized
intersection under some R ⊂ Rn2×n1 , denoted as ∩R [27,
Proposition 7]:

P1 ∩R P2 ={x ∈ P1 | Rx ∈ P2},

=HZ

([
Gc1 0

]
,
[
Gb1 0

]
,c1,

 Ac1 0
0 Ac2

RGc1 −Gc2

 ,
 Ab1 0

0 Ab2
RGb1 −Gb2

 ,
 b1

b2
c2 −Rc1

).
(2)

Note that their “regular” intersection {x ∈ P1 | x ∈ P2}, which
we denote as P1 ∩P2, is a particular case of the generalized
intersection with R = I.

Finally, a hybrid zonotope P =HZ(Gc,Gb,c,Ac,Ab,b)⊂
Rn1 is also closed under affine transformation with any
matrix W ⊂ Rn2×n1 and vector w ⊂ Rn2 as [27, Proposition
7]:

WP+w = {Wx+w | x ∈ P},
=HZ(WGc,WGb,Wc+w,Ac,Ab,b) .

(3)

C. ReLU Neural Network

In this work, we consider a fully-connected, ReLU acti-
vated feedforward neural network ξ :Rn0 →Rnd , with output
xd = ξ (x0) ∈ Rnd given an input x0 ∈ Rn0 . We denote by
d ∈ N the depth of the network and by ni the width of the
ith layer. Mathematically,

xi = max(Wixi−1 +wi,0) , (4a)
xd = Wdxd−1 +wd , (4b)

where Wi ∈ Rni×ni−1 , wi ∈ Rni , i = 1, · · · ,d − 1, Wd ∈
Rnd×nd−1 , wd ∈ Rnd , and max is taken elementwise. We
denote W1, · · · ,Wd as weights and w1, · · · ,wd as biases
of the network. The function max(·,0) is known as an ni-
dimensional ReLU activation function for 0 ⊂ Rni .

Consider a hybrid zonotope Pi−1 ⊂Rni−1 . By applying the
operations in (2) and (3), its image through (4a) is exactly a

hybrid zonotope [19], [31]:

{max(Wixi−1 +wi,0) | xi−1 ∈ Pi−1}

=
[
0 Ini

](
Hni ∩[I 0

] (WiPi−1 +wi)

)
,

(5)

where Hni ⊂ R2ni is the graph of an ni-dimensional ReLU
activation function over a hypercube domain {x | −a1 ≤ x ≤
a1} for some a > 0, which can be represented exactly by a
hybrid zonotope as in [31]:

Hni =

{[
x

max(x,0)

]
| −a1 ≤ x ≤ a1

}
,

= HZ

([
I⊗
[
− a

2 − a
2 0 0

]
I⊗
[
0 − a

2 0 0
] ] ,[− a

2 I
0

]
,

a
2

1,

I⊗
[
I2 I

]
,I⊗

[
1
−1

]
,1
)
,

(6)

where ⊗ is the Kronecker product. Note that (5) holds as long
as a is large enough [19]. As such, the reachable set Pd ⊂Rnd

of a hybrid zonotope Z = P0 ⊂ Rn0 through a ReLU neural
network can be obtained by applying (5) d−1 times, before
applying an affine transformation parameterized by Wd and
wd . This way, if Z has ng,Z continuous generators, nb,Z binary
generators, and nc,Z constraints, then Pd will have ng,Z +n0+
4nn continuous generators, nb,Z + nn binary generators, and
nc,Z +n0 +3nn constraints [19], where nn := n1 + · · ·+nd−1
denotes the number of neurons.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Our goal in this paper is to design a ReLU neural network
training method such that the reachable set of a given input
set through the network avoids some unsafe regions. As per
most other training methods, we assume that the structure
(i.e. depth and widths) of the ReLU neural network is fixed
as a user choice, and we focus only on updating its weights
and biases (a.k.a. trainable parameters). Mathematically, we
want to tackle the following problem:

Problem 1 (Training the Reachable Set of a Neural Net-
work to Avoid Unsafe Regions). Given an input set Z =
HZ(Gc,Z ,Gb,Z ,cZ ,Ac,Z ,Ab,Z ,bZ)⊂Rn0 with ng,Z continuous
generators, nb,Z binary generators, and nc,Z constraints,
an unsafe region U =HZ(Gc,U ,Gb,U ,cU ,Ac,U ,Ab,U ,bU ) ⊂
Rnd with ng,U continuous generators, nb,U binary genera-
tors, and nc,U constraints, and a ReLU neural network ξ

with fixed depth d and widths n0, · · · ,nd , we want to find
W1, · · · ,Wd ,w1, · · · ,wd such that

Q := {ξ (x) | x ∈ Z}∩U = /0. (7)

Of course, a trivial solution would be to set Wd = 0 and
wd /∈U , but this kind of solution is not useful. Instead, we
aim to design a differentiable loss function such that (7) can
be achieved by following a gradient and updating the train-
able parameters via backpropagation [35]. Doing so allows
our method to integrate with other loss functions to achieve
additional objectives, as well as makes the training applicable
to ReLU networks with other structural constraints, such as
when they are embedded in a dynamical system [5]–[7].
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IV. METHODS

In this section, we first formulate a MILP to check whether
a hybrid zonotope is empty. Then, we explain how to obtain
useful gradient information from this MILP to train the ReLU
network such that the reachable set is out of the unsafe
region.

A. Hybrid Zonotope Emptiness Check

Before constructing a loss function for training, we first
need a way to check whether (7) is true. From (2) and (5), the
left-hand side of (7), Q, can be straightforwardly computed
as a hybrid zonotope HZ(Gc,Q,Gb,Q,cQ,Ac,Q,Ab,Q,bQ) ⊂
Rnd with ng,Q = ng,Z +n0+4nn+ng,U continuous generators,
nb,Q = nb,Z + nn + nb,U binary generators, and nc,Q = nc,Z +
n0 + 3nn + nd constraints. Then, the image of the input set
is not in collision with the unsafe region iff Q is empty. To
check whether a hybrid zonotope is empty, existing methods
formulate a feasibility MILP with ng,Q continuous variables
and nb,Q binary variables [27]:

find zc,zb,

s.t. Ac,Qzc +Ab,Qzb = bQ,

∥zc∥∞
≤ 1,

zb ∈ {−1,1}nb ,

(8)

which is infeasible iff Q = /0. Note that (8) is NP-complete
[36]. However, not only is it not always feasible, it is also
unclear how to derive a loss function from the optimizers to
drive Q to be empty. Instead, consider the following MILP
with one more continuous variable than (8):

Proposition 2 (Hybrid Zonotope Emptiness Check). Given
a hybrid zonotope P =HZ(Gc,Gb,c,Ac,Ab,b)⊂Rn, where
Ac ∈Rnc×ng and Ab ∈Rnc×nb . Consider the following MILP:

min r,

s.t. Aczc +Abzb = b,
∥zc∥∞

≤ r,

zb ∈ {−1,1}nb ,

(9)

where r ∈ R. Then, if r∗ is the optimal value of (9), then
P = /0 iff r∗ > 1.

Proof. This follows from the definition of hybrid zonotope
in (1).

By construction, (9) is feasible as long as ∃ zc ∈Rng ,zb ∈
{−1,1}nb such that Aczc +Abzb = b. If this condition is not
met for Q, then we have Q = /0 anyway and no training
is needed. Importantly, it has been shown in [26] that
the minimum upper bound of the norm of the continuous
coefficients is useful for gauging the extent of collision
between two constrained zonotopes, which are subsets of
a hybrid zonotope. As such, (9) gives a good foundation for
constructing a loss function for encouraging Q to be empty.

B. Loss Function to Encourage Emptiness

We now construct a loss function which, when minimized,
makes Q empty. Naı̈vely, since Q = /0 iff r∗ > 1, where r∗ is
the optimal value of (9) with P = Q, we can construct the
loss function ℓ ∈ R as:

ℓ= 1− r∗, (10)

such that when ℓ is decreased to a negative value, we must
have Q = /0. To minimize ℓ using backpropagation, from
chain rule, we must compute ∂ℓ

∂ r∗ , ∂ r∗
∂Ac,Q

, ∂ r∗
∂Ab,Q

, ∂ r∗
∂bQ

, ∂Ac,Q
∂W1

,

· · · , ∂bQ
∂Wd

, and ∂Ac,Q
∂w1

, · · · , ∂bQ
∂wd

. Since expressing Ac,Q,Ab,Q,
and bQ in terms of W1, · · · , Wd , and w1, · · · , wd involves
only basic matrix operations à la (2) and (5), ∂ℓ

∂ r∗ , ∂Ac,Q
∂W1

,

· · · , ∂bQ
∂Wd

, and ∂Ac,Q
∂w1

, · · · , ∂bQ
∂wd

can be straightforwardly ob-
tained from automatic differentiation [37]. However, obtain-
ing ∂ r∗

∂Ac,Q
, ∂ r∗

∂Ab,Q
, and ∂ r∗

∂bQ
involves differentiation through an

MILP. Since the optima of an MILP can remain unchanged
under small differences in its parameters, its gradient can
be 0 or non-existent, which are uninformative [38]. Instead,
consider the following convex relaxation of (9):

min r̃−µ(1ln(z̃c1)+1ln(z̃c2)+1ln(z̃b)+ ln(r̃)+1ln(s)),
s.t. Ac(z̃c1 − z̃c2)+Ab(2z̃b −1) = b,z̃c1 − z̃c2 − r̃1

z̃c2 − z̃c1 − r̃1
z̃b

+ s =

0nc×1
0nc×1

1

 ,
(11)

where r̃ ∈ R, z̃c1 ∈ Rng , z̃c2 ∈ Rng , z̃b ∈ Rnb , s ∈ Rng+ng+nb ,
µ ∈ R+ is the cut-off multiplier from the solver [39], and
ln(·) is applied elementwise. (11) is the standard linear
program (LP) form of (9) with log-barrier regularization and
without the integrality constraints, and can be obtained by
replacing r with r̃, zc with z̃c1− z̃c2, and zb with 2z̃b−1 (such
that all constraints are non-negative), and introducing slack
variable s (such that inequality constraints become equality
constraints) [40].

The optimization problem (11) can be solved quickly
using solvers such as IntOpt [39]. Moreover, if r̃∗ is the
optimal value of (11), ∂ r̃∗

∂Ac
, ∂ r̃∗

∂Ab
, and ∂ r̃∗

∂b can be obtained by
differentiating the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions of
(11), which we refer the readers to [38, Appendix B] for
the mathematical details. Not only are these gradients well-
defined, easily computable, and informative, but also, they
have been shown to outperform other forms of convex re-
laxation in computation speed and minimizing loss functions
derived from MILPs [38, Appendix E].

Therefore, instead of the loss function ℓ, we propose to
backpropagate with respect to a surrogate loss function ℓ̃∈R:

ℓ̃= 1− r̃∗, (12)

where r̃∗ is the optimal value of (11) with Ac = Ac,Q and
Ab = Ab,Q.

Unfortunately, since ℓ̃ does not necessarily equal ℓ, we
cannot use (12) to simultaneously verify and train the neural
network. In practice, we solve (8) in between some iterations
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of training with (12) to check whether (7) has been achieved.
If it has, then the training is complete and Problem 1 has been
solved.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We now assess the scalability of our method by observing
the results under different problem parameters. We also wish
to compare our results with [26] to assess our contribution
to the state of the art. All experiments were performed on a
desktop computer with a 24-core i9 CPU, 32 GB RAM, and
an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU on Python1.

A. Experiment Setup and Method

We test our method’s performance under different condi-
tions by varying the width of the first layer n1 ∈ {10,20,30},
the depth of the network d ∈ {2,3,4}, the input dimen-
sion n0 ∈ {2,4,6}, the output dimension nd ∈ {2,4,6},
the complexity of the input set nb,Z ∈ {0,10,20}, and the
complexity of the unsafe region nb,U ∈ {0,10,20}. We opted
not to show results from higher dimensions, set complexities,
and larger networks here as we do not wish to introduce
large confounding variables from the increased difficulties
in training with standard supervised learning.

We define input and unsafe sets as follows. The input set
is given by:

Z =HZ

{
1

mZ
I,

1
mZ

11×(mZ−1)I,0, [ ], [ ], [ ]
}
, (13a)

mZ =
nb,Z

n0
+1, (13b)

which is a hypercube with length 2 centered at the origin
formed from a union of mn0

Z smaller hypercubes (repre-
sented as 2mZ−1 overlapping hypercubes). We want its image
through the neural network to avoid the unsafe region:

U =HZ

{
0.5
mU

I,
0.5
mU

11×(mU−1)I,1.51, [ ], [ ], [ ]
}
, (14a)

mU =
nb,U

nd
+1, (14b)

which is a hypercube with length 1 centered at 1.51nd×1
formed from a union of mnd

U smaller hypercubes (represented
as 2mU−1 overlapping hypercubes). We choose these particu-
lar parameters such that the reachable set of the input set and
the unsafe region all have shapes similar to those shown in
Fig. 2a before we apply our method in IV. Also, when n0 = 2,
nd = 2, nb,Z = 0, and nb,U = 0, we recover the problem setup
in [26], which we will compare our method against.

We then ensure our ReLU neural network represents a
nonlinear function that intersects the unsafe set. In partic-
ular, we use standard supervised learning (implemented in
PyTorch [37]) to train the network to approximate a function

1We are preparing our code for open-source release

f : Rn0 → Rnd defined as:

f (x) = 10.5nd×1 ⊗
[

x2
odd + sin(xeven)

x2
even + sin(xodd)

]
, (15a)

xodd =
1

⌈0.5n0⌉

n0

∑
i=1

xi1odd(i), (15b)

xeven =
1

⌊0.5n0⌋

n0

∑
i=1

xi(1−1odd(i)), (15c)

where ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling function, ⌊·⌋ is the floor function,
x = [x1, · · · ,xn0 ]

⊺, and 1odd : R+ → {0,1} is the indicator
function for odd numbers, such that 1odd(i) = 1 if i is odd
and 1odd(i) = 0 if i is even.

Given the pretrained network, we begin training to obey
the safety constraint. In each training iteration, we use IntOpt
[39] to compute the loss function (12) and PyTorch [37]
with optim.SGD as the optimizer to update the trainable
parameters in the network. Every 10 iterations, we use
Gurobi [41] to solve the MILP in (8) to check the emptiness
of Q. We are successful in solving Problem 1 if Q = /0, at
which point we terminate the training instead of updating
the parameters. Note that each training iteration is done on
CPU instead of GPU. Furthermore, we chose not to solve
the MILP in every iteration because solving (8) can be many
times slower than solving (11).

We also compare against a constrained zonotope safe
training method [26]. We tested the method with n1 = 10,
d = 2, n0 = 2, nd = 2, nb,Z = 0, and nb,U = 0, which are
the parameters used in the example in [26]. To compare the
scalability of both methods, we also tested [26] on n1 = 20
and n1 = 30. To ensure fairness, we do not include the
objective loss and only add the constraint loss when it is
positive (see [26] for details). We terminate the training once
the constraint loss has reached zero (i.e. the reachable set is
out of collision with the unsafe set).

B. Hypotheses

Since the most complex operations in our method are
solving the relaxed LP (11) and the MILP (8), we expect
our performance to be dependent on the solvers’ (i.e. IntOpt
and Gurobi) ability to scale with the number of variables and
constraints, which in turn scale linearly with the dimensions,
network size, and set complexity (see Sec. IV-A). As such,
we expect the computation time for each iteration of our
method to be significantly faster than that of [26], which
scales exponentially with the number of neurons. That said,
since [26] verifies (7) in every iteration (whereas our method
only checks it every 10 iterations), it is also possible for [26]
to terminate the training earlier than our method does.

C. Results and Discussion

We report the results of our experiments in Table I. All
reachable sets have been successfully driven out of the unsafe
regions, except for [26] with n1 of 30, which failed to even
compute the reachable set. We show the training progression
of one of the experiments in Fig. 2, which clearly shows the
loss function driving the reachable set out of collision.

5



-1 0 1 2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1 0 1 2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1 0 1 2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1 0 1 2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1 0 1 2

-2

-1

0

1

2

0.000 s

0 Iterations 20 Iterations10 Iterations 30 Iterations 40 Iterations

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
0.180 s 0.388 s 0.581 s 0.814 s

Fig. 2. Training an input set’s reachable set (blue) through a neural network to avoid the unsafe region (red) after (a) 0, (b) 10, (c) 20, (d) 30, and (e)
40 iterations with our method, with network size (2, 10, 2), nb,Z = 0, and nb,Q = 10. The elapsed times are denoted below the figures. Our algorithm treats
the unsafe region as a union of 210 overlapping convex sets.

As expected, the computation time of our method is largely
dictated by the complexity of the LP and MILP problem. In
theory, since IntOpt [39] is a primal-dual interior point solver,
it has a complexity of O(k

√
ng,Q +nb,Q) [42], where k is the

bit length of the input data. On the other hand, since (8)
is NP-complete, it has a worst-case complexity of O(2nb,Q)
[36]. In the experiments in this section, solving (8) was on
average 2 to 4 times longer than solving (11). To circumvent
this for more complex problems, we can either lower the
frequency of calling (8) (i.e. increase the number of iterations
between calling the MILP), or replace (8) with faster but
over-approximative neural network verification methods such
as [21]. In other words, our method can modular to other
neural network verification techniques.

We believe the power of our method comes from the low
complexity of hybrid zonotope representation (specifically,
Q), which scales only linearly with the number of neurons,
input and output dimensions, and complexity of the input
set and the unsafe region. For example, when increasing
nb,Z from 10 to 20, the maximum number of convex sets
representable as a union by Z increases from 210 to 220, even
though only 10 more binary (continuous in the LP’s case)
variables are needed, adding only 0.056 s of computation
time to every 10 iterations. In contrast, since the complexity
of the constrained zonotope representation in [26] increases
exponentially with the number of neurons in the method, our
method easily outperforms it for larger network sizes. For a
more detailed discussion on the scalability and representation
power of hybrid zonotopes, we refer the reader to [19] and
[27].

VI. DEMONSTRATION

We now demonstrate our method’s ability to handle deep
neural networks and disjoint, non-convex input and unsafe
sets. To the best of our knowledge, no existing method can
solve this problem with formal guarantees.

A. Demonstration Setup

In this experiment, we first train a ReLU neural network
with d = 4 and n1 = n2 = n3 = 30 to approximate (15),
where n0 = nd = 2. We choose the input set as the union
of 7 V-polytopes (i.e. polytopes represented by vertices)
Z =

⋃7
i=1 Zi, where

Z1 = conv([0,1]⊺, [0.2,0.2]⊺, [−0.2,0.2]⊺),
Z2 = conv([−0.2,0.2]⊺, [−0.2,−0.2]⊺, [−1,0]⊺),
Z3 = conv([0.2,−0.2]⊺, [0,−0.1]⊺, [−0.2,−0.2]⊺),
Z4 = conv([0.2,0.2]⊺, [1,0]⊺, [0.2,−0.2]⊺),
Z5 = conv([−1,1]⊺, [−0.1,1]⊺, [−0.28,0.28]⊺, [−1,0.1]⊺),
Z6 = conv([0.1,1]⊺, [1,1]⊺, [1,0.1]⊺), and
Z7 = conv([1,−0.1]⊺, [1,−1]⊺, [0.1,−1]⊺, [0.28,−0.28]⊺),

where conv(·) is the convex hull operation. Similarly, we
choose the unsafe set as the union of 3 V-polytopes U =⋃3

i=1 Ui, where

U1 = conv([1,2]⊺, [2,2]⊺, [2,1]⊺),
U2 = conv([1.5,0]⊺, [2,−0.5]⊺, [1.5,−1]⊺), and
U3 = conv([−0.5,2]⊺, [0,1.5]⊺, [−1,1.5]⊺).

See Fig. 1 for a visualization of the sets. Note that a
union of nN V-polytopes with a total of nv vertices can be
exactly represented as a hybrid zonotope with 2nv continuous
generators, nN binary generators, and nv+2 constraints [43],
and can be further simplified using reduction algorithms [34].

We use the same solvers and computer with Sec. V. As
before, we verify the satisfaction of (7) every 10 iterations
using (8).

B. Results and Discussion

The results of the experiment are shown in Table I
and visualized in Fig. 1. Since the complexity of the set
representations and the network size are significantly larger
than those in Sec. V, the number of constraints and variables
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TABLE I
Summary of duration required to drive a neural network’s reachable set (i.e. image of a given input set) out of an unsafe region under different network

sizes, input and output dimensions, and complexity of the input set and the unsafe region. The dimensions of the hybrid zonotope intersection of the
reachable set and the unsafe region ng,Q, nc,Q, and nb,Q represents the complexity of the LPs and MILPs that must be solved during the training

iterations, which took up a majority of the computation time.

Method
Network Size

nb,Z nb,U
Time

Iterations
Time per 10 Iterations

nc,Q ng,Q nb,Q
(n0, · · · ,nd) (s) (s)

Sec. V

Increasing Network Width Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours

(2, 10, 2) 0 0 1.318 70 0.188 32 44 10

(2, 20, 2) 0 0 12.960 130 0.997 62 84 20

(2, 30, 2) 0 0 17.721 60 2.954 92 124 30

[26] Scales Very Poorly with Increasing Network Width

[26]

(2, 10, 2) 0 0 0.755 2 3.775 N/A N/A N/A

(2, 20, 2) 0 0 946.677 3 3,155.590 N/A N/A N/A

(2, 30, 2) 0 0 Timeout N/A Timeout N/A N/A N/A

Increasing Network Depth Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours
(2, 10, 10, 2) 0 0 0.879 10 0.879 62 84 20

(2, 10, 10, 10, 2) 0 0 5.709 20 2.855 92 124 30

Increasing Input Dimension Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours
(4, 10, 2) 0 0 0.167 10 0.167 32 46 10

(6, 10, 2) 0 0 0.450 20 0.225 32 48 10

Increasing Output Dimension Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours
(2, 10, 4) 0 0 5.756 270 0.195 34 46 10

(2, 10, 6) 0 0 0.191 10 0.191 36 48 10

Increasing Input Set Complexity Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours
(2, 10, 2) 10 0 0.859 40 0.215 32 44 20

(2, 10, 2) 20 0 2.165 80 0.271 32 44 30

Increasing Unsafe Set Complexity Increases Training Time in Each Iteration

Ours
(2, 10, 2) 0 10 0.814 40 0.204 32 44 20

(2, 10, 2) 0 20 2.451 90 0.272 32 44 30

Sec. VI

Ours (2, 30, 30, 30, 2) 7 3 490.290 20 245.145 309 426 100

in the LPs and MILPs solved are also a magnitude larger.
Despite this, our method is still able to drive the reachable
set out of collision with the unsafe set in 20 iterations after
490.290 s. A majority of the computation time was spent
solving the MILPs, which took 54.740 s and 194.987 s at
the 10th and 20th iteration. In contrast, solving (11) took less
than 0.1 s in each iteration.

This demo presents preliminary results on how to train
a neural network to obey non-convex constraints with for-
mal guarantees for the first time. However, it also reveals
the method’s computational bottleneck of solving the NP-
complete problem in (8), which limits its utility in appli-
cations that require larger networks and more complex sets.
We plan to address this in future work by experimenting with
other neural network verification techniques, or by develop-
ing over-approximation methods using hybrid zonotopes with
simpler representations.

VII. CONCLUSION

This work proposes a new training method for enforcing
constraint satisfaction by extracting learning signals from
neural network reachability analysis using hybrid zonotopes.
This method is exact and can handle non-convex input sets
and unsafe regions, and has been shown to be fast and scale
fairly well with respect to network sizes, dimensions, and set
complexities, significantly outperforming our pervious work
in [26].

Limitations: Our current implementation has several draw-
backs to be addressed in future work. Firstly, while the
training step remains fast and efficient with an increase in
network sizes and set complexities, the verification step does
not, since the MILP in (8) is NP-complete. Secondly, the
method is limited to fully-connected networks with ReLU
activation functions, which prevents it from being applied to
more interesting problems such as those with convolutional
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neural networks (CNNs) or those with neural networks
embedded in dynamical systems. Finally, as with other neural
network training methods, backpropagation through the loss
function does not guarantee convergence towards the global
minimum. Thus, our method cannot guarantee the discovery
of a solution, even if it exists.

Future Work: Going forward, we hope to explore our
method’s compatibility with other verification methods to
overcome the NP-complete problem in solving the MILP,
at the cost of potentially losing exactness. We also plan
to apply techniques from [31], [33], [34] to train ReLU
networks embedded in dynamical systems, and leverage
tricks from [18] to apply hybrid zonotope techniques on
CNNs. If successful, they could advance safety in camera-
based control for autonomous driving [16] or aircraft landing
[44]–[46].

Another particularly exciting possibility this method can
enable is a form of set-based training, where instead of
training a neural network with features and labels as points,
we can represent them as sets around the points, which
can make the network provably robust against attacks and
disturbances for seen examples. This could be enabled by
solving the optimization problems (8) and (11) in parallel
on GPU using methods similar to [47].
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