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Abstract
Real-world accidents in learning-enabled CPS frequently occur in

challenging corner cases. During the training of deep reinforcement

learning (DRL) policy, the standard setup for training conditions is

either fixed at a single initial condition or uniformly sampled from

the admissible state space. This setup often overlooks the challeng-

ing but safety-critical corner cases. To bridge this gap, this paper

proposes a physics-model-guided worst-case sampling strategy for

training safe policies that can handle safety-critical cases toward

guaranteed safety. Furthermore, we integrate the proposed worst-

case sampling strategy into the physics-regulated deep reinforce-

ment learning (Phy-DRL) framework to build a more data-efficient

and safe learning algorithm for safety-critical CPS. We validate

the proposed training strategy with Phy-DRL through extensive

experiments on a simulated cart-pole system, a 2D quadrotor, a sim-

ulated and a real quadruped robot, showing remarkably improved

sampling efficiency to learn more robust safe policies.
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1 Introduction
Deep reinforcement learning (DRL) has been integrated into many

cyber-physical systems (CPS; see examples in Figure 1), defining

learning-enabled CPS that have succeeded tremendously in many

complex control tasks. Notable examples range from autonomous

driving [25, 26] to chemical processes [19, 40] to robot locomo-

tion [22, 28]. Learning-enabled CPS promise to revolutionize many

processes in different industries with tangible economic impact

[33, 42]. However, the public-facing AI incident database [1] re-

veals that machine learning (ML) techniques, including DRL, can

deliver much high performance but no safety assurance [48]. For

instance, in 2023, the US NHTSA reported nearly 224 crashes linked

to self-driving and driver-assist technologies within a 9-month pe-

riod [36]. Hence, a high-performance DRL with enhanced safety

assurance is even more vital today, aligning well with the market’s

need for ML safety.

1.1 Related Work on Safe DRL
To train a safe DRL policy, many literature adopts a constrained

Markov decision process (CMDP) formulation, aiming to find a

policy that jointly optimizes the objective of increasing the accumu-

lated reward and decreasing the cost of safety violation [2, 29, 43].

Furthermore, incorporating safety knowledge into the reward func-

tion design incentivizes the DRL to learn a safe policy. For instance,

the control Lyapunov function (CLF) is widely used in constructing

the safety-embedded reward [3, 11, 37, 49]. However, the safety of

those learned policies can not be formally guaranteed due to the

neural network parameterized policy, whose behaviors are hard to

predict [20] and verify [24].

Instead of focusing on learning a safe policy, the system-level

safety framework sandboxes the unverified potential unsafe DRL

policies regardless of the concrete design of the learning algorithm,

and the safety is assured by an external verified safety controller [8,

14, 21, 45, 50]. However, those frameworks are often sensitive to the

changes of the assumed dynamics models during the deployment.

Moreover, another focus of safe DRL has been shifted to integrat-

ing data-driven DRL action policy and physics-model-based action

policy, leading to a residual action policy diagram [12, 13, 23, 30, 38].

However, the physics models considered in those works are nonlin-

ear and intractable, which thwarts delivering a verifiable safety, if

not impossible. Recently, a physics-regulated deep reinforcement
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learning (Phy-DRL) framework [9, 10] is proposed to offer a promis-

ing solution to these challenges. Phy-DRL allows for the simplifi-

cation of nonlinear system dynamics models into analyzable and

verifiable linear models, which delivers a mathematically provable

safety guarantee. Moreover, these linear models can then guide

the construction of safety-embedded rewards and residual action

policies.

Nevertheless, in the aforementioned safe DRL frameworks, the

policy learning setup is often fixed at a single initial condition

or uniformly sampled from the admissible state space [9, 10, 12,

13, 23, 27, 30, 32, 35, 38, 39], which overlooks the challenging but

safety-critical corner cases, potentially leading an unsafe policy.

1.2 Open Problems
In particular, incidents of learning-enabled CPS (e.g., self-driving

cars) often occur in infrequent corner cases [5, 6, 51]. This under-

scores that “corner cases” induce a formidable safety challenge for

DRL and other ML techniques. From a control-theoretic perspective,

system-state samples close to the safety boundary represent the

corner cases where a slight disturbance or fault can take a system

out of control. Intuitively, focusing the training on such corner-case

samples will enable a more robust and safe action policy. In the safe

DRL community, how to define those corner cases and how to use

them for learning safe policies remains unclear.

1.3 Core Contributions
To bridge the gap of training on corner cases in the existing liter-

ature, we propose a formal definition of the worst case for DRL

based on the system’s dynamics model. Furthermore, we propose an

algorithm to efficiently generate the worst cases for policy learning.

At last, we integrate the worst-case sampling into the Phy-DRL

framework to learn safer and more robust policies. As shown in

Figure 1, the integrated Phy-DRL framework defines worst-case

samples as the state of the system located on the boundary of a

safety envelope. These corner-case samples are not often visited

during training via random sampling. Worst-case sampling thus

lets Phy-DRL’s training focus on the safety boundary, enabling a

more robust and safe action policy. We demonstrate the worst-case

empowered Phy-DRL in three case studies including a cart-pole sys-

tem, a 2D quadrotor, and a quadruped robot, showing remarkable

improvement in sampling efficiency and safety assurance.

Table 1: Notations throughout Paper

R𝑛 set of n-dimensional real vectors

N set of natural numbers

[x]𝑖 𝑖-th entry of vector x
[W]𝑖,: 𝑖-th row of matrixW
[W]𝑖, 𝑗 matrixW’s element at row 𝑖 and column 𝑗

P ≻ (≺) 0 matrix P is positive (negative) definite

⊤ matrix or vector transposition

|·| set cardinality, or absolute value

I𝑛 n-dimensional identity matrix

X \ Ω complement set of Ω with respect to X

⋮

Critic Network 

⋮ ⋮

Actor Network 
data−driven action

 policy 𝐚drl 𝑘

model-based 
action policy 𝐚phy 𝑘  

Safety-Critical

Environment

linearized 
model

action a 𝑘

state s 𝒌

Phy-DRL Agent 

Physics-model-guided Periodic and Sparse 

Worst-case Sampling on Boundary of Safety Envelope

initial 
conditions

: worst-case sample

Examples 

Figure 1: Phy-DRL training powered by periodic and sparse
worst-case sampling for safety-critical CPS.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Notations
We summarize notations used through the paper in Table 1

2.2 Safety Definition
The dynamics model of a real plant can be described by

s(𝑘 + 1) = A · s(𝑘) + B · a(𝑘) + f (s(𝑘), a(𝑘)), 𝑘 ∈ N (1)

where f (s(𝑘), a(𝑘)) ∈ R𝑛 is the unknown model mismatch, A ∈
R𝑛×𝑛 and B ∈ R𝑛×𝑚 denote known system matrix and control

structure matrix, respectively, s(𝑘) ∈ R𝑛 is system state, a(𝑘) ∈ R𝑚
is action. The available knowledge of the model related to the real

plant (1) is represented by (A, B). We are interested in an action

policy that can constrain the system states to the safety set X:

X≜
{
s∈R𝑛

�� v ≤ D · s − v ≤ v, D ∈ Rℎ×𝑛, with v, v, v ∈ Rℎ
}
, (2)

where D, v, v and v are given in advance for formulating ℎ ∈ N
safety conditions. To guarantee the system always stays in the

safety set, we introduce a subset of the safety set X called safety

envelope Ω based on Lyapunov-stability theorem.

Safety Envelope Ω ≜
{
s ∈ R𝑛

�� s⊤ · P · s ≤ 1, P ≻ 0

}
, (3)

where P ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 is a positive definite matrix, that defines the shape

of Ω. With the safety envelope Ω, the safety problem is defined as

the follows:

Definition 2.1. [10] Consider the safety set X (2) and the safety

envelop Ω (3). The real plant (1) is said to be safe, if given any

s(1) ∈ Ω ⊆ X, the s(𝑘) ∈ Ω ⊆ X holds for any time 𝑘 ∈ N.

To guarantee a system controlled by a DRL agent staying in the

safety envelope Ω is non-trivial due to its unverifiable action out-

put. The recent literature Phy-DRL [10] suggests that incorporating

the knowledge of the physics model into the standard DRL frame-

work can significantly improve safety assurance toward guaranteed

safety. We summarize the Phy-DRL framework in the next section.
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2.3 Phy-DRL Agent
Phy-DRL is built on the deterministic policy algorithms [16, 31].

As shown in Figure 1, its control action is in residual form:

a(𝑘) = a
drl
(𝑘)︸ ︷︷ ︸

data-driven

+ a
phy
(𝑘) (:= F · s(𝑘))︸                    ︷︷                    ︸
model-based

, (4)

where a
drl
(𝑘) denotes a date-driven action fromDRL, while a

phy
(𝑘)

is a model-based action. Meanwhile, Phy-DRL embeds safety enve-

lope (3) into reward design, creating safety-embedded reward:

R(s(𝑘), a
drl
(𝑘)) (5)

= s⊤ (𝑘) · H · s(𝑘) − s⊤ (𝑘 + 1) · P · s(𝑘 + 1)︸                                                ︷︷                                                ︸
≜ 𝑐 (s(𝑘 ), s(𝑘+1) )

+𝑤 (s(𝑘), a(𝑘)),

where the term𝑤 (s(𝑘), a(𝑘)) aims at high-performance operations

(e.g., minimizing energy consumption of resource-limited robots

[18, 46]). The term 𝑐 (s(𝑘), s(𝑘 + 1)) is safety-critical, in which

H ≜ A
⊤ · P · A, with A Δ

= A +B · F and 0 ≺ H ≺ 𝛼 · P, 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1),
(6)

where 𝛼 is a pre-defined parameter to determine the decrease rate

of the Lyapunov value. The matrix P is the matrix for building the

safety envelope Ω (3) and F is the feedback control law. With the

available physics-model knowledge (A,B) at hand, the F and P
can be computed using LMI toolbox [7, 17]. We refer interested

readers to [10] for a more detailed explanation of LMI formulations.

The intuition of the sub-reward 𝑐 (s(𝑘), s(𝑘 + 1)) is that we encour-
age the DRL agent to learn a safe policy in conjunction with the

model-based policy 𝑎𝑝ℎ𝑦 to stabilize the real plant (1) toward the

equilibrium point.

(a) Sampled conditions on sphere.

(y
1
, y

2
, y

3
)

𝜃1

𝜃2

𝑌2

𝑌1

𝑌3

(b) Sample expression in three-
dimensional space

Figure 2: Worst-case condition generation in for a three-
dimensional (𝑛 = 3) safety envelope.

3 Worst-case Sampling for Phy-DRL Training
The safety envelope is centered at the control equilibrium point.

The plant is more likely to violate the safety constraint when its

state is near the envelope boundary. For a DRL-controlled system,

it is hard to certify and predict the output of the DRL output due

to its non-convexity and non-linearity. Therefore, ensuring the

safety of the DRL at the boundary of the envelope is critical. In this

section, we propose a definition of the worst conditions for DRL in

a safety-critical system and a practical algorithm to generate these

conditions for DRL training and testing.

Definition 3.1 (Worst-case conditions). Referring to the safety

envelop in Equation (3), a state s is said to be a worst-case condition
if s⊤ · P · s = 1 (i.e., locating on the boundary of safety envelope).

Recall that, given 𝑛 dimensional safety constraints, the solution

for the safety envelope becomes a 𝑛 dimensional hyperellipsoid, to

generate worst-case samples referring to Definition 3.1, we need

to solve s⊤ · P · s = 1, where s ∈ R𝑛 . To achieve this, we present

the following lemma for having explicit solutions of worst-case

conditions.

Lemma 3.2. Given P ≻ 0, the solution of s ∈ R𝑛 , being subject to
s⊤ · P · s = 𝜑 , is

s = Q(P) · y, with [y]𝑖 =


√︃

𝜑

𝜆1 (P) · sin(𝜃1) ·
𝑛−1∏
𝑚=2

sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 = 1√︃
𝜑

𝜆𝑖 (P) · cos(𝜃𝑖−1) ·
𝑛−1∏
𝑚=𝑖

sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 ≥ 2

(7)

where Q(P) is P’s orthogonal matrix, and 𝜆𝑖 (P) is the 𝑖-th eigenvalue
of matrix P ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 .

Proof. See Appendix A.2. □

Example in 3D case: Consider a three-dimensional safety en-

velop, i.e., s ∈ R3
. In this example, according to Equation (21), we

have

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· y2

𝑖 = 1, y = Q⊤ (P) · s (8)

for which we define

y𝑖 ≜

√︄
𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· y𝑖 , (9)

in light of (9), Equation (8) can be rewritten as

y2

1
+ y2

2
+ y2

3
= 1, (10)

which describes a sphere in R3
space, as shown in Figure 2 (a).

From Figure 2 (b), we notice that every point on the sphere can be

parameterized using angles 𝜃1 and 𝜃2 as:

y𝑖 ≜


sin(𝜃2) · sin(𝜃1), 𝑖 = 1

sin(𝜃2) · cos(𝜃1), 𝑖 = 2

cos(𝜃2), 𝑖 = 3.

(11)

By selecting different values for 𝜃1 and 𝜃2, we can sample any

point [y
1
, y

2
, y

3
]⊤ on the sphere and, consequently, obtain the

conditions on the boundary of the safety envelop (indicated by

Equation (8) and Equation (9))

We now are ready to propose an algorithm to automatically gen-

erate sampling conditions located at the safety envelope’s boundary.

Moreover, we design a training curriculum to periodically visit the

worst-case conditions for policy learning.

As shown in Algorithm 1, the proposed algorithm includes worst-

case condition generation Line 3–Line 15, and training curriculum

Line 16 – Line 21. In worst-case condition generation, we sample

𝜃1, 𝜃2, . . . , 𝜃𝑛−1 sparsely in the interval [0, 2𝜋). This is motivated
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Algorithm 1 Periodic and Worst-case Sampling for Phy-DRL

Training

1: Input: System-state dimension 𝑛 ∈ N; sample numbers 𝑞𝑟 ∈
N, 𝑟 = 1, . . . , 𝑛−1; matrix P; parameter 𝜑 = 1, Period number

𝑝 ∈ N.
2: Initialize boundary set: BP𝜑 ← ∅;
3: for 𝜃1 = 0 :

2𝜋
𝑞1

: (2𝜋 − 2𝜋
𝑞1

) do ⊲ Generating worst-case

conditions

4: Set: 𝜃2 ← 0, 𝜃3 ← 0, . . . , 𝜃𝑛−1 ← 0;

5: Generate s ∈ R𝑛 by Equation (7);

6: Update set: BP𝜑 ← BP𝜑 ∪ {s};
7: for 𝜃2 = 2𝜋

𝑞2

:
2𝜋
𝑞2

: (2𝜋 − 2𝜋
𝑞2

) do

8:

.

.

.

9: for 𝜃𝑛−1 = 2𝜋
𝑞𝑛−1

:
2𝜋
𝑞𝑛−1

: (2𝜋 − 2𝜋
𝑞𝑛−1

) do
10: Generate s ∈ R𝑛 by Equation (7);

11: Update set: BP𝜑 ← BP𝜑 ∪ {s};
12: end for

13:

.

.

.

14: end for
15: end for
16: for 𝑗 = 1 to 𝑝 do ⊲ Start training curriculum

17: for 𝑠 ∈ BP𝜑 do
18: Set s(1) ← s for system in Equation (1);

19: Train (test) Phy-DRL agent for one episode;

20: end for
21: end for

by the solutions of worst-case samples in Equation (7). The number

of samples 𝑛 is a user-defined parameter to determine the sparsity

of the samples. As shown in Section 4, we found that training on

a few worst-case conditions can already learn a safe policy that

renders the safety envelope invariant. In the training curriculum,

we iteratively set the system’s state at the generated worst-case con-

ditions. This can help the agent to sufficiently visit the challenging

conditions for learning a safe and robust policy.

Episode Complexity. Line 3, Line 7 and Line 9 indicate the

sampling number of each radian 𝜃𝑟 is 𝑞𝑟 − 1, where 𝑟 = 2, . . . , 𝑛 −
1, while the number of 𝜃1 is 𝑞𝑛 . This setting is because of the

observation from Equation (7) that if 𝜃𝑖 = 0, the values of radians

𝜃1, . . . , 𝜃𝑖−1 have no influence on solution y. For example, if we let

𝜃𝑛−1 = 0, even without knowing 𝜃1, . . . , 𝜃𝑛−2, the y can be directly

obtained as y =
√︃

𝜑

𝜆1 (P) [0, 0, . . . , 0, 1]
⊤
. This observation motivates

Line 4 of Algorithm 1. The total number of episodes (or sampled

worst-case samples) is thus

number of episodes = 𝑞1 · 𝑝 ·
𝑛−1∏
𝑖=2

(𝑞𝑖 − 1) + 𝑞1 · 𝑝. (12)

4 Experiments
In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed train-

ing algorithm using worst-case conditions and uniform sampled

conditions commonly used in literature [27, 32, 35]. We evaluate

these two condition sampling strategy on simulated cart-pole sys-

tem, a 2D quadrotor, and a quadruped robot, and we cite the fol-

lowing safety samples from [10] for defining safety metrics.

Internal-Envelope (IE) sample s̃: (13)

if s(1) = s̃ ∈ Ω, then s(𝑘) ∈ Ω,∀𝑘 ∈ N.
External-Envelope (EE) sample s̃: (14)

if s(1) = s̃ ∈ X, then s(𝑘) ∈ X \ Ω, ∃𝑘 ∈ N.
Intuitively, IE samples means that the system starts from the

safety envelope and it always stay in the safety envelope. EEmeans

that the system starts from the safety set but not in the safety

envelope and always stays in the safety set.

4.1 DRL Policy Setup
We implement our policy using Phy-DRL framework [10], where

the 𝑎𝑑𝑟𝑙 is implemented based on DDPG algorithm [31]. The action

value function and actor network are both parameterized using

a multi-layer-perceptions (MLP) model. The reward function is

designed as the format of Equation (5), where the matrix P and H
are obtained as in [9] by solving LMI problems for each robot using

their own linear dynamics models.

Table 2: Training episodes and failed episodes for different
period of training and numbers of sampled conditions. The
failure episodes means the episode in which the system vio-
lates the safety constraints.

Sampling IDs EPs Num Failed Eps Failure rate
worst-case (2-3) 30 3 10.0%

random (2-3) 30 29 96.67%

worst-case-w.t.(2-3) 30 9 29.0%

random-w.t. (2-3) 30 15 50.00%

worst-case (2-4) 80 3 3.75%

random (2-4) 80 74 92.5%

worst-case-w.t.(2-4) 80 0 0.%

random-w.t. (2-4) 80 46 57.50%

worst-case (2-5) 170 1 0.59%

random (2-5) 170 154 90.6%

worst-case-w.t. (2-5) 170 0 0.%

random-w.t.(2-5) 170 85 50.00%

4.2 Cart pole
In the cart pole case study, the objective is to learn a safe policy

that stabilizes the pole from as many initial conditions as possi-

ble without violating safety constraints. For Algorithm 1, we let

𝑝 = 2 and 𝑞1 = 𝑞2 = 𝑞3 = 5, which leads to in total 170 episodes,

calculated using (12). For the uniform sampling scheme, we let the

initial position, velocity, angle, and angular velocity be uniformly

sampled over the intervals [−0.9, 0.9], [−3.0, 3.0], [−0.8, 0.8], and
[−4.5, 4.5], respectively. The bounds of intervals are the same as

those of the safety envelope used for worst-case conditions gen-

erations. For training, the maximum length of one episode is 500
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Figure 3: Worst-case Sampling v.s. Random Sampling, with termination condition. Blue: area of IE samples (14). Green: area of
EE samples (15). Ellipse area: safety envelope. The (a) and (b) are the testing result visualized on 𝑥 and 𝜃 dimensions, where (c)
and (d) are the results visualized on 𝑣 and𝑤 dimensions. The size of colored area indicates the safety and robustness of the
learned policy, the larger the better.
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Figure 4: Worst-case Sampling v.s. Random Sampling, without using termination condition in training.
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points, meaning that it can almost render the safety envelope invariant. (d): Reward curves (five random seeds): Phy-DRLwc v.s.
Phy-DRLran.

steps. Additionally, we introduce a terminal condition to the train-

ing episode that stops the system from running when a violation of

safety occurs in training: 𝛾 = 1 if |𝑥 (𝑘) | ≥ 0.9 or |𝜃 (𝑘) | ≥ 0.8, and

0, otherwise. Summarily, we reset episodes if the maximum step of

system running is reached, or 𝛾 = 1.

We consider four sampling methods for Phy-DRL training. They

are named 1) ‘worst-case’ (i.e., Algorithm 1 with termination con-

dition), 2) ‘random’ (i.e., random sampling with termination con-

dition), 3) ‘worst-case-w.t.’ (i.e., Algorithm 1 without termination

condition), and 4) ‘random-w.t.’ (i.e., random sampling without

termination condition).
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(a) snow road: 𝑟x = 1 m/s
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(b) snow road: 𝑟x = 1 m/s
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(c) wet road: 𝑟x = −1 m/s
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(d) wet road: 𝑟x = −1 m/s

Figure 6: Yaw and velocity trajectories under velocity commands 𝑟x = −1 or 1 m/s on snow and wet road.

0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000
Time

0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.2

Ya
w

PD
DRL
Phy-DRL

Yaw Reference
Safty Bounds

(a) Snow Road: 𝑟x = 0.5 m/s
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(b) Snow Road: 𝑟x = 0.5 m/s
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(c) Wet Road: 𝑟x = −0.4 m/s
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(d) Wet Road: 𝑟x = −0.4 m/s

Figure 7: Yaw and velocity trajectories under velocity commands 𝑟x = 0.5 or − 0.4 m/s on snow and wet road.

We use the areas of IE sample (14) and EE sample (15) as the

safety metrics. During testing, we intentionally introduce random

friction force to the system to increase the testing variety, therefore

to showcase the robustness of the learned policy. The sample areas

of policies trained by the worst-case sampling and random sam-

pling schemes with the episode termination condition are shown in

Figure 3. The sample areas of policies trained without the episode

termination condition are shown in Figure 4. For each training

episode, if the system violates the safety constraint (2), this episode

is marked as a failed episode. Table 2 summarizes the number of

failed episodes and the failure rate of the four sampling schemes.

Observing Figure 3, Figure 4, and Table 2, we discover:

• The worst-case sampling procedure (i.e., Algorithm 1) em-

powers the Phy-DRL with fast and efficient training towards

a safety guarantee for both with and without the episode
termination settings, i.e., the learned policy successfully ren-

dering the safety envelope invariant (see Figure 3 (a) and (c),

and Figure 4 (a) and (c)).

• Compared with random sampling, the worst-case sampling

hasmuch smaller failure rate of episodes (see last two columns

in Table 2). The root reason goes back to the solutions of

worst-case samples in Lemma 3.2, which automatically avoids

many samples that are physically infeasible to control. Mean-

while, the safety areas of action policy trained using random

sampling are much smaller (see Figure 3 (b) and (d), and

Figure 4 (b) and (d)).

Moreover, we are interested in how many worst-cases and train-

ing period are needed for learning a robust safe policy. Therefore,

we consider two additional settings: (2-3) denoting 𝑝 = 2 and

𝑞1 = 𝑞2 = 𝑞3 = 3 and (2-4) denoting 𝑝 = 2 and 𝑞1 = 𝑞2 = 𝑞3 = 4.

All other settings are identical to the experiments in Section 4.2.

For those two settings, the areas of IE and EE samples of action

policies trained under the worst-case sampling and random sam-

pling schemes are shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9, respectively.

Meanwhile, Table 2 summarizes the number of failed episodes and

the failure rate of the four sampling schemes. It can be seen from

Table 2, the number of failed episodes for worst-case training is

consistently less than the random condition training. As demon-

strated in Figure 8, Figure 9, by training using few conditions, the

Phy-DRL can already learn a safe policy. Another reason is that the

build-in model based policy in Phy-DRL can efficiently guide the

exploration of the policy. We also note from Table 2, the number of

failed episodes for worst-case condition is very small but not very

consistent. We attribute this to the randomness of the exploratory

action during policy learning.

4.3 2D Quadrotor
In this case study, we use the 2D quadrotor simulator provided in

Safe-Control-Gym [47] as an experimental system. It is character-

ized by (𝑥, 𝑧) – the translation position of the CoM of the quadrotor

in the 𝑥𝑧-plane, 𝜃 – the pitch angle, and their velocities 𝑣𝑥 = ¤𝑥 ,
𝑣𝑧 = ¤𝑧, and 𝑣𝜃 = ¤𝜃 . The mission of the action policy is to stabilize

the quadrotor at the waypoint (𝑟𝑥 , 𝑟𝑧 , 𝑟𝜃 ) under safety constraints:

|𝑥−𝑟𝑥 | ≤ 0.5 m, |𝑧−𝑟z | ≤ 0.8 m, |𝜃−𝑟𝜃 | ≤ 0.8 rad. (15)

In this experiment, we set the training episode as 400 with the

same episode length as 500. For comparison, we train three policies:

Phy-DRL
wc
, Phy-DRL

ran
, and DRLCLF-wc, denoting trained Phy-

DRL polices using worst-case sampling, random sampling, and

pure data-driven DRL policy trained using worst-case sampling and

CLF-like reward (proposed in [44]), respectively. For the random

sampling, we let the initial 𝑥, 𝑧, 𝜃, 𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑧 , 𝑣𝜃 be uniformly sampled

over the intervals [1.5, 2.5], [3.2, 4.8], [−0.8, 0.8], [−1, 1], [−10, 10],



Physics-model-guided Worst-case Sampling for Safe Reinforcement Learning ICCPS ’25, June 03–05, 2025, Woodstock, NY

and [−45, 45], respectively. The intervals’ bounds are the same as

those of the safety envelope used for worst-case sampling.

For testing, we set initial velocities as zeros. The IE samples

(14) of considered three policies are shown in Figure 5 (a)-(c). It

can be seen from Figure 5, that Phy-DRL – powered by worst-case

sampling – features much more stable and fast training towards

safety guarantee. Meanwhile, the reward’s training curves (five

random seeds) of Phy-DRL
wc

v.s. Phy-DRL
ran

are shown in Figure 5

(d), where the training from the random conditions cause the large

variance for policy learning. This could lead the policy to be sub-

optimal, as also observed in [34].

At the last, DRLCLF-wc has zero IE sample given the current

training episodes. This suggests equipping DRL with only a worst-

case sampling scheme cannot efficiently search for a safe action

policy, and it needs a guide policy as in Phy-DRL [9] or more

training steps.

4.4 Quadruped Robot
Section 4.2 and Section 4.3 have focused on safety performance;

thus, this section focuses on robustness evaluation of safe policy in

quadruped locomotion. The mission of the action policies includes

safe lane tracking along the x-axis and safe velocity regulation. We

consider the following safety constraints:

|yaw| ≤ 0.17 rad, |CoM x-velocity − 𝑟x | ≤ |𝑟x |, (16)

|CoM z-height−0.24 m| ≤ 0.13 m,

where 𝑟x denotes velocity reference or command. The model-based

design follows [10]. We train and evaluate the policy in Pybullet

simulator with varying road conditions. For the worst-case training,

we consider only oneworst-case sample: forward velocity command

𝑟x = 1 m/s and snow road (low friction on terrain). We perform

comparisons with the other two models: proportional-derivative

(PD) controller developed in [15] and pure data-driven DRL policy

[31]. The Phy-DRL with the worst-case sampling is trained for only

10
6
steps, while the pure data-driven DRL is trained for 10

7
steps.

We also consider a testing environment very different from a

training environment: backward velocity command 𝑟x = −1 m/s

and wet road. The yaw and CoM-velocity trajectories are shown

in Figure 6. In addition, another groups of experimental results

for forward velocity command 𝑟x = 0.5 m/s and snow road, and

backward velocity command 𝑟x = −0.4 m/s and wet road are shown

in Figure 7. From Figure 6, Figure 7, we can see that compared

with DRL and PD, the Phy-DRL’s action policy (trained using only

one worst-case sample) has much higher tracking performance

under different road conditions while strictly following the safety

regulations in Equation (17).

After training in the simulation, we also transferred the learned

policy to the real robot; see a demonstration video available at

anonymous link. We note that crossing the white lane in the video

means violating the first safety regulation (i.e. |yaw| ≤ 0.17 rad) in

Equation (17). We also note that the video does not include pure

data-driven DRL policy as we found that DRL policy can not make

progress after training 10
7
steps from scratch.

5 Conclusion and Discussion
This paper proposes the sparse worst-case sampling for Phy-DRL

training. The particular design aims of worst-case sampling include

i) automatically avoiding state samples that are physically infea-

sible and ii) focusing the training on corner cases represented by

worst-case samples. The spare worst-case sampling makes the Phy-

DRL features much more efficient and fast training towards safety

guarantee.

Under worst-case sampling, a potential negative issue could be

increased instability of the model-based policy in Phy-DRL, when

training starts from boundary. To address this, Phy-DRL shall run

on a fault-tolerant software architecture called Simplex [41]. In Sim-

plex, we use the Phy-DRL as the complex and high-performance

controller, whichmay have unknown defects. Meanwhile, Simplex’s

high-assurance controller (HAC) is function-reduced and simplified

but verified, and it only guarantees the system’s basic stable and

safe operations. HAC is thus complementary to Phy-DRL and coor-

dinated by a monitor. For example, the monitor triggers the switch

from Phy-DRL to HAC once the real-time system states (under the

control of Phy-DRL) leave the safety envelope. In other words, the

HAC takes over at the cost of lower performance. When the system

returns to the safety set, the Phy-DRL can be restarted and control

can be retaken.
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A Appendix
A.1 Auxiliary Lemmas
Lemma A.1 (Positive Definiteness [4]). A matrix A ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 is
called positive definite if it is symmetric and all its eigenvalues are
positive. In other words, there exists an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 ,
such that

Q⊤ · A · Q =


𝜆1 0 · · · 0

0 𝜆2 · · · 0

.

.

.
.
.
.

.

.

. 0

0 0 · · · 𝜆𝑛


, (17)

with 𝜆1 > 0, 𝜆2 > 0, . . . , 𝜆𝑛 > 0.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2
The P ≻ 0 means the matrix P is positive definite. In light of

Lemma A.1 in Appendix A.1, there exists an orthogonal matrix

Q(P) ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 , such that

Q⊤ (P) · P · Q(P)

=


𝜆1 (P) 0 · · · 0

0 𝜆2 (P) · · · 0

.

.

.
.
.
.

.

.

. 0

0 0 · · · 𝜆𝑛 (P)

︸                                       ︷︷                                       ︸
≜ Λ(P)

, (18)

with 𝜆1 (P) > 0, 𝜆2 (P) > 0, . . . , 𝜆𝑛 (P) > 0. (19)

Considering Equation (19), the s⊤ · P · s = 𝜑 equates to

s⊤ · P · s = s⊤ · Q(P) · Λ(P) · Q⊤ (P) · s = 𝜑, (20)

whose transformation utilizes a well-known property of orthogonal

matrix: Q⊤ (P) = Q−1 (P).
Let us define y ≜ Q⊤ (P) · s. Recalling the Λ(P) defined in Equa-

tion (19), Equation (20) equivalently transforms to

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· y2

𝑖 = 1. (21)

We next use the mathematical induction to prove that Equa-

tion (7) is the solution to the problem in Equation (21). To complete

this proof task, we first let 𝑛 = 2. In this case, we observe from

Equation (7) that

[y]1 =

√︂
𝜑

𝜆1 (P)
· sin(𝜃1), [y]2 =

√︂
𝜑

𝜆2 (P)
· cos(𝜃1),

which, in conjunction with the well-know triple angle identity

sin
2 (𝜃1)+cos

2 (𝜃1) = 1, directly leads to the formula in Equation (21)

with 𝑛 = 2. We then consider the case of 𝑛 = 𝑝 > 2. Assuming

Equation (7) is the solution to the problem in Equation (21) with

𝑛 = 𝑝 , we have

𝑝∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· ȳ2

𝑖 = 1, (22)

where

[ȳ]𝑖 ≜


√︃

𝜑

𝜆1 (P) · sin(𝜃1) ·
𝑝−1∏
𝑚=2

sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 = 1√︃
𝜑

𝜆𝑖 (P) · cos(𝜃𝑖−1) ·
𝑝−1∏
𝑚=𝑖

sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 ≥ 2

. (23)

Based on this observation, we need to prove that Equation (7) is

the solution to the problem in Equation (21) with 𝑛 = 𝑝 + 1. For the

𝑛 = 𝑝 + 1 and y ∈ R𝑝+1, according to Equation (7) to have

[y]𝑖 ≜


√︃

𝜑

𝜆1 (P) · sin(𝜃1) ·
𝑝∏

𝑚=2

sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 = 1√︃
𝜑

𝜆𝑖 (P) · cos(𝜃𝑖−1) ·
𝑝∏

𝑚=𝑖
sin(𝜃𝑚), 𝑖 ≥ 2

which is equivalent to

[y]𝑖 ≜



√︃
𝜑

𝜆1 (P) · sin(𝜃1) ·
𝑝−1∏
𝑚=2

sin(𝜃𝑚) · sin(𝜃𝑝 ), 𝑖 = 1√︃
𝜑

𝜆𝑖 (P) · cos(𝜃𝑖−1) ·
𝑝−1∏
𝑚=𝑖

sin(𝜃𝑚) · sin(𝜃𝑝 ), 2 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑝√︃
𝜑

𝜆𝑝+1 (P) · cos(𝜃𝑝 ), 𝑖 = 𝑝 + 1

.

(24)

Observing Equation (24) and Equation (22) with its solution in

Equation (23), we have

𝑝+1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· y2

𝑖 =

𝑝∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· y2

𝑖 +
𝜆𝑝+1 (P)

𝜑
· y2

𝑝+1 (25)

= sin
2 (𝜃𝑝 ) ·

𝑝∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (P)
𝜑
· ȳ2

𝑖 +
𝜆𝑝+1 (P)

𝜑
· y2

𝑝+1

= sin
2 (𝜃𝑝 ) + cos

2 (𝜃𝑝 ) = 1,

by which we can conclude that Equation (24) is the solution to

Equation (21) with 𝑛 = 𝑝 + 1. Hereto, we can conclude that the

formula in Equation (7) solves the problem in Equation (21).

We are finally, recalling the definition of an orthogonal matrix,

i.e., Q(P) · Q−1 (P) = Q(P) · Q⊤ (P) = I𝑛 , we can directly obtain

Equation (7) from the notation y ≜ Q⊤ (P) · s.

A.3 Ablation study
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Figure 8: (2-3) Worst-case Sampling v.s. Random Sampling, with and without termination condition. Blue: area of IE samples.
Green: area of EE samples. Ellipse area: safety envelope.
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Figure 9: (2-4) Worst-case Sampling v.s. Random Sampling, with and without termination condition. Blue: area of IE samples.
Green: area of EE samples. Ellipse area: safety envelope.
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