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Abstract—This paper presents a unified control framework
that integrates a Feedback Linearization (FL) controller in the
inner loop with an adaptive Data-Enabled Policy Optimization
(DeePO) controller in the outer loop to balance an autonomous
bicycle. While the FL controller stabilizes and partially linearizes
the inherently unstable and nonlinear system, its performance is
compromised by unmodeled dynamics and time-varying charac-
teristics. To overcome these limitations, the DeePO controller is
introduced to enhance adaptability and robustness. The initial
control policy of DeePO is obtained from a finite set of offline,
persistently exciting input and state data. To improve stability
and compensate for system nonlinearities and disturbances, a
robustness-promoting regularizer refines the initial policy, while
the adaptive section of the DeePO framework is enhanced with
a forgetting factor to improve adaptation to time-varying dy-
namics. The proposed DeePO+FL approach is evaluated through
simulations and real-world experiments on an instrumented
autonomous bicycle. Results demonstrate its superiority over
the FL-only approach, achieving more precise tracking of the
reference lean angle and lean rate.

Index Terms—Adaptive control, policy optimization, direct
data-driven control, balance control, autonomous bicycle.

I. INTRODUCTION

AN autonomous bicycle is a bicycle, equipped with electric
motors, sensors, algorithms, and control systems that

allow the bicycle to navigate and operate without human
intervention. Autonomous bicycles are an exciting area of
research and development with numerous potential applica-
tions that can improve transportation, safety, and efficiency.
In bicycle-sharing systems, autonomous bicycles can enhance
the user experience by autonomously traveling to a person
who has requested one, eliminating the need for individuals
to walk toward the bicycle [1]. Additionally, autonomous
bicycles can streamline fleet management by enabling bicycles
to autonomously navigate to charging stations for recharging.
This eliminates the need for operators to manually collect,
load, and transport bicycles to charging stations, making
the process more efficient. Similar applications of the self-
balancing feature of autonomous bicycles include steering
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assistants for individuals with limited physical capabilities [2],
among others.

Another notable application of autonomous bicycles is their
ability to replace conventional bicycles in test tracks for evalu-
ating the performance of various autonomous safety features in
vehicles. Bicycles are often forced to share road segments with
other motorized vehicles, which places cyclists at a higher risk
of injury [3]. One way to reduce the risk is to use autonomous
emergency braking (AEB) and autonomous emergency steer-
ing (AES) systems in motorized vehicles. The sensors in the
vehicles detect and classify vulnerable road users (VRUs),
including pedestrians and cyclists, and brakes or steers to
avoid a collision. When organizations like EuroNCAP evaluate
the AEB and AES systems on test tracks, a bicycle target
placed on a moving platform is utilized 1. Since the target is
mounted on the platform, its movements are also constrained
by its linear motion. An autonomous bicycle, which can better
represent a cyclist’s maneuvers and sometimes unpredictable
behavior, would enhance the testing area, thereby improving
the reliability of safety tests in vehicles.

A bicycle is a nonlinear system that becomes self-stabilized
at sufficient forward speed but remains unstable at lower
velocities [4]. A human rider can employ three different
control actions to maintain bicycle stability: adjusting the
forward velocity, steering, and shifting their center of gravity
to control the lean angle. At fixed speeds, similar to human
control of a bicycle, an autonomous bicycle can be balanced
either by regulating the steering angle [5]–[7] or by directly
controlling the lean angle [8], [9]. However, the latter approach
requires mounting a flywheel or a moving mass on the bicycle,
significantly altering its appearance, which may be undesirable
for certain applications, i.e., at test tracks of safety features of
vehicles, where it is important that the autonomous bicycle
resembles an ordinary bicycle. In addition, as revealed by
Kooijman et al. [10] and later confirmed by Moore et al. [11],
controlling the lean angle has only a minor effect on balance
at typical riding velocities. Therefore, this paper focuses on
balancing the bicycle through steering control. Like human
control at relatively high speeds, the bicycle should be steered
in the direction of the fall, i.e., if it leans to the right, it must be
steered to the right. Moreover, balancing the bicycle through
steering control offers a more energy-efficient alternative than
flywheels or a moving mass [12].

A wide range of control approaches have been proposed for

1https://www.euroncap.com/en/vehicle-safety/the-ratings-
explained/vulnerable-road-user-vru-protection/aeb-cyclist/
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balancing autonomous bicycles based on the simple principle
of steering in the direction of the fall. For example, PID and
LQR controllers have been designed based on a linearized
model around the upright equilibrium of the bicycle and are
evaluated around this equilibrium [6]. Both PID and LQR
offer simple design methodologies; however, as a natural
consequence of linearization, their performance may degrade
as the system deviates from the equilibrium point used for
linearization. One way to address this drawback is using
a nonlinear controller, such as the sliding mode controller
(SMC). The second order SMC proposed in the work of
Defoort et al. [7] is designed using a nonlinear point-mass
model of a bicycle and evaluated through both simulations and
on an instrumented bicycle riding on a bicycle roller. However,
SMC may induce chattering in the control signal due to the
switching nature of the control law, potentially leading to high
actuation efforts from the motors [13].

Active disturbance rejection control (ADRC) is proposed
in [14] to handle unmodeled noise and disturbances. This
control design is based on the so-called Whipple model [4], a
fourth-order model linearized around small lean and steering
angles. The model requires 25 physical parameters to be mea-
sured or estimated from the bicycle [15]. The ADRC is first
evaluated in simulation using a detailed CAD model of their
bicycle, imported into ADAMS, and controlled through co-
simulation with MATLAB. Next, experiments were conducted.
The results demonstrate that the bicycle can balance in both
simulations and on straight asphalt tracks under varying for-
ward velocities. However, noticeable oscillation was observed
in both the lean and steering angles. Robustness against speed
variations and disturbances is also considered in the recent
work of Yeh et al. [5], in which a linear-parameter-varying
(LPV) controller is designed based on a point mass model of a
bicycle [16]. The controller was evaluated in both simulations
and experiments conducted on an instrumented bicycle.

However, all these control methods rely heavily on an accu-
rate system model. While in practice, the mathematical models
of autonomous bicycles are reasonably well understood [4],
[17], the uncertainties, such as external disturbances (e.g.,
wind, street slope), and internal variations (e.g., changes in
friction, mechanical and electrical couplings, and shifts in the
center of gravity), can significantly degrade the performance
of model-based approaches over time.

There are also direct approaches to bicycle control design
that bypass the requirement of an explicit model. A notable
instance is policy optimization (PO), an essential approach of
modern reinforcement learning (RL) [18]–[20]. By computing
the policy gradient from system trajectories, the PO updates
the control policy with gradient descent methods. The work by
Choi et al. [18] employs Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient
(DDPG) to learn a policy for controlling the bicycle’s speed,
lean angle, and steering torque. This approach is evaluated on a
nonlinear bicycle model; however, its real-world transferability
is not tested in [18]. The work by Tuyen and Chung [19]
evaluates DDPG on a miniature bicycle. However, the limited
computational power of the hardware is insufficient for the
control algorithm. Another deep RL algorithm is proposed
for stabilizing a Whipple model of a bicycle and tracking

a predefined path [20]. While the bicycle is balanced at
varying velocities, they require time-consuming training and
lack experimental validation.

Recently, there has been a growing trend of direct data-
driven control methods motivated by behavioral system theory
and subspace methods [21]–[26]. For example, the seminal
work [22] proposes a data-based parameterization for linear
systems and reformulates the LQR problem as a convex
program with a batch of persistently exciting data. Thus, the
optimal LQR gain can be found without any explicit model or
identification. To enhance adaptability, our previous work [27],
[28] proposes a covariance parameterization for the LQR
problem, based on which a data-enabled policy optimization
(DeePO) method is developed to learn the LQR gain directly
from online closed-loop data. In contrast to the previous policy
optimization methods [18]–[20] that require multiple long
trajectories to compute a single policy gradient, the DeePO
method uses the covariance of online data to update the policy
sample-by-sample. Besides its sample efficiency, the DeePO
method is also computationally efficient, performing only a
single step of gradient descent to update the policy per time
step. Under persistently exciting input, the DeePO algorithm
is shown to have non-asymptotic convergence guarantees to
the optimal LQR gain. The covariance parameterization or
the DeePO method has been extended to linear parameter-
varying control [29], model-reference control [30], output-
feedback control, and validated in a power converter system
via simulations [31].

This paper proposes a unified DeePO framework for non-
linear bicycle control. To deal with the nonlinearities, we
first design an output feedback linearization (FL) controller
using well-established parametric bicycle models. This con-
troller partially cancels the nonlinearities of the bicycle system
while simultaneously stabilizing it. It is important to note
that although the current state-of-the-art bicycle models are
accurate, the model-based controllers may fail to achieve the
desired performance due to unmodeled dynamics, parametric
uncertainty, various disturbances, and time-varying dynamics
(e.g., wind, varying friction in different environments, mechan-
ical wear and tear, and coupling aging). To compensate for
these disturbances and uncertainties, we integrate a DeePO
controller on top of the FL layer. This allows us to adaptively
fine-tune the feedback gains and effectively handle time-
varying dynamics, disturbances, and unmodeled effects. Our
approach is evaluated on both a realistic multi-body dynamic
model of the bicycle and in hardware experiments conducted
on an instrumented bicycle in an indoor environment.

To the best of our knowledge, this study is the first to
report a real-world implementation of DeePO. While previous
works have explored DeePO in simulations [28], [31], our
study demonstrates its feasibility in a practical setting, vali-
dating its effectiveness in handling real-world nonlinearities,
uncertainties, disturbances, and unmodeled dynamics. This
contribution marks an important step toward bridging the gap
between theory and real-world deployment of adaptive data-
driven control methods.
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A. Statement of Contributions

The contributions of this paper are summarized below.
• We introduce a unified control framework, combining

FL with DeePO, for controlling a nonlinear autonomous
bicycle.

• We integrate a forgetting factor into the conventional
DeePO framework to effectively handle time-varying
dynamics.

• This study is the first to apply DeePO in a real-world
case study, specifically showcasing its effectiveness in
controlling a bicycle through steering.

• Through both high-fidelity simulations and hardware ex-
periments, we demonstrate that updating the feedback
gains at every iteration of the DeePO algorithm’s exe-
cution is not necessary. In fact, updating the feedback
gain in DeePO with lower frequencies can still maintain
or even improve control performance.

B. Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
formally states the control problem and provides an overview
of our unified control framework. Section III outlines the
details of the DeePO algorithm, including a regularizer for
the initial policy and incorporating a forgetting factor into the
framework. Section IV presents the simulation and experimen-
tal results. Finally, Section V presents the concluding remarks.

C. Notation

We use In to denote the n-by-n identity matrix. We use ρ(·)
to denote the spectral radius of a square matrix. A⊤, Tr(A),
and A† represent the transpose, trace, and pseudoinverse of
matrix A, respectively. We use diag(a, b, . . . , c) to denote a
diagonal matrix with diagonal elements being a, b, . . . , c. The
2-norm of matrix A is denoted ∥A∥. We denote the continuous-
time signal x with x(t) and discrete-time with xt.

II. AUTONOMOUS BICYCLE CONTROL

This paper addresses the problem of designing a unified
control method for balancing an autonomous bicycle while
tracking a reference lean angle. First, we use a simple point-
mass model to design an inner-loop FL control. Next, DeePO
enhances system performance by adapting feedback gains
based on input-output data from sensors mounted on the
bicycle.

A. Bicycle Dynamics and Mathematical Modeling

We consider a simple nonlinear model to represent the
bicycle dynamics as in [32].

φ̈(t) =
g

h
sin

(
φ(t)

)
+

a

bh
cos

(
φ(t)

)
vδ̇(t)−(

1

bh
− 1

b2
tan

(
δ(t)

)
tan

(
φ(t)

))
tan

(
δ(t)

)
v2,

(1)

where φ(t), φ̇(t), δ(t), and δ̇(t) represent the lean angle,
lean rate, steering angle, and the controlled steering rate,
respectively. The contact point between the rear wheel and

Fig. 1. Illustration of the parameters used in the bicycle model in (1).

the ground is denoted by p1. Additionally, the vertical and
horizontal distances between the bicycle’s center of gravity
and p1 are denoted by a and h, respectively. The wheelbase
is denoted by b, while g represents the gravitational constant,
and v represents the forward velocity. This model assumes
a vertical steering axis, i.e., ν = π

2 , which results in zero
trail. Furthermore, it is assumed that the steering axis can
be controlled without delay and that the bicycle travels at
a constant forward velocity. The visual representation of the
parameters in (1) is shown in Fig. 1.

A bicycle is self-stabilized between the so-called weave
speed and capsize speed. By analyzing the eigenvalues of
the Whipple model and identifying the region where they are
all negative, the self-stable region of a bicycle can be local-
ized [15]. A similar eigenvalue analysis for the instrumented
bicycle considered in this paper was previously conducted,
where the 25 parameters required for the Whipple model
were measured [33]. Based on this analysis, we focus on
forward speeds of approximately 8 km/h (2.22 m/s), below
the weave speed, as shown in Fig. 2. Thus, the system we
aim to control is open-loop unstable, nonlinear, and non-
holonomic, presenting a challenging control problem. Due
to the system’s inherent instability, applying a persistently
exciting input without additional stabilization can lead to a
loss of balance and cause the system to diverge. Specifically,
an uncontrolled persistently exciting input could destabilize
steering actions, such as turning left while leaning right,
making it impractical to rely solely on such input for collecting
persistently exciting data. In the following, we present an FL
controller that balances the bicycle, simplifying the acquisi-
tion of persistently exciting data and mitigating some of the
system’s nonlinearities.

B. Control overview

A common approach for realizing a persistently exciting
input is to utilize a random signal [34]. However, this approach
is not directly applicable as it jeopardizes the bicycle’s balance.
Instead, we pre-stabilize the bicycle with an inner control loop
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Fig. 2. Stable and unstable regions of the instrumented bicycle, with the
weave speed and capsize speed denoted by vw and vc, respectively.

using FL. Since the relative degree between the output and the
number of states in the model given by (1) does not match, the
system can only be partially linearized using output FL [13].

If we choose x =
[
x1, x2, x3

]
=

[
φ(t), φ̇(t), δ(t)

]
,

y(t) = φ(t), ẏ(t) = φ̇(t), and represent the reference output
as yr = [yr(t), ẏr(t), ÿr(t)], we can express the considered FL
control law as:

u(t) = δ̇(t) =
1

p(x)
(w − f(x)), (2)

where

f(x) = −
(

1

bh
− 1

b2
tan

(
x3

)
tan

(
x1

))
tan

(
x3

)
v2

+
g

h
sin

(
x1

)
p(x) =

a

bh
cos

(
x1

)
v,

w = ÿr(t) + k1 (ẏr(t)− ẏ(t)) + k2 (yr(t)− y(t)) , (3)

with appropriate choices of k1 > 0 and k2 > 0 to partially
compensate for the system’s nonlinearities. However, the steer-
ing angle δ(t) remains an internal state that is not directly
linearized, meaning some nonlinear dynamics persist. In par-
ticular, terms involving tan(δ(t)) introduce coupling effects
that remain even after feedback linearization. Additionally,
since the steering angle evolves according to u = δ̇, it can
drift over time uncontrolled, requiring further regulation to
prevent undesired effects on system stability. Furthermore, the
proposed FL controller is designed based on continuous-time
dynamics, with the model and control parameters provided in
(1) and Table I, respectively. However, in practice, we imple-
ment it using a sampled-data approach with a hold mechanism,
which may introduce inaccuracies and lead to performance
degradation due to the discrete nature of the implementation.
This discrete approach may not fully capture the continuous
dynamics of the system [35], [36]. Moreover, parameters

+
+

Autonomous
Bicycle

Feedback
Linearisation

DeePO

Fig. 3. Control overview

in (2) and (3) are subject to parametric uncertainty, resulting
in an inaccurate canceling of nonlinearties. Nevertheless, we
demonstrate that the potential limitations of the FL controller
can be mitigated by incorporating DeePO.

The proposed FL controller functions as an inner control
loop to stabilize the bicycle, enabling the use of an additive
random signal as either a persistently exciting input or a
performance enhancing adaptive control. In the remainder of
the paper, we consider the autonomous bicycle with FL as our
target system to control by DeePO, as highlighted by the gray
box in Fig. 3. With this stable inner-loop system in place, we
shift our focus to enhancing performance and compensating
for the remaining nonlinearities using an adaptive, direct data-
driven control approach in the outer loop.

III. DATA-ENABLED POLICY OPTIMIZATION FOR
AUTONOMOUS BICYCLE CONTROL

This section first describes a brief overview of the linear
quadratic regulator (LQR). Then, we propose a data-enabled
policy optimization with a forgetting factor for adaptive learn-
ing of the LQR based on [27], [28].

A. The linear quadratic regulator

Consider a linear time-invariant system
xt+1 = Axt +But + wt

ht =

[
Q1/2 0
0 R1/2

] [
xt

ut

]
. (4)

Here, xt is the state, ut is the control input, wt represents the
noise, and ht is the performance signal of interest, (A,B) are
controllable, and the weighting matrices (Q,R) are positive
definite.

TABLE I
MODEL AND CONTROL PARAMETERS FOR FL CONTROL

Parameter Symbol Value Unit

CoG w.r.t p1 (x) a 0.550 m
CoG w.r.t p1 (z) h 0.700 m
Wheelbase b 1.200 m
Gravity g 9.82 m/s2
k1 - 1 -
k2 - 6 -
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The LQR problem aims to find an optimal state-feedback
gain K ∈ Rm×n that minimizes the H2-norm of the transfer
function T (K) : w → h of the closed-loop system[

xt+1

ht

]
=

A+BK In[
Q1/2

R1/2K

]
0

[
xt

wt

]
. (5)

When A+BK is stable, it holds that [37]

∥T (K)∥22 = Tr((Q+K⊤RK)ΣK) =: C(K), (6)

where ΣK is the closed-loop state covariance matrix obtained
as the positive definite solution to the Lyapunov equation

ΣK = In + (A+BK)ΣK(A+BK)⊤. (7)

We refer to C(K) as the LQR cost and to (6)-(7) as a policy
parameterization of the LQR.

The optimal LQR gain K∗ is unique and can be found by,
e.g., solving an algebraic Riccati equation with (A,B) [37].
When (A,B) is unknown, data-driven methods can be used
to learn the LQR gain from input-state data. In the sequel,
we propose a covariance parameterization method for direct
data-driven learning of the LQR.

B. Data-driven covariance parametrization of the LQR with
exponential weighted data

Consider the t-long time series of states, inputs, noises, and
successor states

X0,t :=
[
x0 x1 . . . xt−1

]
∈ Rn×t,

U0,t :=
[
u0 u1 . . . ut−1

]
∈ Rm×t, (8)

W0,t :=
[
w0 w1 . . . wt−1

]
∈ Rn×t,

X1,t :=
[
x1 x2 . . . xt

]
∈ Rn×t,

which satisfy the system dynamics

X1,t = AX0,t +BU0,t +W0,t. (9)

Assume that the data is persistently exciting (PE) [21], i.e.,
the block matrix of input and state data

D0,t :=

[
U0,t

X0,t

]
(10)

has full row rank

rank(D0,t) = m+ n. (11)

Define the covariance of exponentially weighted data as

Φt :=
1

t
D0,tSλD

⊤
0,t, (12)

where λ ∈ (0, 1) is a forgetting factor and Sλ :=
diag{λt−1, λt−2, . . . , 1}. Compared with [28], the forgetting
factor here makes the weight of past data decay exponentially,
such that the sample covariance can also reflect and adapt to
the behavior of time-varying or nonlinear systems.

Since D0,t has full row rank and Sλ ≻ 0, the covariance
matrix is positive definite, i.e., Φt ≻ 0. Then, for any gain K,
there exist a matrix V such that[

K
In

]
= ΦtV. (13)

We refer to (13) as the covariance parameterization with
exponentially weighted data and to V ∈ R(n+m)×n as the
parameterized policy.

With (13), the LQR problem (6)-(7) can be expressed
by raw data matrices (X0,t, U0,t, X1,t) and the optimiza-
tion matrix V . For brevity, let X0,t = X0,tSλD

⊤
0,t/t and

U0,t = U0,tSλD
⊤
0,t/t be a partition of Φt, and let W 0,t =

W0,tSλD
⊤
0,t/t be the noise-state-input covariance, and finally

define the covariance with respect to the successor state as
X1,t = X1,tSλD

⊤
0,t/t. Then, the closed-loop matrix can be

written as

A+BK = [B,A]

[
K
In

]
(13)
= [B,A]ΦtV

(9)
= (X1,t −W 0,t)V.

(14)
Following the certainty-equivalence principle [38], we disre-
gard the unmeasurable W 0,t for the design and use X1,tV as
the closed-loop matrix. After substituting A+BK with X1,tV
in (6)-(7) and leveraging (13), the LQR problem becomes

minimize
V

Jt(V ) := Tr
(
(Q+ V ⊤U

⊤
0,tRU0,tV )Σt(V )

)
,

subject to X0,tV = In,
(15)

where Σt(V ) = In + X1,tV Σt(V )V ⊤X
⊤
1,t is a covariance

parameterization of (7), and the original gain matrix can be
recovered as K = U0,tV . We refer to (15) as the covariance-
parameterized LQR problem, which is direct data-driven and
does not involve any explicit SysID.

C. Data-enabled policy optimization for adaptive LQR control
with exponentially weighted data

In previous work [27], [28], a data-enabled policy opti-
mization (DeePO) method for direct adaptive learning of the
LQR was proposed, where the control policy is parameterized
by sample covariance and updated recursively using gradient
methods. In this subsection, we propose a DeePO algorithm
based on our covariance parameterization with exponentially
weighted data (13), detailed in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 alternates between control (line 2) and policy
update (lines 3-6). The DeePO algorithm uses online gradient
descent of (15) to recursively update V . At time t, we apply
the linear state feedback policy ut = Ktxt+et for control and
observe the new state xt+1, where et is a probing noise used
to ensure the PE rank condition (11). To update the policy, we
first use (X0,t+1, U0,t+1, X1,t+1) to formulate the covariance-
parameterized LQR problem (15). Then, instead of solving this
optimization problem optimality, we only take a single step of
projected gradient descent towards its solution in (23). Here,
the projection

ΠX0,t+1
:= In+m −X

†
0,t+1X0,t+1 (16)

onto the nullspace of X0,t+1 is to ensure the subspace
constraint in (15). Define the feasible set of (15) (i.e., the
set of stable closed-loop matrices) as St := {V | X0,tV =
In, ρ(X1,tV ) < 1}. Then, the gradient can be computed as
follows.
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Lemma 1 ( [28]): For V ∈ St, the gradient of Jt(V ) with
respect to V is given by

∇Jt(V ) = 2
(
U

⊤
0,tRU0,t +X

⊤
1,tPtX1,t

)
V Σt(V ), (17)

where Pt satisfies the Lyapunov equation

Pt = Q+ V ⊤U
⊤
0,tRU0,tV + V ⊤X

⊤
1,tPtX1,tV. (18)

Algorithm 1 is direct and adaptive in the sense that it
directly uses online closed-loop data to update the policy.
Thanks to the forgetting factor, it can rapidly adapt to changes
in system behavior reflected in the data. As in [28], Algorithm
1 can also be implemented recursively. We write the sample
covariance recursively as

Φt+1 =
λt

t+ 1
Φt +

1

t+ 1
ϕtϕ

⊤
t , (19)

where ϕt = [u⊤
t , x

⊤
t ]

⊤. By the Sherman-Morrison for-
mula [39], its inverse Φ−1

t+1 satisfies

Φ−1
t+1 =

t+ 1

λt

(
Φ−1

t − Φ−1
t ϕtϕ

⊤
t Φ

−1
t

λt+ ϕ⊤
t Φ

−1
t ϕt

)
. (20)

Furthermore, the rank-one update of the parameterized policy
is given by

Vt+1 =
t+ 1

t

(
Φ−1

t − Φ−1
t ϕtϕ

⊤
t Φ

−1
t

t+ ϕ⊤
t Φ

−1
t ϕt

)
ΦtV

′
t

=
t+ 1

λt

(
V ′
t − Φ−1

t ϕtϕ
⊤
t V

′
t

λt+ ϕ⊤
t Φ

−1
t ϕt

)
, (21)

where Φ−1
t and V ′

t are given from the last iteration.
Remark 1: Using the forgetting factor λ may asymptotically

lead to failure of the rank-one update as time tends to infinity.
To see this, we notice that the covariance update in (19) satis-
fies stable linear dynamics. This implies a loss of persistency
of excitation and Φt will tend to zero, and hence Φ−1

t will
grow to infinity. A simple remedy is to reset the covariance
Λt occasionally, i.e., set Λt = In+m,∀t ∈ {T, 2T, . . . }. Since
the autonomous bicycle operates only for a finite time, we
do not reset the covariance in our subsequent experiments in
Section IV. Another approach is to use sliding window data
rather than exponentially weighted data for the covariance
parameterization (13), where a key is to select an optimal
window size to balance data informativity and adaptation
efficiency. We leave this exploration to future work.

Remark 2: The stepsize ηt should be set according to the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of online data. For example, when
the SNR is large, we are confident with the gradient direction,
and the stepsize can be chosen more aggressively; on the
contrary, when the SNR is small, the stepsize should be small
to prevent the policy from moving out of the stability region.
To this end, we set the stepsize as

ηt =
η0∥∥∥U0,tΠX0,t

U
⊤
0,t

∥∥∥ , t ≥ t0, (22)

where η0 is a constant, and the denominator is used to quantify
the SNR. Another motivation of the denominator is from

Algorithm 1 DeePO for direct adaptive LQR control
Input: Offline data (X0,t0 , U0,t0 , X1,t0), an initial policy Kt0 ,

and a stepsize η.
1: for t = t0, t0 + 1, . . . do
2: Apply ut = Ktxt + et and observe xt+1.
3: Update covariance matrices Φt+1 and X1,t+1.
4: Policy parameterization: given Kt, solve Vt+1 via

Vt+1 = Φ−1
t+1

[
Kt

In

]
.

5: Update of the parameterized policy: perform one-
step projected gradient descent

V ′
t+1 = Vt+1 − ηtΠX0,t+1

∇Jt+1(Vt+1), (23)

where the gradient ∇Jt+1(Vt+1) is given by Lemma 1.
6: Gain update: update the control gain by

Kt+1 = U0,t+1V
′
t+1.

7: end for

[40, Lemma 3], which reveals the equivalence between data-
enabled and model-based policy gradients up to the data matrix
U0,tΠX0,t

U
⊤
0,t.

Algorithm 1 requires the initial policy to be stabilizing. A
potential approach is to solve the covariance-parameterized
LQR (15) with the offline data (X0,t0 , U0,t0 , X1,t0). How-
ever, due to the nonlinearity in the system dynamics of the
autonomous bicycle, the solution of covariance-parameterized
LQR may be destabilizing. Next, we propose a robustness-
promoting regularizer for the covariance parameterization to
obtain a stabilizing initial policy.

D. Learning an initial stabilizing policy using robustness
promoting regularization

The feasibility of the covariance-parameterized LQR prob-
lem (15) depends on that of the Lyapunov equation

Σ = In +X1V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 , (24)

where X1V is regarded as the closed-loop matrix. However,
having assumed certainty-equivalence by the covariance pa-
rameterization (13) and the relation A+BK = (X1−W 0)V ,
the Lyapunov equation that should be met is

Σ = In + (X1 −W 0)V ΣV ⊤(X1 −W 0)
⊤. (25)

The gap between the right-hand side of (24) and (25) is

W 0V ΣV ⊤W
⊤
0 −W 0V ΣV ⊤X

⊤
1 −X1V ΣV ⊤W

⊤
0

=
1

t2
W0D

⊤
0 V ΣV ⊤D0W

⊤
0

− 1

t2
(W0D

⊤
0 V ΣV ⊤D0X

⊤
1 +X1D

⊤
0 V ΣV ⊤D0W

⊤
0 ).

(26)

To reduce the gap, it suffices to make Tr(D⊤
0 V ΣV ⊤D0/t)

small. To this end, we introduce the regularizer Tr(V ΣV ⊤Φ)
to the covariance-parameterized LQR problem (15), leading to

minimize
V,Σ⪰0

Jt(V ) + γTr(V ΣV ⊤Φ),

subject to Σ = In +X1V ΣV ⊤X
⊤
1 , X0V = In

(27)
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with gain matrix K = U0V , where γ > 0 is the regularization
coefficient. We refer to (27) as the regularized covariance
parameterization of the LQR problem.

To obtain an initial stabilizing policy for Algorithm 1, we
solve (27) with offline data (X0,t0 , U0,t0 , X1,t0).

E. Control gain update rate

Rapid changes in an adaptive control policy, Kt can po-
tentially induce oscillations and, in the worst case, render the
system unstable [41]. Moreover, the control policy at certain
time intervals may be significantly influenced by measurement
noise, meaning that updates could be driven more by noise
than by the actual system dynamics.

To address these potential issues, we propose updating
the DeePO control gain less frequently than the sampling
frequency. To regulate the update frequency, we introduce
the parameter ξ, which determines the intervals at which the
controller in line 6 of Algorithm 1 is updated. For instance, if
ξ = 1, the control gain is updated at every iteration, whereas
if ξ = 100, the gain is updated every 100 iterations.

IV. SIMULATIONS AND EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we first provide details of the instrumented
bicycle used in the experiments. Next, we describe the sim-
ulation setup, followed by the results obtained from the
simulations. Finally, we present the details of the experiments
and the corresponding results.

A. Instrumented Bicycle

The bicycle we consider in experiments is a men’s model
of an electric bicycle, as shown in Fig. 4. The factory-
installed rear wheel motor and the battery mounted on the
main frame are used to drive the bicycle forward. The rear
wheel is controlled through a Phoenix Edge HV 60 AMP
Electronic Speed Controller (ESC), and the rear wheel velocity
is estimated using 12 evenly distributed magnets on the rear
wheel and a Hall sensor. A PI controller is manually tuned
to maintain an approximately constant forward velocity. An
Xsens MTi-7 GNSS/INS at the bottom bracket shell measures
the lean angle and rate.

Furthermore, a Dynamixel XH540-W270-T servo with a
cog belt is mounted on the bicycle’s main frame to control
the handlebar. The servo is controlled through a velocity
command, ut = δ̇t rad/s, using an integer between −167
and 167 with a resolution of approximately 0.024 rad/s per
unit. The control signal is saturated at ±4 rad/s. The control
algorithms are implemented, and the data is processed using
ROS2 Humble running on a Raspberry Pi 4b with Ubuntu
20.04. Finally, a radio controller (RC) lets the operator send
wireless commands to the RC receiver mounted on the bicycle.

B. Simulation setup

A CAD model of the instrumented bicycle was designed us-
ing SolidWorks. The CAD model is imported into MathWorks
Simscape and controlled through Simulink. The rear and front
wheels are connected to the mainframe through revolute joints,

3
4

5
6

7

8

1
2

Hardware

1 RC receiver 5 Bafang RM G040.250.DC
2 Raspberry Pi 4b 6 Xsens MTi-7
3 ESC 7 Batteries
4 Hall sensor 8 Dynamixel XH540-W270-T

Fig. 4. Instrumented bicycle used in the experiments.

where the rear joint is actuated and given a constant speed
corresponding to a forward velocity of 8 km/h. A third revolute
joint connects the steering axis to the bicycle’s mainframe
and is actuated through the control signal u(t) = δ̇(t). The
steering dynamics are modeled using an identified steering
step response matching procedure [6], from the control signal
u(t) to the steering rate δ̇(t) the resulting transfer function is:

H(s) =
100 + s

100
. (28)

The transfer function is placed in series with the bicycle model,
as shown in Fig. 5. The control signal is saturated at ±4
rad/s. The figure also highlights that the input signal, ut, is
composed of two parts. First, an inner loop control signal ui

t

from the FL controller with the parameters given in Table I,
and second, an outer control loop signal uo

t which originates
from a persistently excited input uPE

t = N (0, σPE) with
σPE = 0.2 rad/s when the switch is in position α, and from
DeePO when the switch is in position β. The lean angle, lean
rate, and steering angle measurements are induced with zero-
mean, normally distributed noise using σφ = σδ = 0.5 deg
and σφ̇ = 0.5 deg/s. The forward velocity is set to a constant
value of 8 km/h.

The tracking error is used as the state vector, i.e., xe
t = [φr

t−
φt, φ̇

r
t − φ̇t]

⊤. The state variables and the persistently exciting
input signal are sampled at 100 Hz. The same execution rate
is used for DeePO and the FL controller, generating a new
control signal for the steering motor every 0.01 s.

An initial simulation is performed with the switch in Fig. 5
in position α, and the bicycle tracks a lean angle reference
φr
t = 0 and its derivative φ̇r

t = 0 for 10 seconds. We
collect T = 200 samples of the acquired data to construct
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+
+

ZOH H(s)
Simscape
Bicycle

Feedback
Linearisation

DeePO −
+

uo
t u(t)ut δ̇(t) x(t)

[φr
t , φ̇

r
t ]

⊤

xt

yr
ui
t

xe
t

uDeePO
t

uPE
t

α

β

Fig. 5. Control setup where the gray box represents the system controlled
using DeePO.

U0,T , X0,T , X1,T using (8). An initial policy is obtained by
solving the regularized covariance-parameterized LQR prob-
lem (27) using CVX [42] with Q = diag([1, 0.01]) and
R = 10−4. Higher values of γ promote robustness against
uncertainties in the system, while lower values prioritize
performance. In our simulations, we set it γ = 1, which
balances robustness and performance in our initial control
policy.

Next, the switch in Fig. 5 is set to position β, and Al-
gorithm 1 is used to update the control policy at every time
sample, i.e., ξ = 1 and using a forgetting factor λ = 1−10−4,
and learning rate η = 10−3. To ensure a persistently exciting
input, the probing noise et is a zero-mean normally distributed
random number, which is added to the DeePO output and
constructs the input to the system as:

uDeePO
t = uDeePO

t + et, (29)

where et = N (0, 0.2uDeePO
t ). Moreover, the bicycle tracks a

time-varying reference, as shown in Fig. 6.
To evaluate the update rate for the gain update in Algo-

rithm 1 (line 6), multiple simulations are conducted where ξ
varies while the rest of the parameters are kept fixed. Four
different update rates for the gain update are considered:
ξ = 1, 10, 50, and 100. Moreover, one simulation is conducted
with only the FL controller as a baseline. The forgetting factor
is evaluated in a similar fashion using λ = 1 − 10−ζ with
ζ = ∞, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, where ζ = ∞ corresponds to a controller
without a forgetting factor. In these simulations, the control
update rate is set to ξ = 1, and the rest of the parameters are
kept at their initial values. The performance of the controllers
is evaluated using the integrated squared error of the lean angle
and the lean rate with respect to their respective reference
values:

ISEφ =

t∑
i=0

(φi − φr
i )

2, ISEφ̇ =

t∑
i=0

(φ̇i − φ̇r
i )

2. (30)

C. Simulation results

The results for tracking a reference lean angle and lean rate
are given in the top and middle plots of Fig. 6. The bottom
plot represents the contribution of the DeePO algorithm to the
system’s total control signal. The update rate of the control
gain is ξ = 1, i.e., the control gain is updated with every

0 2 4 6 8 10
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DeePO
φ̇r
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−4

−2

0

2

4

Time [s]

[r
ad

/s
]

Control signal (δ̇)

utotal
uDeePO

Fig. 6. Tracking performance of the DeePO algorithm in simulation with
ξ = 1. The top and middle plots illustrate the lean angle and rate tracking
results for the DeePO+FL setup and the FL-only approach. The bottom plot
presents the total control signal along with DeePO’s contribution.

sample, in Fig. 6. The results highlight the effectiveness of our
unified control framework using FL and DeePO for tracking
the reference lean angle, φr

t , and lean rate, φ̇r
t . The tracking

is smoother, and the error is reduced compared to using only
FL, as shown in the top and middle plots of Fig. 6. This
improvement demonstrates DeePO’s ability to adapt and refine
the control policy iteratively, even under simulated nonlinear
dynamics and sensor noise. The bottom plot of Fig. 6 shows
the contribution of DeePO to the total control signal and
highlights that DeePO complements the FL controller and
enables fine-tuning of the control signal online.

In Fig. 7, the control policy for different update rates with
respect to time is presented, and the corresponding ISE values
are reported in Fig. 8, together with the ISE values when using
only FL. These results clearly show that updating the control
policy applied to the bicycle at every iteration of the algorithm
is unnecessary. In fact, the performance improves for some of
the lower update rates, i.e., higher values of ξ. However, it is
not obvious how this parameter should be chosen, as for ξ =
10, the performance is slightly worse than ξ = 1. On the other
hand, the performance is improved for ξ = 50 and ξ = 100.
However, a low update rate may reduce DeePO’s adaptation to
fast changes in the system’s behavior, reducing performance
in systems with rapidly changing dynamics. Moreover, from
Fig. 7, the control policy does not seem to converge, which
may be due short simulation horizon.
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Fig. 7. Evaluation of the control policy in simulation over time with different
update rates of the control gain.
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Fig. 8. Integrated squared error of the lean angle and lean rate for different
values of ξ in simulation. The performance of only using FL is also included
as a baseline.

Finally, Fig. 9 presents the ISE values when the forgetting
factor varies while the remaining control parameters are kept
fixed. The results show that introducing a forgetting factor
in DeePO may further enhance control performance. An
intermediate forgetting factor of λ = 1 − 10−5 yields the
best performance, while λ = 1 − 10−2 results in the largest
ISE value. Though varying ξ and λ may offer performance
enhancements, finding the optimal and likely state-dependent
values, for these parameters remains an area for future re-
search. Moreover, the consistency of the simulation results
highlights the efficiency of our unified control framework,
which integrates FL and DeePO under varying circumstances.

D. Experimental setup

An initial experiment is conducted in which a dataset is
collected from the sensors and the control signal. Similar to
the initial simulation, the FL controller with the parameters
from Table I together with a persistently exciting input as
uPE = N (0, σPE) are used as the input to the system, with
σPE = 0.2 rad/s. Furthermore, we consider tracking of a
lean angle and lean rate reference of zero, and the tracking
errors make up the states as in the simulation. The experiments
are conducted in an indoor warehouse building with a flat
concrete floor; see Fig. 10. The instrumented bicycle starts
from a standstill, and the operator starts the bicycle using
a switch on the RC controller and assists in balancing the

φ [rad] φ̇ [rad/s]
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

IS
E

ζ = ∞ ζ = 6 ζ = 5 ζ = 4 ζ = 3 ζ = 2

ζ = ∞ ζ = 6 ζ = 5 ζ = 4 ζ = 3 ζ = 2

Fig. 9. Integrated squared error of tracking the lean angle and lean rate
references for different values of the forgetting factor in DeePO. The forgetting
factor is defined as λ = 1− 10−ζ .

Fig. 10. The indoor environment where the experiments were conducted on
a flat concrete floor.

bicycle until it reaches its constant goal velocity of 8 km/h.
Using a second switch on the RC controller, the experiment is
initiated, and the persistently exciting input, together with the
FL controller, regulates the steering velocity of the handlebar
and, by extension, the bicycle’s balance. The Xsens MTi-7
and the Dynamixel data are collected at a sampling frequency
of 100 Hz on the Raspberry Pi. Algorithm 1 and the FL
controller, implemented on the Raspberry Pi, compute a new
control signal every 0.01 s and transmit it to the Dynamixel
servo.

The sampled input and state data are post-processed in
Matlab, where they are used to construct U0,T , X0,T , X1,T ,
with T = 300. Next, the initial policy is obtained by solv-
ing (27) in Matlab, with Q = I2, R = 0.01, and γ = 1. In
the subsequent experiments, we set the forgetting factor and
learning rate as λ = 1 − 10−4 and η = 10−3, respectively.
While γ, λ, and η are kept the same in the experiments as
in the simulation, the Q, R, and T are changed in experi-
ments. The increase in the number of data samples can be
explained by the idealized dynamics in simulation compared
to experiments where, for instance, mechanical imperfections,
delays, and external disturbances are present. Thus, a larger
dataset ensures a more reliable estimation of the system’s
behavior. Moreover, the increase in the weight of φ̇ in Q
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is justified by the sensor noise and the need for robustness
in experiments. Finally, in simulations, the resolution of the
steering motor is neglected, and the complex dynamics of
the actuating steering system are not fully captured. Thus,
we can allow for more aggressive control actions using a
lower value of R. On the other hand, in experiments, the
resolution of the motor limits the possible steering commands.
A larger R in experiments ensures a smoother, more physically
feasible control input. The same time-varying reference lean
angle and lean rate used in simulations are also utilized in
the experiments. Furthermore, we conduct several experiments
where ξ varies as ξ = 1, 10, 50, and 100. Additionally, one
experiment is conducted with only the FL controller as a
baseline.

E. Experimental results

The lean angle and lean rate tracking performance of the
DeePO algorithm is illustrated in the top and middle plots of
Fig. 11 using ξ = 1. The results of using only FL are also
included in the figure. The control signal of DeePO and the
total control signal of the system are highlighted in the bottom
plot of Fig. 11. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of
DeePO and its robust tracking of the reference lean angle
and lean rate, with noticeable improvements compared to the
FL controller, as evident from the first two plots of Fig. 11.
The results also show how DeePO adapts over time, even
in the presence of nonlinearities, sensor noise, and external
disturbances (e.g., floor imperfections or variations in tire
grip). However, the oscillations in lean angle and lean rate
have a much higher amplitude in experiments compared to
simulations, which the steering motor’s resolution limitation
could partly explain. In experiments, the resolution is limited
to 0.024 rad/s per unit, a factor not considered in sim-
ulations. Moreover, simulations have unmodelled dynamics
and environmental details compared to experiments, such as
joint friction, uneven terrain, and approximations made in the
model.

The evolution of the control gain values for the lean angle
and lean rate are reported in Fig. 12 with varying values
for gain update frequency ξ. As observed in simulations, the
evolution of the control gains in experiments follows the same
trend, even though the update frequencies vary. However,
the difference between the evolution of the control gains
in experiments and the control gains of the simulation, as
presented in Fig. 7, is quite different, which indicates a gap
between the simulations and experiments. It also highlights
the usefulness of adaptive control methods, which can refine
the feedback gain based on online experiment data. The gap
between simulations and experiments is also evident when
comparing the ISE values in Fig. 8 and Fig. 13. In experiments,
update at every time step or intermediate rates of ξ = 50
produces significantly better results than update at lower rates
or using only FL. The considerably higher ISE for ξ = 100
and using only FL further highlights the limitations of static
or infrequent control gain updates. In simulations where we
have control over the initial conditions, noise, and external
disturbances, the results are more aligned, and the impact of ξ
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Fig. 11. Experimental results of DeePO where the control policy is updated
at every time step, i.e., ξ = 1.
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Fig. 12. Evolution of control gains in experiments for different values of ξ.

is not as evident as in experiments. One particular challenge in
the experiments was finding a suitable pre-stablizing control
form initial data and control of the initial conditions. A video
demonstration of the simulations and experiments is available
online 2.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a unified framework that balances
an autonomous bicycle by combining an FL controller in
the inner loop and DeePO in the outer loop. The primary
objective of the FL loop is to stabilize and partially linearize an

2https://youtu.be/5RKnr6tPiuwonline

https://youtu.be/5RKnr6tPiuw
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Fig. 13. Integrated squared error for different values of ξ and when using
the FL controller alone in experiments.

otherwise unstable and nonlinear system. However, practical
systems often contain unmodeled dynamics and time-varying
characteristics that can degrade the performance of the FL
controller when used in isolation. To address these challenges,
we integrated a DeePO controller on top of the FL loop.

We derived an initial control policy using a finite set of
offline, persistently exciting input and state data. To handle the
nonlinearities and disturbances that may degrade the policy’s
performance, we introduced a robustness-promoting regular-
izer to refine the initial stabilizing policy and a forgetting factor
in the DeePO framework to adapt to the time-varying nature
of our case study.

We demonstrated the effectiveness of the DeePO+FL ap-
proach through both simulations and real-world experiments
on an autonomous bicycle. The results clearly showed that
DeePO+FL outperforms the FL-only approach, particularly
in terms of tracking the reference lean angle and lean rate
more accurately. Additionally, we evaluated the impact of the
control gain update frequency and found that performance im-
provements could be achieved with a lower update frequency.
However, determining the optimal update rate remains an open
question for future research.

The experimental and simulation results demonstrated that
the proposed controller effectively adapts to the system dy-
namics despite the presence of nonlinearities, sensor noise,
and hardware limitations. Our work illustrates the potential
of direct data-driven methods to adapt and control nonlinear
systems, such as an autonomous bicycle, relying solely on
data. In the future, we plan to enhance the DeePO algorithm by
incorporating the robustness regularizer in its online compo-
nent. Additionally, exploring direct data-driven navigation for
the bicycle is another exciting direction for further research.
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