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Abstract

Model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL) has
demonstrated superior sample efficiency compared
to model-free reinforcement learning (MFRL).
However, the presence of inaccurate models can
introduce biases during policy learning, resulting
in misleading trajectories. The challenge lies in
obtaining accurate models due to limited diverse
training data, particularly in regions with limited
visits (uncertain regions). Existing approaches pas-
sively quantify uncertainty after sample generation,
failing to actively collect uncertain samples that
could enhance state coverage and improve model
accuracy. Moreover, MBRL often faces difficulties
in making accurate multi-step predictions, thereby
impacting overall performance. To address these
limitations, we propose a novel framework for
uncertainty-aware policy optimization with model-
based exploratory planning. In the model-based
planning phase, we introduce an uncertainty-aware
k-step lookahead planning approach to guide ac-
tion selection at each step. This process involves
a trade-off analysis between model uncertainty and
value function approximation error, effectively en-
hancing policy performance. In the policy opti-
mization phase, we leverage an uncertainty-driven
exploratory policy to actively collect diverse train-
ing samples, resulting in improved model accuracy
and overall performance of the RL agent. Our ap-
proach offers flexibility and applicability to tasks
with varying state/action spaces and reward struc-
tures. We validate its effectiveness through exper-
iments on challenging robotic manipulation tasks
and Atari games, surpassing state-of-the-art meth-
ods with fewer interactions, thereby leading to sig-
nificant performance improvements.

1 Introduction
Model-based Reinforcement Learning (MBRL) methods
have emerged as powerful approaches that exhibit sample ef-
ficiency compared to model-free methods [Liu et al., 2021c],
both in theory and practice [Liu, 2024; Janner et al., 2019].

MBRL leverages an approximate dynamics model of the en-
vironment to aid in policy learning [Liu et al., 2023]. How-
ever, acquiring a precise model, which plays a critical role
in MBRL, presents a challenge, particularly in real-world ap-
plications [Liu and Liu, 2021; Liu et al., 2021a, 2020a]. An
inaccurate model can introduce biases during policy learn-
ing, ultimately leading to the generation of misleading trajec-
tories. This prevalent issue is commonly referred to as the
model bias problem [Deisenroth and Rasmussen, 2011].

Attaining an accurate model presents challenges due to the
continuous updates of the policy, causing a shift in the dis-
tribution over visited states. The modified distribution often
lacks of enough diverse training data for effective approxi-
mation, which can result in inaccurate model, particularly in
regions with limited visits (uncertain regions). To mitigate
this challenge, existing methods employ uncertainty-aware
dynamic model techniques [Halev et al., 2024], such as uti-
lizing a bootstrapped model ensemble [Chua et al., 2018] or
Bayesian RL [Liu and Liu, 2022]. However, these approaches
passively quantify uncertainty only after the samples have
been generated, failing to actively collect uncertain samples
that could offer a broader coverage of states and enhance the
model’s accuracy.

Moreover, an additional challenge in MBRL is that the
learned models often involve predicting multiple steps ahead,
such as Model Predictive Control [Camacho and Alba, 2013].
However, the learning objective of the model primarily fo-
cuses on minimizing one-step prediction errors. Conse-
quently, an objective mismatch [Lambert et al., 2020] arises
between model learning and model usage. While policy op-
timization relies on trajectories with multi-step predictions
(model usage), the model is primarily trained to prioritize
the accuracy of immediate predictions (model learning). Al-
though it is possible to generate multi-step predictions using
one-step models by iteratively feeding the predictions back
into the learned model, this approach can lead to deviations
from the true dynamics. Accumulated errors, stemming from
the model’s lack of optimization for multi-step predictions,
can impact the accuracy of multi-step predictions and overall
performance.

To overcome the limitations mentioned above, our paper
presents a novel framework for uncertainty-aware policy op-
timization with model-based exploratory planning. In the
model-based planning phase, we introduce an uncertainty-
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aware k-step lookahead planning mechanism to guide action
selection at each step. This planning process operates under
an approximate uncertainty-aware model and an approximate
value function. We not only present a bound for multiple-step
prediction that explicitly factors in both the model uncertainty
and the value function approximation error, but our analy-
sis also uncovers an inherent trade-off between these two as-
pects. Furthermore, our empirical experiments demonstrate
leveraging this trade-off can enhance policy performance in
our framework. Specifically, during action selection at each
step, we simulate k-step roll-outs and sample a number of
‘fantasy’ samples utilizing the uncertainty-aware model. This
simulated sampling procedure enables us to construct a tree
structure, facilitating the selection of action sequences that
result in the highest accumulated reward within a k-step roll-
out. We then select the first-planned action as the action to be
executed in real environment in each step.

In the policy optimization phase, we leverage an
uncertainty-driven exploratory policy [Burda et al., 2018] to
actively collect diverse training samples from the environ-
ment. This approach mitigates the detrimental effects of in-
sufficient exploration on both policies and forward dynam-
ics models. By gathering more informative data through this
exploratory policy, we enhance the learning accuracy of our
models, which in turn improves the overall performance of
our RL agent.

Overall, we make several significant contributions:
• We introduce uncertainty-aware model-based k-step

lookahead planning. The proposed Theorem bound for
multi-step planning explicitly accounts for both model
uncertainty and value function approximation error, re-
vealing an inherent trade-off between these factors. Un-
like the prevalent literature, which focuses on one-step
uncertainty in MBRL, our approach provides a broader
perspective.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of using uncertainty-
driven exploration in policy optimization to collect train-
ing data, improving the quality of the dynamics model
beyond the conventional goal of enhancing policy per-
formance. Our approach mitigates the issue of insuf-
ficient exploration on policies and forward dynamics
models, representing a novel usage.

• We propose a novel framework that actively incorporates
uncertainty exploration in both model-based planning
and policy optimization phases. This approach diverges
from existing literature, which typically addresses un-
certainty on only one side or integrates both aspects
without considering uncertainty.

• Our approach does not rely on assumptions of per-
fect forward dynamics models or state/action spaces,
making it more scalable and applicable to a broader
range of tasks. We evaluate our method on challeng-
ing tasks in MuJoCo and Atari games. The experimen-
tal results demonstrate that our approach outperforms
SOTA methods with less data. Furthermore, the results
show that our method is scalable across a wide range
of RL tasks, handling high/low-dimensional states, dis-
crete/continuous actions, and dense/sparse rewards.

2 Related Work
2.1 Uncertainty-aware MBRL
One of the key challenges in MBRL is effectively handling
uncertainty associated with our model predictions. By doing
so, we can identify instances where our predictions may be
less reliable when planning based on our model. In statis-
tics, there are two main approaches to uncertainty estimation:
frequentist and Bayesian methods. The frequentist approach,
as demonstrated by [Chua et al., 2018], employs techniques
such as statistical bootstrapping for model estimation. For ex-
ample, Plan2Explore [Sekar et al., 2020] estimates state un-
certainty with latent disagreement and generates model train-
ing data with exploration policy. Bayesian RL methods have
been extensively surveyed by [Ghavamzadeh et al., 2015].
Non-parametric Bayesian methods, including Gaussian Pro-
cesses, have shown great success in modeling estimation, as
exemplified by PILCO [Deisenroth and Rasmussen, 2011].
However, GPs suffer from computational scalability issues
when dealing with high-dimensional state spaces. Techniques
like variational dropout [McAllister and Rasmussen, 2016]
and variational inference [Depeweg et al., 2016] have been
applied to neural network-based Bayesian modeling of dy-
namics. These approaches aim to address the limitations
of GPs and provide efficient uncertainty estimation in high-
dimensional state spaces. A recent study, COPlanner [Wang
et al., 2023], shares similarities to our method. It utilizes an
Bayesian-based uncertainty-aware policy-guided model pre-
dictive control (UP-MPC) component for multi-step uncer-
tainty estimation in planning. This estimated uncertainty is
then applied as a penalty during model rollouts and as a bonus
during exploration in the real environment to guide action se-
lection. We will discuss the advantages of our approach over
these methods in Sec. 4.2 and Sec. 5.

2.2 Uncertainty-driven Exploration in MFRL
Uncertainty-driven exploration considers environmental un-
certainty and can be classified into two categories. The first
category is intrinsic motivation methods, which augment the
extrinsic reward from the environment with an exploration
bonus, known as intrinsic reward. This additional reward in-
centivizes the agent to explore states that are more uncertain.
One approach for estimating intrinsic rewards is count-based
exploration, such as [Ostrovski et al., 2017]. These methods
estimate the number of times a state has been visited, denoted
as n(s), and use it to compute the intrinsic reward. Common
formulations include 1/n(s) or 1/

√
n(s). Another approach

is prediction-based exploration, such as the RND algorithm
introduced by [Burda et al., 2018]. Prediction-based methods
estimate state novelty based on prediction error. The underly-
ing assumption is that if similar states have been encountered
frequently in the past, the prediction error for a given state
should be lower [Liu and Liu, 2023]. The second category is
uncertainty-oriented methods, as discussed in works by [Az-
izzadenesheli et al., 2018]. These methods typically model
uncertainty using the Bayesian posterior of the value function
to capture uncertainty. By doing so, the agent is encouraged
to explore regions with high uncertainty.



Table 1: Mathematical symbol list

Global

πϕ parametered control policy (PPO)
Vσ value function approximation
fθ Variational Bayes (VB) dynamic model
fθr reward function approximation

Policy
optimization
phase

st real environment state at time t
at action executed in the real environment obtained from model-based planning
rit intrinsic reward from RND at time t
Ai

t intrinsic reward advantage function at time t
ret extrinsic reward from real environment at time t
Ae

t extrinsic reward advantage function at time t
β intrinsic-driven exploration weight

Model-based
planning
phase

M number of VB weight candidates
N number of simulated trajectories for each VB weight candidate
m the index to the m-th VB weight θm
n given a VB weight θm, the index to the n-th trajectory
k number of lookahaed step

ŝm,n
t simulated state with fθ at time t
âm,n
t simulated action with πϕ at time t

r̂m,n
t simulated reward with fθr at time t
τ̂m,n simulated trajectory associated with ŝm,n

t , âm,n
t

Ĝ simulated accumulated rewards associated with τ̂m,n

a∗t first planned action for policy optimization phase

2.3 Model-Based Policy Optimization (MBPO)
A series of model-based policy optimization methods [Gu
et al., 2016; Feinberg et al., 2018; Janner et al., 2019] use
learned models to generate synthetic data for policy training.
However, these approaches often struggle with long-horizon
tasks due to the accumulation of model errors. As data gen-
eration involves sampling from the initial state distribution
and propagating forward using the learned model, errors com-
pound over time, making accurate learning increasingly dif-
ficult. The authors tackles this issue by starting from ran-
dom states previously encountered during interaction with the
environment and propagating only short trajectories forward.
This strategy mitigates error accumulation by replacing a few
error-prone long trajectories with numerous shorter, more ac-
curate ones.

In contrast, our proposed method diverges from MBPO by
not using the model to generate training samples. Instead,
we leverage the model for planning during action selection
in the environment. Additionally, our approach incorporates
uncertainty into model-based planning by limiting ‘fantasy’
samples to a fixed number of steps.

3 Preliminaries and Notations
3.1 Markov Decision Process
A Markov Decision Process (MDP) is defined by a tuple
(S ,A,R,P , µ, γ) [Sutton and Barto, 2018; Liu et al., 2020b].
Here, S represents the set of states st, where t denotes the
timestamp; A stands for the set of actions at; R denotes the
reward function, with rt = R(st, at); P signifies the tran-
sition probability function, with P(st+1|st, at) representing
the transition probability from state st to state st+1 when ac-
tion at is taken; µ is the initial state distribution, and γ rep-

resents the discount factor for future rewards. A policy π is a
mapping from states to a probability distribution over actions,
with π(at|st) indicating the probability of taking action at in
state st. We denote a policy π as πϕ to highlight its depen-
dence on the parameter ϕ. In an MDP, a common objective is
to determine a policy πϕ that maximizes the discounted cu-
mulative reward. It is denoted as

max
ϕ

Jπϕ = Eτ∼πϕ
[

∞∑
t=0

γtR(st, at)],

where τ = (s0, a0, s1, a1...) denotes a trajectory, and τ ∼
πϕ means that the distribution over trajectories is follow-
ing policy πϕ. For a trajectory starting from state s, the
value function is V (s) = Eτ∼πϕ

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
tR(st, at)|s0 =

s]. The Q-function of state s and action a is Q(s, a) =
Eτ∼πϕ

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
tR(st, at)|s0 = s, a0 = a] and the advan-

tage function is computed as the difference between the Q-
function and the value function, represented by

A(s, a) = Q(s, a)− V (s). (1)

3.2 Proximal Policy Optimization
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [Schulman et al., 2017;
Liu et al., 2021b] approximates the objective by a first-order
surrogate optimization problem to reduce the complexity of
TRPO [Schulman et al., 2015], defined as
max
ϕ

LCLIP (ϕ) =

Est,at∼πϕ
[min(rt(ϕ)A(st, at)), clip(rt(ϕ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)A(st, at))],

(2)
where rt(ϕ) =

πϕ(at|st)
πϕold(at|st) , A(st, at) is the advantage func-

tion Eq. (1) at time step t, clip(·) is the clip function and rt(ϕ)
is clipped between [1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ].



Figure 1: The illustration of the look before leap framework.

4 Lookahead Planning with Uncertainty
In our work, we introduce a novel framework for uncertainty-
aware policy optimization with model-based exploratory
planning. In model-based planning phase, our framework in-
corporates an uncertainty-aware k-step lookahead planning,
which introduces a trade-off between model uncertainty and
value function approximation error. In policy optimization
phase, we leverage uncertainty-driven exploration to gather
more diverse and informative samples. By actively explor-
ing uncertain states, we enhance the learning accuracy of
our dynamic models, ultimately improving the overall per-
formance. In Section 4.1, we provide a detailed explana-
tion of our method’s overall framework, including the joint
learning of policy, value function, and uncertainty-aware dy-
namic models. Additionally, in Section 4.2, we introduce
the uncertainty-aware model-based k-step lookahead plan-
ning approach. To aid in understanding the formulations, we
listed the mathematical symbols in Table 1.

4.1 The Framework
Our framework comprises two primary phases. Fig. 1 vi-

sually depicts the policy optimization and planning process,
where the policy optimization phase operates in the real envi-
ronment, with each action obtained from the planning phase.
The model-based planning phase operates in the simulated
uncertainty-aware dynamic model, selecting actions through
simulated trajectory sampling, evaluation, and action selec-
tion.

Moreover, in the policy optimization phase, the agent em-
ploys an uncertainty-driven exploration as depicted in Alg.1.
The reward at each step is formulated as rt = rit+β ·ret . Here,
rit serves as an intrinsic reward designed to incentivize explo-
ration of novel or less frequently visited states or actions. This
intrinsic reward is computed using the Random Network Dis-

tillation (RND) method [Burda et al., 2018], which evaluates
the disparity between the predictions of a randomly initialized
fixed neural network (the exploration bonus network) and
those of another neural network (the target network), which
learns to predict the outputs of the random network. This dis-
crepancy serves as the intrinsic reward signal. Meanwhile, re
represents the extrinsic reward obtained directly from the real
environment. The hyperparameter β plays a role in integrat-
ing these intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, guiding the agent’s
learning process and striking a balance between exploration
and exploitation in RL tasks.

Each action taken during the policy optimization phase is
derived from the model-based planning phase (Alg 1: line 4),
rather than relying on the policy network. In the planning
phase, the agent engages in simulated k-step lookahead plan-
ning utilizing an uncertainty-aware dynamic model fθ at each
step. The agent generates virtual k-step rollout trajectories
through simulation, evaluating each trajectory to facilitate the
selection of action sequences that lead to the highest accumu-
lated reward within a k-step rollout. Subsequently, we choose
the first-planned action as the action to be executed for policy
optimization. This action guides the agent’s interaction with
the real environment, with the resulting interactions appended
to the training dataset (Alg: 1: lines 7). Further insights into
the operation of the model-based planning phase will be pro-
vided in Sec. 4.2.

Finally, the agent updates the control policy πϕ, value func-
tion approximation Vσ , uncertainty-aware dynamics model fθ
and reward function approximation fθr by sampling batches
from the dataset D (Alg. 1: lines 10-12).

4.2 Uncertainty-aware k-step Lookahead Planning
In model-based planning phase, we employ neural net-

work fθ to approximate the transition probability function



Algorithm 1 Look before leap

number of epochs E, policy and model update frequency F ,
intrinsic-driven exploration weight β, PPO control policy
πϕ, value function Vσ , Variational Bayes (VB) dynamic
model fθ, reward function approximation fθr

1: for epoch = 0 to E do
2: for t = 0 to F do
3: Current state st
4: Get action from planning phase: at = UKP(st, πϕ,

Vσ , fθ, fθr )
5: Execute at in real environment, observe next real

state st+1 and extrinsic reward ret
6: Calculate intrinsic reward rit
7: Append {(st, at, st+1, r

e
t , r

i
t)} to dateset D

8: Calculate intrinsic reward advantages Ai
t and extrin-

sic reward advantages Ae
t

9: end for
10: Update PPO policy using the combined reward advan-

tages At = Ai
t + β ∗Ae

t with Eq. (2)
11: Update value function approximation Vσ with extrinsic

rewards in D
12: Update VB dynamic model fθ (and reward function

approximation fθr ) with data in D
13: end for

P(st+1|st, at) in a supervised manner. The network takes
(st, at) as input and generate st+1 as output. Similarly, we
also utilize fθr to approximate the reward function R. This
network takes (st, at) as input and produces rt as output.

Furthermore, to capture the uncertainty associated with the
transition P(st+1|st, at), we employ a Bayesian neural net-
work (BNN). This BNN introduces a posterior distribution
over the weights of the neural network fθ to represent model
uncertainty. However, obtaining the true posterior of a BNN
is computationally challenging, particularly in complex state
settings. Gal et al. [Gal and Ghahramani, 2016] demonstrate
that dropout can serve as a variational Bayesian approxima-
tion. The uncertainty in the weights is realized by applying
dropout during both training and testing phases.

Using this uncertainty-aware learned model, we conduct
trajectory sampling and evaluation through simulation. An
action is then selected for policy optimization based on the
accumulated reward and terminal state value function.

Trajectory Sampling, Evaluation and action selection
Incorporating model uncertainty is crucial for action selection
to compensate for model bias. When given the current state
st from the real environment, we aim to choose an action for
operation in the real environment using uncertainty-aware k-
step lookahead planning. As shown in Alg. 2, to incorporate
the model uncertainty, we samples a set of Variational Bayes
(VB) weight candidate from the VB dynamic model prior to
sampling (Alg.2: line 3). Given a VB weight θm, we gener-
ate N actions following the distribution of the control policy:
ât = {âm,1

t , âm,2
t , ..., âm,N

t }. Then, for each action, we per-
form k-step rollout and also obtain rewards from the approx-
imated dynamic model fθm and reward function fθm

r
(Alg.2:

Algorithm 2 Uncertainty-aware k-step lookahead planning:
UKP(st, πϕ, Vσ , fθ, fθr )

number of VB weight candidates M , number of simulated
trajectories N for each VB weight candidate, number of
lookahaed step k

1: Φ = {}
2: for m = 1 to M do
3: Sample VB dynamic model weight θm
4: for n = 1 to N do
5: τ̂m,n = {}
6: ŝm,n

0 = st
7: for t = 0 to k do
8: Sample action âm,n

t ∼ πϕ(·|ŝm,n
t )

9: Rollout VB dynamic model ŝm,n
t+1 =

fθm(ŝm,n
t , âm,n

t ) and reward r̂m,n
t =

fθm
r
(ŝm,n

t , âm,n
t )

10: τ̂m,n = τ̂m,n
⋃
{ŝm,n

t , âm,n
t }

11: end for
12: τ̂m,n = τ̂m,n

⋃
{ŝm,n

t+1 }
13: Φ = Φ

⋃
τ̂m,n

14: end for
15: end for
16: Evaluate M*N trajectories by computing accumulated re-

wards according to Eq. (3)
17: Compute a∗t:t+k−1 according to Eq. (4)
18: Return a∗t

lines 8-10).
In the trajectory sampling stage, we simulates a set of tra-

jectories:

Φ = {τ̂m,n = [ŝm,n
0 , âm,n

0 , ŝm,n
1 , ..., ŝm,n

k ]}M,N
m=1,n=1,

where M ∗ N denotes the number of simulated trajectories,
m,n denotes the index of a trajectory within Φ, and k indi-
cates the planning horizon. τ̂m,n can be obtained by sequen-
tially applying

ŝm,n
0 = st; ŝ

m,n
t+1 = fθm(ŝm,n

t , âm,n
t ); âm,n

t ∼ πϕ(·|ŝm,n
t ),

where ŝm,n
t denotes the simulated state at planning step t

within τ̂m,n, âm,n
t is the action applied to ŝm,n

t , and πϕ de-
notes the control policy. In each step, we assume that we
can draw ‘fantasy’ instances of the next state ŝm,n

t+1 from the
VB dynamic model fθm . The state instances are considered
‘fantasy’ because they are simulated using the VB dynamic
model fθm rather than the real environment.

Next, in the trajectory evaluation stage (Alg.2: line 16),
we evaluate each trajectory τ̂m,n with the approximated re-
ward function r̂m,n

t = fθm
r
(ŝm,n

t , âm,n
t ) and the terminal

state value function Vσ(ŝ
m,n
k ), defined by:

Ĝ(ŝm,n
0:k , âm,n

0:k−1) =

k−1∑
t=0

γtr̂m,n
t + γkVσ(ŝ

m,n
k ). (3)

Here, Ĝ(ŝm,n
0:k , âm,n

0:k−1) denotes the simulated accumulated re-
wards associated with τ̂m,n, and ŝm,n

0:k , âm,n
0:k−1 represent the

state and action sequences extracted from τ̂m,n, respectively.



This evaluation presents a trade-off measurement between
model uncertainty and value function approximation error.
Our analysis in Sec.4.2 and empirical experiments in Sec.5.3
illustrate the effectiveness of leveraging this trade-off to en-
hance policy performance in deep RL.

Finally, in the action selection stage (Alg.2: lines 17-18),
the first control action a∗t from the action sequence a∗t:t+k−1
is selected based on the highest value with respect to Eq. (3):

a∗t:t+k−1 = argmax
âm,n
0:k−1

Ĝ(ŝm,n
0:k , âm,n

0:k−1) (4)

Compared to SOTA methods, our approach leverages dy-
namics model uncertainty by sampling M individual VB
weight candidates and maintaining a constant weight for each
trajectory throughout its entire duration. In contrast, methods
like COPlanner [Wang et al., 2023], P2P Wu et al. [2022],
and Plan2Explore Sekar et al. [2020] consider varying un-
certainty values at each step, which propagates model un-
certainty as the lookahead steps increase, potentially leading
to misleading reward estimations. Moreover, while our pa-
per primarily focuses on learning uncertainty-aware dynamic
models using Bayesian RL and acquiring exploratory poli-
cies with RND, our approach can also be applied using other
uncertainty techniques, such as bootstrapped model ensem-
ble methods in MBRL and uncertainty-oriented exploration
methods in MFRL.

Why Lookahead
MBRL approximates a dynamics model based on the data
collected in the environment. One way to leverage this model
is by searching for an action sequence that maximizes the cu-
mulative reward through entire trajectory optimization. How-
ever, a limitation of this approach is the accumulation of er-
rors in the model, which hampers its effectiveness when the
planning horizons are pretty long.

To tackle this challenge and enable efficient planning over
long horizons, one approach is to refine the planning steps to
k and integrate a terminal state value function into the plan-
ning trajectory. Specifically, given a value function Vσ , we
derive a policy πk,V

ϕ by maximizing the k-step lookahead ob-
jective:

πk,V
ϕ (s0) = argmax

a0

Eπϕ
[Efθ [

k−1∑
t=0

γtfθr (st, at)+γkV (sk)]],

where πk,V
ϕ indicates that the policy is based on k-step plan-

ning with value function V .
The performance of the overall policy depends on the qual-

ity of both the dynamics model fθ and the value function Vσ .
To illustrate the benefits of combining model-based k-step
rollouts with the value function, we conduct an analysis and
provide performance bounds for the k-step lookahead pol-
icy πk,V

ϕ compared to its all-step horizon counterpart, which
doesn’t utilize the value function Vσ , as well as the one-step
greedy policy derived from the value function alone.
Theorem 1. (k-step lookahead policy) Suppose fθ is an
uncertainty-aware dynamics model with uncertainty varia-
tion for all states bounded by ϵf . Let Vσ be an approximate

value function for extrinsic rewards satisfying max
s

|V ∗
σ (s)−

Vσ(s)| ≤ ϵv , where V ∗
σ (s) is the optimal value funtion. Let

the reward function R(s, a) be bounded by [0, Rmax], and Vσ

be bounded by [0, Vmax]. Let ϵp represent the distance from
the suboptimality to the global optimum incurred in k-step
lookahead optimization, such that Jπ∗

ϕ − Jπk,V
ϕ ≤ ϵp, where

Jπ∗
ϕ is the global optimal return for the k-step optimization

and Jπk,V
ϕ is the results of the suboptimal k-step optimiza-

tion. Then, the performance of the k-step lookahead policy
πk,V
ϕ can be bounded as follows:

Jπ∗
ϕ − Jπk,V

ϕ ≤

2

1− γk
[Rmax

k−1∑
t=0

γttϵf + γkkϵfVmax +
ϵp
2

+ γkϵv].
(5)

Intuited by Theorem 1, we can view the all-step hori-
zon policy as a special case of πk,V

ϕ , where k → ∞ and
Vσ(s) = 0. The bound is primarily affected by the dynam-
ics model uncertainty variation ϵf . This suggests that reduc-
ing the dynamics model uncertainty leads to a smaller opti-
mality gap. In contract, the one-step greedy policy (k=1) is
only affected by the value function approximation error ϵv .
Moreover, comparing the k-step lookahead policy to the one-
step greedy policy (k=1), we observe that the performance
of the k-step lookahead policy is less affected by the value
function approximation error ϵv and more influenced by the
model uncertainty variation ϵf . In fact, the dependency on ϵv
decreases by at least a factor of γk−1. This implies that the
k-step lookahead policy is beneficial when the value function
approximation error exceeds the uncertainty variation in the
learned model. Our empirical experiments in Sec. 5.3 demon-
strate that by carefully selecting an appropriate k, we can en-
hance policy performance in our framework.

5 Experiments
In this section, we will explore the following questions:

• Can incorporating model-based k-step lookahead plan-
ning with uncertainty yield significant benefits?

• Does uncertainty-aware policy optimization with model-
based exploratory planning improve the quality of the
dynamic model and enhance policy performance?

5.1 Tasks
Our method is highly versatile and can be applied to a wide
range of RL tasks, regardless of the dimensionality of their
states, the discreteness or continuity of their action spaces,
and the sparsity or density of their rewards. To demonstrate
its efficacy, we conducted empirical studies on control tasks
using both the MuJoCo physics engine [Todorov et al., 2012]
and the Arcade Learning Environment (ALE) [Bellemare et
al., 2013].

The MuJoCo control tasks feature low-dimensional states
but a continuous action space, while the ALE tasks involve
high-dimensional image-based states and a discrete action
space. We evaluated our method on the MuJoCo control tasks



(a) Walker2D (b) Manipulate (c) BeamRider

Figure 2: The peformance of Walker2D, Hand Manipulate Block and BeamRider in different model-based settings.

with both dense rewards (such as Walker2D, HalfCheetah,
and Swimmer, etc.) and sparse rewards (such as Hand Ma-
nipulate Block, etc.). Additionally, we tested our approach on
a suite of Atari games, including games with dense rewards
(such as Beam Rider, Atlantis, and Freeway, etc.) and games
with sparse rewards (such as Montezuma’s Revenge, Gravi-
tar, and Venture, etc.). Fig. 2 and 6 show results on partial
environments.

5.2 Baselines
To assess the effectiveness of our model-based k-step looka-
head planning with uncertainty, we compared our method (K-
UMB) against three baselines in Fig. 2. The first baseline,
MB, represents the standard MBRL approach without consid-
ering uncertainty [Wang et al., 2019; Kaiser et al., 2019]. The
second baseline, one-UMB, utilizes uncertain MBRL with
Bayesian RL technique [McAllister and Rasmussen, 2016]
and employs a one-step greedy policy. Lastly, the third base-
line, ALL-UMB, applies uncertain MBRL with an all-step
horizon policy. In practise, given the challenge of involve
all-step horizon for tasks with a large horizon, we adopted a
strategic approach. Instead of considering the complete all-
step horizon, we employ a more efficient method by utilizing
a 10 ∗ k step horizon.

To further evaluate the benefits of incorporating uncer-
tainty exploration in both the model-based planning (i.e., k-
step lookahead uncertainty with VB dynamic model) and the
policy optimization (i.e., RND [Burda et al., 2018]) phases,
we compared our method (UPO+KUMB) against three base-
lines in Fig. 6: PO+MB (no uncertainty exploration in either
phase), PO+KUMB (k-step uncertainty exploration only in
the model-based planning phase), and UPO+MB (uncertainty
exploration only in the policy optimization phase). We also
compare our work with the state-of-the-art methods, such as
COPlanner [Wang et al., 2023] in Fig. 6, which learn dyna-
style MBRL policy considering uncertainty.

Moreover, we used the PPO [Schulman et al., 2017] al-
gorithm as the base RL method for all the learning methods
in our experiments. Each experiment was conducted 5 times
with different random seeds, and we report the average per-
formance with the standard deviation indicated by the shaded
area.

5.3 Performance
K-step Lookahead with Uncertainty
In Fig. 2, we present the results of our k-step uncertainty
lookahead method applied to three different environments:
Walker2D, Hand Manipulate Block, and Beam Rider. These
environments were chosen to represent continuous and dis-
crete control tasks with dense and sparse rewards. Our
k-UMB method consistently outperforms the three base-
line methods across all environments. The standard MBRL
method performs the worst as it does not consider the uncer-
tainty in the dynamic model, leading to inaccurate results.
The one-step greedy policy performs better than the stan-
dard MBRL method but worse than our k-UMB method. The
ALL-UMB method perform worse than our k-UMB method
due to the accumulation of uncertainty in the dynamic model
approximation. Our results indicate that the k-step uncer-
tainty lookahead approach effectively balances the one-step
greedy policy and the all-step horizon/optimization policy,
achieving optimal performance with an appropriately chosen
value of k through grid search. These findings emphasize
the effectiveness of incorporating uncertainty in model-based
planning and the importance of carefully choosing the hori-
zon for optimal results.

For tasks like Montezuma’s Revenge, which involve com-
plex image states and sparse rewards, achieving a non-zero
score based solely on uncertainty-aware model-based plan-
ning is challenging, as shown in Fig. 6d. Therefore, incorpo-
rating uncertainty exploration in policy optimization phase is
necessary, as discussed below.

Uncertainty exploration in planning and policy
optimization
In this experiment, we examine the benefits of incorporat-
ing uncertainty-driven exploration in both model-based plan-
ning and policy optimization. Our goal is to determine if us-
ing uncertainty-based exploration during policy optimization
(e.g., with RND) to collect training data can improve the qual-
ity of the learned dynamics model, particularly in tasks with
sparse rewards. Figures 3, 4 and 5 compare model predic-
tion error, intrinsic reward, and the number of rooms found
between standard policy optimization (PO) and uncertainty-
explored policy optimization (UPO) in Montezuma’s Re-
venge during the training process. Notably, in Fig.3, the



Figure 3: The dynamic model prediction er-
rors in Montezuma’s Revenge (MR)

Figure 4: The uncertainty-exploration intrin-
sic reward (e.g., RND) in MR

Figure 5: The mean number of rooms found
in MR
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Figure 6: The performance of Walker2D, Hand Manipulate Block, BeamRider and Montezuma’s Revenge (MR) in different uncertainty
exploration settings.

model prediction error is evaluated using the mean squared
error of image state predictions. In Fig.4, an RND model is
also trained for the PO agent, serving exclusively to compute
the intrinsic reward without influencing the learning process.
From Fig. 3, it is evident that UPO eventually leads to lower
prediction errors compared to PO. In the early stage, the UPO
agent tend to explore more rooms with diverse new states,
causing its prediction error and intrinsic reward (Fig. 4) to
converge more slowly and with higher value than PO. The
PO agent converges faster but tends to explore a smaller, lo-
calized number of rooms (Fig. 5), quickly becoming familiar
with those states. As training progresses, UPO explores and
becomes familiar with more rooms. By the time of conver-
gence, the PO agent remains confined to local rooms. Though
the PO agent occasionally encounters unfamiliar states, the
number of these new states is insufficient to boost game score
due to their sparse rewards nature, resulting in relative large
mean prediction errors and intrinsic reward variance. Con-
versely, the UPO agent, familiar with a larger number of
rooms, has fewer opportunities to encounter new states, lead-
ing to smaller prediction errors and intrinsic reward variance.
These findings indicate that uncertainty-driven exploration in
policy optimization ultimately provides more informative and
diverse data, enhancing the dynamics model’s performance.

Furthermore, we examine the impact of incorporating un-
certainty in both sides on task performance. In Fig. 6, we
demonstrate that uncertainty exploration in policy optimiza-
tion significantly improves performance in tasks with sparse
rewards and high-dimensional complex states, such as Mon-

tezuma’s Revenge, Hand Manipulate Block and Beam Rider,
and slightly improves performance in tasks with dense re-
wards and low-dimensional states, such as Walker2D. The
uncertainty exploration in policy optimization helps the agent
gather more informative samples with positive rewards, par-
ticularly in tasks with sparse rewards and complex observa-
tions. Additionally, our results show that the k-step uncer-
tainty lookahead in model-based planning improves perfor-
mance in all tasks, regardless of whether the policy optimiza-
tion incorporates uncertainty exploration or not. In summary,
our findings suggest that incorporating uncertainty in both
model-based planning and policy optimization can enhance
learning in a variety of environments, especially those with
sparse rewards, leading to more robust and effective perfor-
mance. In comparison to COPlanner, which surpasses the
recent work [Wu et al., 2022], our approach consistently
demonstrates superior performance. While the results on
Walder2D exhibit similarities, our method exhibits a signif-
icant advantage in the remaining three scenarios. We hypoth-
esize that COPlanner’s suboptimal performance in sparse re-
ward and high-dimensional state settings may be attributed to
challenges in model uncertainty propagation, potentially re-
sulting in misleading reward estimations.

6 Conclusion
In this study, we propose a novel framework for uncertainty-
aware policy optimization with model-based exploratory
planning to improve both model accuracy and policy perfor-
mance. Our framework incorporates k-step lookahead plan-



ning with uncertainty, revealing an inherent trade-off between
model uncertainty and value function approximation error,
while enhancing policy performance accordingly. Addition-
ally, the utilization of an uncertainty-driven exploratory pol-
icy in the policy optimization phase facilitates the collection
of diverse and informative training samples. The empirical
results demonstrate the effectiveness of our framework across
a wide range of tasks, surpassing state-of-the-art methods
while requiring fewer interactions.
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