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ABSTRACT

Several state-of-the-art methods for online reinforcement learning in continuous
control improve policies using action gradients of a learned critic. However,
critics are typically trained to predict returns, and accurate value predictions do
not necessarily yield accurate action derivatives, potentially leading to unreliable
policy updates. We propose Forward Entropy-Regularized Policy Optimization
(FERPO), an on-policy maximum entropy reinforcement learning algorithm that
performs policy improvement using critic values without differentiating the critic
with respect to actions. FERPO derives an optimal target action distribution from a
policy-improvement objective regularized by entropy and Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence. We then fit the actor to this target by minimizing a forward-KL ob-
jective, estimated using self-normalized importance sampling (SNIS) with actions
drawn from the rollout policy. By limiting the target distribution’s deviation from
the rollout policy, the KL regularization helps keep these importance weights well
behaved. In contrast to reverse-KL objectives, which can favor a subset of the tar-
get distribution’s modes, the forward-KL objective encourages coverage of mul-
tiple high-value modes and thereby promotes exploration. Experiments and abla-
tions on MuJoCo Playground and ManiSkill show competitive performance and
sample-efficiency gains. Computational benchmarks also demonstrate faster ac-
tor updates than Relative Entropy Pathwise Policy Optimization (REPPO). Our
implementation is publicly available.!

1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning (RL) learns policies through interaction to maximize cumulative reward. Its
successes range from game playing (Silver et al., 2017) to autonomous drone racing (Kaufmann
et al., 2023) and robot locomotion (Ha et al., 2025). In robotics, massively parallel simulation has
accelerated on-policy learning by collecting trajectories from thousands of environments simulta-
neously. This has enabled rapid policy training and successful transfer from simulation to physical
robots (Rudin et al., 2022; Zakka et al., 2025). These advances make efficient and reliable policy
improvement central to scaling online robot learning.

Relative Entropy Pathwise Policy Optimization (REPPO; Voelcker et al., 2026) is a recent state-
of-the-art on-policy method for this setting. It learns a soft action-value critic from on-policy tra-
jectories and improves the actor by differentiating the critic with respect to actions, while limiting
policy changes relative to the rollout policy. This makes pathwise actor updates compatible with
massively parallel on-policy learning. However, standard critic training supervises values, whereas
these actor updates require accurate action derivatives. Accurate value predictions do not necessarily
imply accurate derivatives: critic-gradient error can bias policy improvement (D’Oro & Jaskowski,
2020), and learned action gradients can show poor directional agreement with rollout-based esti-
mates (Sarafian et al., 2021). In on-policy learning, biased gradients can also interact with changing
data distributions and destabilize training (Gurumurthy et al., 2023). These limitations motivate
policy improvement that uses critic values without requiring their action derivatives.

'Code: https://github.com/Atarilab/FERPO.
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We derive the optimal target distribution for a standard RL policy-improvement objective with en-
tropy and Kullback-Leibler (KL) regularization. Making this target explicit lets us replace reverse-
KL projection by forward-KL fitting, which encourages coverage of target modes (Minka, 2005).
The KL trust region keeps the target close to the rollout policy, helping control importance-weight
concentration, as in recent diffusion and normalizing flow based sampling methods (von Klitzing
et al., 2026; Blessing et al., 2025). We introduce Forward Entropy-Regularized Policy Optimization
(FERPO), which applies this construction to on-policy learning. Its actor update uses critic values
without differentiating the critic with respect to actions. Our contributions are:

* An on-policy actor update that uses critic values to construct a regularized target action
distribution and fits the actor to this target using forward KL, without differentiating the
critic with respect to actions (Section 3.1).

* A practical estimator using self-normalized importance sampling (SNIS), with Lagrange
multipliers that regulate policy entropy and importance-weight concentration through nor-
malized effective sample size (ESS) (Sections 3.1 and 3.2).

* An evaluation on ManiSkill and MuJoCo Playground demonstrating competitive perfor-
mance and sample-efficiency gains (Section 5.4), supported by ablations (Section 5.3) and
computational benchmarks showing faster actor updates than REPPO (Section 5.2).

* Cached actor updates that reduce computation, and a state-value extension based on one-
step simulation, with promising results on AcrobotSwingupSparse (Section 5.3).

2 PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

Maximum-entropy reinforcement learning. We consider a discounted Markov decision process
with continuous state space S, bounded continuous action space .4, initial-state density pg, transition
density P(s’ | s,a), reward r(s,a), and discount factor v € [0,1). For a policy 7, let p denote
the state distribution at time ¢, generated by s ~ pg, a;z ~ 7(- | $¢), and s¢11 ~ P(- | S¢,az).
Define its normalized discounted state-visitation distribution as d™(s) = (1 — ) > 72, v pF (s),
with [ d™(s)ds = 1. Using this distribution, the maximum-entropy objective can be written as

max Jr(mp) ;= ——FE g7 [r(s,a) — Tlogme(a | s)]
8 L= a~mo([s)

0o (1)
=K, P Z’Yt (T(Staat) — 7log g (ay | St)) )
t=0

where the first expectation draws a state s ~ d™ and then an action a ~ my(- | s). The second
expectation is over trajectories generated by so ~ po, az ~ (- | s¢), and spp1 ~ P(- | s¢,a4).
The factor 1/(1 — «) accounts for the normalization of d™, making the two forms equal. Here
Ty is a neural-network policy (see Appendix A.4 for its parameterization), and 7 > 0 controls its
entropy. Since H(m(- | s)) = —Egr[logm(a | s)], this objective balances expected reward and
policy entropy (Ziebart, 2010; Haarnoja et al., 2017; 2018a). Its soft value functions satisfy

Q:(& a) = ’I’(S, a’) + ’V]ES’NP(-|5,¢1) [V:(SI)L VTTF(S) = Ea~7r(<|s)[Q:(3a a’) - Tlogﬂ—(a | S)]
Thus, QT includes future entropy rewards, while the current action’s entropy contribution appears
explicitly in V.

KL surrogate. Let o) := 79, be the frozen policy that generated the current rollout, with soft
critic Qyon = Q7. Applying the policy-gradient theorem (Sutton et al., 1999) to Eq. 1 yields the
local reverse-KL surrogate

Lyg(0; Oron) = T

T

— Bovduan [Dxr(mo(- | s)llpe.-(- [ )], @)

where d,o := d™u is the rollout policy’s normalized discounted state-visitation distribution and
po,r(a | s) o exp(Qron(s,a)/7) is its Boltzmann policy-improvement target. The policy 7y acts
as a variational approximation to this target. With Q. and d,) held fixed, the surrogate satisfies
VoLlymr(0;0:0n) = —VoJ-(mg) at @ = 0. Thus, the surrogate’s descent direction matches the
return’s ascent direction at the rollout parameters; see Appendix B.1 for the derivation.
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Trust regions and total variation. Repeated updates on one rollout can change state visitation and
reduce surrogate accuracy. Write Ty = mp and define Dy (Teurr, Troll) 1= % / A Teurr (@) —
Trol(@)| da, suppressing state conditioning. Its worst-state value is D := sup; Dy (Teurr (- |
s), Tron (- | 8)). Let A := J(Teurr) — J7(7ron) be the actual return change and AJgyrrogate =
LrE (Oron; Oron) — LMEe(0; 0:0n) the predicted gain. For an exact critic and soft advantage bounded
in magnitude by € 4, the performance-difference argument (Schulman et al., 2015; Cayci et al., 2024)
gives
4’7€A

(L=9)?
where DR := sup, Dk, (Teure (* | ) ||7ron (- | s)). The TV term bounds the advantage error; the
KL term is the entropy correction (Appendix B.6). Pinsker’s inequality, 2( D)2 < D@2 (van
Erven & Harremoés, 2014, Theorem 31), upper-bounds the total penalty by ((12172"52 + ﬁ) Dipax,

This motivates minimizing Ly subject to D™ < dky,. For tanh-squashed Gaussians, as fre-

quently used in MaxEnt-RL, uniform forward-KL constraints or TV bounds strictly below one also
control the reverse-KL entropy correction (Appendix B.7).

pe T max
(D) — —— DRP™, 3)

AJ—,— Z AJsurrogate -
L=y

Practical objective. Replacing the supremum by an expectation over rollout states gives the
average-KL constraint Dy := Esvq,, [Dxr(mo(- | s)||mon(- | s))] < k.. We also require a
minimum average entropy Hg := Egwq,., [H(mo(- | $))] > Hiarget. interpreting 7 as its Lagrange
multiplier, as in automatic entropy tuning (Haarnoja et al., 2018b). With Qo and d,.1 held fixed,

maximizing expected critic value under these constraints gives the Lagrangian

L(mg,7,A) = —E sua,y [Qron(s,a)] + 7(Hearget — Ho) + AM(Dg — k1), 4

a~mo(-|s)

where 7, A > 0. The policy minimizes £, while the multipliers maximize it: 7 increases when
entropy is below target, and A increases when the KL bound is exceeded. The rollout-average
constraint and estimated critic approximate the trust-region problem but do not guarantee its worst-
state bound. This motivates a shared design principle for practical on-policy algorithms: control
deviation from the rollout policy when making multiple updates on the same data, so that the local
surrogate remains informative.

Connection to existing methods. TRPO controls policy changes through an explicit KL constraint
(Schulman et al., 2015), while Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) clips policy likelihood ratios in
the actor surrogate to discourage large changes (Schulman et al., 2017). Relative entropy pathwise
policy optimization (REPPO) learns a soft critic ), from on-policy rollouts. At each state, let kg(s)

estimate the forward KL Dk, (mron (- | $)||me (- | s)), using actions drawn from m,.op. For kg(s) <
dkr, REPPO minimizes the unconstrained loss ¢y (05 8) = Eqr, () [T logmg(a | 5) — Qg(s, a)]

using pathwise gradients. Otherwise, it replaces this loss by /\76\5 (s), with adaptive A > 0, pulling
the policy back toward o1 (Voelcker et al., 2026).

3 METHOD: FERPO

Pathwise actor updates require accurate critic action derivatives, although standard critic learning
supervises values. Value accuracy alone does not ensure derivative accuracy (D’Oro & Jaskowski,
2020; Sarafian et al., 2021). This motivates an actor update that uses critic values without requiring
VaQs(s,a). We introduce Forward Entropy-Regularized Policy Optimization (FERPO). FERPO
first minimizes the Lagrangian in Eq. 4 over unrestricted action distributions ¢(- | s) with fixed
multipliers, then fits the parametric policy to the resulting target using the forward KL divergence
combined with self-normalized importance sampling (SNIS). The temperature and trust-region mul-
tiplier are adapted alongside the actor. The actor differentiates the policy log density with the target
weights held fixed; it still depends on critic-value accuracy and adequate sampling of the target.

3.1 TARGET CONSTRUCTION AND ACTOR UPDATES

We define the target as ¢* = argmin, £(g, 7, A), with £ from Eq. 4 and the minimization over all
conditional action densities ¢(- | s), unrestricted by the parametric policy family. With the critic,
rollout policy, 7, and A fixed, this minimization separates across states. Introducing a Lagrange
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multiplier for the normalization constraint [, ¢(a | s)da = 1 and setting the functional derivative
with respect to g to zero yields the unique optimal density

roll\S, @ T
e ls) =775 XP<QTH+(A)> mron(a | s)M TN, 5)
Here Z,.(s) normalizes the density. Thus, ¢* is the unrestricted minimizer of £(-, 7, A), which
we subsequently approximate within the policy family. See Appendix B.2 for a derivation. The
target combines high-value actions with proximity to the rollout policy: A = 0 recovers pq -, while
increasing A makes the update more conservative. Under the assumptions of Appendix B.4, repeated
exact unrestricted updates with a fixed critic and temperature and a refreshed reference converge to
pq,r- The fixed KL multiplier A controls the convergence rate without changing the limit.

For fixed multipliers, Eq. 4 equals (7 + A\)Es~q,.,[DxL(7o|lg*)] plus a constant independent of
the policy. FERPO replaces this reverse-KL projection by a forward-KL fit, keeping the critic and
rollout parameters fixed during each actor update:
Lr(0) = B Dia (0| 5)l ol | )] = —E s log ol | 9]+ const.
a~q” (-|s

This is a weighted maximum-likelihood fit to the optimal regularized target. All state expectations
below use the frozen distribution d,;; and are estimated using rollout batches. To estimate the action
expectation, draw K candidate actions a; ~ o1 (- | $) and minimize the SNIS loss

Ly (6) = —Esd,.y Zwl Ylogme(a; | s)|, where w;(s):= M, (6)

S exp(ly(s))

with 4;(s) := [Qe(s,a;) — Tlog mon(a; | 8)]/(T + A). The weights are held fixed during the actor
update.

Multiplier losses and complete actor update. As suggested by Eq. 4, we adapt the temperature
7 and trust-region coefficient A as Lagrange multipliers alongside the policy. We parameterize 7 =
exp(n) and A = exp(&) to keep both multipliers positive. The temperature update follows automatic
entropy tuning in SAC (Haarnoja et al., 2018b). Using fresh actions as ~ 7g(- | $), we estimate the

policy entropy as Hg := —Esq,.,, [log mg(as | s)] and minimize

L (7]) =T Stopgrad[ﬁe - ,Htarget}a (7

where stopgrad holds its argument fixed during differentiation. Gradient descent increases 7 when
entropy is below Harget and decreases it when entropy exceeds the target.

For A\, however, we replace direct KL control with an update based on the log normalized effective
sample size (ESS) of the importance weights. This regulates weight concentration; Section 3.2
gives the detailed motivation and its connection to trust-region control. Using the weights from
Eq. 6, define e(s) := (K Z , w;(s)?)~!, which ranges from 1/K when one action carries all
weight to 1 for uniform welghts For K > 2 and a target €arget € (1/K, 1), we minimize

L (&) := X stopgrad[Eg~q,., [log €(s)] — 1og etarget] - (8)

This increases A when average log ESS falls below log earget, flattening the weights, and decreases
it when average log ESS exceeds the target. Together with the forward fit, these multiplier losses
give the complete actor objective

»Cpolicy(aa m, g) = ZF(G) + 57(77) + ’C)\(f)

The weights are detached from both the policy and multipliers, and the entropy and log-ESS gaps
are detached in their respective losses. The critic and rollout policy stay fixed within each actor
update; updated 7 and A are used to construct the next target weights. Algorithm 1 in Appendix A.4
summarizes the full training loop.

3.2 LoG ESS AND TRUST-REGION CONTROL

Controlling importance-weight concentration. Using the optimal regularized distribution ¢* as
the forward-KL target tempers the importance weights needed to fit the Boltzmann target pq - di-

rectly. For 7 > 0, ¢*(a | 8)/mon(a | 8) o [pg-(a | s)/mon(a | 8)]7/+Y. For A > 0, the
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exponent lies below one, reducing log-weight differences and flattening the normalized weights on
the same candidate actions. With zero entropy regularization (7 = 0, A > 0), the explicit rollout-
density factor cancels entirely, leaving w;(s) o exp(Qy(s, a;)/A). For positive 7, the residual factor
is mron (a; | s)*T/ (T+X) For a fixed critic and rollout policy, increasing 7 at fixed A strengthens this
inverse-density dependence and can increase weight concentration, although it also softens the value
weighting, so the overall effect need not be monotone. The update of the Lagrange multiplier A in
Eq. 8 uses this flattening effect to limit weight concentration.

At the population level, a lower bound on normalized ESS also gives an upper bound on the target’s
KL divergence from the rollout policy. The following proposition also transfers this control to the
fitted actor in TV when its population fitting loss does not increase. This motivates using ESS to
adapt A and connects it to the policy-proximity motivation in Section 2.

Proposition 1 (ESS control of target and actor). Fix a state and a target ¢* < Ty on with pop-
ulation normalized ESS e := 1/Er,, [(¢*/mon)?] > 0. If fitting to this fixed target satisfies
Dxr(¢*||meurr) < DkL(q*||7ron), the triangle inequality and Pinsker’s inequality give

1 " *
§DTV(7TCurra7Troll)2 < Dki,(q"||7mron) < Da(¢*||Tron) = —log esc, &)

where D is the order-two Rényi divergence (van Erven & Harremoés, 2014).

The proof is given in Appendix B.3. What the ESS target controls. FERPO uses a shared A to
regulate log ESS averaged over rollout states. Under the population fitting condition, higher popu-
lation ESS tightens the bound on the total variation between 7., and 7.1 For Gaussian policies,
a uniform TV bound below one also bounds Dkr, (Teurr||Tron)- In practice, ESS is estimated from
sampled actions and averaged across states, so the controller does not guarantee this KL bound at
every state.

3.3 CRITIC LEARNING

To improve learning of the soft action-value function @4, we follow the critic-training approach of
REPPO (Voelcker et al., 2026), combining multi-step temporal-difference (TD) targets with trace
parameter Arp, the histogram loss with Gaussian targets (HL-Gauss) (Farebrother et al., 2024), and
auxiliary prediction losses. The targets are computed from on-policy rollouts and include the entropy
contributions to the soft return. Here Arp is the trace-decay parameter, separate from the actor’s KL
coefficient \. HL-Gauss encodes each scalar soft-return target as a Gaussian-smoothed histogram
over value bins and trains the critic’s categorical output using cross-entropy. The scalar Q4 (s, a) is
recovered as the mean of the predicted histogram. Following REPPO, auxiliary self-prediction trains
the critic representation to predict the next transition’s latent representation, providing an additional
learning signal alongside the value targets (Schwarzer et al., 2021; Voelcker et al., 2024; Fujimoto
et al., 2025).

4 RELATED WORK

Constrained measure transport (CMT). Related methods use similar constrained target construc-
tion and distribution fitting for sampling with normalizing flows (von Klitzing et al., 2026) and dif-
fusion models (Blessing et al., 2025). Both adapt the trust-region multiplier A using KL constraints.
The normalizing-flow method additionally regulates temperature through a bound on entropy de-
crease.

Maximum a posteriori policy optimization. MPO is an off-policy method that alternates KL-
constrained target construction with forward-KL policy fitting, using replay data and Retrace for
critic learning (Abdolmaleki et al., 2018). Using our notation, its variational objective uses the
augmented reward (s, a) — Alog(q(a | s)/mon(a | s)), with unrestricted improvement distribution
q and frozen reference policy 7. In MPO, this reference can differ from the behavior policies
represented in replay. On-policy MPO would set ¢ = m,,;; where the log ratio vanishes, so its critic
estimates unregularized environment returns. MPO uses a KL constraint to limit the improvement
of q away from m,, while this critic is held fixed (Abdolmaleki et al., 2018). FERPO also uses
forward-KL fitting, but learns from on-policy rollouts with the entropy-augmented return (s, a) —
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Figure 1: Actor directions and local losses. Top: green/red arrows point toward/away from the
cost minimum (star); lengths are illustrative, not convergence guarantees. Bottom: frozen-reference
losses at A—C, zeroed at the reference; KL losses are scaled by 7T'. Details: Appendix A.1.

Tlogmg(a | s). Its critic therefore retains future entropy contributions even when evaluating the
rollout policy, while a separate A controls policy deviation during improvement.

Advantage-weighted policy fitting. Advantage-weighted regression (AWR; Peng et al., 2019) and
advantage-weighted actor—critic (AWAC; Nair et al., 2020) are off-policy methods that fit policies to
actions stored in replay using exponential advantage weights. AWR can learn online from scratch,
while AWAC targets offline pretraining followed by online fine-tuning. Their underlying target is
q*(a | 8) X Then(a | 8)exp(Aenv(s,a)/N), where e is the conditional action distribution repre-
sented in replay, potentially combining multiple behavior policies, and Ay, estimates unregularized
advantage. The state-dependent advantage baseline cancels on normalization, so FERPO at 7 = 0
has the same target for a common reference and critic. AWR and AWAC omit the state-dependent
normalizer, thereby reweighting states in the policy-fitting objective (see Appendix A.5 for details).
FERPO instead learns from fresh on-policy rollouts, samples candidate actions from the frozen roll-
out policy, and uses SNIS to normalize their weights separately within each state. For 7 > 0, FERPO
also favors less likely actions at equal critic value, providing an explicit exploration incentive.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 UPDATE DIRECTIONS AND SAMPLING

We compare actor updates on the bimodal cost c(a) = (a? — 1)? — 0.1a, whose right well is better.
We use an exact critic () = —c and Gaussian policies 7, = N(u, 02), with fixedo = 0.4, 7 = 0.1,
A=005andT =7+ A\

Forward fitting changes the update direction. Let v denote the candidate mean and m,, := Eg- [a].
We differentiate with respect to v, holding the reference 7, and target g, fixed. Atv = u, REPPO’s
KL regularization is inactive:

VuLreppo (W)l -, =T Vo Dxw(mllap)|,_, = Ex,[¢'(a)],

_ 10)

* B Ty 1 (
V. Lyerpo (Vs p)l,—, = VVDKL(q#||7Tu)|V:# =03 = XEq; ['(a)].

Both methods average the same cost derivative under different distributions (derivation: Ap-

pendix B.5). FERPO’s value-based target can weight distant low-cost regions: at B (x = —0.6),

Er,[c'] = 0.284 and Eg ['] = —0.0419. Gradient descent moves REPPO left and FERPO right

toward m, ~ —0.466 (Figure 1).

Recovering the direction with SNIS. At B, SNIS with K = 1,024 rollout-policy samples recovers
the rightward direction in only 26.4% of batches: the better well is rarely sampled. Keeping the
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Figure 2: Update cost on an A100. Medians and ranges over three repetitions with 131,072 rollout
states. Actor time includes cache construction; total updates include critic training. PyTorch alloca-
tion excludes simulation and unused reservations.

target fixed and sampling from r,, = N (11, k?0'?) with proposal-corrected importance weights raises
recovery to 98.9% for k = 2 and 99.9% for k = 3. Appendix A.1 gives the estimator and sampling
results (Figure 6).

5.2 COMPUTATIONAL COST

We time updates on fixed synthetic rollouts using REPPO’s published configuration (Voelcker et al.,
2026), including its 16 KL samples per state. Uncached FERPO samples K actions and evaluates
@ at every actor epoch; cached FERPO reuses actions, rollout log probabilities, and @) values af-
ter critic training, recomputing weights as the multipliers change. Cached actor updates are faster
than REPPO for K = 4-64; uncached updates become slower at K > 32 (Figure 2; protocol in
Appendix A.2). At K = 16, uncached FERPO reduces combined actor-and-critic update time by
6.9% relative to REPPO. Caching provides a further 16.4% reduction, bringing the total saving to
22.2%. A drawback is higher GPU memory usage: on CheetahRun, peak GPU memory usage is
22.4% higher for uncached FERPO and 25.6% higher for cached FERPO than for REPPO, because
PyTorch retains additional memory after updates.

5.3 ABLATIONS

Number of SNIS samples. To test whether a larger sampling budget improves learning, we vary
the number of rollout-policy action samples per state, K € {2,4,8,16}, on Gl flat terrain with
adaptive temperature. Mean return improves as K increases, with smaller gains at larger sample
counts suggesting diminishing returns. At 50.07M environment steps, increasing K from 8 to 16
raises mean return from 34.32 + 0.18 to 34.81 + 0.24 (mean =+ standard error of the mean, SEM;
Figure 3, left), while doubling the number of candidate actions evaluated.

Temperature. To assess the contribution of entropy regularization, we compare adaptive tempera-
ture with 7 = 0 at K = 16 using the same G1 evaluation budget. Without entropy regularization,
mean return falls to 30.32 + 0.27 (mean £+ SEM; Figure 3, left), 4.49 points below the adaptive
control. FERPO’s maximum-entropy formulation therefore achieves higher mean return than the
variant without entropy regularization on this task (see Appendix A.3.1 for details).

ESS versus KL control. On HopperHop and AcrobotSwingupSparse, both controllers support
learning at suitable settings, with task-dependent best returns. We retain ESS control because it
directly regulates SNIS weight concentration and shows lower temporal variation at comparable
achieved ESS in these experiments (Appendix A.3.6).

Cached (@ values. To test whether caching speeds up training while retaining performance, we
complete critic training before the actor phase, freeze the critic, and cache candidate actions, )
values, and rollout log probabilities. Actor updates reuse these quantities while recomputing SNIS
weights. On G1 with K = 8, cached and uncached updates reach 33.58 £ 0.40 and 34.03 4+ 0.21
at 50.07M steps (mean = SEM over five seeds; Figure 3, middle). Caching reduces mean time
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Figure 3: Ablations. Left: G1 candidate count and temperature at 50.07M steps (eight seeds for
K = 2,16 and 7 = 0; ten for K = 4, 8). Middle: cached versus uncached G1 updates (K = 8).
Right: state-value versus () critics on AcrobotSwingupSparse (sparse rewards, K = 16). Means
with one SEM (left, middle) or one SD (right); panels use separate controls. The state-value variant
uses 17x more simulator transitions per rollout step.

to complete this budget from 68.4 to 55.7 minutes, an 18.6% saving. It therefore trades a modest
observed return gap for faster training. Details are provided in Appendix A.3.3.

Cached V extension. A learned () function must approximate both the immediate reward and future
returns, and may therefore fail to preserve the reward’s shape across actions. Learning this shape
can be particularly difficult in sparse reward settings, where few sampled transitions yield nonzero
rewards. To mitigate this source of error, we extend the cached () variant above by replacing its critic
with a soft state-value function. For each rollout state, we simulate K candidate actions and, after
fitting and freezing V, cache r(s,a) + vV (s') as a one-sample Monte Carlo estimate of Qv (s, a)
for reuse throughout actor updates. This incorporates the observed immediate reward directly, at
the cost of K additional environment calls per rollout state. In massively parallel online RL, these
independent one-step simulations can be batched on the GPU (Zakka et al., 2025), and caching
amortizes their cost across all actor epochs. With Warp graph execution and batched candidate
simulation during rollout, cached V' is only 8.4% slower per training iteration than uncached ()
on AcrobotSwingupSparse with K = 16: 8.51 versus 7.85 seconds on an A100, measured after
warmup. The K additional transitions nevertheless increase the total simulation budget by a factor
of K + 1 = 17. Figure 3 (right) compares returns over 12 seeds. See Appendix A.3.4 for more
details.

5.4 LEARNING BENCHMARKS

We evaluate whether FERPQO’s policy updates translate into competitive final performance across
three benchmark suites: 22 DeepMind Control Suite (DMC) tasks (Tassa et al., 2018) and four
GI1/T1 locomotion tasks in MuJoCo Playground (Zakka et al., 2025), and eight ManiSkill manip-
ulation tasks (Tao et al., 2025). All baseline results come from the experiments accompanying the
REPPO paper (Voelcker et al., 2026). For each benchmark suite, we train FERPO with exactly the
same actor and critic architectures as REPPO. Alongside REPPO, we compare with PPO (Schul-
man et al., 2017) and PPO (Brax) separately on DMC, PPO on ManiSkill, and FastTD3 (Seo et al.,
2025), a scalable variant of TD3 (Fujimoto et al., 2018), on DMC. For each of these additional
baseline families, we select one configuration per suite using performance at 50M steps and keep
that configuration fixed across the suite’s tasks. Appendix A.3 provides the selection protocol and
all per-environment learning curves. The G1/T1 FERPO results use X = 16 and normalized ESS
target 0.65, with eight completed seeds per task.

Figure 4 aggregates results separately within each suite using the interquartile mean (IQM). Ev-
ery environment receives equal total weight, divided equally among its available seeds; returns and
success rates retain their original units. We focus the comparison on the final common evaluation
budget: S0M interactions for DMC and G1/T1, and 49,971,200 interactions for ManiSkill. Individ-
ual IQM uncertainties use pointwise 95% bootstrap confidence intervals from 10,000 seed resamples
within environments, matching Figure 4. Below, estimate =+ half the bootstrap interval width gives
a symmetric approximation; all significance statements use the original interval bounds.
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Figure 4: Benchmark learning curves. IQM with equal environment weights and equal seed
weights within environments. Bands: pointwise 95% confidence intervals from 10,000 within-
environment bootstrap resamples. G1/T1 FERPO uses K = 16, ESS target 0.65, and eight seeds
per task. Details: Appendix A.3.

Final performance. On DMC, FERPO reaches an IQM return of 897.7 + 6.7. REPPO reaches
891.0 + 6.4, FastTD3 890.6 + 12.8, PPO (Brax) 542.8 £ 30.2, and PPO 309.8 £+ 9.4. FERPO
therefore has the highest point estimate, with a small numerical lead over REPPO and FastTD3 and
a much larger lead over both PPO families. On G1/T1, REPPO reaches 34.63+0.17, compared with
33.22 £ 0.28 for FERPO. FERPO’s endpoint estimate is slightly higher on T1 flat and similar on T1
rough, while REPPO leads on both G1 tasks (Figure 14). On ManiSkill, FERPO’s success-rate IQM
is (95.67 £ 1.83)%; REPPO reaches (95.52 + 1.85)%, and PPO reaches (84.61 & 9.49)%. The two
leading ManiSkill point estimates differ by only 0.15 percentage points.

Beyond final performance, FERPO reaches high returns on DMC and high success rates on Man-
iSkill with fewer environment interactions than REPPO (Figure 4). This sample-efficiency advan-
tage complements its lower optimization cost: at K = 16, combined actor-and-critic updates take
6.9% less time in the matched A100 benchmark (Section 5.2). Together, these results suggest im-
proved wall-clock efficiency.

6 CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE WORK

FERPO performs on-policy maximum-entropy policy improvement by fitting an entropy- and KL-
regularized target through forward KL. Critic values weight actions sampled from the rollout policy
using self-normalized importance sampling, avoiding critic action derivatives. An ESS controller
regulates the concentration of these weights.

On DMC and ManiSkill, FERPO reaches high performance with fewer environment interactions
than REPPO and achieves competitive final results. At K = 16, combined actor-and-critic up-
date time is 6.9% lower than REPPO for uncached FERPO and we also evaluate cached FERPO
with a 22.2% actor update speedup. Ablations on G1 flat terrain highlight the benefit of entropy
regularization and gains from larger SNIS candidate sets. Limitations include critic-value errors,
finite-sample importance-sampling errors, restricted Gaussian policies, and higher GPU memory
use. With eight seeds per task, FERPO remains below REPPO on the G1/T1 suite aggregate at the
same environment-interaction budget. The gap is concentrated on the G1 tasks; T1 endpoints are
similar or slightly higher for FERPO under the recorded evaluation protocols.

State-value FERPO combines one-step simulation with a learned state-value critic to score candi-
date actions. Its higher returns on AcrobotSwingupSparse and the modest iteration-time overhead
measured for its optimized implementation make it a particularly promising direction for future
work. Two further directions are FERPO in discrete action spaces and combining FERPO with dif-
fusion policies. For small discrete action spaces, target normalization and the forward-KL objective
could be evaluated by exact summation over actions and larger ones through sampling. Diffusion-
augmented MDPs (DA-MDPs) (Sanokowski & Patil, 2026) offer a promising and relatively straight-
forward route to combining FERPO with expressive diffusion policies: FERPO’s forward-KL up-
dates could be applied to individual denoising transitions in the augmented MDP.
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A EXTENDED PAPER SECTIONS

A.1 MOTIVATING EXPERIMENT DETAILS

We expand on the bimodal experiment in Section 5.1. The cost is ¢(a) = (a? — 1)? — 0.1a, and
the critic is exact, ) = —c. We use Gaussian policies with fixed standard deviation ¢ = 0.4,
temperature 7 = 0.1, and FERPO multiplier A\ = 0.05. The reference means are 1o = —1,—0.6,0
(A—C). Each loss curve keeps the reference policy and its target fixed while varying the candidate
mean v.

In Figure 1, each direction uses a newly constructed target, frozen for differentiation. Filled green
and open red arrows indicate geometric direction toward and away from the global cost minimum,
not immediate cost decrease or eventual convergence. Dotted lines mark the best fixed-width Gaus-
sian mean; black dots mark the references and diamonds visible FERPO loss minima. All candidates
in the local loss windows satisfy REPPO’s KL bound 0.1.

Exact actor losses. We compute REPPO’s expected cost analytically and FERPO’s target mean by
numerical quadrature. REPPO uses its cost-and-entropy loss while k(v) = Dky, (7, ||7,) < 0.1,
and the loss 0.1k(v) otherwise. Figure 5 shows this full loss at B, together with forward and reverse
KL to the same FERPO target. We scale both KL losses by 7' = 7 + A = 0.15 to express them in
cost units. At B, the target mean is m., ~ —0.466, so forward fitting moves right, whereas REPPO
and reverse KL initially move left.

Estimating the target from samples. At B, sampling from the rollout policy recovers FERPO’s
rightward direction in only 26.4% of batches with K = 1,024. To study sampling coverage, we
draw actions from 7., = N (o, x202) with & € {1, 2, 3}, keeping the rollout policy and target fixed.
The proposal-corrected weights and estimated target mean are

—c(a;)/T ANN/T i
wi = e Wuo(az) W Ui m:Zwlal (1m)
i

rr(ai) ’ t Zj u;’

We use 5,000 batches for each K € {64, 1,024}, with paired standard-normal draws across proposal
widths. An update points right when m > po. Table 1 reports the resulting direction frequencies
and target-mean estimates. For each batch, we use the SNIS weights to estimate FERPO’s fitting
loss as a function of the candidate policy mean. Figure 6 shows the median and pointwise 5th-95th
percentiles of these estimated loss curves across 5,000 batches, together with the exact population
loss. Wider proposals sample the better right well more often and recover the rightward direction in
98.9% and 99.9% of batches at K = 1,024.

REPPO FERPO: forward KL Reverse KL
—— Ins:ide bound : .

W 1.5 — KLionly outside 2.0
S : o) a
7 S 154 5
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- o o
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<

0.0 -, T 0.0 i T 04 —— T
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Candidate mean u Candidate mean u Candidate mean u

Figure 5: Frozen-reference losses at B. Left: REPPO’s active expected-cost/entropy branch (pur-
ple) and KL-only branch (orange); the pale dashed curve extends the inactive cost branch. Open
and filled endpoints show the loss switch. Middle: forward KL from the fixed FERPO target to the
candidate Gaussian. Right: reverse KL to that same target. Both KL curves are scaled by 7' = 0.15;
this positive scaling preserves directions. Vertical dotted lines and black dots mark the reference
Ho = —0.6.
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Figure 6: Wider proposals recover the population fitting loss. Losses at B with the same reference
policy and target throughout. Teal: SNIS median and pointwise 5th-95th percentiles across 5,000
batches; dotted black: population FERPO; purple: analytic REPPO. Percentages give the frequency
of rightward SNIS directions. Shading shows batch variation, not confidence intervals for the mean.

Losses are zeroed at the reference, and forward losses are scaled by 7T'.

Proposal o K Medianm  5th-95th percentiles  Rightward
0.4 64 —0.916 —0.963, —0.416 6.6%
0.8 64 —0.498 —0.863, —0.066 67.1%
1.2 64 —0.472 —0.753,—0.091 75.5%
04 1,024 —0.824 [—0.923,0.275] 26.4%
0.8 1,024 —0.468 —0.565, —0.369 98.9%
1.2 1,024 —0.466 —0.546, —0.381 99.9%

Table 1: SNIS target-mean estimates

at B. The population target mean is —0.465943 ... and
rightward movement means m > —0.6. Intervals are the empirical 5th-95th percentiles across
5,000 batches, not confidence intervals. Policy standard deviation remains 0.4 in every row.
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A.2 COMPUTATION AND MEMORY ON THE A100

A.2.1 UPDATE-COST PROTOCOL

The update-cost measurements use one NVIDIA A100-SXM4-40GB with AMD EPYC 7H12 host
CPUs, PyTorch 2.9.1+cul28, FP32 parameters, matmul precision medium, and one PyTorch CPU
thread, without AMP or compilation. We use the official REPPO PyTorch implementation at commit
05a5776 and the published large-data MuJoCo Playground configuration described in Section 5.2.2
Each rollout has 131,072 states, with eight epochs of 64 minibatches of 2048. The shared baseline
has 17 observation and six action dimensions, a three-layer width-512 actor, and two-layer width-
512 critic encoder, Q head, and auxiliary predictor. FERPO evaluates all 2,048 K candidate state-
action pairs in each minibatch together.

FERPO completes critic training before its actor phase; REPPO retains its interleaved update sched-
ule. Three warmup minibatches precede each trial. We use seeds 1-3 and randomize method order
within each repetition. CUDA events measure actor time; synchronized wall time measures the
complete update. Peak allocated PyTorch memory covers the complete update, including rollout
tensors and optimizer state, but excludes simulator memory and allocator reservation.

A.2.2 MEMORY COST

REPPO backpropagates through Q for one action per state; its 16 KL samples require policy eval-
uations only. FERPO instead evaluates many actions together through Q. Even without retaining
a backward graph, these larger batches require larger temporary tensors. FERPO’s peak allocated
memory therefore increases with K (Figure 2).

Cached FERPO additionally stores K actions, reference log probabilities, and Q values for each of
S rollout states. With action dimension d and FP32 storage, this requires

Meache = 4SK (d + 2) bytes. (12)

For the measured rollout size at K = 16, the cache occupies 64 MiB for d = 6 and 528 MiB for
d = 64.

A.2.3 MEMORY ACROSS ROLLOUT AND UPDATE PHASES

We separately profile CheetahRun with the same network and rollout configuration at K = 16. The
matched comparison uses seeds 2 and 3 on one A100 node, with a fresh process per method and
seed, two warmup iterations, and three measured iterations. The simulator and a 32-environment
evaluation instance remain resident; initialization and evaluation are excluded from the measure-
ment windows. NVML samples total process memory every 5 ms, including runtime and allocator
reservations; these sampled peaks are lower bounds. PyTorch records allocated and reserved peaks
separately for each phase. We exclude seed 1 from this comparison because uncached FERPO ran
on a second A100 with a different driver.

Process peak PyTorch allocated peak  PyTorch reserved

Method Rollout Update Rollout Update Rollout
REPPO 1,438 1,408 601 422 614
FERPO 1,760 1,728 600 658 936
Cached FERPO 1,806 1,774 600 723 982

Table 2: Memory across rollout and update phases (MiB). Peaks are identical across the two
matched seeds. Reserved memory includes active tensors.

All three methods reach their process peak during rollouts (Table 2). Active PyTorch rollout allo-
cations are nearly equal, while larger pools remain reserved after FERPO’s updates. These process
footprints therefore reflect allocator retention as well as live tensors, rather than minimum GPU
capacity requirements.

“Pinned REPPO source; the PyTorch and JAX implementations both use 16 samples for the KL estimate.
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A.3 LEARNING ABLATIONS AND BENCHMARKS

A.3.1 ABLATION DETAILS

The candidate-count ablation uses per-seed GlJoystickFlatTerrain evaluation logs for K =
2,4,8,16. All four settings use actor/critic and temperature learning rates of 0.0003, entropy target
factor —0.5, and normalized ESS target 0.85. The replacements correct the historical K = 2 entropy
target of —1.0 and K = 16 temperature learning rate of 0.003; those superseded observations are
excluded from the plots. We report arithmetic means with one-SEM error bars and bands. The tem-
perature comparison reuses the corrected KX = 16 control. These ablation cohorts remain separate
from the G1/T1 benchmark cohort below, which uses normalized ESS target 0.65.

The candidate-count plot in Figure 3 (left) uses the final common evaluation at 50,069,504 envi-
ronment steps, rather than selecting a best checkpoint or averaging a trailing window. There are
eight seeds at this endpoint for K = 2,16, ten for K = 4,8, and eight for the additional 7 = 0
marker at K = 16. The no-entropy learning curve in Figure 7 uses the same eight completed seeds
at every evaluation. The corrected adaptive-temperature control uses seeds 1-8. Both temperature
curves and all candidate-count endpoints show mean & one SEM. All eight no-entropy runs reach
50,069,504 steps, with final mean 30.32 £ 0.27. They disable entropy regularization and its temper-
ature update. The entropy target changed from —1.0 in the historical runs to —0.5 in the new runs,
but is inactive when 7 = 0. For all G1 ablations, including cached-Q and critic-width comparisons,
we compute SEM = s/./n, where s is the sample standard deviation (with n — 1 in its variance
denominator) and n is the number of contributing seeds. These are standard errors of the mean, not
95% confidence intervals. Benchmark curves use IQM and bootstrap intervals as specified below.

Temperature comparison

Mean + 1 SEM . .
Figure 7: Temperature learning curves. Adap-

tive temperature versus no entropy regularization
at K = 16. Both curves show seed means with
one-SEM bands. Both curves use eight com-
pleted seeds at every evaluation; the adaptive
control uses corrected temperature learning rate
0.0003. Final returns are 34.81+0.24 with adap-
tive temperature and 30.32 £ 0.27 without en-

30

15 1

Evaluation return

= Adaptive temperature (n=8)

077 -—- No entropy (n=8) tropy regularization. The final evaluations also

. : : 1 1 appear in Figure 3 (left).
0 10 20 30 40 50 pp g ( )
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A.3.2 CRITIC-WIDTH PROTOCOL

The width comparison uses the uploaded G1 preset on GlJoystickFlatTerrain with learning rate
3 x 1074, target entropy factor —0.5, eight critic epochs, HL-Gauss loss, and auxiliary weight one.
Both methods use the full rollout. FERPO uses K = 8; REPPO retains its pathwise actor update
and KL bound 0.1. We vary hidden width in the critic encoder, () head, and auxiliary predictor
together; depth and the 512-wide actor are fixed. Each endpoint is the final deterministic evaluation
at 50,069,504 rollout interactions. Seeds 1-2 contribute at each width except REPPO width 1,024,
for which only seed 1 is available. These are dedicated critic-width runs, separate from the published
REPPO benchmark results. We have not measured action-gradient approximation error in these runs.

At 50.07M interactions, reducing critic width from 124 to 62 lowers FERPO’s mean return from
23.04 to 6.29 and REPPO’s from 22.12 to 4.19. Both methods therefore rely on sufficient critic
capacity.

—e— FERPO
—#— REPPO
30 -
c
2
g
C
°
B 20 -
=}
©
>
9]
©
C
ic 10 -
50.07M interactions; mean * SEM
0 = 1 1 1 1 1
62 124 256 512 1024

Critic hidden width (log scale)

Figure 8: Final return versus critic width on G1. Points show seed means and error bars show one
SEM. The open square marks the single-seed REPPO reference at width 1,024, for which no error
bar is reported. Both methods lose substantial return at width 62; FERPO reaches 6.29 and REPPO
4.19. These endpoints do not identify the source of critic approximation error.
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A.3.3 CACHED-Q TIMING PROTOCOL AND ELAPSED-TIME CURVES

We compare interleaved critic/actor updates with a staged variant that first fits the critic, then freezes
it and caches K = 8 actions, their () values, and rollout log probabilities. Actor training recomputes
SNIS weights as the multipliers change. Both methods use eight full-rollout critic epochs, 1,024-
wide critics, learning rate 3 x 10~4, and target entropy factor —0.5. The five-seed rollout curves are
unsmoothed. Final mean returns at 50,069,504 steps are 34.03 4= 0.21 uncached and 33.58 + 0.40
cached (mean + SEM).

The timing annotation in Figure 3 (middle) and elapsed-time curves in Figure 9 use seeds 3—5 for
each method. These six runs shared the same Vega allocation and node, with one NVIDIA A100-
SXM4-40GB and a separate CPU set per run. Seeds 1-2 remain in the five-seed rollout comparison
in Figure 3 (middle), but are excluded from timing because their cached and uncached runs used
different clusters. The per-run clock starts before environment construction and includes simulation,
learning, evaluation, and checkpointing; scheduler waiting time is excluded. Mean completion times
at 50,069,504 rollout steps are 55.7 minutes cached and 68.4 minutes uncached. The time reduction
is 1 — Teached/Tuncached = 18.6%; the throughput increase is Tuncached/Tcached — 1 = 22.9%.
These are measured runtimes for this allocation.

We use recorded evaluation timestamps for the time curves. Within each method, we linearly inter-
polate each seed’s return to common elapsed times, then compute the mean and SEM over all three
seeds. The bold mean curve ends when the first run in that method finishes; faint individual curves
continue to their own final evaluation. We do not extrapolate or carry completed returns forward.
The arrow separately marks the mean completion times from the run summaries, including the final
checkpoint. The five-seed curves in Figure 3 (middle) use recorded rollout-step coordinates directly,
without interpolation.

G1: return versus elapsed time . .
Figure 9: Cached versus uncached Q against
Cached: 23% faster

40 7 15 6% less elapsed time e elapsed time. G1 deterministic evaluation return
. ’ for seeds 3—5 per method on the same Vega A100
node. Both use K = 8 and eight critic epochs

on the full rollout. Bold curves and one-SEM

bands use linear interpolation at common times;

faint curves show individual runs. The arrow

marks mean completion times at 50,069,504 in-

— Uncached O (a=3) teractions: 55.7 versus 68.4 minutes. At 50 min-
0+ — = Cached Q (n=3) utes, interpolated mean returns are 33.55 cached
1 1 1 1 and 32.86 uncached. Figure 3 (middle) shows all

0 15 30 s 60 five seeds against environment interactions
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A.3.4 STATE-VALUE CRITIC WITH CANDIDATE SIMULATION

We compare standard uncached FERPO with its cached V' extension on AcrobotSwingupSparse.
For a fixed fitted critic, the ideal candidate score is Qv (s,a) = 7(s,a) + YEyp(|s,a) [V (5)].
We approximate the transition expectation with one simulated successor per candidate, giving
Qv (s,a) = r(s,a) + yVy(s’). This incorporates the observed immediate reward directly while
using a one-sample Monte Carlo estimate of the future value. Scores are computed after fitting V,,
and held fixed throughout actor training. The bootstrap is zero at true terminals; time limits retain
the value of the final observation.

Both methods use K = 16, 512-wide critics, eight critic epochs, HL-Gauss loss, auxiliary weight
one, learning rate 102, and target entropy factor —1. Across 12 matched seed identifiers, cached V/
reaches 324.79 £ 75.28 at 59.90 million rollout steps, compared with 99.46 £ 110.75 for uncached
@ (mean £ one SD; Figure 3, right). The deterministic evaluation curves are unsmoothed. Each
rollout step requires K additional candidate transitions, so cached V" uses 17 times as many simulator
transitions at this rollout budget.

Efficient candidate simulation. We combine Warp graph execution with parallel simulation of all
K candidates across environments. Candidates are sampled and simulated during rollout, branching
from each state without altering the rollout trajectory. Their rewards and next observations remain
on the GPU until the critic has been fitted, then serve to construct the score cache. This avoids
repeated transfers of simulator states between CPU and GPU. Actor epochs reuse the candidates
and scores while updating their SNIS weights. Since observation normalization can change during
rollout, we retain the sampling densities and correct these weights for any difference from the frozen
rollout reference.

Timing protocol. We benchmark both methods on the same NVIDIA A100-SXM4-40GB with
Warp graphs enabled. Both use 1,024 environments, 128 rollout steps per iteration, actor and critic
widths of 512, eight actor and critic epochs, 64 minibatches, and one PyTorch CPU thread. We run
three repetitions in separate processes, randomizing method order and averaging five iterations after
two warmup iterations. GPU synchronization at iteration boundaries ensures that timings include
all simulation and learning work; startup, compilation warmup, evaluation, external logging, and
checkpointing are excluded. Cached V takes 8.508 seconds per iteration versus 7.846 seconds for
uncached @, an 8.4% overhead.

A.3.5 ADDITIONAL PLANNED ABLATION

The following additional G1 comparison remains planned. It will use matched seeds, interaction
budgets, and evaluation protocols, keeping other settings fixed.

Forward KL instead of ESS regularization. We will replace the log-ESS constraint with
Esd,on [Dxr(mron(: | s)||mo(- | s))] < 0.1, matching REPPO’s bound. The action expectation
in this forward KL is under the old rollout policy. We will adapt A using the KL constraint gap and
compare return, achieved KL, and normalized ESS against the ESS-controlled baseline.
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A.3.6 ESS VERSUS POLICY-KL CONTROL

We compare log-ESS control (Eq. 8) at e¢arget € {0.40,0.50, 0.65,0.85} with control of the rollout-
state mean Dk, (7ron||7meurr) at € € {0.03,0.10,0.20,0.30} nats. Both adapt A with the same
forward-KL actor objective. ESS controls SNIS weight concentration; policy KL measures policy
displacement.

We use uncached FERPO (K = 16) on HopperHop and AcrobotSwingupSparse with 12 seeds
per setting. All runs use width-512 critics, eight epochs, 64 minibatches, HL.-Gauss loss, auxiliary
weight one, actor/critic and temperature learning rates 103, and entropy target factor —1. Rollouts
comprise 1,024 environments and 128 steps. Final returns average the first episode from each of 128
deterministic evaluation environments, with frozen normalizers and fixed initial states within each
run.

Both controllers support learning at suitable settings, with task-dependent preferred regularization
strengths and no consistent return advantage for either controller (Figure 10).
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Figure 10: Final return versus controller target. HopperHop (top) and AcrobotSwingupSparse
(bottom), with ESS targets (left) and policy-KL bounds (right). Points show mean final return at
50.07M interactions with one SEM over 12 seeds.
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Direct ESS control generally tracks its target, whereas fixed policy-KL bounds produce ESS that
varies across tasks and training (Figure 11). At comparable mean achieved ESS, direct control
shows less temporal variation, although the aggressive ESS target 0.40 remains variable on Acrobot.
These observations motivate ESS as a direct, interpretable control of sampling-weight concentration.
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Figure 11: Achieved ESS under both controllers. Per-iteration geometric mean of normalized
SNIS ESS under direct ESS control (left) and policy-KL control (right). Curves show unsmoothed
means with one-SEM bands across 12 seeds. Dotted lines mark ESS targets; right-panel legends
give policy-KL bounds in nats.
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A.3.7 DATA AND COMPARISON PROTOCOL

The benchmark comprises 22 DMC, four G1/T1, and eight ManiSkill tasks. FERPO uses training-
log return evaluations for 19 DMC tasks and success rates for ManiSkill. The three Walker tasks use
separate policy-evaluation CSVs, whose task metadata and reconstructed means and counts match
the original benchmark summaries. Walker has ten evaluated seeds per task beyond S0M steps,
replacing the older partial training-log evaluations. For Walker, we display the available positive
checkpoint evaluations from 3,014,656 through 50,987,008 interactions; seeds 11-12 have no ex-
ported evaluation curves and are not counted. The other 19 DMC tasks retain their own recorded
evaluation schedules. These existing evaluations use deterministic actions and report 1,000-step
episode lengths, but sampling settings differ: the older training evaluator uses 1,024 environments,
the newer one uses 128, and the Walker checkpoint evaluator uses 128 episodes. Initial evaluation
states are fixed within a run rather than refreshed at every checkpoint. Thus these are existing eval-
uation exports, not a reevaluation under one identical sampling protocol. The G1/T1 benchmark
uses the completed K = 16, normalized ESS target 0.65 runs, with seeds 1-8 for each task. Ac-
tor/critic and temperature learning rates are 0.0003, and the entropy target factor is —0.5. We use all
21 recorded deterministic training evaluations through 50,069,504 interactions, averaging the first
episode from each of 128 parallel environments. The ManiSkill source label “FEPPO architecture”
denotes FERPO. We retain all available evaluated seeds within their observed ranges, so counts may
vary across checkpoints; training-only runs contribute no observations. Each DMC panel labels the
number of contributing seeds for every method; a range indicates changing availability along the
displayed curve. We retain the common 50M budget for numerical method comparisons and do not
extrapolate baselines to the last Walker checkpoint.

Baseline sources and configuration selection. All baseline results are drawn from the experiments
accompanying the REPPO paper (Voelcker et al., 2026). REPPO uses the official per-task trial
CSVs at commit 05a5776.% The local alternative REPPO configurations and baselines embedded
in FERPO’s summary files are excluded. Following Figure 15 of Voelcker et al. (2026), we dis-
tinguish PPO and PPO (Brax) on DMC. We use the available CSV exports at their recorded step
coordinates; these are not verified as the exact trials behind that published figure. We neither rescale
their training horizons nor combine the two PPO families. For the remaining methods, we compare
configurations separately by method family and suite (DMC, G1/T1, or ManiSkill). A candidate
must cover every task available for its method in that group and span the 50-million-step selection
budget. We linearly interpolate each task’s seed-mean return to that budget. For DMC, we min—max
normalize each task’s score across eligible configurations of the same method, assign 0.5 when all
candidates tie, and average over tasks. For ManiSkill, we average success rates directly. The highest-
scoring configuration is then fixed across all tasks in its group, with alphabetical tie-breaking. This
is retrospective selection on the displayed runs, rather than selection on an independent validation
set.

Group Method Selected configuration or source
DMC REPPO Official published trials

DMC PPO ppo_4

DMC PPO (Brax) ppo_brax

DMC FastTD3 fasttd3_small

Gl/T1 REPPO Official published trials
ManiSkill REPPO Official published trials
ManiSkill PPO maniskill_ppo_short

Table 3: Baseline sources, fixed across tasks within each group. The archive contains no PPO or
FastTD3 G1/T1 curves, and no FastTD3 ManiSkill curves.

Statistics and display. All benchmark methods show IQM over the available independent seeds.
We compute IQM by integrating the middle 50% of empirical probability mass, including fractional
observations at quartile boundaries. FERPO runs are aligned on the union of their recorded eval-
uation steps, using linear interpolation only between observed evaluations of the same run. We
do not extrapolate or fill in missing run endpoints. At each checkpoint, we resample the available
seeds with replacement 10,000 times and report the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles, using fixed random
seeds. Checkpoints with the same available seeds share the same trajectory resampling; a changed

3Official REPPO result CSVs at the pinned commit.
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seed cohort is resampled separately. At least two observed seeds are required. These are pointwise
95% intervals conditional on the observed seeds and selected configuration; they do not correct for
missing runs or configuration search. Baselines have complete trial grids and use whole-trajectory
resampling. FERPO uses exactly the same actor and critic architectures as REPPO for each bench-
mark suite.

REPPO evaluations labeled step zero are placed at 2,490,368 environment steps; nonzero REPPO
coordinates and all other methods’ coordinates remain as recorded. Figures display up to 50 million
steps without smoothing or extrapolation, except that the DMC task panels extend to the recorded
Walker checkpoint at 50,987,008. FERPO’s ManiSkill curves end at their last recorded evaluation,
49,971,200 steps. Bootstrap success-rate intervals lie within [0, 1] without clipping.

Aggregation across environments and seeds. Figure 4 pools scores within each suite. For T'
environments and n, available seeds in environment ¢, each seed receives weight 1/(7n;) before
IQM trimming. Scores retain their original units without cross-task normalization. We use 21
shared checkpoints, requiring at least two seeds per environment and method. The common ranges
are 3.01-50M steps for DMC, 2.49-50M for G1/T1, and 2.49—49.97M for ManiSkill. The 10,000-
resample seed bootstrap is stratified by environment, keeping the environment set and its equal
weights fixed. In particular, each of the three Walker tasks contributes 1/22 of the DMC probability
mass before trimming, split among its ten evaluated seeds: 1/220 per seed. A task with twenty
evaluated seeds still contributes 1/22, with 1/440 per seed. We do not duplicate Walker seeds
or discard seeds from other tasks to equalize counts. At 50M, FERPO contributes 372 task—seed
observations across the 22 tasks (7-20 per task). The aggregate uses the same positive FERPO
evaluations as the task panels; its first checkpoint is 3,014,656 steps, and it ends at the common 50M
budget without extrapolating baselines to Walker’s last checkpoint.
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A.3.8 PAIRWISE COMPARISONS OF FINAL BENCHMARK PERFORMANCE

The endpoint comparison uses the same tasks, available seeds, configuration choices, and weighting
as Figure 4. All methods within a suite are compared at its final common budget: 50,000,000
steps for DMC and G1/T1, and 49,971,200 steps for ManiSkill. Each seed contributes its linearly
interpolated evaluation score only when that budget lies within its observed range. Individual IQMs
and their marginal 95% intervals in Section 5.4 are the existing 10,000-resample Figure 4 estimates.

For the pairwise analysis, we independently resample seeds with replacement within each fixed
environment and method, preserving each environment’s seed count and total weight. Numerical
seed labels do not establish paired runs across methods, so we do not use a paired-method bootstrap.
For each of 100,000 resamples, we compute the suite IQM for each method and subtract the two
IQMs of interest. We retain the environment set rather than resampling environments. The procedure
uses deterministic method-specific random seeds and reproduces the plotted endpoint IQMs before
computing differences.

There are fourteen comparisons: ten on DMC, one on G1/T1, and three on ManiSkill. We use
quantiles 0.025/14 and 1 — 0.025/14 of each bootstrap difference distribution. These are approx-
imately 99.643% per-comparison intervals, corresponding to a Bonferroni correction that targets at
least 95% coverage for the family of fourteen comparisons, subject to the bootstrap approximation.
A difference interval entirely above zero supports higher IQM for method A; an interval entirely be-
low zero supports method B. An interval spanning zero is inconclusive and does not establish equal
performance. The intervals condition on the observed seeds and selected configurations; they do not
account for configuration search or informative missingness.

Suite Method A — method B IQM difference Adjusted interval
MuJoCo DMC FERPO — REPPO 6.67 [—6.89,20.65
MuJoCo DMC  FERPO — FastTD3 7.10 [—11.82,30.90
MuJoCo DMC FERPO — PPO 587.89 [570.19,604.70
MuJoCo DMC FERPO — PPO (Brax) 354.86 [307.06, 398.14
MuJoCo DMC REPPO — FastTD3 0.44 [—18.30,23.87
MuJoCo DMC REPPO — PPO 581.22 [663.44,597.76
MuJoCo DMC REPPO — PPO (Brax) 348.19 [300.83,391.24
MuJoCo DMC  FastTD3 — PPO 580.78 [654.61, 602.24
MuJoCo DMC  FastTD3 — PPO (Brax) 347.76 [297.07,393.03
MuJoCo DMC PPO — PPO (Brax) —233.02 [—281.80,—188.12
MuJoCo G1/T1 FERPO — REPPO —1.41 [—1.94,—-0.94
ManiSkill (pp) FERPO — REPPO 0.15 [—3.75,4.31
ManiSkill (pp) FERPO — PPO 11.07 [0.67,27.83
ManiSkill (pp) REPPO — PPO 10.91 [0.40,27.78

Table 4: Pairwise differences in final suite IQM. Intervals use 100,000 seed bootstrap resamples
and a Bonferroni correction across all fourteen comparisons (95% family-wise target). MuJoCo
differences are in return units; ManiSkill differences are in percentage points (pp). Positive values
favor method A. The G1/T1 comparison uses eight FERPO seeds per task.
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A.3.9 DMC TASKS

MuJoCo Playground: control tasks (1/2)
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Figure 12: DMC learning curves (1/2). The first 12 of 22 tasks. All methods show IQM with
pointwise 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. Legends report contributing seeds n; ranges indicate
changes across the displayed evaluations. Curves retain their source evaluation schedules. Baseline

configurations are fixed across all DMC tasks as specified in Table 3.
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MuJoCo Playground: control tasks (2/2)
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Figure 13: DMC learning curves (2/2). The remaining ten tasks, under the same protocol as
Figure 12. All methods show IQM with pointwise 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. Walker
markers denote the available checkpoint evaluations from 3.01M to 50.99M steps, with ten seeds

per task. Legends report contributing seed counts.

28



Under review

A.3.10 G1/T1 LOCOMOTION AND MANISKILL MANIPULATION

At 50M interactions, FERPO’s IQM returns are 35.56 and 30.38 on G1 flat and rough terrain, com-
pared with REPPO’s 37.60 and 32.89. On T1 flat and rough terrain, FERPO reaches 37.05 and
30.68, compared with REPPO’s 36.48 and 30.73. Thus FERPO has a slightly higher point estimate
on T1 flat and a similar endpoint on T1 rough, while REPPO retains a larger lead on both G1 tasks.

MuJoCo Playground: humanoid locomotion
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Figure 14: All four G1/T1 locomotion tasks. FERPO and official REPPO trials show IQM with
pointwise 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. FERPO uses K = 16, normalized ESS target 0.65,
and eight completed seeds per task; legends report each method’s seed count. Results use the
recorded evaluation protocols described in Appendix A.3.7.
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ManiSkill: manipulation success
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Figure 15: All eight ManiSKkill tasks. All methods show success-rate IQM with pointwise 95%
bootstrap confidence intervals. FERPO uses 20 seeds per task except G1 transport box (ten). PPO
uses one configuration across all eight tasks; REPPO uses the official published trial CSVs.
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A.4 FERPO PSEUDOCODE

Algorithm 1 shows the interleaved critic and actor updates used in the main learning setup. Critic
targets are computed once per rollout; candidate actions and their Q values are refreshed for each
actor update. We write (-) for a minibatch average and sg for stop-gradient. Bootstrap states use
the final observation before any environment reset. The frozen parameters ¢ are a snapshot for target
construction.

Algorithm 1 FERPO with interleaved critic and actor updates

Require: Environment, rollout length 7, discount ~, trace parameter Arp, auxiliary weight caux, candidate
count K > 2, epochs E, minibatch size, entropy target Harges, ESS target esarget € (1/K, 1), critic
settings from Section 3.3.

1: Initialize policy o, critic @4, log multipliers 7, £, and their optimizers.

2: while the environment interaction budget remains do

3. Freeze mron < T and ¢ < ¢, Tron < €".

4: Collect rollout transitions D using a¢ ~ mrou (- | s¢), including terminal and truncation flags.

5:  For each transition ¢, set m; <— 0 at a true terminal and m; <— 1 otherwise, including truncations.
6: Setc; <+ 1ift < T — 1 and transition ¢ is neither terminal nor truncated; otherwise set ¢; < 0.
7: At each nonterminal successor, use a;” ¢ a1 if ¢; = 1; otherwise draw a; ~ mron (- | s¢41).
8:  Store v + Qj(sit1,a;) and b} < log mron(a; | si41) without gradients; set both to zero at true

terminals.

9:  Set Gt « 0 at the rollout end; cr—1 = 0 ensures bootstrapping uses v}ll.
10:  fort=7T —1,...,0in each environment do
11: Gy + e +yme[(1 — Arped) vy + ArpeiGryr — Trondy ).
12:  end for

13:  Store detached G, next-feature targets from the frozen encoder ¢, and reward targets 7 in D.
14:  forepoch=1,...,E do

15: for each shuffled minibatch B C D do

16: Lg <1{nol wruncated} [LHL-Gauss (@5 8¢, @ty Gt) + Caux Laux (@5 t)]>8.

17: Take an optimizer step to minimize £¢ with respect to ¢, holding the critic targets fixed.

18: T el N €f.

19: For each s € B, draw a;(s) ~ mou(- | s), 72 = 1,..., K, without gradients.

20: Evaluate v;(s) < Q¢(s,a:(s)) and b;(s) < log mron(a;(s) | s) without gradients.

21: Li(s) « [vi(s) — Tbi(s)]/(T + A).

22: wi(s) < sg[softmax;(£(s))] {normalize over the K actions at each state}

23: Lr + —(3K  wi(s)logme(ai(s) | 5)) -

24: Draw fresh a, ~ 7y (- | s) and estimate H < —(log mg(as | $))5.

25: es) « (KK wi(s)?) 7

26: £7- <~ T Sg[H - Htarget]-

27: Ly < X sg[(loge(s))s — log etargei].

28: Take an optimizer step to minimize Lr + £, + £ with respect to (6,7, £), holding ¢ and mron
fixed.

29: end for

30:  end for

31:  Discard D before collecting the next rollout.

32: end while
33: return my.

L 11, Gauss Matches the critic’s categorical prediction to a Gaussian-smoothed histogram of the scalar
target Gi; Q4 (s, a) is the mean of this prediction. L,,x predicts the next critic representation and
reward, with fixed targets and zero loss at episode ends (Section 3.3). The target recursion adds
the next action’s entropy contribution once, outside the TD mixture. Actor updates differentiate
only policy log probabilities and multiplier losses; their gradients do not change the critic or rollout
policy.

Policy parameterization and action bounds. For bounded-action environments, we use a tanh-
squashed Gaussian policy 7y, following REPPO (Voelcker et al., 2026) and SAC (Haarnoja et al.,
2018a): 2 ~ N (pg(s), diag(o3(s))), a = tanh(z), where a neural network parameterizes 119 and
0p. Actions are rescaled to the environment’s action bounds where needed. Policy log densities
include the corresponding change-of-variables correction.
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For cached FERPO, complete critic training first, freeze ), and sample and store a;(s), v;(s), and
b;(s) once for every rollout state. Reuse these tensors throughout actor training, recomputing ¢;(s)
and w;(s) as 7 and \ change; release the cache before the next rollout. Appendix A.2 reports the
runtime and memory costs of this schedule.

A.5 STATE-DEPENDENT NORMALIZATION IN POLICY FITTING

AWR’s practical regression objective omits the per-state normalizer (Peng et al., 2019, Egs. 8-10);
AWAC explicitly discusses the same omission (Nair et al., 2020, Appendix A-B). To isolate its effect,
fix a state distribution d, the rollout policy mon(- | s), advantage estimates A(s,a), and A > 0. We
consider the exponential weights before clipping and assume the expectations and gradients below
exist. Define

u(s,a) :=exp(A(s,a)/N), Z(8) = Eqrmon(]s)[u(s, a)l,

mron(a | s)u(s,a) (13)

qa(als) = 20) , 0< Z(s) < 0.

Let £g(s) := —Eyvq,(|s)[logma(a | s)]. The normalized forward-KL fit minimizes Lyorm () =
Esallo(s)], up to a constant independent of . Omitting Z(s) instead gives

Lomit(e) = _EswdEaNWmH(v\s) [u(s,a) IOg 7(9(@ | 8)]
= EqalZ(5)lo(s)].

Thus, holding the target weights fixed during actor fitting and writing g (s) := Vgls(s),
v19Lnorm — Eswd[ge(s)]v VGLomit - ESNd[Z(S)gg(S)}. (15)

The omission therefore changes the relative influence of states even with unlimited data. A constant
Z(s) only rescales the gradient. With independent, unrestricted fitting at each state, both objectives
recover g 4. With a shared neural policy, varying Z(s) can change the overall gradient direction and,
when the target cannot be fitted exactly, the optimal approximation. The size of this effect depends
on the variation in Z(s) and the alignment of gradients across states.

(14)

An advantage baseline does not generally remove this reweighting: for A(s,a) = Q(s,a) — V(s),
Z(s) = e VORE, . (s [e?®9/A], which need not equal one. The baseline cancels from
g4 after normalization, but affects state weights when Z(s) is omitted. AWR’s additional weight
clipping changes the action weights as well (Peng et al., 2019, Section 3.3).

FERPO estimates normalized weights separately within each state using Eq. 6. SNIS has finite-
sample bias but is consistent under the usual integrability and sampling assumptions (Owen, 2013,
Section 9.2); see also Appendix B.5.2. This establishes a difference in the fitted objective, rather
than a general performance ordering.

B PROOFS

B.1 DERIVATION OF THE KL SURROGATE
State distribution and expectation in Eq. 1. For a fixed policy 7, let p] denote the state density at

time ¢ in trajectories generated by so ~ po, at ~ 7(- | s¢), and sy41 ~ P(- | 8¢, at). Thus p§ = po.
As in Section 2, define the normalized discounted state-visitation distribution

dﬂ(s) = (1 - ’Y) nytp;r(s)v dyon := d™l.
t=0

Whereas p] describes the states at a single time step, d™ averages these distributions over time with
normalized discount weights. For any function f(s, a) with finite absolute discounted expectation,
the definition of d™ gives

B g (0] = S AE sy [f(5,0)] = By e [vaﬂst,aa] .

=7 ann(ls) =0 a~n(s) P
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Taking f(s,a) = r(s,a) — 7logm(a | s) shows that Eq. 1 is exactly the discounted maximum-
entropy return.

To describe one step of state evolution under the policy, define the transition kernel

P.(s'|s):= /ﬁ(a | s)P(s" | s,a)da.

The state distribution evolves by averaging the next-state distribution over the current states:

PTa() = [P OPHS | ) ds = (TP,
Thus pf, ; = pf Py is shorthand for this integral; it describes one step under the environment dynam-
ics. Using this recursion and shifting the index in the discounted sum yields d™ = (1—+)po+~vd™ Px.

Gradient of the KL surrogate. Applying the policy-gradient theorem (Sutton et al., 1999) to the
entropy-regularized objective gives

1
Vo J-(mg) = mE e )[Ve logmp(a | 5)(Q7°(s,a) — Tlogmg(a | 5))] - (16)
a~mg(-|s

The additional derivative of the entropy term has zero expectation by Ey., [Vo logmg(a | s)] = 0.

For the frozen rollout critic, define the normalized Boltzmann target

eXp(Qroll (Sa a) /T)

por(als):= , Zgo(s) == / exp(Qron (s, a)/7) da. (17
Zq(s) A
Expanding the reverse KL gives the per-state identity
TDkL(m9]pq,r) = —Earmy [Qron(s, a)] — TH(mo(- | 5)) + 7log Zg(s). (18)

Differentiating this identity while holding the rollout critic and state distribution fixed and comparing
with Eq. 16 yields the gradient-matching condition stated in Section 2. Thus, minimizing Eq. 2
matches the local return-ascent direction at the rollout parameters. The equivalence is local because
the frozen critic and state distribution do not track subsequent policy changes.

B.2 DERIVATION OF THE OPTIMAL REGULARIZED TARGET

Fix a state s and write Q(a) := Q.on(s,a) and p(a) := mon(a | s). Assume p > 0 almost
everywhere on A and that the integrals below are finite. For 7 > 0 and A > 0, the per-state
contribution to Eq. 4 is

Es(Q? T, )\) = _EaNq[Q(a)] + T(Htarget - H(Q)) + /\(DKL(QHIU’) - §KL)

(19)
— [ @]+ Nloga(a) - Qe) ~ Aog (a)] da + Hirges — Nic.
A
Introduce a multiplier v for the normalization constraint: Zs(q, viT,A) = Li(gT,\) +
([, q(a)da — 1). The stationarity condition is
5L,
54(a) = (1 4+ MN)(logg(a) + 1) — Q(a) — Alog p(a) + v = 0. (20)
Solving for ¢ and normalizing gives
w1 Q(a) M (T+X)
7@ = 5 e (A5 ) na e, .
Z.(s) = / exp<Q(a)> p(a) T da,
A T4+ A
which is Eq. 5. Substituting log ¢* into Eq. 19 yields the exact identity
Ls(g;1,A) = (7 + A)Dxkr(gllg”) — (7 + A) log Z..(s) + THiarget — AIKL- (22)
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Since KL is nonnegative and vanishes only when its arguments agree almost everywhere, ¢* is the
unique global minimizer. Averaging this identity over d,.; also proves the reverse-KL projection
form of Eq. 4 used in Section 3.1.

For the forward-KL fit, the target-to-proposal density ratio is
q¢*(a) 1 Q(a) — 7log pu(a)
= . 23
W) ~ Z.5) eXp( T 29

Self-normalizing these ratios across sampled actions cancels Z,(s) and gives Eq. 6, with the exact
critic replaced by @)y in practice.

B.3 LoG ESS AND DIVERGENCE CONTROL

Target-divergence bound in Proposition I and ESS identities. Fix a state s, and write ¢(a) = g5 (a |
s) for the target density and p(a) = mon(a | s) for the rollout-policy density. Define the importance
ratio r(a) := q(a)/p(a) wherever p(a) > 0. As assumed in the proposition, ¢ < p and E,,[r?] <
oo. The populatlon normalized ESS is e, := 1/E,[r?]. Because g and p are probability densities
and ¢ < i, E,[r] = [q(a)da = 1. Therefore,

x2(q||u> =E(r -1 =Eu[r"] -1,  ex=
Jensen’s inequality for the concave logarithm gives

Dxw(qllp) = Egllogr] <logEq[r] =logE,[r*] = Da(ql|p) = —10g eno.
Since —logx is decreasing, esc > €garget implies Dkr,(q]|t) < —1og earget. For independent

1
1+ ()

samples a1, ...,ax ~ [, deﬁne the normalized weights w; = r(a;)/ > ; r(a;) and empirical
normalized ESS e:=1/(K ), w;). Substituting the weights gives
o= (K_l Zi:l T(ai)) a.s. (EM[T )2 — o
K1 r(a;)? K=o Eulr?]

The convergence follows from the strong law of large numbers and the finite second-moment as-
sumption. If an initial batch has zero total weight, the normalized estimate is undefined; the sample
average of r converges to one, so the denominator for weight normalization is positive for all suffi-
ciently large K almost surely. O

Finite-batch interpretation. There is an exact identity for any finite batch of normalized weights
w = (wy,...,wk). With ug (i) = 1/K on sample indices,

Y (wllug) = KZw -1, —10g€zlog(1+x2(w||uK)) = Ds(wlluk).

This finite-batch equality concerns probability vectors on sampled indices. It does not identify
— log e with the divergence between the full action distributions ¢ and .

B.3.1 FROM TARGET ESS TO POLICY TOTAL VARIATION

A decrease in the population forward-KL fitting loss suffices to transfer the target’s divergence con-
trol to the actor in total variation. We use the half-L' convention in Section 2 and natural logarithms
throughout.

We restate the actor-control assumption of Proposition 1. Fix a state and a target ¢*, suppressing state
conditioning. Assume ¢* < 7o and Er,, [(¢*/mon)?] < 00, and let e = 1/Er, [(¢% /7ron)?)-
Suppose the actor update does not increase the population forward-KL fitting objective:

Dxr(q¢" |Teuwrr) < Dxr(q"||Tron)- 24)

Then Eq. 9 holds:
1
§DTV (ﬂ-curru 7Troll)2 S DKL (q* Hﬁroll)
< D2(q* ||7Troll) = - log €oo-

No exact minimization or Gaussian policy assumption is required.
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Proof of the actor-TV bound in Proposition 1. The triangle inequality, obtained by adding and sub-
tracting ¢* inside the absolute value in the TV definition, gives

DTV (Wcurra 7Troll) S DTV (Wcurra q*) + DTV(q*7 71-roll)-

TV is symmetric, so Pinsker’s inequality (van Erven & Harremoés, 2014, Theorem 31) can bound
both terms using KL divergences with ¢* as their first argument. Applying Eq. 24 then yields

Dy (Teurr, Tront) < \/%DKL(Q* |1 Teurr) + \/%DKL(Q* | 7eo1)

< 24/3Dxkw(q*||mon) = v/2DkL(q*||Tron).-

Squaring both sides and dividing by two gives %DT\/(WCUU, Troll)? < Dxr(q*||mon). The target-
divergence result proved above supplies the remaining inequality and identity, Dxr,(¢*||mron) <

D (q*||mron) = —log exo. O

Meaning of fitting improvement. With ¢* fixed, the difference of the fitting objectives is

Troll

Tcurr
DKL(q*HTrcurr) - DKL(q*HT(roll) = _Eq* |:1Og :| .

Thus Eq. 24 requires only that the actor increase or preserve the target-weighted population log like-
lihood. This is the objective approximated by the SNIS actor loss; it is distinct from an assumption
of higher environment return.

Averaging over rollout states. The result also holds on average without per-state fitting improve-
ment. All distributions below are conditioned on s. Squaring the first Pinsker bound above and using
(VT + /y)? < 2(z + y) gives the pointwise inequality

DTV (Wcurra 7T-roll)g S DKL (q* ||7rcurr) + DKL (q* ||7rroll)~

Assume the relevant expectations are finite and that

Esmdon [DxL(q" | Teurr)] < Esnd,on [DrL(G"||7ron)]-
Averaging the pointwise inequality and applying the target-divergence bound in Eq. 9 yields

1 *
7]Es~dml1 [DTV(WCurrv 7Tr011)2] S Esmdmu [DKL (q ||7Tr011)]

2
S _Eswdmu [1Og €00 (S)] .

If the geometric mean of population ESS meets the controller target, Es.q, ,[logeco(s)] >
log egarget, the right-hand side is at most — log €qarget. This controls average squared TV, rather
than the largest deviation across states. Decreases in finite-sample SNIS loss and empirical ESS
control do not by themselves guarantee these population conditions. Nor does the TV bound imply
an upper bound on the fitted actor’s KL; it cannot replace the KL penalty in Eq. 3 without further
assumptions.

B.4 CONVERGENCE UNDER EXACT FITTING

The regularized target in Eq. 5 interpolates between the reference policy and the Boltzmann distri-
bution. Repeated exact updates reach the Boltzmann distribution when the reference is replaced by
the fitted policy after every update. The following result quantifies how A controls this convergence
for a fixed critic.

Proposition 2 (Convergence of exact FERPO updates for a fixed critic). Fix a state s, a critic
Q(s,-), and a temperature T > 0. Suppress state conditioning and let p(a) = exp(Q(s,a)/T)/Z(s)
be normalizable. Assume Dx1,(p||mo) < oo and fix 0 < A < oo. At each iteration, compute the
unrestricted target and fit it exactly:

gy -= argmin {7 Dk (¢/[p) + ADkr(qllmn)}, g1 = g
q
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The policy after n > 1 exact updates is

()’
(@) = (@) exp | ——2 Qs a) | @5)
where Z,,(s) normalizes the density. Since (\/(T+ )" — 0 as n — oo, the initial policy’s
exponent vanishes and the coefficient of Q(s, a) approaches 1/7. Consequently,

: exp(Q(s, a)/T)
lim m,(a) = =p(a
T = T @ @~ M
and convergence also holds in total variation. The limit is the unique maximizer of Eq4[Q(s,a) —

7log q(a)], independently of the fixed finite value of \. For A\ = 0, the target is reached in one exact
update.

almost everywhere,

The role of \. Equation 25 separates the influence of the initial policy from the Boltzmann target.
Larger A makes \/(7+ \) closer to one, so the initial policy’s influence decays more slowly. Smaller
A gives faster progress toward the same target. Thus, A controls the rate of approach, while 7
determines the limiting Boltzmann distribution.

The proposition assumes exact forward-KL fits and a refreshed reference policy at every iteration.
Repeated fitting to a single frozen target only recovers that target. It establishes convergence to
the Boltzmann distribution of the fixed critic; convergence of full RL training, where the critic is
re-estimated, requires a separate policy-iteration argument.

Proof of Proposition 2. Write B := \/(7 + \) € (0,1). Equation 5 gives 7,41 = p*~P72/C,,
where C,, := [ p'~P7f da. Induction gives 7, o p' " xf" . Substituting p o exp(Q/7) and

B = A/(7+ )) yields Eq. 25. The finite-KL assumption ensures that 7y covers the support of p; this
property is preserved by the update. As n — oo, p'—#" wg — p almost everywhere. The bound
p~trl < p+ mo for 0 < t < 1 permits dominated convergence, so the normalizing integral of this

geometric mixture tends to one. This proves the stated almost-everywhere limit.

To quantify convergence, Holder’s inequality and normalization imply 0 < C,, < 1. Therefore,

Dy (pllmnt1) = BDxkL(pllmn) +log C < BDkw(pl|mn). (26)

Iterating gives the KL contraction bound
Dxr(plmn+1) < BDxe(plmn),  Dxun(plmn) < 8" Dxr(p||mo). 27
Pinsker’s inequality then implies convergence in total variation. Optimality of p follows from Eq. 18.
For A = 0, the update minimizes Dxr,(¢||p) and reaches p immediately. O
Finite-step accuracy and varying multipliers. If Dy := Dkr(p|mo) > ¢ > 0, then n >

[log(Dg/e)/log(1l + 7/A)] exact updates suffice for Dxy,(p||7m,) < e. For varying coefficients

Ap > 0 at fixed Q and 7, 8™ is replaced by HZ;S A/ (T + Ag); convergence follows if this product
tends to zero, as it does for uniformly bounded A.

B.5 UPDATE DIRECTIONS AND IMPORTANCE SAMPLING

For a Gaussian policy with fixed covariance, both REPPO and FERPO have mean gradients that
can be expressed as averages of cost gradients. REPPO averages under the current policy; FERPO
averages under its cost-reweighted target, with a factor 1/X. We derive these identities and explain
how the different distributions produce the opposing directions in Figure 1. We then show why
recovering the target direction from samples requires adequate proposal coverage.

B.5.1 COST GRADIENTS UNDER THE POLICY AND THE TARGET

Fix a state and a cost c(a) = —Qy(s,a) on R% Let 7,, = N(m, ) be the reference and initial
actor, with fixed covariance > > 0. The candidate actor is m,, = N'(n,X). Fix 7, A > 0 and write
T = 7 + A. FERPO constructs

" 1
qm(a‘) = 7

m

e~ @/ Tr (a)M7T, (28)
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and holds ¢;;, fixed while fitting m,,. Let m*(m) := Eq~q: [a] denote the target mean. Assume ¢
is continuously differentiable and bounded below, and that ¢ and Ve grow at most polynomially.
These conditions ensure finite target moments and justify the differentiation below.

Proposition 3 (Initial mean-descent directions). At n = m, REPPO’s KL regularization is inactive.
Its mean loss is Lr(n) = Ey, [c] — TH(m,), while FERPO fits Lr(n;m) = Dxy.(q%,||7mn). Their
negative gradients are

dr(m) == = Vo Lr ()|, = —Eanr,, [Ve(a)],

n=m
L | (29)

dp(m) := — VoLp(n;m)|,,_,, = X (m*(m) —m) = —XEQNQ;L [Ve(a)].

The exact forward-KL mean fit sets n = m*(m). Reverse KL to the same frozen target has the same

initial descent direction as REPPO, with its negative gradient equal to dg(m)/T.

Proof. Using the reparameterization a = n + %'/2z, where z ~ N(0, I), we obtain

ViEqnr,[c(@)] = Eaur, [Vac(a)].
Since the covariance is fixed, the entropy does not depend on n. This gives REPPO’s mean-descent
direction. For FERPO, expansion of the Gaussian log density gives

1

Ly(n;m) = 3 (n—m* (m))TZ_1 (n —m*(m)) + const(m). (30)

Differentiating with respect to n gives the FERPO gradient, and the quadratic is minimized at n =
m*(m).

To express FERPO’s gradient in terms of cost gradients, differentiate the target log density with
respect to the action:

1 _
—T(Vc(a) +AZ " (a —m)). (31)
The Gaussian factor and the lower bound on ¢ make the target density vanish at infinity; the poly-

nomial growth assumptions ensure integrability. Integrating its derivative over R? therefore gives
Eq: [Valoggy,] = [ Vag;,(a) da = 0. Taking expectations in Eq. 31 yields

Valogg) (a) =

Ey: [Ve(a)] = Ax ! (m —m*(m)), (32)
which proves the final equality for dp.

Connection to REPPO. We now consider fitting the same frozen target using reverse KL,
Dxr.(mnll¢r,). FERPO instead minimizes the forward KL, Dky, (g, ||7). The following decom-
position shows that reverse-KL fitting gives the same initial descent direction as REPPO, up to a
positive scaling factor. Substituting the target density in Eq. 28 yields

TDx1(mnllqr) = Ex, [c] — TH (7)) + ADky(7n||7m) + T log Z,,. (33)

At n = m, the KL penalty contributes no gradient, and Z,,, is independent of the candidate mean
n. Differentiating the right-hand side therefore gives REPPO’s loss gradient. Consequently, mini-
mizing Dk, (7, |l¢),) gives the initial descent direction dg(m)/T": the same direction as REPPO,
scaled by 1/T. O

Shared small-variance limit. Assume additionally that c is three-times continuously differentiable
and its derivatives through order three grow at most polynomially. Fix the mean m and positive
constants 7 and \. Let ¥ = ¢2] with ¢ — 0. The Taylor expansion underlying the delta method
(Khan & Rue, 2023, Appendix C) applies to both averages. Under 7,,, E[a — m| = 0 and E||a —
m||> = O(o?). The target is proportional to e~(®)/T times the density of A'(m, (T//\)oI). The
lower bound on ¢ and the growth assumptions imply Eq- [la — m||* = O(0?) and E,- [Ve(a)] =
O(1). Equation 32 then gives Ey- [a — m] = O(0?). Expanding Vc(a) around m therefore yields,
for the initial loss gradients gr := —dr(m) and g := —dp(m),

gr = Ve(m) 4+ O(o?), Agr = Ve(m) + O(0?).
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Thus both methods approach the same descent direction wherever Ve(m) # 0; in one dimension,
their signs agree for sufficiently small o. This shared limit does not imply agreement at finite width,
where the target can be broad or multimodal, or uniformly near stationary points. Figure 1 uses the
exact expectations at finite width.

At B in Figure 1, m = —0.6 and o = 0.4. The expected cost derivative is 0.284, while m*(m) ~
—0.466, giving
—0.466 + 0.6
dr = —0.284 dp ~ ———— = 0.838.
R ; F 0.42

Thus FERPO initially moves toward the better right well while REPPO moves toward the worse
left well. This is the potential benefit illustrated by the experiment: fitting the reweighted mean can
give an update toward a better region even when the expected-cost gradient points elsewhere. The
comparison concerns directions, not matched step sizes or eventual optimization success. It applies
at the reference policy with fixed covariance.

B.5.2 RECOVERING THE TARGET-MEAN DIRECTION FROM SAMPLES

The update-direction comparison in Appendix B.5.1 uses the exact target mean. With SNIS, FERPO
instead uses m* = ) . w;a; and the estimated negative gradient is dp = YYm* — m). The
integration-by-parts identity holds for the population target; it need not hold for a finite weighted
sample. In particular, SNIS is generally biased at finite K. For a proposal r that is positive wherever
gy, is positive, independent samples a; ~ r receive weights

efc(ai)/T,].rm’(ai))\/T Wi

1
Wy = —=——.
r(a;) , ' Zj U

Changing r changes the estimate’s accuracy while preserving the same target, provided the denom-
inator uses the actual proposal.

(34)

U; =

Proposition 4 (Accuracy of the sampled target mean). For fixed ¢, and r, m* — m*(m) almost
surely as K — oo. If the matrix

= G (0)” a—m*(m))(a—m*(m))" da
0= [ L8 =m0 = () (39)

has finite trace, then VK (m* — m*(m)) = N(0,9,). Here, = denotes convergence in distri-
bution. For large K, the estimated target mean is approximately Gaussian around the exact mean,
with covariance )./ K. Thus, the typical estimation error decreases as 1/ V'K, while its magnitude
depends on how well the proposal covers the target distribution.

Proof. This is the standard SNIS argument (Owen, 2013, Section 9.2). Let W = ¢ /r. Then
E.W =1, E,.[Wa] = m*(m), and m* = (3, W(a;)a;)/(3>_; W(a;)). The strong law of large
numbers proves consistency, since the target has a finite first moment. For the limiting distribution,
write

125 W(ai)(a; — m*(m

K150 Wiai)
The numerator summands have mean zero and covariance €2,.. The multivariate central limit theorem
and convergence of the denominator to one give the result. O

Why a wider proposal can help. The covariance in Eq. 35 is large when the target places mass far
from its mean in a region that the proposal rarely samples. Such a region contributes to the exact
mean but is often absent from a finite batch. Increasing proposal density there can reduce this source
of error. This explains the improvement from wider proposals in Figure 6; increasing width is useful
only insofar as it improves coverage of influential target regions.

Although SNIS is consistent, finite-sample error can place the estimated target mean on the wrong
side of the current policy mean, reversing the update direction.
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B.6 FROM SURROGATE IMPROVEMENT TO RETURN IMPROVEMENT

Statement to be proved. We restate Eq. 3 from the main text. For a fixed temperature 7, an exact
rollout critic, and bounded soft advantage, define the actual return change, the surrogate loss change,
and the predicted return gain as

AJ‘r = JT(TFQ) - JT(Trroll)a
ALmE = LuE(9; 0ron1) — LME(Oront; Oron)
AJsurrogate = _AEME
Both AJ, and ALyg are defined as candidate minus rollout. Since J is maximized but Ly is
minimized, a negative loss change gives a positive predicted return gain AJgurrogate. Under the

assumptions detailed below, we prove the bound with a TV advantage penalty and a KL entropy
correction:

47614 max)2 T max
AJT > AJsurrogaute - W( Ts ) - ﬁDKﬁ )
Dy = sup Dy (mo(- | ), Tron(- | 8)), 3)

DR = sup Dxr(mo(- | 8)||lmron(- | 8))-

Here €4 = supy , |Aron(s; a)| bounds the soft advantage, defined below. If AJsyrrogate €xceeds the
sum of the two penalties, then J-(mg) > J; (myon)-

Proof roadmap. The surrogate uses rollout states, whereas the return depends on states visited by
the candidate policy. To bound the resulting prediction error, we proceed as follows.

1. Express the surrogate gain. Expand the KL losses in Substep 1.2, then average the result-
ing advantage and entropy correction over rollout states in Substep 1.4.

2. Express the return gain in the same form. Telescope the rollout value terms in Sub-
step 2.2. In Substep 2.4, show that the two gains differ only in their state distributions.

3. Bound the advantage error. Bound the expected advantage in Substep 3.1 and the change
in visited states in Substep 3.5. Combine these bounds into a TV penalty in Substep 3.6.

4. Complete the return-improvement bound. Bound the entropy correction in Substep 4.1,
combine the two penalties in Substep 4.2, and state the sufficient condition for improvement
in Substep 4.3.

We adapt the entropy-regularized performance-difference identity of Cayci et al. (2024, Lemma B.1)
(Substep 2.4) and combine it with the TRPO state-distribution mismatch argument (Schulman et al.,
2015) (Substep 3.6).

Notation and assumptions. Keep 7 and 7,1 fixed throughout the update, and let 7y be the candi-
date policy. We use the main text’s AJ; and AJgyrrogate, With a positive sign denoting improvement
in both cases. The exact rollout critic defines

Aron(8,a) = Qron(s,a) — tlogmon(a | s) — Vru(s), €4 :=sup |Aon(s,a)| < oo.
s,a

Its expectation under the rollout policy is zero at every state. Define

AO(S) = EaNﬂ"g(*ls) [Aroll(& G)L

k(s) = Div(mo(- | )|mon(- 1 5)), D :=supk(s) = DE(molmeon) < co. 0

Here Ay (s) averages the rollout advantage over the candidate’s actions. The divergence k(s) mea-
sures change from the rollout policy; the KL in Eq. 2 instead measures distance to the Boltzmann
target. We assume the relevant discounted expectations are finite and v'E,, p x, [| V! (s¢)|] — 0.
The latter condition, satisfied for bounded soft values, removes the terminal term in Substep 2.2.

STEP 1: EXPRESS THE SURROGATE IMPROVEMENT

We show that the surrogate gain is the rollout-state average of Ag(s) — 7k(s), scaled by 1/(1 — 7).
This form will allow a direct comparison with the return gain.
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Substep 1.1: Write the difference of the two losses. First, negate the candidate-minus-rollout loss
change to obtain the predicted return gain, then expand it as a difference of KL divergences to the
same Boltzmann target. Both surrogate losses use the same frozen critic )01, Boltzmann target
DQ,r, and state distribution d,.11. Only the policy inside the KL changes. Starting from the definition
of improvement in the main text and substituting Eq. 2,

AJs.urrogate = *A‘CME = LME (eroll; oroll) - LME (97 01‘011)

T

=1 vadmu [Dxr(mronllpg,-) — Dxw(mollpg,-)] -

In the following per-state calculations, all action distributions and action expectations are conditional
on the same state s.

Substep 1.2: Expand the KL losses and cancel the normalizer. We turn the KL difference into
a difference of entropy-augmented critic values. The target’s normalizing constant cancels because
it is identical in both losses. From Eq. 17, log pg - (a | $) = Qron(s,a)/T — log Zg(s). For either
T = Mo OF T = Ty, this gives
TDxL(T[pQ,7) = Banr[Tlogm(a | s) — Tlogpo,-(a | s)]
=Eyr[tlogm(a]|s) — Qron(s,a)] + 7log Zg(s).
The last term is outside the action expectation because it depends only on s. Subtracting the candi-
date’s KL from the rollout policy’s KL now makes the cancellation explicit:
7[DxL(monllpg.-) — Dxr(mollpg.-)]
= Eommon [T 10g Tron(a | s) — Qron(s, a)] + 7log Zg(s)
—Eqnp[Tlogmg(a| s) — Qrou(s, a)] — 7log Zg(s)
=Eqny [@ron(s,a) — Tlogmg(a | s)] — Vol (s).
Here we used the soft-value definition from Section 2,
VIt (s) = Eamrmyon [Qron (s, @) — Tlog mon(a | s)] -
Thus the rollout expectation in the subtraction equals — V=" (s).

Substep 1.3: Identify the advantage and entropy correction. We now show that the remaining
candidate expectation equals Ag(s) — 7k(s). Add and subtract 7 log 7,011 (a | s) for each action:

Qron(s,a) — Tlogmg(a | s) — V.l (s)
= Qron(s,a) — Tlogmen(a | s) — V7l (s) —7[log mg(a | 5) — log mon(a | 5)]
Aron(s,a)
mola]s)
Tron(a | s)°
Taking the action expectation under 7y yields
Eormy [Qron(s,a) — Tlogmg(a | s)] — Vo (s)

mo(a | s)
=Eqnn Aro ) —T Eqmom |log ———— | .
M T 0 |:Og 7Tr011(a ‘ S):|
Aog(s)

= Aroll(sv CL) -7 IOg

Dk (7|l mron)=k(s)

The action distribution in this expectation determines the direction of the KL: its first argument is
the candidate policy.

Substep 1.4: Average over rollout states. We complete the surrogate identity by inserting the
per-state result from Substep 1.3 into the loss difference from Substep 1.1:

1

m]ESNdmu [Ewwre [Qroll(57 a) —7log 779(a | 3)} - V-r7rmll (3)}

1 _
= mﬂ‘:wdmu [Ag(s) — Tk(s)].
Thus, the surrogate gain is the candidate’s expected rollout advantage, minus the correction needed
to evaluate entropy under the candidate policy.

AJsur]rogame =
(37)
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STEP 2: EXPRESS THE ACTUAL RETURN IMPROVEMENT

We show that A.J, averages the same quantity Ag(s) — 7k(s) as the surrogate, but over the candi-
date’s state distribution ™. We derive this identity directly from the return definition.

Substep 2.1: Subtract the returns using a common initial distribution. We first write the return
difference as an expectation over candidate trajectories. Restating Eq. 1,

1
Jr(mo) = =B saro [r(s,a) —Tlogmy(a | s)]
L=7 axm(ls)

- EPOaPTfe [ZW Staat TlOgﬂg(at ‘ St))] .

By definition, the rollout policy’s soft value is its expected entropy-augmented return from a given
state. Hence J(7ro11) = Egymp, [V (50)]. Both policies start from the same po, so this subtrac-
tion can be placed inside the expectation over candidate trajectories:

(o9}
AJ. = Epy,Pro [Z 'Yt (T(Sta at) — 7log me(ay | St)) - VTMOH(SO)] .
t=0

Substep 2.2: Telescope the rollout values. We replace the subtracted initial value by a sum of dif-
ferences between successive values. This puts every contribution to A.J; inside the same discounted
sum. For any trajectory and finite horizon [V, the intermediate value terms cancel:

N N+1
Z ’yt hVTﬂmu (5t+1) VTrrull St Z ,ytVTrmu St Z vamou
t=0

_ _VTﬂ'mu (80) 4 ,YN+1VT7rr()11 (5N+1)~

This cancellation also holds along candidate trajectories: it only uses successive evaluations of the
same rollout value function. Taking expectations and letting N — oo, the terminal term vanishes by
the assumption stated above. Substituting this sum for the initial-value subtraction therefore gives

AJr = Epg, P [Z oh (T(Sm ar) — Tlogmo(ay | st) + YV (Se41) — Vrﬂmn(st))] .

Each summand is the reward plus entropy contribution at the current step, plus the discounted next-
state value, minus the current-state value.

Substep 2.3: Evaluate the conditional one-step contribution. We show that each summand,
averaged over the candidate’s action and the next state, equals Ag(s) — 7k(s). For fixed s and a, the
rollout Bellman equation is

Qroll(sa Cl) = 7‘(87 a) + 'VES’NP(-|S,¢1) [Vrﬂ-m“ (S/)}‘

Thus, averaging over the next state replaces 7(s,a) + 7YV, (s") by Qron(s,a). Averaging next
over the candidate’s action and using Substep 1.3 gives

E aro(1s) [7(s,0) = Tlogmo(a | s) + V! (s) — Vet (s)]
s'~P(:|s,a)
= Ea~ﬂ'9(-\s) [Qroll(sv CL) - Tlog 7T9(a | S) - V:rou(s)]
mo(a | s) T
=Eumng(ls) |Aron(s,a) —7log ————=| = A —1k(s).
ar~mo(-|s) | Aron(s, a) — Tlog p— o(s) — Tk(s)

These nested averages are the law of total expectation applied to the candidate trajectories. The
value functions remain those of the rollout policy throughout.

Substep 2.4: Average over candidate states and compare the gains. We now obtain the return-
improvement 1dent1ty and compare it with Eq. 37. At time ¢, these states follow p;°. Using d™ =

(1-17) Etzo 7t pr’, we obtain
1

AJ, = ZVtESN,,jS [Ag(s) — Tk(s)] = :Eswd"'s [Ap(s) — Tk(s)]. (38)
t=0
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For a direct comparison, restate the actual return improvement and the surrogate improvement from
Eq. 37:
1 - 1 _

AJr = ﬁEwd”e [Ag(s) — Tk(s)], AJsurrogate = m]Eswlmu [Ao(s) — Tk(s)].
With an exact rollout critic and fixed temperature, the two improvements differ only in how states are
weighted. Both use the candidate policy’s actions inside Ay (s) and k(s). The surrogate evaluates
the candidate policy on states visited by the rollout policy, whereas the actual return reflects states
visited by the candidate itself. If these state distributions coincide, the two improvements are exactly
equal. The remaining proof bounds the discrepancy caused by changing the visited states.

STEP 3: BOUND THE ERROR IN THE ADVANTAGE TERM

We bound the error from averaging Ay over rollout states instead of candidate states. The argument
has two parts: a small policy change limits both the expected rollout advantage and the change in
visited states. Their product gives the advantage penalty in Eq. 3.

Substep 3.1: Bound the expected rollout advantage. We show that |Ay(s)| < 2e4a, where « is
the largest policy change in total variation. Recall € 4 and define v by

€4 == sup |Ason(s, a)l,
s,a

1
a :=sup Dy (me(- | 8), mon(- | 8)) = 3 sup/ |mg(a | s) — mon(a | s)|da.
s s A

Here € 4 bounds the advantage magnitude, while o € [0, 1] measures the largest policy change across
states in total variation (TV). By the soft-value definition,

/ Tron (@ | $)Aron (8, a)da = Eqrn,, [Qron(s, a) — Tlog meon(a | s)] — Vo (s) = 0.
A

Subtracting this zero from Ag(s) = [, ma(a | s)Aron(s, a) da introduces the difference between
the two policies. The triangle inequality and the definitions above give

|Ag(s)] = ’/A[We(a | s) — mron(a | )] Aron(s, a) da
< /A imo(a | 5) — mon(a | 5)|| Avon(s, a)| da (39)
< EA/ |mg(a | s) — mon(a | 8)|da < 2e40.
A

Substep 3.2: Derive the balance equation for discounted visits. To compare state distributions,
we first derive d™ = (1 — v)po + 7d™ P, from the definition of discounted visitation. This identity
separates the initial visit from all later visits. We begin by defining the one-step transition operator
P,. Starting at state s, first draw an action from 7 (- | s), then draw the next state from P(- | s,a).
Averaging over the action gives the next-state distribution under the policy:

P.(s'|s):= /Aw(a | s)P(s" | s,a)da.

This conditional distribution is called the policy’s transition kernel. If the current state has distribu-
tion p, the next-state distribution is written pP,, meaning

(P 1= [ plo)Pu(s' | 5)d.

Thus multiplication by P, means advancing a state distribution by one time step. In particular,
piy1 = pi Pr.

Next, separate the initial visit from the later visits. The definition of d™ includes every time step,
starting at ¢ = 0. Separating out its first term gives an equivalent expression:

A" = (1=)> 7'pf =0 =9po+ 1= 7pF
t=0 t=1
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The t = 0 term is (1 — v)v°pF = (1 — 7)po. Both expressions describe the same distribution; the
second writes its initial-state contribution separately.

Now rewrite the remaining sum. Set u = ¢ — 1 and use pj; , | = pj Pr:
L= ApF =11 =D "o
t=1

u=0
=91 =) > "(PiPr) = [(1 ~NY_7"P%| Pr=7d"Pr.
u=0

u=0

dﬂ'
The same transition operator P, acts linearly on every term, so we can first form the weighted sum
in brackets. This bracket is exactly the original definition of d™, which explains why it reappears.
Applying P, advances every visit by one step, and the factor -y adds the corresponding discount: the
first term of vd™ Py is (1 — v)vpT. Thus it collects visits from time 1 onward. Adding the initial
visit gives
d™ = (1 —~)po + vd" P,.

Substep 3.3: Separate propagation from policy change. We express the difference in visited
states as two contributions: propagation of an existing state difference, and the effect of choosing
different actions. Apply the balance equation from Substep 3.2 to each policy. Both policies use the
same py, so their initial-state terms cancel. We then add and subtract ydyo1 Pr,

dre — droll = ’Y[dﬂ-g Pﬂ'g - drollpﬂ'mu] =7 [dﬂ-e P7r9 - dr()llPTre + dTOHPT(g - drollp‘n'mu}
= 'Y(dm - droll)Pﬂe + 'Ydroll(Pﬂe - Pﬂmu)~

The first term propagates the difference in current-state distributions through the same candidate
transition kernel. The second starts from the same rollout state distribution and measures the effect
of changing the policy’s action probabilities. We bound these two contributions separately below.

Substep 3.4: Bound propagation through a common transition kernel. We show that one step
under the same policy cannot increase the L' distance between state distributions. This bounds the
first contribution from Substep 3.3. Write dd := d™ — d,. for the signed difference of the two state
distributions, with ||dd||; := [ |0d(s)|ds. Taking norms in the preceding identity and applying the
triangle inequality gives

[odllr < AN6dPry 1 + Yl dron (Pry = Prevo)l1-

For the first term, use the nonnegativity and normalization of the transition probabilities:

5Py = [ | [ 6a6)Pn(s 1) 0 < [1aao) | [ Prats 1) as = sl

1
Thus applying the same transition kernel cannot increase the L! distance between state distributions.

Substep 3.5: Bound policy change and the resulting state shift. We bound the second contribution
by 2a.. Combining it with Substep 3.4 then gives ||d™ — dyon||1 < 2y /(1 — 7). First fix a state s
and expand the two policy-averaged transition kernels:

J1Pas 1) = Pry (s )]s’ = [ ] /A [ro(a | s) — mon(a | $)IP(s' | 5,0)da| ds
< /A imo(a | 8) — mon(a | )| [/P(s’ |5, 0) ds’} da < 2.

1

The last inequality is the definition of a:: at every state, the L! distance between the action distribu-
tions is at most 2a.. Averaging over the normalized rollout state distribution preserves this bound:

ot (Pry — Pry)lls < / doon(5) [ / Pry(s' | 8) = Pron (' | 9)] ds' | ds

< Za/dmu(s) ds = 2a.
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Substituting these two bounds into the triangle inequality gives ||dd||; < 7||dd]||1 + 2ya. Move the
term v||dd||; to the left and divide by 1 — « > 0. This gives
2va
(=™ = dronlly < 290 "~ dn ]l < 77 (40)

Substep 3.6: Combine the advantage bounds in TV. We now bound the advantage-expectation
error by multiplying sup, |Ag(s)| by the state-distribution distance. Both bounds are proportional
to a, so their product is proportional to a?. Combining Egs. 39 and 40 gives

1 - o — d,. sup., |A
_W‘Ed“G[AO}_Ed |d dron||1 sup, [Ag(s)|

roll [A9 } | 1—~
(4D
dyea a?
T (=)
This step bounds the contribution of the advantage term to the discrepancy between AJ. and
AJsurrogate- Small policy changes limit both the change in visited states and the expected rollout
advantage, producing the quadratic total-variation bound above. Step 4 accounts for the remaining

entropy correction.

STEP 4: COMPLETE THE RETURN-IMPROVEMENT BOUND

We bound the remaining entropy correction and add it to the advantage error. This proves Eq. 3 and
gives a sufficient condition for J to improve.

Substep 4.1: Bound the entropy correction. Subtracting the two gain identities from Substep 2.4,
the contribution from —7k(s) is 1= (Ea,,, [k] — Ears [k]). We show that this contribution is at least
—7D/(1 — 7). Since 0 < k(s) < D, both state averages lie in [0, D]. Hence
T T
T Bt ()] ~ B () = ~1 2D,

roll

Substep 4.2: Combine the advantage and entropy bounds. We obtain the claimed lower bound
on AJ; by subtracting the two gain identities and applying Substep 3.6 to the advantage term, then
Substep 4.1 to the entropy term:

4rye T
AJ‘r > AJsurrogate - rea 2 a2 + (ESNdroll [k(s)] — Esndro [k(S)])
dyea T

Z AJsurrogate - D.

a? —
(1=9)? 1—v
This proves Eq. 3. The first penalty bounds the error in the advantage prediction; the second bounds
the error in its entropy correction. Both arise from evaluating the update on rollout states instead of
the states visited by the candidate.

Substep 4.3: State the improvement condition and its practical meaning. The bound guarantees
an increase in J when the surrogate gain exceeds the two error penalties. Explicitly,
4ve 4 T
AJsurrogate > (1177)2042 + mD = Jr(mg) > Jr(Tron)-
To express a sufficient condition using only KL, apply Pinsker’s inequality, 2a? < D:

dyea T 2v€en T
T t1P s ((1—7)2 i 1—7) b
The surrogate gain exceeding this KL upper bound is therefore also sufficient for return improve-
ment. In words, the predicted improvement must exceed the bound on the prediction error. A small
KL alone does not imply improvement, and failing this sufficient condition does not imply that the
update is harmful.

This motivates the KL term in Eq. 4: minimize the surrogate while limiting policy change. Replacing
the worst-state KL. constraint by a rollout-average constraint gives the average penalty. With the
critic and rollout distribution fixed, the full Lagrangian satisfies

L(mg,7,A) = (1 =) LmE(0; Oron) + AEgwd,  [K(5)]
+ THtarget - )\6KL - 7-Esr\/dmu [IOg ZQ(S)]
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The second line is independent of the policy when the multipliers are fixed. The average constraint
is a practical relaxation. With this relaxation and an estimated critic, minimizing £ over the policy
does not by itself guarantee the sufficient condition above.

B.7 TRUST REGIONS FOR GAUSSIAN POLICIES

For Gaussian policies, a bound on either KL direction also bounds the other. A TV bound strictly
below one bounds both KL directions. The short proofs below give conservative constants sufficient
to control the entropy correction in Eq. 3.

Setup and notation. Fix a state and suppress the conditioning on s. Assume positive-definite
covariances, meaning every variance is strictly positive for our diagonal Gaussian policies, and use
natural logarithms. KL and TV are unchanged by a common invertible transformation: its Jacobian
cancels in the density ratio and the integral. We can therefore undo the common tanh squashing and
action rescaling, then subtract the rollout mean and divide by the rollout standard deviation in each
coordinate. In these standardized coordinates,

monn = N (0, 1), Teurr = J\/(m, diag(o?,... ,03)) .

Here m; is the standardized mean change, and O'Z-2 is the current variance relative to the rollout
variance. Full covariance matrices reduce to the same form by whitening and rotation. The Gaussian
KL formulas separate variance changes from mean changes:

1 5 1 m?2
-DKL(’]TI‘OHH/]TCUIT) = 5 Z log g; + ? -1+ 0_2 )
. i ! ! (43)
Dxr(Teurr ||ron) = 3 Z [07 —1—logo? + m?].
i
Each variance term and each mean term is nonnegative.
B.7.1 FORWARD KL BOUNDS REVERSE KL
Suppose D1, (Trron||Teurr) < 0. We prove the explicit bound
DKL (7Tcurr||77roll) S 561+26- (44)

This bound tends to zero with § and does not depend on the action dimension. A sharper bound is
given by Zhang et al. (2023, Theorem 1).

Step 1: bound the variance ratios. Since every contribution to forward KL is nonnegative,

1
logo? + — — 1 < 26.
O*

K3

Rearranging and using 1/0? > 0 gives

1
logo? <1420 — — <1+26.
o

3

Exponentiating preserves the inequality, so
O'i2 < elt20 —. Ms.

This is a conservative upper bound on the variance; the corresponding standard deviation satisfies
o; < 61 /2446 .

Step 2: compare the KL terms. For any > 0,
z—1-logz <max{l,z}(z7"' —1+logx). (45)

To see this, both scalar expressions vanish at x = 1, and the derivative of the left expression is x
times the derivative of x=! —1+log z. Integrating between 1 and x bounds this factor by max{1, x}.
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Apply Eq. 45 with x = o2. Step 1 gives both Ms > 1 and 67 < Mj, so max{1l,0?} < M;. Thus
the variance contribution in each coordinate satisfies

1
02 —1—logo? < max{l,0?} <2 -1 +10g0i2)
g
L 2
< My —2—1+10g01- .
9

The mean contribution satisfies the same comparison:

2 2

ms ms

2 2% 7
m; =o0; — < Ms—.

i 0

Add these two inequalities in each coordinate, then sum over . The same Mj applies to every
coordinate, so it factors out:

DKL(’]Tcurr”’]rroll) = %Z [012 —-1- IOgO'l-2 -+ mf]

2
i

1 1 9 m
§2Z{M5 (02—1+10g0i>+M50i2}

7

1 5 1 m?
:M52Xi:[logai+oi2—1+ a?]

= M5DKL(7TrollH7Tcurr) < M55

The last inequality uses the assumed forward-KL budget Dkr,(myon||meurr) < 8, proving Eq. 44.
Exchanging the policies proves the reverse implication. If their covariances are equal, the two KL
divergences are exactly equal.

B.7.2 TV BOUNDS BOTH KL DIRECTIONS

At a fixed state, Gaussians with positive-definite covariances satisfy p := Doy (7ol Teurr) <
1. Let Bg(0) denote the dimension-independent reverse-KL bound given a forward-KL budget J,
established by Zhang et al. (2023, Theorem 1). This bound is finite and tends to zero with §. Writing
t, = —2log(1 — p), we obtain the following corollary:

maX{DKL (Wcurr”’”roll)a DKL (7rr011||7rcurr)} § 2BG (tp) + tp . (46)

Crv(p)

Proof. Define the affinity and normalized geometric mean

A= / Wroll(a)ﬂ'curr (a) da, Tmid (CL) _ Wroll(Cji?TCurr(a) '

The distribution m,;q iS Gaussian because its log density is quadratic. The TV-Hellinger inequality
gives A > 1 — p (Devroye et al., 2023, Section 2). Substituting the definition of m,;q yields

DKL(T(midHﬂ-roll) + DKL(Wmid Hﬂ-curr) =-2 1OgA S tp-

Both terms are nonnegative, so each is at most ¢,. Zhang et al’s theorem therefore gives
D1, (Teurr ||Tmia) < Ba(t,). Finally, the same density identity implies

DKL (7rcurr ||7Tr011) - 2l)KL (7Tcurr ||7rmid) -2 1Og A
< 2Bg(t,) + t,.
Exchanging the policies proves the other direction. ]

Thus Cv(p) is finite for every p < 1 and tends to zero as p — 0. A common invertible tanh
transformation preserves both divergences. Applying this result uniformly across states requires a
common TV bound strictly below one.
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B.7.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR THE RETURN BOUND

If the forward-KL budget § holds at every state, Pinsker and Eq. 44 give (DF¥)? < §/2 and
Dpax < §el+20 A uniform TV budget p < 1 instead gives DI < Crv(p). Thus either
constraint controls both penalties in Eq. 3. Small temperature further reduces the entropy penalty.
The exact-critic and bounded-soft-advantage assumptions still apply, and the surrogate gain must
exceed the penalties to guarantee improvement.

These are uniform, population-level statements. REPPO’s sampled forward-KL constraint (Voelcker
et al., 2026) and FERPO’s state-average ESS objective do not establish worst-state control. For
FERPO, the fitting condition of Proposition 1 and a population ESS floor e (s) > ey > e~ 1/2
at every state would give Dg* < /—2logeg < 1; the TV result then also bounds the entropy-
related KL. These comparisons concern the two Gaussian actors; the unrestricted target ¢* need not
be Gaussian.
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