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Abstract— Aligning a lens system relative to an imager is
a critical challenge in camera manufacturing. While optimal
alignment can be mathematically computed under ideal con-
ditions, real-world deviations caused by manufacturing toler-
ances often render this approach impractical. Measuring these
tolerances can be costly or even infeasible, and neglecting
them may result in suboptimal alignments. We propose a
reinforcement learning (RL) approach that learns exclusively
in the pixel space of the sensor output, eliminating the need
to develop expert-designed alignment concepts. We conduct
an extensive benchmark study and show that our approach
surpasses other methods in speed, precision, and robustness.
We further introduce relign, a realistic, freely explorable, open-
source simulation utilizing physically based rendering that
models optical systems with non-deterministic manufacturing
tolerances and noise in robotic alignment movement. It pro-
vides an interface to popular machine learning frameworks,
enabling seamless experimentation and development. Our work
highlights the potential of RL in a manufacturing environment
to enhance efficiency of optical alignments while minimizing
the need for manual intervention.

I. INTRODUCTION

The assembly of optical devices requires precise position-
ing when joining their individual components. This require-
ment is essential in a wide range of products, including
cameras in mobile phones, fiber optics, aerial and medical
imaging and optical projection systems for microlithogra-
phy [1]. One particularly sensitive process is an alignment,
where two components must be precisely positioned rela-
tive to each other to achieve high precision. A prominent
example is the positioning of a lens system relative to an
imager [2]. The compound product must be assembled in
a way that the optical performance is maximized. While
high-cost lenses are often designed to ease the alignment
with an imager, achieving optimal alignment with low-cost
components presents a significant challenge. All of these
components typically offer many degrees of freedom, each
influencing multiple performance metrics in complex and
interdependent ways. Often, it is unclear how the position
has to be modified in order to reach a performance satisfying
predefined quality constraints. Additionally, variations of the
components make the relations between the position and the
optical performance diffuse and noisy. These challenges have
been widely studied in the literature [3], [4], [5], [6].
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Fig. 1: Schematic presentation of a single alignment step,
where a lens system consisting of three single lenses (left)
has to be positioned relative to an optical sensor (right).

The classic way to deal with such problems involves
extensive scans during the alignment of each optical system
individually, where any degrees of freedom are varied and
evaluated separately. To make those scans robust against
manufacturing tolerances within the components, many pos-
sible positions are scanned by a structured walk through the
alignment space, for example along coordinate axes. Often,
these algorithms solely rely on hand-crafted features obtained
from the high-dimensional sensor output, where sensor and
movement noise make it hard to conduct deterministic al-
gorithms. Speeding up optical alignments has thus been a
fruitful application of machine learning methods in the past,
see [7] for a review. Some approaches predict next alignment
moves from misaligned settings in a supervised fashion [8],
[9]. A detailed study for Fast-Axis Collimating Lenses can
be found in [10]. In their basic form, however, active
alignment problems are no supervised learning problems.
This is due to the fact that first, symmetries and offsets
in the optical layout make it hard—or even impossible—
to set up a supervised dataset from the sensor observation
to the optimal sensor image. Second, training models via
supervised learning cannot account to minimize the number
of alignment steps. For instance, sometimes a step into
the wrong direction has to be taken in order to explore
symmetries in the robotic movements. Thus, more naturally,
optical alignments are modeled as an RL problem which
canonically allows training models to find short trajectories
to optimal positions. RL algorithms have demonstrated the
ability to learn complex relationships for various challenging
tasks [11], [12], [13]. There has also been plenty of research
using RL for process control in manufacturing (see [14]
and references therein). For the alignment of laser optics or
interferometers, RL has already been applied successfully as
demonstrated in [15] or [16], respectively. Particularly when
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applied to real systems, RL comes with its own intrinsic
challenges [17], like sparse and delayed rewards [18], data
inefficiencies [19], and reproducibility issues [20], rendering
high need for research when applied to new tasks.

In this study, we formulate optical alignment problems as
an RL task, where optimal robotic alignment movements are
learned solely in the pixel space from a high-dimensional
sensor observation (see Figure 1). The alignment goal is
reached when the difference between the observed image and
a given reference pattern falls below a predefined threshold.
We study different reward functions to motivate RL agents to
find optimal alignment positions in as few steps as possible.
To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first that
treats an optical alignment task as a Partially Observable
Markov Decision Process (POMDP). More specifically, our
main contributions are:

• We formulate active lens alignment problems as
POMDP tangible by RL algorithms.

• We introduce the Python framework relign1 for simu-
lating active alignment scenarios using the physically
based rendering framework Mitsuba [21].

• We provide an interface compatible with the Gymna-
sium API [22] for benchmarking state-of-the-art meth-
ods on representative alignment tasks, including RL
models and black-box optimization techniques.

• We show that RL algorithms can solve real-world-
inspired alignment problems more efficiently than other
methods based on machine learning, even under pres-
ence of manufacturing tolerances and noise in robotic
alignment movements while maintaining high accuracy
and low inference time.

Our approach not only speeds up the optical alignment
process significantly, it also renders the need to design hand-
crafted features obsolete.

II. ACTIVE ALIGNMENTS OF LENS SYSTEMS

A. Problem Formulation

An optical alignment process joins multiple components to
maximize optical performance. In this work, the component
to be aligned is a lens system consisting of a fixed number
of single lenses L = (L1, . . . ,Lk) that need to be positioned
relative to an optical sensor. This situation is typical when
manufacturing cameras. The goal of an alignment is to move
L to a position s= (x,y,z,Rx,Ry,Rz)∈R6 relative to a sensor,
typically with an automated robotic alignment system, such
that the optical performance is maximal.

The main challenge is that in each alignment, the process
has to adjust to new conditions, mainly due to variances
within L and when gripping L. The first type of variances
is a randomized offset arising from the placement of L in
the alignment station. This can be modeled by a randomized
starting position Woff ∈R6 representing a random translation
and rotation offset. When connecting to the robotic alignment
system, the movement is typically not optimal, meaning that
when a movement a ∈ R6 in a state s is executed, the new

1Code under https://github.com/hs-kempten/relign.
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Fig. 2: Impact of WL on lenses. Here, the arrows depict nor-
mal vectors of the lenses to visualize noise in the rotations.

state is not s+ a but the slightly distorted state s+Wdist · a
with Wdist ∈ R6×6. Moreover, the new state can be clipped,
for instance because a boundary condition is met. We refer
to Section Section IV-B for more details on how Wdist is
constructured and how the boundary behavior is modeled.
Another type of variances comes from the production of L
itself, which cannot be changed by the process during the
alignment. That is, each single lens Li in L has an individual
tilt and position offset in comparison to the ideal lens system
(see Figure 2). We denote the offsets of each lens within
L by WL ∈ Rk×6. Other variances not considered in this
work are dispersions in the geometries of the single lenses,
like their curvature. Here, the variances W = (Woff,Wdist,WL)
characterize an alignment completely and we assume that
these are sampled from an unknown distribution W ∼ ρ .
We further assume that the variances W are latent to the
alignment process, i.e., cannot be measured while aligning.
As a result, it is not possible to directly compute the position
where optical performance is optimal using the physical
equations of e.g. geometrical optics.

B. Performance Measurements

To quantify the optical performance at a given state s,
collimated light is sent through L and measured at the sensor
with width w and height h, yielding a high-dimensional
image OW (s) ∈ Rw×h of light intensities. The sensor output
OW (s) is noisy, and retrieving OW (s) multiple times for the
same position s always yields slightly different observations.
We call this noise sensor variance. In many industrial
applications, hand-crafted scalar features are extracted from
OW (s), typically involving the optical transfer functions, for
which quality bounds have to be reached during the align-
ment. Here, however, we study problems where a generic
reference output O∗ independent of W is given such that
the alignment task is the identification of a state s∗ where
the sensor output matches the reference, i.e., OW (s∗) ≈ O∗.
The reference pattern can be considered as O∗ =E[OW ∗(s∗)],
that is the sensor output without noise W ∗ = 0 in the
positioning of L and its lenses at the optimal position s∗. In
practice, the choice of the light field used for creating a test
pattern at sensor level is dictated by the specific application
requirements, such as whether the camera needs to achieve
sharp focus in the near or far field. A common example is the
Siemens star [23], which is widely used for evaluating optical
performance of digital cameras [24]. Numerous methods
exist to measure the quality of an optical image based on
projected patterns such as a pattern of Siemens stars and

https://github.com/hs-kempten/relign
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Fig. 3: Visualization of (si,s j)→ minsk,k ̸=i,k ̸= j ∥OW (s)−O∗∥
for each tuple {i, j} ⊂ {x,y,z,Rx,Ry}.

slanted edges as described in ISO 12233 [24]. Given a
reference pattern, the optimization problem

argmin
s∈S

∥OW (s)−O∗∥ (1)

has to be solved for a given situation W ∼ ρ , where S ⊂R6

denotes the set of allowed positions. Here, ∥ · ∥ denotes a
vector norm, like the Euclidean distance, and we interpret
the input matrices as vectors. Figure 3 shows some 2D-
projections of this optimization problem for the alignment
situations introduced in Section V. Typically, a threshold θ ∈
R≥0 is given such that any s that satisfies ∥OW (s)−O∗∥ ≤ θ

is considered as optimal. However, as s can only compensate
positional offsets of L given by Woff under distortions given
by Wdist and not the variances WL inside L, some lens systems
may have ∥OW (s)−O∗∥> θ for all positions s.

C. Alignment Algorithms

As the variances W are unobservable by the alignment
process, most active alignment algorithms explore the state
space S iteratively by selecting states and searching for
directions where the score ∥OW (s)−O∗∥ attains its mini-
mum. Once positioned at a new state, a new sensor signal
is observed. An alignment algorithm computes a series of
subsequent actions a1, . . . ,an, step by step, starting from
a randomized initial position s0 = Woff. Each action is an
element of a set of allowed actions A ⊂ R6 and generates
a sequence of states si = s0 +Wdist(a1 + . . .+ ai) such that
sn is optimal, i.e., ∥Ow(sn)− O∗∥ ≤ θ . The computation
of ai must be based on a subset of the i− 1 many images
OW (s1), . . . ,OW (si−1) obtained so far. In Section V-B, we
state the alignment algorithms used in our benchmark study.

III. APPROACH

A. Alignments as a POMDP

In this section, we describe how RL algorithms can be
used as alignment algorithms as defined in Section II-C.
Specifically, we consider active alignments as an episodic
POMDP, where each episode is the alignment of a given
lens system L. As defined in Section II, S represents the set
of states, and A denotes the set of actions. In the alignment
of L, including variances W = (Woff,Wdist,WL), selecting a
at s results in the new state s′ = s +Wdist · a, yielding a
reward R(s,s′). A detailed view on different reward functions
used is provided in Section III-B. The state s ∈ S cannot be
directly observed. Instead, only the high-dimensional sensor

output OW (s) is given, which is controlled by a conditional
probability density function depending on s. We explain in
Section IV-A how an image OW (s) is sampled from the
sensor at a given state s. For given W , an episode ends
once a terminal state, that is an optimal state from {s ∈
S : ∥OW (s)−O∗∥ ≤ θ}, or an upper limit of steps T ∈ N is
reached. The goal is to find a policy π that maps observations
to actions in a way that maximizes the accumulated observed
reward. More formally, given the observation OW (s) for s,
the next state is s+Wdist ·π(OW (s)). Starting from an initial
state s0, this combined dynamics of sampled observations
from the sensor and generated actions by the policy π yields
a trajectory (s0, . . . ,sk) of subsequent states with si+1 =
si +Wdist ·π(OW (si)) where the last state sk is either optimal
or k = T holds. The goal is to find a policy such that

EW∼ρ,(s0,...,sk)∼π

[
k−1

∑
i=0

γ
iR(si,si+1)

]
(2)

is maximized, where γ ∈ (0,1) is the discount factor given
to trade-off rewards in early and late states. Note that in
general the reward also depends on the action taken, which
is not required in this work and hence omitted.

B. Rewards

To train effective agents for an alignment task, the reward
function R has to be designed in a way that the optimization
task from Equation (2) is solved in a minimal number of
steps. We consider two distinct reward functions: The first,
Rstep, assigns a fixed penalty of −1 for each step taken,
independent of the states and their distance to the goal, i.e.,
Rstep(s,s′) = −1. The second approach involves rewarding
each step based on the extent to which the action brings the
system closer to the optimal state. More formally, we define

Rpot(s,s′) = ∥OW (s)−O∗∥−∥OW (s′)−O∗∥.
That is, a larger reward is obtained if s′ is closer to the
optimal state than s. Note that Rpot is a potential-based re-
ward [25], that means that if γ = 1, the reward of a trajectory
(s0, . . . ,sk) satisfies ∑

k−1
i=0 Rpot(si,si+1) = Rpot(s0,sk).

IV. SIMULATING ALIGNMENTS

One main challenge in simulating realistic optical align-
ments is to accurately model how a sensor measures light
emitted from a source and propagated through optical lenses.
Here, we use Mitsuba3, a physically based rendering engine
for forward and inverse light-transport simulation. This not
only allows calculating light intensities OW (s) measured at
the sensor (see Section IV-A) for a concrete position s, but
also changing s dynamically (see Section IV-B). All Mitsuba
scenes consist of a sensor, k many identical biconvex single
lenses, and a light source.

A. Sensor Outputs

The Mitsuba scene emulates collimated light using a
binary environment map with a centered rectangular light
source. Starting at the sensor, Mitsuba traces light rays
backwards that pass through the lenses. We use an irradiance



meter as sensor, which measures the incident power per
unit area over a predefined shape. In our setup, the sensor
shape is 0.5×0.5 in Mitsuba space coordinates. To solve the
high-dimensional problem of rendering OW (s) numerically,
Mitsuba employs Monte Carlo integration, drawing sc many
samples from a uniform distribution. As a consequence, the
sensor output OW (s) is different when rendering the same
position s with different seeds. This leads to the probability
density function of the POMDP as described in Section III-
A. An example of the resulting sensor output is shown in
Figure 1. The measurements are interpreted as a grayscale
image and stored without any post-processing.

B. Position Changes

Without loss of generality, we assume that the set of all
possible states is the unit interval [0,1]6. We place k many
lenses in the lens system L in a way that s∗ :=(0.5, . . . ,0.5)∈
R6 is the optimal position. Upon initialization, we sample WL
from a normal distribution and reposition the single lenses
within L accordingly. Afterward, a starting vector Woff ∈
[0,1]6 is sampled uniformly which defines the initial state
s0 :=Woff. The movement distortion matrix is constructed as
Wdist = I6 + ε ∈ R6×6 where each coordinate in ε ∈ R6×6 is
sampled from a normal distribution. The positioning of the
lens system can be varied by setting an action a∈R6 leading
to an update s′ = s+Wdist ·a. To ensure that s′ stays within
[0,1]6, each coordinate of s+Wdist · a is clipped into [0,1]
before updating the Mitsuba scene. Subsequently, the sensor
output OW (s′) is generated as described in Section IV-A.

C. Generating the Reference Pattern

To decide whether a state s is in the optimality condition,
the observation Ow(s) has to be compared to a reference pat-
tern O∗. This reference pattern only depends on the number
of lenses k in the lens system, not on the noise level of W .
To generate W in our synthetic setting, we use a perfectly
aligned lens system where each of the k many lenses are
perfectly aligned as well, i.e., W ∗ := 0. We then sample 1.000
observations from OW ∗(s∗) and compute the pixel-wise mean
image as an approximation for O∗ = E[OW ∗(s∗)].

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Benchmark Environments

When rendering images, one typically faces a trade-off
between computational efficiency and image quality. To
reduce overall RL training time, we prioritize fast image
generation at the cost of lower pixel resolution and increased
sensor variance. Because of that, we only use 50×50 pixels
and 512 samples per pixel for rendering. This also motivates
the decision to use a simple rectangle as reference pattern, as
more detailed patterns are not recognizable at this resolution.

For the evaluation, we focus on six distinct benchmark
setups. Each setup considers a set of k ∈ {2,3} single lenses
with radii of curvature of −1.0 and 3.8 and thickness of
0.2. Each single lens can have none, low or high individual
variances WL. The first three components of WL represent
translation offsets along the x, y and z axes and are sampled

from a normal distribution (WL)i ∼ N0,6.25 for low and
(WL)i ∼ N0,12.5 for high variances with i ∈ {1,2,3}. The
remaining two represent rotation offsets along the x and y
axes, sampled as (WL) j ∼ N0,0.00625 for low and (WL) j ∼
N0,0.0125 for high variances with j ∈ {4,5}. These variances
account for potential manufacturing imperfections within a
certain tolerance bound. To create a challenging alignment
situation, they are intentionally set very high (see Figure 2
for an extreme case). Furthermore, rotation around z is
considered redundant, as in a perfectly aligned scenario,
rotation around the z axis has no effect. Note that O∗ does
not change for setups including object variances.

B. Algorithms

Expert-designed alignment algorithms typically rely on
hand-crafted features extracted from OW (s) that need to be
optimized simultaneously. These features as well as their
optimality region highly depend on the exact use case. To
have a fair and generic comparison of our RL approach with
conventional learning methods, we decided to benchmark
against state-of-the art black-box optimizers to solve Equa-
tion (1) actively. For our study, we focused on three different
models to solve the task of optical alignments:

1) Proximal Policy Optimization: Proximal policy opti-
mization (PPO) is a policy-based RL algorithm that trains a
stochastic policy in an on-policy way [26]. To process the
images, a CNN is used as policy network. While PPO is
a versatile learning algorithm, many learning tasks are too
complex to solve from scratch via RL. Instead of training
an agent on a hard task from the start, curriculum learning
structures the training by introducing simpler subtasks first,
enabling the agent to build foundational skills before tackling
more challenging scenarios. This typically leads to faster
convergence, better generalization, and improved sample
efficiency, especially in environments with sparse rewards
or long-horizon decision-making problems [27]. The same
holds true when training an RL agent for a too low optimality
threshold θ : The agent fails to reach the optimality region,
even when allowing long trajectory lengths before truncation.
Thus, we apply a curriculum strategy where θ is decreased
gradually in an exponential fashion, that is, starting from
an initial threshold θ0, the threshold of the i-th task is
θi =C ·θi−1 with C < 1 (in our experiments, we set C = 0.9).
We denote the task as solved when the agent manages to
reach the optimality region defined by θi within 20 steps in
five subsequent online evaluations. The maximal length of
an episode T is set to 100. All models have been trained
for 1.5 ·106 global steps with an initial learning rate of 1e−4

which is decreased by a factor of 0.8 if the reward stagnates
and which is reset to the initial value if the task of the
curriculum is solved. Figure 4 shows the evolution of the
reward along the curriculum for k = 3 lenses. All trainings
are executed on NVIDIA H100 GPUs requiring roughly 0.32
seconds per global step resulting in a total train time of
approximately five days.

2) Bayesian Optimization: Bayesian Optimization (BO)
is a strategy for minimizing functions f that are expensive
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Fig. 4: Achieved reward Rpot during an online evaluation
for k = 3 lenses and different noise levels while optimality
threshold θ is adjusted according to the curriculum.

to evaluate by building a probabilistic model of the objective
function [28], [29]. It selects new evaluation points by
balancing exploration and exploitation using an acquisition
function, which predicts where the function is likely to
improve. This approach is particularly useful when function
evaluations are costly, as it finds optimal solutions with
relatively few evaluations. Setting fW (s) := ∥OW (s)−O∗∥,
an alignment problem can be interpreted as a black-box
optimization problem. We evaluated BO algorithms using
a different probabilistic model than implemented in scikit-
optimize [30]: Gaussian Processes (BO-GP) [31] and Ran-
dom Forests (BO-RF) [32]. As vanilla BO algorithms ex-
plore fW for each W and without a priori information,
the state space has to be explored first randomly costing
unnecessary steps. Thus, we also tested the method proposed
in [33] (TransferGP) that allows pre-training a Gaussian
process on samples from problem instances fW1 , . . . , fWm .

3) Random: As a baseline, we implemented an algorithm
that samples uniformly at random from the alignment space.

C. Results

For evaluation, each algorithm was executed on 100 differ-
ent environments for each of the six benchmark situations as
described in Section V-A. We compared approaches that op-
erate without any a priori information and require no domain
knowledge. Except for the RL algorithms, the algorithms
used do not involve a training phase. To address this imbal-
ance, we reduced the search space for baseline algorithms
to approximately eight percent of the search space used for
RL. Figure 5 shows the RL-based method trained with Rpot
surpases in all scenarios all other algorithms in terms of
convergence speed. Moreover, independent of the number of
lenses and the noise level, RL-PPO reaches the optimality
region in under ten steps. As expected, the benchmarks with
larger noise levels converge at a higher error, because due
to the lens variances, even the best alignment cannot reach
the minimal render variance error. In a direct comparison,
the potential-based reward Rpot converges slighly faster than
Rstep to the optimal region (see Figure 6).

Only considering the computation time, RL-PPO requires
a constant 25 ms and BO-RF 95 ms per alignment step. In
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contrast, BO-GP becomes increasingly time consuming as
the number of steps increases. For 20 steps, each step takes
an average of 100 ms, while for 50 steps the time per step in-
creases to 178 ms. For the pre-trained Gaussian processes of
TransferGP, the processing time for each step increases with
the number of instances it has been pre-trained on. Already
when trained on m = 10 instances with 100 samples each,
their processing time per step takes several minutes while
their performance equals almost the performance of vanilla
BO-GP. Due to their impractical computation time, we have
not included pretrained GP models in our benchmark.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work introduced an RL approach for active align-
ments of optical components. Unlike traditional alignment
methods that rely on expert-designed alignment concepts
involving the computation of hand-crafted features, our
approach learns optimal alignment strategies directly from
high-dimensional sensor observations. By leveraging RL, we
demonstrated that alignment tasks can be solved more effi-
ciently, even in the presence of noise and manufacturing tol-
erances. However, the low inference time of RL-algorithms
at runtime comes at the price of many training iterations.
Our experiments show that RL-based alignment not only
outperforms conventional machine learning approaches in
terms of efficiency but also eliminates the need for manually



designed features. This work opens the door for further
exploration of RL in high-precision optical assembly, with
potential applications in automated manufacturing, adaptive
optics, and real-time calibration of complex optical systems.
Future research could focus on improving sample efficiency,
integrating domain adaptation techniques, and extending RL-
based alignment to real-world hardware implementations.
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