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Abstract

Recently, Offline Reinforcement Learning (RL) has achieved remarkable progress
with the emergence of various algorithms and datasets. However, these methods
usually focus on algorithmic advancements, ignoring that many low-level imple-
mentation choices considerably influence or even drive the final performance. As
a result, it becomes hard to attribute the progress in Offline RL as these choices
are not sufficiently discussed and aligned in the literature. In addition, papers
focusing on a dataset (e.g., D4RL) often ignore algorithms proposed on another
dataset (e.g., RL Unplugged), causing isolation among the algorithms, which might
slow down the overall progress. Therefore, this work aims to bridge the gaps
caused by low-level choices and datasets. To this end, we empirically investigate
20 implementation choices using three representative algorithms (i.e., CQL, CRR,
and IQL) and present a guidebook for choosing implementations. Following the
guidebook, we find two variants CRRT and CQL™, achieving new state-of-the-art
on D4RL. Moreover, we benchmark eight popular offline RL algorithms across
datasets under unified training and evaluation framework. The findings are inspir-
ing: the success of a learning paradigm severely depends on the data distribution,
and some previous conclusions are biased by the dataset used. Our code is available
at https://github.com/sail-sg/offbench.

1 Introduction

Deep Reinforcement Learning (RL) is of significant importance to solving sequential decision-making
tasks, ranging from game playing [30, 37, 5] to robot control [28, 23, 32]. However, interacting with
the environment is prohibitively expensive and dangerous in real-world safety-sensitive scenarios,
which limits the applications of RL methods outside of simulators. Therefore, offline RL, targeting
learning agents from pre-collected experiences by arbitrary agents to avoid online interaction, is
receiving increasing attention. As a result, remarkable achievements have been made in recent
years. Most of them aim to solve the distributional shift problem [29], by introducing constraints or
regularizations in either policy evaluation step [27, 46] or policy improvement step [44, 13].

The rapid progress brings new challenges in benchmarking the advances in offline RL. First, offline
RL algorithms contain many low-level design choices that are often not well-discussed or aligned in
the literature. This makes it impossible to assess whether improvements are due to the algorithms
or due to their implementations. Similar observations have been made by various studies [3, 1 1] in
online RL that low-level choices play a critical role in driving performance and, thus, should not be
overlooked. Second, multiple datasets are released to facilitate offline RL research, among which
RL Unplugged [17] and D4RL [12] are the most popular ones. However, there is apparent isolation
between them. That is, algorithms evaluated on one dataset [44, 34, 17] are often ignored by papers
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focusing on another [27, 26, 46], and vice versa. As a result, the conclusions drawn in a paper might
be highly biased by the dataset used. In addition, evaluation metrics might not be aligned and not
directly comparable. For example, [43] considers the best score at training, while [26] reports the
ending performance of the training process.

The key goal of this work is thus two-fold: 1) to investigate low-level algorithm choices in depth
to better attribute the progress in offline RL; 2) to benchmark offline RL algorithms across datasets
with a unified evaluation protocol to facilitate future research. We first summarize and implement 20
choices from the literature and select three representative algorithms for low-level implementation
study, including Critic Regularized Regression (CRR) [44], Conservative Q-Learning (CQL) [27],
and Implicit Q-Learning (IQL) [26]. Through careful alignment and ablation, we provide a guidebook
for making low-level decisions in offline RL algorithms. Moreover, we develop two variants of CRR
and CQL (which we refer to as CRRT and CQL™) based on the guidebook, which significantly
improves upon their original implementations (CQL™ by 5% and CRR™ by 33.8%), and outperform
the current state-of-the-art (SOTA) method.

Then, to benchmark and validate the generalization ability across datasets with different distributions.
We select two algorithms (Muzero Unplugged [34] and CRR) from RL Unplugged, and six (BC,
SAC [18], Onestep RL [7], TD3+BC [13], CQL, and IQL) from D4RL. To eliminate the effect
of codebases, we carefully re-implement all eight algorithms by strictly following their official
implementations under a unified offline RL training framework. Then we conduct experiments on 26
tasks from 5 domains across D4RL and RL Unplugged. D4RL resembles the case where the data
is generated by one or more fixed agents, while RL Unplugged, on the other hand, considers the
abundant replays generated by prior RL agents that can be used to learn a new agent efficiently. Our
findings are insightful: algorithms with policy constraints demonstrate better transferability across
datasets, while value constraints, which produce lower-bounded values, generally produce a worse
performance on replay data. In addition, unconstrained off-policy algorithms, e.g., SAC and MuZero
Unplugged, often fail on datasets generated by a mixture of agents, which is contradictory to the
previous conclusion made by [34]. In summary, we make the following contributions:

* A unified training framework for various offline RL algorithms.

* A guidebook for low-level implementation choices in offline RL and two improved algo-
rithms (CRR™ and CQL) that have never been recorded before.

* Insightful observations on dataset distributions and algorithmic designs and practical recom-
mendations for algorithm selection.

2 Related Works

Offline RL. The biggest challenge of offline RL is the distribution shift between the learning policy
and the behavior policy, i.e., the policy used to collect the offline dataset [29]. Due to the unconstrained
Bellman’s update, the extrapolation error of unseen Q-values Q(s, a) will accumulate during training
and eventually produce an erroneous policy. Therefore, most of the existing offline RL methods
consider a conservative learning framework implemented as an additional soft constraint upon the RL
objective. The key to conservative learning is encouraging the learning policy to stay close to the
behavior policy. It will query the out-of-distribution (OOD) actions less frequently. Such a constraint
can be imposed directly on the policy improvement step, i.e., on the policy [15, 45, 13, 36, 44]. For
example, TD3+BC [13] adds an additional behavior cloning term as a regularizer for the policy to
stay in the dataset manifold. Also, the conservative constraints can be indirectly imposed on the
policy evaluation step, i.e., the Q-functions [27]. Differently, MuZero Unplugged has demonstrated
its applicability to both online and offline RL settings without any modifications to its algorithmic
structures [34]. However, as prior algorithms are either evaluated only on D4RL or RL Unplugged
without intersections, it is hard to compare their performance directly. In this work, we unify eight
popular algorithms under the same framework, ranging from simple CQL and CRR [44], etc., to
highly complex MuZero Unplugged [34], and experiment on both D4RL and RL Unplugged dataset
to provide a better understanding of the progress. For algorithms that require a significant change to
the network architecture or computation cost, e.g., Decision Transformer [8] or SAC-n [2], we leave
them for future study.

Benchmarking RL Algorithms. Reinforcement learning provides a principled way to solve se-
quential decision-making problems. However, it is notorious for its instability and sensitivity to



hyper-parameters and low-level implementation choices [40, 10, 22]. Such a phenomenon commonly
exists in model-based RL [42], off-policy RL [41, 16], and on-policy RL [3, 11]. In addition, as
discussed in [1], naive point estimation of RL returns might be statistically unstable. However,
existing works on offline RL mainly compare their point estimations with results from prior published
papers without careful tuning of hyper-parameters and implementation choices. Such a scheme may
hinder understanding the real progress in the offline RL field. Hence, we present a comprehensive
benchmarking for offline RL algorithms, covering eight popular algorithms ranging from constrained
policy improvement [ 13, 44, 26] to constrained policy evaluation [27]. We evaluate all algorithms
under a unified framework with three different metrics which report the extreme performance as well
as the stability of algorithms.

3 Preliminaries

We consider a Markov Decision Process (MDP) denoted as a tuple M = (S,.A4,po(s),p(s" |
s,a),r(s,a),7), where S and A are the state and action spaces, po(s) is the initial state distribution,
p(s’ | s,a) is the transition function, 7 (s, a) is the reward function, and -y is the discount factor. The
target of reinforcement learning is to find a policy 7*(a | s) that maximizes the accumulative return

oo
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In an actor-critic framework, policy optimization follows Bellman’s expectation operator
B™Q(s,a) = r(s,a) +YEg wp(.|s,a),a'~n(-|s) [Q(5", a’)], which alternates between policy evaluation
and policy improvement. Given a policy mp(a | s) and Q function Q4 (s, a), policy evaluation aims
to learn the Q function by minimizing the prediction error E,, 7, (als) [(Q¢(s, a) — B™Q4(s, a))z] ,
where fir, is the stationary distribution induced by 7 (a | s) [35]. On the other hand, policy improve-
ment focuses on learning the optimal policy by maximizing the approximated accumulative return by
Q functions IEMB (s)mo(als) [Qo(a | s)].

However, as querying OOD actions is inevitable when sampling from 7y (a | s), both the policy
improvement and evaluation steps are affected in offline RL setups. To alleviate this issue, con-
servative RL methods impose additional constraints on either the policy improvement step or the
policy evaluation step to encourage the learning policy g to stay close to the behavior policy mg
that generates the dataset. Concretely, conservative policy improvement and conservative policy
evaluation can be written as

mgaxIE#,re (s)me(als) [Qqﬁ(a |s) — ang,%@}
m{;n E/tweﬂe(a\S) [(Q¢(57 a) - BW6Q¢(S’ a))2 + 0120‘52745”8]

where a1 and « are hyper-parameters, and C , 5 and ng ¢, are conservative constraints for the
policy and value functions respectively. In the later part of this paper, we refer to these two approaches
as the conservative policy evaluation and the conservative policy improvement.

4 Implementation Choices for Offline RL

RL algorithms are notorious for their instability and sensitivity to hyper-parameters and implemen-
tation choices [3, 11]. As a particular case of RL, besides this issue, offline RL also suffers from
other implementation difficulties on the conservative constraints terms during optimization. We
first pick two baseline algorithms for case studies, CRR for conservative policy improvement and
CQL for conservative policy evaluation, investigating how better low-level choices enable baselines
to outperform the SOTA algorithm, IQL. In addition, we perform ablations on IQL. Our results
demonstrate that the success of IQL highly depends on the choice of implementations.

4.1 Study Design

We split the implementation choices into two categories, general RL choices, and algorithmic-specific
choices. In this section, we discuss the general RL choices. Specifically, we focus on the gym-



locomotion tasks (v2) of the DARL dataset. For a fair comparison with reported results from [26],
we report the average last step return over 3 seeds and 100 episodes. We pick a subset of the
implementation choices for investigation, where the abbreviation used in Fig. 1 is bolded.

Weight initialization scheme. The initialization scheme of the last output layer of the network has
a huge impact on the final performance [3]. We study three variants: orthogonal initialization with
scale v/2 (ORT-1.41), orthogonal initilaization with scale 0.01 (ORT-0.01), and the default Lecun
normal initialization (non-ORT).

Policy learning rate and scheduler. For the Q function learning rate, we fix a commonly adopted
value of 3e~*. For policy learning rate, we examine two configurations, le~* (Ir=1e-4) and 3¢ ~*
(Ir=3e-4) with cosine learning rate scheduler.

Reward normalization. Reward normalization is one of the most important factors in RL [11]. We
evaluate two settings: without reward normalization (non-RN) and reward normalization (RN) as
r’ = r/(max R — min R) % 1000, where max R and min R denote the maximum and minimum
trajectory returns of the dataset.

Policy distribution parameterization. We consider two variants of policy representation, tanh-squashed
Gaussian a ~ tanh(N (g, 04 | s)) (TS), or a clipped Gaussian distribution with tanh-squashed
mean a ~ clip(N (tanh(p,), 04 | 8), —1,1) (non-TS). In addition, we also evaluate the influence
of variance parameterization by either making it state-dependent (SD) or independent parameters
(non-SD).

Layer normalization. As Q-value over-estimation is a common issue in offline RL, we add Layer
Normalization [4] to the policy and Q value networks (LN) and examine if it improves the numerical
stability.

Activation functions. We choose two different activation functions, relu and elu [9]. The activation
function is applied after layer normalization.
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Figure 1: Influence of implementation choices. We conduct ablation studies for two common baselines,
CRR and CQL, on the gym-locomotion-v2 tasks of the D4RL benchmark. (a) We sweep the implementation
choices and hyper-parameters of CQL and CRR and report the average last step return. We show that with
careful choices, CQL™ achieves a total score of 731.9 (5% improvement) and CRR™ reaches 702.3 (33.8%
improvement), both of which outperform the SOTA method IQL (692.4). (b, c) We report the performance
drop of ablations compared with the optimal configuration in (a). More details and discussions are available in
Sect. 4.2 and Sect. 4.3.
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Figure 2: Influence of implementation choices. (a) We report the performance drop of IQL ablations compared
with the optimal configuration in its official implementation [26] (more details in Sect. 4.4). (b) For shared
implementation choices, we visualize the performance differences between an implementation choice (top half)
and its baseline (bottom half).



4.2 Case Study: Conservative Q Learning

Conservative Q Learning (CQL) [27] focuses on directly regularizing the Q-value functions during
optimization. CQL learns a lower-bound of the ground-truth Q values by implementing Cg? PR

Céiz)”g =E;op IOg ZGXP Q(’S? a) - Ea~7rg(a|s) [Q(57 a)] . 2

Intuitively, CQL encourages the agent to produce high Q-values for in-distribution actions (positive
sample), while suppressing the Q-value of OOD actions (negative samples).

For CQL, we further ablate its number of actions for negative examples. In practice, we use mg(a | s),
mg(a | s’), and U(—1, 1) to generate negative samples, where s’ is the next state and ¢/ is a uniform
distribution. For each distribution a = N actions are sampled, where N € {10, 30, 50}.

CQL™. The official implementation of CQL adopts a = 10, a policy learning rate of 3¢ — 4, and
relu activation for all networks. After sweeping, we observe that using a = 50, policy learning
of 1le — 4, and elu activation, CQL™ significantly improves the performance of CQL. In Fig. 1(a),
CQL™ achieves a total score of 731.9 on gym-locomotion-v2 tasks of D4RL benchmark, while the
original implementation has a score of 698.5 [27]. Fig. 1(b) also details the ablation results of CQL.
We observe that tanh-squashed distribution is the most critical component of CQL, without which
CQL would suffer a significant 17% performance drop. In addition, reward normalization hurts the
performance of CQL. Moreover, a proper number of sampled actions, learning rate, and activation
function also contribute significantly to the performance of CQL™, while layer-norm and weight
initialization schemes have a relatively minor impact on its performance.

4.3 Case Study: Critic Regularized Regression

Critic Regularized Regression (CRR) [44] handles offline RL with conservative policy improvement.
Concretely, it learns the policy by

arg mgXE&aND [f(Qg,m,5,a)logmg(a ] s))] )

where D is the dataset, and f is a non-negative scalar function whose value is monotonically increasing
in Q4. One common choice for f is f(Qg, T, s,a) = exp [Qy(s,a) — Eqrn(als)Q(s,a’)]. Sucha
formulation follows Advantage Weighted Regression (AWR) [31], where Eqn. (3) is derived as the
closed-form solution to an optimization problem with Cf , 5 : Dir, [mg(-[s) || ms(- | )] < € as the
constraint.

For CRR, we additionally ablate the following two components:

Double Q learning. As the original CRR adopts a single Q value structure, we additionally implement
the double Q learning (DQ). Specifically, we use min(Q, Q) as the final prediction of the Q value.

Advantage normalization. Advantage normalization (AN) normalizes the advantages in a batch [3]
for numerical stability of advantages. In our CRR implementation, we implement this by normalizing
the exponential advantage exp A(s, a) over a batch.

CRR™. The original CRR implementation considers only a single Q-value network with ResNet [19]-
based architectures. For a fair comparison with other baselines, we focus on a simple 3-layer network.
After sweeping, we observe double Q learning and layer normalization are the two most critical
items for its performance boost, without which the performance would drop by 20.8% and 16.5%.
On the other hand, the choices of activation functions, weight initialization schemes, and policy
representations are less important considerations for CRR. As suggested by Fig. 1(a), CRR™ achieves
a significant performance boost from a total score of 525.2 to 702.3 (33.8% improvement), and it
even outperforms the SOTA method IQL (692.4).

4.4 Case Study: Implicit Q Learning

Implicit Q-Learning (IQL) [26] is one of the SOTA methods in offline RL. Similar to OnestepRL [7],
IQL learns the policy in SARSA [38] style without querying OOD actions during policy evaluation. To
better approximate the maximum Q-value to allow multi-step dynamic programming, IQL performs



expectile regression during policy evaluation. Specifically, it introduces an additional value function
Vi (), and performs policy evaluation by

m(gnEs,aND [Lg(Qtﬁ(Sv a)) - V¢(S)]
minE, g [(1(5.0) +7V(s') = Qa(s,0))7] “

where L7 is the expectile regression loss defined as L3 (z) = |7 — 1(z < 0)|2? with hyper-paramter
7 € (0,1) and the indicator function 1. Intuitively, larger 7 allows Vy;(s) to better approximate
max Q(s,a). As a result, IQL performs Q learning without querying OOD actions. For policy

improvement, IQL follows AWR as described in Eqn. (3).

For IQL, we ablate its expectile rate T (exp=7) and its training scheme. In particular, although in its
original paper, the IQL algorithm follows OnestepRL which performs policy improvement with a
fixed learned value network (non-JNT), IQL jointly learns its policy and value networks (JNT) in its
official implementation.

We present the ablation results of IQL in Fig. 2(a). We observe that the official configuration of IQL
already gives the optimal performance and it is highly sensitive to the choice of implementations.
Five alternative implementations will cause a significant performance drop of more than 100 points
in its total return, including the policy learning rate (drop by 14.4%), the use of state-independent
variance in policy distribution (drop by 14.6%), high expectile rate 7 (drop by 16.2%), the absence of
joint policy and value training scheme (drop by 16.3%), and the absence of reward normalization
(drop by 17.2%). Thus, careful implementations are critical to the strong performance of IQL.

4.5 Recommendations of Implementation Choices

Through careful ablations over implementation choices and hyper-parameter configurations, we
observe that all three algorithms require a careful choice of implementations. In addition to the
algorithm-specific choices, for shared implementation choices as described in Sect. 4.1, we summarize
their influences across three algorithms in Fig. 2(b). Specifically, CRR and CQL have a similar trend
regarding implementation choices (6 out of 8), while IQL requires particular tuning on its own. We
make a list of recommended implementation choices for prototyping new algorithms.

Weight initialization schemes. In contrast to on-policy algorithms [3], we observe that orthogonal
initialization generally performs worse than Lecun initialization, regardless of the last layer weight
scale (5 out of 6 cases).

Policy learning rate. In Fig. 2(b), we observe that although both CRR and CQL benefit from a
smaller learning rate of le-4, IQL suffers from it with a sharp performance drop (-14.4%). We would
recommend trying both learning rates (1e — 4 and 3e — 4) when implementing new algorithms.

Reward normalization scheme. Similar to learning rates, reward normalization has diverged influence
over algorithms. Both CRR and CQL observe clear performance drops on normalized rewards (-8%
and -8.7%), while it significantly improves the performance of IQL (17.2%). We would recommend
trying out both choices for prototyping.

Layer normalization. Layer normalization contributes significantly to the success of CRR on contin-
uous control tasks (18.8% improvement). Although both CQL and IQL encounter a performance
drop, they are relatively minor (2.5% and 2.4%). Thus, we would recommend directly adding layer
normalization to algorithms for prototyping.

Activation function. According to our ablation results, the choice of activation function has a relatively
smaller impact than other choices, where only CQL encounters a 5% improvement switching from
relu to elu. We would recommend directly starting with elu activation as a safer choice.

Policy distribution parameterization. We observe that using state-dependent variance learning
generally improves CQL and CRR, and has a negligible influence on IQL. Nevertheless, tanh-
squashed distributions have a strong impact on all three algorithms. CRR and CQL benefit from
the tanh transformations, while IQL suffers from it. To this end, we would recommend taking
state-dependent variance as a start, while trying both tanh and non-tanh squashed distributions.

We do not exhaust all the implementation choices but we believe the above-mentioned ablations
could help prototype offline RL algorithms more easily.



Table 1: Running average returns on D4RL Dataset. Specifically, we observe a discrepancy between
the reproduced results and the reported results of CQL on antmaze-vO0 tasks, where the results are
formatted as reproduced/reported.

BC 10% BC  Onestep MuZero SAC TD3+BC IQL  CRR*' cQLt
halfcheetah-medium-v2 42.6 41.6 47.9 25.0 36.3 48.1 47.5 47.8 48.1
hopper-medium-v2 56.8 56.2 61.1 22 1.6 54.7 62.2 65.4 69.1
walker2d-medium-v2 69.5 71.4 78.1 0.1 -0.2 76.3 81.3 84.2 83.9
halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 36.6 37.1 37.1 40.8 24.7 43.8 43.6 452 46.0
hopper-medium-replay-v2 45.1 70.0 91.1 30.3 18.1 45.5 94.2 72.3 97.1
walker2d-medium-replay-v2 233 54.4 54.3 41.5 0.7 42.6 78.9 85.2 81.7
halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 47.0 86.4 93.7 -1.2 79 92.4 89.3 91.6 83.7
hopper-medium-expert-v2 55.4 102.1 102.4 1.8 1.7 87.6 84.1 101.7 98.2
walker2d-medium-expert-v2 93.3 108.7 109.9 -0.1 0.3 106.7 109.2 1104 110.2
total (gym-locomotion) 469.6 627.9 675.6 140.2 91.1 597.7 690.2 703.9 717.9
pen-human-v0 79.6 1.9 72.4 0.81 1.8 5.9 75.0 67.8 774
pen-cloned-v0 335 -0.7 26.9 7.13 -0.4 17.2 36.9 36.8 22.9
total (adroit) 113.1 1.2 99.2 7.9 1.4 23.1 111.9 104.6 100.3
kitchen-complete-v0 64.9 3.8 66.0 0 0.9 22 67.4 72.5 42.0
kitchen-partial-v0 35.8 65.1 59.3 0.17 0.0 0.7 36.9 39.9 40.7
kitchen-mixed-v0 49.7 46.0 56.5 0 0.4 0.0 49.2 50.1 45.7
total (kitchen) 150.4 114.9 181.7 0.2 1.4 29 153.4 162.4 128.5
antmaze-umaze-v0 52.0 61.3 62.4 0.0 0.1 40.2 81.0 0.0 47.0/74.0
antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 46.1 52.4 44.7 0.0 0.0 58.0 59.6 419 41.4/84.0
antmaze-medium-play-v0 0.1 8.2 54 0.0 0.0 0.2 75.4 0.0 03/61.2
antmaze-medium-diverse-v0 0.3 32 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 74.8 0.0 0.13/53.7
antmaze-large-play-v0 0.0 1.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.3 0.0 0.17/15.8
antmaze-large-diverse-v0 0.0 2.1 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 459 0.0 0/14.9
total (antmaze) 98.5 128.5 1152 0.0 0.1 98.4 384.0 41.9 89.0/303.6

Table 2: Running average returns on RL Unplugged Dataset.

BC 10% BC ~ Onestep  MuZero SAC TD3+BC IQL CRRT CQL*

cartpole swingup 280.2 534.5 198.2 427.1 816.6 405.1 787.8 437.9 3184
Walker Walk 3274 352.0 485.2 894.6 849.8 3124 866.7 905.2 905.2
Finger Turn Hard 131.9 236.9 137.9 358.8 528.5 225.6 337.8 163.7 134.9

Cheetah Run 328.1 97.7 243.1 166.0 239.8 754.5 189.2 641.6 358.8
‘Walker Stand 344.8 357.1 384.4 930.5 568.3 378.7 666.1 659.7 273.1
Fish Swim 303.4 419.3 414.6 382.5 85.5 329.5 195.8 173.6 85.3

total 1730.4 2036.8 2038.4 3159.5  3089.7 2425.7 3076.9 30003 2076.6

5 Cross-Dataset Evaluation

One clear difference between Offline RL and online RL is that the environment interactions are
replaced with a fixed dataset. An agent’s performance highly depends on the dataset used, and the
generalization across datasets should be an essential consideration for the performance evaluation.

5.1 Evaluation Setups

Dataset. We further evaluate a wide range of
algorithms across two datasets with distinct dis-
tributions, RL Unplugged [17] and D4RL [12]. 150000

50000

RL Unplugged considers a wide range of tasks 21 g
covering both continuous, e.g., DeepMind Con- " o “ 20000
trol Suite [39], and discrete actions, e.g., Atari | | | 10000
games The dataset is generate d by down . I 0ot I T
. - ] Reivard 10 0.0 0.2 O;eWESdE 0.8 1.0
sampling the replay buffer of an online agent,
(a) halfcheetah-m-e-v2 (b) cheetah-run

which contains a continuous spectrum of the

past agent, i.e., the complete exploration pro- Figure 3: Reward distributions of (a) halfcheetah-
cess during the RL. Such a setup is useful for medium-expert-v2 from D4RL dataset and (b) cheetah-
the fast iteration of new agents directly from run from RL Unplugged dataset. These two tasks are
previously collected experience, where the en- conceptually similar but possess distinct data distribu-
vironment is slow to interact with. Differently, tions.

most tasks in D4RL focus on continuous control

tasks with data generated by one or more fixed agents, except for the full-replay tasks. Hence, the
data distribution of D4RL is significantly different from RL Unplugged, where data tends to be a



multi-modal distribution. We visualize the reward and return distribution of the cheetah-run dataset
of RL Unplugged and halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 task in Fig. 3. We observe that halfcheetah-
medium-expert-v2 has two modes, while the cheetah-run is closer to a uniform distribution.

Evaluation Protocol. One critical issue of the current offline RL research is that there exists no
standard evaluation protocol. Some prior works consider the average of last return [26, 27, 7] as
their metrics, which, however, often fail to capture the stability of an algorithm. Others might
consider the best evaluation return throughout the training. Nevertheless, it often overestimates the
real performance of offline RL and is naturally infeasible for offline RL as an evaluation environment
is missing in realistic setups. In this work, we propose to consider the last running average return for
offline RL evaluation. Specifically, we maintain a sliding window of size L, and for time step ¢, the
average return is calculated as R, = % Zi’:t— ; Ry . The running average return at the last step 7" is
used as the final metric for evaluation. Running average return captures the stability of algorithms,
and the use of the last step running average return better fits the offline RL.

5.2 Algorithms for Evaluation

Nevertheless, there is a clear isolation between algorithms evaluated on D4RL [27, 7, 13, 26] and the
ones evaluated on RL Unplugged [44, 34]. As a result, it is yet unclear how an algorithm generalizes
across different data distributions.

We benchmark 8 algorithms across datasets. Specifically, in addition to the three algorithms discussed
in the previous section, we consider the following algorithms in our empirical study: (1) Soft Actor-
Critic (SAC) [18], a popular off-policy RL algorithm. (2) MuZero Unplugged [34], an offline RL
algorithm without conservative constraints. MuZero Unplugged has demonstrated strong performance
on RL Unplugged, but untested on D4RL. For a fair comparison with other algorithms, we use flat
MLPs for MuZero, instead of ResNets as in its original implementation. (3) x% BC, which stands
for behavior cloning with trajectories of the top x% accumulative return. Here, we choose z = 10
following [26]. (4) TD3+BC [13], which is a conservative policy improvement method by constraining
the learning policy with a simple behavior cloning term. (5) OnestepRL [7], which implements
implicit conservative policy improvement with SARSA-style Q-learning.

We strictly follow the official implementations and re-implement all algorithms in JAX [6] with
the neural network library Flax [20]. We search the hyper-parameters for all algorithms and fix the
parameters with the best overall performance. More details are available in the appendix.

5.3 Results and Discussions: D4RL

We present the last step running average return on the DARL dataset in Tab. 1.

On gym-locomotion tasks, CQL™ achieves the best total running average return (717.9) across all
algorithms, outperforming the SOTA method, IQL, by a large margin. Interestingly, CRR™, a direct
variant of the off-policy algorithm AWR, produces a stable and strong performance with careful
implementation tuning on locomotion tasks and outperforms IQL. However, TD3+BC achieves a
much worse performance (597.7) than its best-achieved performance (737.8, in the appendix). Such a
phenomenon is caused by the instability of TD3+BC. We suspect the underlying reason is that directly
regularizing the learning policy by behavior cloning leads to a conflicting optimization objective and
eventually hinders policy improvement. For adroit and kitchen, we observe that OnestepRL, CRR™,
and IQL are significantly better than the other algorithms. All these three algorithms follow the policy
improvement of AWR, i.e., weighted behavior cloning (Eqn. 3), which naturally avoids querying the
OOD actions and better fits these environments with sparser reward.

We observe on antmaze environments with long-delayed rewards, IQL consistently outperforms all
other algorithms. Most algorithms suffer from a performance drop as training proceeds. In particular,
we observe an apparent discrepancy between the reproduced and reported results on CQL on antmaze.
We followed the official configurations and implementations and performed a careful hyper-parameter
sweeping but failed to reproduce the results. Interestingly, although MuZero Unplugged claims its
generality on both online and offline setups, we observe that MuZero generally fails on D4RL tasks,
except for medium-replay environments where the replay data is present.



5.4 Results and Discussions: RL Unplugged

The last step running average return on RL Unplugged dataset are presented in Tab. 2.

Contradictory results to D4RL are observed on RL Unplugged. MuZero has achieved relatively strong
performance, even with the much smaller network re-implemented than its original implementations.
However, on D4RL, MuZero failed except for the medium-replay tasks. To our surprise, as an
off-policy algorithm, SAC observes a similar trend: it fails on D4RL but achieves strong performance
on RL Unplugged, outperforming all other algorithms except MuZero. CRR™ and IQL also transfer
their strong performance to RL Unplugged, while CQL™ and OnestepRL achieve much worse
performances than others.

5.5 Discussions and Recommendations

We have observed distinct results on D4RL and RL Unplugged datasets. Specifically, algorithms
that succeed on D4RL, including CQL* and OnestepRL, fail to transfer their success to RL Un-
plugged. On the contrary, algorithms that fail on D4RL, including SAC and MuZero, achieve strong
performance in RL Unplugged. By summarizing their shared properties, we draw the following
conclusions.

MuZero is closer to an off-policy algorithm. As we have observed on both the D4RL dataset and
RL Unplugged dataset, MuZero has shown the same trend in its performance with SAC, rather than
other offline RL algorithms. It fails to handle the data distributions generated by fixed agents, which
provides no coverage of the exploration process of a normal RL agent. To fix this issue, conservative
constraints could be considered during the Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) process of MuZero.

Overly conservative constraints will have adverse effects on replay data. On the contrary to D4RL, for
replay datasets, overly conservative algorithms, e.g., CQL, work worse than the standard off-policy
RL algorithms, e.g., SAC. This is potentially because they estimate an overly loose lower bound of
the actual policy/value, and thus fail to exploit the rare but good data in the dataset effectively.

AWR-style policy improvement gives the best generalization across data distributions. Different
from standard Q-learning, algorithms with AWR-style policy improvement, e.g., IQL, and CRR,
achieve stable performance on both RL Unplugged and D4RL datasets. This is potentially because
the AWR-style policy improvement naturally encodes an implicit conservative constraint for policy
and thus minimizes the need for additional constraints. As a result, they are minimally conservative
and can adapt to different data distributions with minimal effort.

Recommendation of algorithms. When starting a practical project with offline RL, given the above
analysis, we would recommend CRR and IQL as the go-to algorithms, which are efficient, general
across different data distributions, and have strong performance on most of the tasks. Although in all
experiments, we observe IQL still gives the best overall best performance, which demonstrates its
algorithmic level advancements, IQL is more sensitive to hyper-parameters and would need careful
implementation and hyper-parameter tuning in practical use.

6 Conclusions

We conduct a large-scale empirical study on the low-level implementation choices of offline RL
algorithms and benchmark 8 algorithms across D4RL and RL Unplugged datasets. We show that
low-level implementations are crucial to the performance of offline RL algorithms. By sweeping 20
low-level implementation choices, we present a guidebook for implementing new offline algorithms,
as well as CRR™ and CQL™ that outperform the SOTA algorithm following the guidebook. Lastly,
we benchmark 8 popular algorithms across RL Unplugged and D4RL, and show that conservative
policy improvement algorithms demonstrate the best transferrability across datasets. We hope this
work would shed light on the future research of offline RL.



References

[1] Rishabh Agarwal, Max Schwarzer, Pablo Samuel Castro, Aaron C Courville, and Marc Belle-
mare. Deep reinforcement learning at the edge of the statistical precipice. Advances in neural
information processing systems, 34:29304-29320, 2021.

[2] Gaon An, Seungyong Moon, Jang-Hyun Kim, and Hyun Oh Song. Uncertainty-based offline
reinforcement learning with diversified q-ensemble. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 34:7436-7447, 2021.

[3] Marcin Andrychowicz, Anton Raichuk, Piotr Stariczyk, Manu Orsini, Sertan Girgin, Rapha¢l
Marinier, Leonard Hussenot, Matthieu Geist, Olivier Pietquin, Marcin Michalski, et al. What
matters for on-policy deep actor-critic methods? a large-scale study. In International conference
on learning representations, 2020.

[4] Jimmy Lei Ba, Jamie Ryan Kiros, and Geoffrey E Hinton. Layer normalization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1607.06450, 2016.

[5] Christopher Berner, Greg Brockman, Brooke Chan, Vicki Cheung, Przemystaw Debiak, Christy
Dennison, David Farhi, Quirin Fischer, Shariq Hashme, Chris Hesse, et al. Dota 2 with large
scale deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.06680, 2019.

[6] James Bradbury, Roy Frostig, Peter Hawkins, Matthew James Johnson, Chris Leary, Dougal
Maclaurin, George Necula, Adam Paszke, Jake VanderPlas, Skye Wanderman-Milne, and Qiao
Zhang. JAX: composable transformations of Python+NumPy programs, 2018.

[7] David Brandfonbrener, Will Whitney, Rajesh Ranganath, and Joan Bruna. Offline rl without
off-policy evaluation. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:4933-4946,
2021.

[8] Lili Chen, Kevin Lu, Aravind Rajeswaran, Kimin Lee, Aditya Grover, Misha Laskin, Pieter
Abbeel, Aravind Srinivas, and Igor Mordatch. Decision transformer: Reinforcement learning
via sequence modeling. Advances in neural information processing systems, 34:15084—-15097,
2021.

[9] Djork-Arné Clevert, Thomas Unterthiner, and Sepp Hochreiter. Fast and accurate deep network
learning by exponential linear units (elus). arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.07289, 2015.

[10] Yan Duan, Xi Chen, Rein Houthooft, John Schulman, and Pieter Abbeel. Benchmarking deep
reinforcement learning for continuous control. In International conference on machine learning,
pages 1329-1338. PMLR, 2016.

[11] Logan Engstrom, Andrew Ilyas, Shibani Santurkar, Dimitris Tsipras, Firdaus Janoos, Larry
Rudolph, and Aleksander Madry. Implementation matters in deep rl: A case study on ppo and
trpo. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020.

[12] Justin Fu, Aviral Kumar, Ofir Nachum, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. D4rl: Datasets for
deep data-driven reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.07219, 2020.

[13] Scott Fujimoto and Shixiang Shane Gu. A minimalist approach to offline reinforcement learning.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021.

[14] Scott Fujimoto, Herke Hoof, and David Meger. Addressing function approximation error in
actor-critic methods. In International conference on machine learning, 2018.

[15] Scott Fujimoto, David Meger, and Doina Precup. Off-policy deep reinforcement learning
without exploration. In International conference on machine learning, 2019.

[16] Hiroki Furuta, Tadashi Kozuno, Tatsuya Matsushima, Yutaka Matsuo, and Shixiang Shane
Gu. Co-adaptation of algorithmic and implementational innovations in inference-based deep
reinforcement learning. Advances in neural information processing systems, 34:9828-9842,
2021.

[17] Caglar Gulcehre, Ziyu Wang, Alexander Novikov, Thomas Paine, Sergio Gomez, Konrad Zolna,
Rishabh Agarwal, Josh S Merel, Daniel J] Mankowitz, Cosmin Paduraru, et al. Rl unplugged:
A suite of benchmarks for offline reinforcement learning. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 33:7248-7259, 2020.

[18] Tuomas Haarnoja, Aurick Zhou, Pieter Abbeel, and Sergey Levine. Soft actor-critic: Off-
policy maximum entropy deep reinforcement learning with a stochastic actor. In International
conference on machine learning, 2018.

10



[19] Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. Deep residual learning for image
recognition. In 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR
2016, Las Vegas, NV, USA, June 27-30, 2016, pages 770-778. IEEE Computer Society, 2016.

[20] Jonathan Heek, Anselm Levskaya, Avital Oliver, Marvin Ritter, Bertrand Rondepierre, Andreas
Steiner, and Marc van Zee. Flax: A neural network library and ecosystem for JAX, 2020.

[21] Thomas Hubert, Julian Schrittwieser, loannis Antonoglou, Mohammadamin Barekatain, Simon
Schmitt, and David Silver. Learning and planning in complex action spaces. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4476-4486. PMLR, 2021.

[22] Riashat Islam, Peter Henderson, Maziar Gomrokchi, and Doina Precup. Reproducibility
of benchmarked deep reinforcement learning tasks for continuous control. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1708.04133, 2017.

[23] Gregory Kahn, Adam Villaflor, Bosen Ding, Pieter Abbeel, and Sergey Levine. Self-supervised
deep reinforcement learning with generalized computation graphs for robot navigation. In
International Conference on Robotics and Automation, 2018.

[24] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[25] Diederik P. Kingma and Max Welling. Auto-encoding variational bayes. In Yoshua Bengio and
Yann LeCun, editors, International Conference on Learning Representations, 2014.

[26] Ilya Kostrikov, Ashvin Nair, and Sergey Levine. Offline reinforcement learning with implicit
g-learning. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022.

[27] Aviral Kumar, Aurick Zhou, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. Conservative q-learning for
offline reinforcement learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.

[28] Sergey Levine, Chelsea Finn, Trevor Darrell, and Pieter Abbeel. End-to-end training of deep
visuomotor policies. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2016.

[29] Sergey Levine, Aviral Kumar, George Tucker, and Justin Fu. Offline reinforcement learning:
Tutorial, review, and perspectives on open problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.01643, 2020.

[30] Volodymyr Mnih, Koray Kavukcuoglu, David Silver, Alex Graves, loannis Antonoglou, Daan
Wierstra, and Martin Riedmiller. Playing atari with deep reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1312.5602, 2013.

[31] Xue Bin Peng, Aviral Kumar, Grace Zhang, and Sergey Levine. Advantage-weighted regression:
Simple and scalable off-policy reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.00177, 2019.

[32] Manolis Savva, Jitendra Malik, Devi Parikh, Dhruv Batra, Abhishek Kadian, Oleksandr
Maksymets, Yili Zhao, Erik Wijmans, Bhavana Jain, Julian Straub, Jia Liu, and Vladlen Koltun.
Habitat: A platform for embodied ai research. In International Conference on Computer Vision,
ICCV, 20109.

[33] Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Thomas Hubert, Karen Simonyan, Laurent Sifre, Si-
mon Schmitt, Arthur Guez, Edward Lockhart, Demis Hassabis, Thore Graepel, et al. Mastering
atari, go, chess and shogi by planning with a learned model. Nature, 588(7839):604-609, 2020.

[34] Julian Schrittwieser, Thomas K Hubert, Amol Mandhane, Mohammadamin Barekatain, Ioannis
Antonoglou, and David Silver. Online and offline reinforcement learning by planning with a
learned model. In A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P. Liang, and J. Wortman Vaughan, editors,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021.

[35] John Schulman, Sergey Levine, Pieter Abbeel, Michael Jordan, and Philipp Moritz. Trust region
policy optimization. In International conference on machine learning, 2015.

[36] Noah Siegel, Jost Tobias Springenberg, Felix Berkenkamp, Abbas Abdolmaleki, Michael
Neunert, Thomas Lampe, Roland Hafner, Nicolas Heess, and Martin Riedmiller. Keep doing
what worked: Behavior modelling priors for offline reinforcement learning. In International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2020.

[37] David Silver, Julian Schrittwieser, Karen Simonyan, Ioannis Antonoglou, Aja Huang, Arthur
Guez, Thomas Hubert, Lucas Baker, Matthew Lai, Adrian Bolton, et al. Mastering the game of
go without human knowledge. Nature, 2017.

[38] Richard S Sutton and Andrew G Barto. Reinforcement learning: An introduction. MIT press,
2018.

11



[39] Yuval Tassa, Yotam Doron, Alistair Muldal, Tom Erez, Yazhe Li, Diego de Las Casas, David
Budden, Abbas Abdolmaleki, Josh Merel, Andrew Lefrancq, et al. Deepmind control suite.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1801.00690, 2018.

[40] George Tucker, Surya Bhupatiraju, Shixiang Gu, Richard Turner, Zoubin Ghahramani, and
Sergey Levine. The mirage of action-dependent baselines in reinforcement learning. In
International conference on machine learning, pages 5015-5024. PMLR, 2018.

[41] Cameron Voloshin, Hoang M Le, Nan Jiang, and Yisong Yue. Empirical study of off-policy
policy evaluation for reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.06854, 2019.

[42] Tingwu Wang, Xuchan Bao, Ignasi Clavera, Jerrick Hoang, Yeming Wen, Eric Langlois,
Shunshi Zhang, Guodong Zhang, Pieter Abbeel, and Jimmy Ba. Benchmarking model-based
reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.02057, 2019.

[43] Zhendong Wang, Jonathan J Hunt, and Mingyuan Zhou. Diffusion policies as an expressive
policy class for offline reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.06193, 2022.

[44] Ziyu Wang, Alexander Novikov, Konrad Zolna, Josh S Merel, Jost Tobias Springenberg, Scott E
Reed, Bobak Shahriari, Noah Siegel, Caglar Gulcehre, Nicolas Heess, et al. Critic regularized
regression. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.

[45] Yifan Wu, George Tucker, and Ofir Nachum. Behavior regularized offline reinforcement
learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.11361, 2019.

[46] Tianhe Yu, Aviral Kumar, Rafael Rafailov, Aravind Rajeswaran, Sergey Levine, and Chelsea
Finn. Combo: Conservative offline model-based policy optimization. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2021.

12



Broader Impact

In this work, we conduct a thorough empirical study about the low-level implementation choices and
a cross-dataset benchmark for offline RL algorithms. Although the existing experiments are based
on simulated tasks, offline RL provides a principled framework for learning intelligent agents from
real-world data, which could potentially cause negative effects to safety and democratic privacy.

A Experiment Details

In this section, we introduce the benchmark and the corresponding experiment details.

A.1 Experiment Setups

To build a unified and efficient framework, we build the codebase with JAX for its high computational
efficiency and simplicity. For a fair comparison, all algorithms share the same data pre-processing
pipeline, network architecture, evaluation pipeline, and etc. For each environment, each evaluation
result is computed by averaging the accumulative return over 100 evaluation episodes and 3 random
seeds. We now give detailed descriptions of algorithms and their implementation details as follows.

A.2  Algorithms Details

For all algorithms, we follow [26] where a three-layer network with hidden dimension 256 is
used. Specifically, the network has an architecture of (256-ACT-256-ACT-2 x D), where ACT, e.g.,
relu or elu, is the activation function and D is the output dimension. For algorithms that require
layer normalization, it is applied before the activation function. For Q-value networks or value
networks, the output dimension D = 1; Gaussian policies mg(a | s) = N (ug,0p) are used for
policy networks, where the output dimension D = action dimension and both the mean and variance
are computed as parameters. As for all actions, a € (—1, 1), transformations are required for the
output Gaussian policy. Specifically, we consider two approaches: 1) tanh-squashed distribution
mo(a | s) = tanh(N (u, o)), which can be implemented as a Transformed distribution; 2) clipped
distribution with tanh-transformed mean: 7y (a | s) = clip(N (tanh(p), o), —1,1). Besides, IQL
requires a state-independent variance, and in this case, the output of the network architecture of the
policy network is changed to (256-ACT-256-ACT-D), with an additional D-dimensional learnable
vector as the standard deviation. We train all algorithms with Adam optimizer [24]. Specifically, we
use a learning rate of 3e — 4 for value functions and for policy, we either use 1le — 4 or 3e — 4 with a
cosine scheduler.

A.2.1 Behavior Cloning

Behavior cloning simply corresponds to the maximum likelihood estimation of the dataset actions.
Specifically, given a parameterized policy 7g(a | s), we optimize the policy by

7" = argmax E, 4p [logme(a | s)] 5)
T

There are two ways to implement the behavior cloning: 1) directly apply Eqn. 5. 2) optimize the mean
squared error of the Monte-Carlo samples and optimize the policy via reparameterization trick [25],
ie., 7 = argming, E ,op [(@ —a)?] ,a ~ mg(a | s). Theoretically, these two approaches are
equivalent but empirically, we found the second approach generally works better. We adopt the
second approach across our experiment.

As a commonly adopted baselines, x%BC is trained with the trajectories with the top % highest
returns. Intuitively, such an approach filters out the low-quality data but will be bounded by the
highest achievable performance of the dataset.

A.2.2 TD3+BC

TD3 [14] is a popular off-policy RL algorithm for continuous control. The core idea of TD3 is to
address the value overestimation problem by computing the TD target by taking the minimum of two
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isolated value networks. Specifically, TD3 learns the Q-value network with
Q= argménIET (Q(s,a) — (r(s,a) + yQ(s, a')))ﬂ , ad ~7(-]s)

Q(Slva/) = min(Ql(s/7a/)7Q2(Slva’/))a (6)
where 01 and Q) are two independent Q networks, and in particular, 7 (- | s) is a deterministic policy.
Together with the policy evaluation step that learns the Q value networks, policy network is trained
by maximizing the Q values. Specifically, TD3 takes only (), for policy improvement

7" =argmaxE; [Q1(s,a)], a~m7(-]|s) 7

On top of TD3, TD3+BC [13] directly extends to the offline RL setups by adding an additional
behavior cloning term to the Eqn. 7

7 =argmaxE, ,p [Q1(s,a) — a(d’ — a)2] , ad ~7(-]s). (8)
To stabilize the training, during policy improvement, TD3+BC normalizes its Q values by

N .
1 ; |Q%(s,a)|, where N is the batch size.

A.2.3 Soft Actor-Critic

Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) is a popular off-policy RL method. SAC considers entropy regularized
reinforcement learning, where it changes the RL problem to

7 =argmaxE. . [r(s,a) + aH (7w (- | 5))], 7 = (s,a,5, ...).
us
Intuitively, entropy-regularized RL encourages an agent to maximize the accumulative return of

trajectories and, at the same time, maximize the entropy of its policy. In addition, this can be
interpreted as RL with an entropy-regularized reward function (s, a) = r(s,a) + aH (7 (- | s)).

SAC follows TD3 on its general framework but makes the following modifications. First, SAC adopts
a stochastic policy, where 7(a | s) = N (u, o) and as a result, the entropy can be computed. Second,
instead of using ), for policy improvement, SAC performs policy improvement with

T = argmjfmeT [min(Q1(s,a),Qa2(s,a)) + H(w(- | s))], a~mn(-]|s) ©)

A.2.4 Conservative Q Learning

As discussed in Sect. 4.2, CQL is one of the most popular offline RL algorithms. CQL implements a
conservative policy evaluation step to handle the value overestimation issue in offline RL

Ciop = Eonp

IOgZGXp Q(S,CL) _Ea~W5(a|s) [Q(S7a)]‘| . (10)

In practical implementations, CQL is developed based on SAC, but with a modified policy evaluation
step

arg HgIl]Es,a,st [logZexp Q(s,a) — Q(s,a)+
a an

(Qs,a) = (1(s,0) + Y min(Q1(s', '), Qa(s', @))))’|
for both @7 and Q2, where o’ ~ m(- | s’). In addition, to approximate log > exp Q(s, a), CQL

adopts importance sampling

1 1
logZepr(s,a)%log Z mexp@(s,a)—k Z Wexp@(s,a)
a a~m(als) a~m(als’)
(12)
+ L Q(s,a)
——expQ(s,a) |,
aNM(a)u(a)

where 7(a | s) is the current policy, 7(a | s’) is the next policy, U (a) is a uniform distribution with
range (—1, 1). Specifically, for each distribution, the original CQL samples 10 actions, while CQL™
samples 50 actions, which turns out to produce a better performance.
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A.2.5 Critic Regularized Regression

As discussed in Sect. 4.3, CRR follows AWR [31] for its policy improvement. Specifically, it
considers a constrained policy improvement problem

argmgx/du(s)/ﬂ'(a | s)A(s,a)dads, s.t. /du(s)DKL [w(- | s) | u(-18)] <e (13)

where d,,(s) is the state distribution induced by a behavior policy . By solving this constrained
optimization problem, we obtain a one-step improved policy

1 1
* = —— xp | =A 14
w08 = el e (FA6.0). (14)
with Z(s) being the partition function and A(s, a) being the advantage. As a result, AWR performs
the policy improvement by projecting, i.e., distilling, the one-step improved policy 7* onto the
learning policy 7 by

argnlrinESND (D [7*( [ s) [ 7(- | 8)]]

=argmax By p qp(|s) [log7(a | s) exp A(s, a)] (15)

Following AWR, CRR performs policy improvement in the form of Eqn. 15. Specifically, it computes
the advantage with A(s,a) = Q(s,a) — Equr(.js) [Q(s,a’)]. Besides, in the context of offline
RL, p(a | s) corresponds to the behavior policy ms(a | s) that generates the dataset. As a result,
by adopting the AWR-style policy improvement, CRR naturally imposes an implicit constraint for
conservative policy improvement.

However, in its original implementation, CRR adopts a single Q value network, and according to our
ablation study, it produces a poor performance on D4RL dataset. CRR™, on the contrary, significantly
improves its performance by simply applying double Q learning. Specifically, we follow the TD3 on
computing the TD target, and during policy improvement, we compute the advantage as

N
A(s,a) = min(Q1(s,a),Q2(s,a)) — %Zmin(Ql(s,ai),Qg(s,ai)), a'~7(-]s)  (16)

A.2.6 OnestepRL

OnestepRL adopts a similar policy improvement scheme with CRR, i.e., performing policy improve-
ment in the way of AWR. OnestepRL focuses on on-policy Q evaluation of the behavior policy and
only performs one step of policy improvement. Specifically, OnestepRL fits a behavior policy
through maximum likelihood and trains the policy evaluation steps to estimate Q°, only querying in-
distribution actions. During the policy improvement, the advantage is computed using value sample,
which is similar to Eqn. 16 but without the use of double Q learning. In its original implementation,
OnestepRL adopts a network that is larger than the standard network, which is a three layer network
with 1024 hidden units.

A.2.7 Implicit Q Learning

IQL also follows the AWR for its policy improvement. Unlike OnestepRL which considers Bellman’s
expectation equation, IQL aims to perform policy evaluation with Bellman’s optimality equation that
enables multi-step Q learning, while querying only in-distribution samples. Specifically, as discussed
in Sect. 4.4, IQL performs policy evaluation follows Eqn. 4. However, in practice, IQL also adopts
double Q learning. Besides, the training scheme of IQL requires joint optimization of the Q value
function, value function, and policy, instead of the isolated training scheme of OnestepRL.

A.2.8 MuZero Unplugged

Muzero Unplugged mainly depends on the Reanalyse algorithm in [34] and [33]. Specifically,
Muzero unplugged contains three parameterized models:

State Encoder :  z; = ho(st) 17
Transition Model : 21 = gg(s¢, ar) (18)
Prediction Model :  p;,r, v = fo(2t). (19)
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where z; is the latent embedding of state s;, p; is the policy prediction, r; and v, is the predicted
reward and value. Muzero unplugged jointly optimizes its parameters 6 to minizine the following
loss at every timestep ¢, by unrolling a model for K steps in the future,

K K K
G0) =Y P (mepnspf) + Y (zepns o) + D (wgn, 7y, (20)
k=0 k=0 k=1

where p¥,vF, and rf are the policy, value, and reward prediction produced by the k-step unrolled
model. p = m.1 is the improved policy generated by MCTS, 2;,, is the n-step return starting from
timestep ¢ + k. usyy, is the ground-truth reward signal at the corresponding timestep. All these targets
are from the real trajectory.

Since we are working with continuous action spaces, we follow the sample-based MCTS introduced
in [21]. Instead of searching over the whole action space, it samples IV actions from the policy
network and performs MCTS over the sampled N actions. To this end, it modifies the UCB as
follows:

Blals) 2. V(s5,)

o = arg max Q(s,a) + Ww(ab) T N(s.a) (cl + log (

Dy N(s,b)+e2+1
)

2n
where £3 is a sampling policy and S3(als) = + Y, Ga—a, is the corresponding empirical distribution
which is non-zero only on the sampled actions {a;}_,. 7 is the output of the policy prediction. In
our implementation, 3 is chosen to be .

We use a three-layer MLP with relu activation and a hidden size of 256 as the state encoder. For
the transition model and prediction model, a two-layer MLP is used. The policy prediction is
parameterized with a Tanh squashed Gaussian distribution. We set the number of samples IV to 20
throughout all experiments.

B Additional Results

In this section, we present the additional results of the benchmark.
B.1 Alternative Metrics

Table 3: Last average returns on D4RL Dataset.

BC 10% BC  Onestep MuZero SAC TD3+BC IQL CRRT CQL™

halfcheetah-medium-v2 42.6 41.8 479 271 37.2 48.2 475 47.8 48.2
hopper-medium-v2 56.8 56.7 61.1 2.1 1.5 55.9 63.4 64.4 73.7
walker2d-medium-v2 69.5 71.4 70.6 1.5 -0.1 78.3 80.7 84.0 83.8
halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 36.6 37.1 37.1 43.1 26.8 435 43.1 45.0 46.4
hopper-medium-replay-v2 45.1 70.0 91.1 25.7 134 68.1 94.3 67.7 96.0
walker2d-medium-replay-v2 233 54.4 54.3 63.4 1.2 48.1 78.9 84.7 84.9
halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 45.8 86.4 93.7 -1.2 9.4 92.2 89.9 92.5 86.3
hopper-medium-expert-v2 55.4 102.1 102.4 1.7 1.3 75.1 89.5 105.2 102.9
walker2d-medium-expert-v2 86.0 108.5 109.9 -0.4 -0.2 71.3 109.2 110.8 109.6
total (gym-locomotion) 461.0 628.2 668.1 163.7 90.3 586.8 696.5 702.3 731.9
pen-human-v0 66.9 -0.4 721 -1.865 -0.5 52 74.3 67.4 74.6
pen-cloned-v0 38.5 -1.0 31.2 5.29 -0.7 18.4 36.8 349 26.2
total (adroit) 105.4 -1.4 103.9 34 -1.2 23.5 111.1 102.3 100.9
kitchen-complete-v0 62.7 4.1 62.9 0 0.0 3.8 67.3 78.1 39.7
kitchen-partial-v0 342 65.6 59.1 0 0.0 0.0 36.5 38.7 50.8
kitchen-mixed-v0 50.6 45.5 55.8 0 0.0 0.0 49.4 51.8 42.6
total (kitchen) 147.4 115.2 177.8 0.0 0.0 3.8 1533 168.5 133.0
antmaze-umaze-v0 51.3 56.3 68.7 0.0 0.3 45.0 82.7 0.0 67.0
antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 427 53.0 41.0 0.0 0.0 71.3 523 37.7 0.0
antmaze-medium-play-v0 0.3 6.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 76.7 0.0 0.0
antmaze-medium-diverse-v0 0.0 1.7 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.3 0.0 0.0
antmaze-large-play-v0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.3 0.0 0.0
antmaze-large-diverse-v0 0.0 1.7 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.3 0.0 0.0
total (antmaze) 94.3 120.3 126.0 0.0 0.3 116.7 387.7 37.7 67.0
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Table 4: Last average returns on RL Unplugged Dataset.

BC 10% BC  Onestep MuZero SAC  TD3+BC IQL CRRT CQL*

cartpole swingup ~ 262.7 522.5 196.5 399.6 848.3 380.1 788.2 531.3 380.9
Walker Walk 306.4 360.1 516.3 902.6 841.4 310.6 861.9 892.5 450.8
Finger Turn Hard 164.5 266.9 140.6 298.9 530.8 233.2 316.5 149.8 97.5

Cheetah Run 343.7 95.2 258.3 169.8 218.2 767.4 213.9 646.4 337.2
Walker Stand 341.2 344.6 382.7 938.2 575.1 402.4 674.1 667.9 257.2
Fish Swim 296.7 448.5 417.5 328.2 78.8 312.9 187.2 167.5 93.9

total 1730.5 2073.5 2096.4 3037.3  3093.7 2426.9 3073.6 3075.0 16183

Table 5: Best average returns on D4RL Dataset.

BC 10% BC ~ Onestep  MuZero SAC TD3+BC IQL CRR™T cQL*

halfcheetah-medium-v2 432 43.0 48.1 34.0 459 48.5 471 48.4 48.5
hopper-medium-v2 68.3 74.6 75.6 32 14.6 64.0 80.0 79.6 82.6
walker2d-medium-v2 75.9 78.8 73.5 75 7.9 82.2 83.9 85.4 85.7
halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 383 393 38.8 44.0 49.8 44.7 454 45.8 46.8
hopper-medium-replay-v2 73.5 85.2 97.3 37.1 80.0 95.0 99.5 101.4 100.2
walker2d-medium-replay-v2 46.0 68.3 60.4 76.4 20.9 85.7 86.9 90.8 88.4
halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 46.8 90.1 94.5 3.8 13.7 95.6 91.2 94.7 92.5
hopper-medium-expert-v2 66.1 111.5 110.7 29 19.7 110.2 107.3 111.6 111.3
walker2d-medium-expert-v2 106.3 109.5 110.8 0.6 9.4 111.9 111.3 111.3 111.2
total (gym-locomotion) 564.2 700.3 709.7 209.6 261.9 737.8 753.1 769.0 767.2
pen-human-v0 97.5 12.4 89.5 31.27 11.5 423 91.6 82.9 92.5
pen-cloned-v0 48.5 52 45.5 33.27 28.1 51.8 71.7 64.2 51.9
total (adroit) 146.1 17.6 134.9 64.5 39.6 94.1 163.3 147.1 144.4
kitchen-complete-v0 78.1 31.1 89.3 17.5 24.7 24.9 79.7 89.4 68.5
kitchen-partial-v0 422 73.5 67.3 9.167 15.5 17.2 472 65.2 64.1
kitchen-mixed-v0 54.2 53.8 65.4 4.167 14.7 22.0 552 61.3 65.3
total (kitchen) 174.4 158.4 222.1 30.8 54.8 64.1 182.0 2159 197.9
antmaze-umaze-vQ 67.7 71.3 78.3 0.0 0.3 96.0 87.7 443 72.0
antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 60.3 62.7 571 0.0 0.0 92.3 73.7 60.3 47.0
antmaze-medium-play-v0 0.7 15.7 12.3 0.0 0.0 2.0 82.3 0.0 73
antmaze-medium-diverse-v0 2.0 6.7 4.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 84.7 0.0 43
antmaze-large-play-v0 0.0 6.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 59.3 0.0 4.3
antmaze-large-diverse-v0 0.0 9.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 62.3 0.3 2.3
total (antmaze) 130.7 171.7 156.7 0.0 0.3 192.3 450.0 105.0 137.3

B.2 Training Curves

In addition, we also visualize the training curves of all algorithms. We show that offline RL algorithms
are fairly unstable and a point estimation, e.g., best return or last return, might not be a good indicator
for their performances. Specifically, for OnestepRL, as its training is splitted into different stages, we
only visualize the last stage.
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Table 6: Best average returns on RL Unplugged Dataset.

BC 10% BC  Onestep  MuZero SAC TD3+BC IQL CRRT CQL*
cartpole swingup ~ 477.7 811.8 456.8 649.4 879.6 700.9 879.2 834.6 739.8
Walker Walk 418.0 525.1 581.0 961.4 954.5 921.6 940.4 951.9 747.9
Finger Turn Hard 195.5 3294 219.2 618.1 629.4 316.3 441.1 239.7 210.2
Cheetah Run 422.1 157.2 419.3 187.7 332.6 833.0 258.1 729.4 416.1
‘Walker Stand 400.7 611.2 472.2 971.2 907.6 726.5 821.1 717.8 469.2
Fish Swim 371.7 493.8 473.4 544.3 171.5 404.4 250.1 213.6 119.1
total 2309.3 2971.8 2860.0 3932.2 3877.1 39334 36309 3710.6 27154
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Figure 12: Training Curves of SAC on D4RL
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cheetah run 10%BC

1000
800
600
400
— Last Step
200 —— Best

m — Running Average
0

0 250 500 750 1000
Epochs

Figure 17: Training Curves of 10%BC on RLUP

halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 10%BC
100
75
50

— Last Step
25 — Best
—— Running Average

0
0 100 200 300 400 500
Epochs
hopper-medium-expert-v2 10%BC
100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
—— Running Average
0
0 100 200 300 400 500
Epochs
kitchen-mixed-v0 10%BC
100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best

— Running Average
0 250 500 750 1000 1250
Epochs
antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 10%BC
100
75

50
— LastStep
— Best

— Running Average

0 250 500 750 1000 1250
Epochs

25

antmaze-large-diverse-v0 10%BC
100
75

50
— Laststep
25 Bes!
Running Average
—
0
250 500 750 1000 1250
Epochs

fish swim 10%BC

— Last Step
—— Best
—— Running Average

0 100 200 300 400 500
Epochs



halfcheetah-medium-v2 Onestep

100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
—— Running Average.
0
2500 2550 2600 2650
Epochs

hopper-medium-replay-v2 Onestep

100
75
50
— Last step
25 — Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2550 2600 2650 2700
Epochs

walker2d-medium-expert-v2 Onestep
100 #

75
50
— Laststep
25 —— Best
— Running Average.
0
2500 2550 2600 2650
Epochs
pen-human-v0 Onestep
100

75 =Pt
50

— Laststep
25 — Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs

antmaze-medium-play-v0 Onestep

hopper-medium-v2 Onestep

100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
—— Running Average.
0
2500 2550 2600 2650
Epochs

walker2d-medium-replay-v2 Onestep

50
— Last Step
25 — Best

—— Running Average

2600 2650
Epochs

0
2500 2550

kitchen-complete-v0 Onestep
100
75 A
50

— Laststep
25 Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs
pen-cloned-v0 Onestep
100
75
50

— Laststep
25 SN Best

— Running Average

2600 2700 2800
Epochs

0
2500

antmaze-medium-diverse-v0 Onestep

100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
— Running Average
0 ——
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs

walker2d-medium-v2 Onestep

100
75 1
50 B —
— Laststep
25 Best

—— Running Average

0
2500 2502 2504 2506 2508
Epochs

halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 Onestef

100
75 z ;
50
ast step
25 Best
—— Running Average
0
2500 2550 2600 2650
Epochs
kitchen-partial-vO Onestep
100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs
antmaze-umaze-v0 Onestep
100
i
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs

antmaze-large-play-v0 Onestep

100
75
50
— Laststep
25 — Best
— Running Average
0
2500 2600 2700 2800
Epochs

Figure 18: Training Curves of OnestepRL on D4RL
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