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Abstract

Offline reinforcement learning (RL) aims to optimize policy
using collected data without online interactions. Model-based
approaches are particularly appealing for addressing offline
RL challenges due to their capability to mitigate the limi-
tations of offline data through data generation using mod-
els. Prior research has demonstrated that introducing conser-
vatism into the model or Q-function during policy optimiza-
tion can effectively alleviate the prevalent distribution drift
problem in offline RL. However, the investigation into the
impacts of conservatism in reward estimation is still lacking.
This paper proposes a novel model-based offline RL algo-
rithm, Conservative Reward for model-based Offline Policy
optimization (CROP), which conservatively estimates the re-
ward in model training. To achieve a conservative reward
estimation, CROP simultaneously minimizes the estimation
error and the reward of random actions. Theoretical analy-
sis shows that this conservative reward mechanism leads to
a conservative policy evaluation and helps mitigate distribu-
tion drift. Experiments on D4RL benchmarks showcase that
the performance of CROP is comparable to the state-of-the-
art baselines. Notably, CROP establishes an innovative con-
nection between offline and online RL, highlighting that of-
fline RL problems can be tackled by adopting online RL
techniques to the empirical Markov decision process trained
with a conservative reward. The source code is available with
https://github.com/G0K0URURI/CROP.git.

Introduction
Reinforcement learning (RL) has achieved impressive per-
formance across various many decision-making domains,
including electronic games (Mnih et al. 2015), robot con-
trol (Kalashnikov et al. 2018), and recommended sys-
tems (Zhang et al. 2017). Conventional RL employs an on-
line training paradigm where the agent optimizes policies
based on real-time interactions with the environment (Sut-
ton and Barto 2005). Online interactions can be expensive,
time-consuming, or dangerous, posing a significant hurdle
for widespread RL applications. To address this issue, a nat-
ural idea is to use pre-collected data instead of online inter-
actions in RL, which is known as offline RL (Levine et al.
2020).

Directly using online RL algorithms in the offline setting
often leads to extremely poor results due to the distribution

shift (Kumar et al. 2020). Distribution shift arises from the
difference between the behavior policy that produced the of-
fline data and the learned policy, which may cause erroneous
overestimation of Q-function and damage the performance.
To alleviate the distribution drift, many model-free offline
RL algorithms incorporate conservatism or regularization to
constrain the learned policy (Kumar et al. 2020; Cheng et al.
2022; Kumar et al. 2019; Kostrikov et al. 2021; Shi et al.
2022). However, model-free algorithms can only directly
learn about the states in the offline data and cannot gener-
alize environmental information, which may lead to myopia
and poor performance in unseen states.

Model-based offline RL algorithms solve the limitation
by training a environment model for interactions with the
agent. Nevertheless, distribution drift can also negatively im-
pact model-based offline RL methods. The model accuracy
inherently diminishes for state-action pairs that lie beyond
the scope of the offline dataset. These inaccurate situations
may be accessed by the agent due to the distribution drift
and affect the effect of policy optimization. Several meth-
ods use uncertainty estimation to penalize the situations with
low model accuracy. However, these methods rely on some
sort of strong heuristic assumption about uncertainty esti-
mation (Yu et al. 2020; Sun et al. 2023) or directly de-
tect out-of-distribution (OOD) state-action tuples (Kidambi
et al. 2020), which might prove fragile or impractical in
complex environments. Furthermore, some researchers have
heuristically designed elaborate structures, such as introduc-
ing counters(Kim and Oh 2023) or inverse dynamic func-
tions (Lyu, Li, and Lu 2022), to punish OOD data. To es-
chew uncertainty estimation or other addition parts, sev-
eral methods induce conservatism into the model (Rigter,
Lacerda, and Hawes 2022; Bhardwaj et al. 2023) or Q-
function (Yu et al. 2021) in policy optimization and under-
estimate OOD state-action tuples, indirectly mitigating dis-
tribution shift (Yu et al. 2021; Rigter, Lacerda, and Hawes
2022; Bhardwaj et al. 2023).

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

(1) A novel model-based offline RL algorithm, Conservative
Reward for model-based Offline Policy optimization
(CROP), is proposed in this paper. The proposed method
conservatively estimates the reward in model training by
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minimizing rewards of random actions alongside the es-
timation error, then uses the existing online RL method
in policy optimization. This provides a new perspective
bridging offline and online RL, where offline RL can be
solved by online RL methods in the empirical MDP with
the conservative reward.

(2) Theoretical analysis gives a lower bound on the per-
formance of CROP and demonstrates that the proposed
method CROP is capable of underestimating Q-function
and mitigating distribution drift.

(3) Experimental results show that CROP obtains the state-
of-the-art results on D4RL benchmark tasks.

Related Work
In offline RL, there is no opportunity of improving explo-
ration during policy optimization. When offline data suf-
ficiently cover the state-action space, online RL methods
can perform well without additional modification (Agar-
wal, Schuurmans, and Norouzi 2019). However, in more
common cases offline data is insufficiently covered. Using
out-of-distribution (OOD) actions is necessary to find better
policies, but also brings potential risks, which need to be bal-
anced in policy optimization (Levine et al. 2020). Online RL
methods often perform extremely poorly in such settings due
to overestimation caused by the distribution shift (Fu et al.
2020; Kumar et al. 2020). Below, we discuss how existing
offline methods address this challenge.

Model-free offline RL: Existing model-free offline RL
methods can be broadly categorized into policy constraint
and value regularization. Policy constraint methods intro-
duce constraints based on the behavior policy, directly re-
stricting the learned policy to be close to the behavior pol-
icy (Fujimoto, Meger, and Precup 2019; Fujimoto and Gu
2021; Ghasemipour, Schuurmans, and Gu 2021) or avoid-
ing OOD actions in Bellman backup operator (Kumar et al.
2019). These methods directly limit the scope of policy op-
timization and may perform poorly when the behavioral
policy is inferior. In contrast, value regularization methods
avoid OOD actions indirectly by underestimating the value
function. Value regularization can be achieved by conserva-
tively estimating value function (Kumar et al. 2020; Cheng
et al. 2022; Lyu et al. 2022), or penalizing uncertainty based
on Q function ensembles (An et al. 2021; Bai et al. 2022).

Model-based offline RL: Model-based offline RL meth-
ods first train an environment model based on the offline
data, then utilize interactions with the trained models to
extend the offline data. A major approach to eliminating
distribution drift in offline RL is to penalize model uncer-
tainty (Yu et al. 2020; Sun et al. 2023; Lu et al. 2022;
Rafailov et al. 2021). However, methods that rely on model
uncertainty often necessitate strong prior assumptions dur-
ing uncertainty quantification. For example, MOPO and
MOBILE respectively assume variance and Bellman incon-
sistency as reasonable estimates of model uncertainty. These
assumptions may not hold in specific cases. To avoid model
uncertainty estimators, additional parts, such as counters and
discriminators, are incorporated into the model to conserva-
tively estimate OOD action (Kim and Oh 2023; Kidambi

et al. 2020; Lyu, Li, and Lu 2022). Moreover, some re-
search directly introduces conservatism into the model or Q-
function and designs offline RL methods without additional
parts or model uncertainty (Yu et al. 2021; Rigter, Lacerda,
and Hawes 2022; Bhardwaj et al. 2023).

The proposed method CROP is similar to the existing
methods COMBO (Yu et al. 2021), RAMBO (Rigter, Lac-
erda, and Hawes 2022), and ARMOR (Bhardwaj et al.
2023), all of which incorporate conservatism into the fun-
damental components of model-based RL (the model or Q-
function) to avoid overestimation. Compared with the exist-
ing three methods, CROP is mainly different in two places:

• While the existing three methods introduce conservatism
in the Q-function or the entire model, CROP only intro-
duces conservatism in the model’s reward estimate.

• CROP conservatively estimates rewards during model
training, whereas these methods achieve conservatism
during policy optimization. Since the number of steps
required for model training is empirically much smaller
than that required for policy optimization, CROP can
compute and back-propagate conservative losses less of-
ten. Furthermore, CROP directly adopts online RL meth-
ods during policy optimization, providing a new perspec-
tive on bridging offline and online RL that offline RL can
be solved by applying online RL methods on the empiri-
cal MDP with conservative rewards.

Preliminaries
Reinforcement learning (RL) is used for optimization prob-
lems in Markov decision processes (MDP). An MDP is de-
fined by a tuple (S,A, T,R, µ0, γ), where S and A repre-
sent the state and action spaces. T , R, µ0, and γ denote
the transition probability, reward, initial state distribution,
and discount factor, respectively. At time step t with state
s ∈ S , the agent chooses an action a based on a policy
π(a|s). Then the state changes from s to s′ based on the
transition probability T (s′|s, a), and the agent obtains a re-
ward R(s, a) ∈ [−Rmax, Rmax]. The goal of RL is to find
the optimal policy that maximizes the expected cumulative
discounted reward

∑
t Es,a [γ

tR(s, a)] in the MDP. Offline
RL is a special formulation of RL that only uses previously
collected datasets D = {(s, a,R(s, a), s′)} during train-
ing (Levine et al. 2020). We use π̄ to denote the empirical
behavior policy in D.

Method
Model training with conservative reward
estimation
The proposed algorithm, Conservative Reward for model-
based Offline Policy optimization (CROP), aims to integrate
the conservative evaluation of out-of-distribution (OOD) ac-
tions in the process of model training, to avoid additional
consideration of avoiding OOD actions and directly utilize
existing online RL algorithms in policy optimization.

The model consists of a transition probability estimator T̂
and a reward estimator r̂. In the model training, the transi-



Algorithm 1: Conservative Reward for model-based Offline
Policy optimization (CROP)

Input: offline data D = {(s, a,R(s, a), s′)}
1: loop ▷ model training
2: divide D into a train set and a valid set;
3: loop
4: train T̂ using Equation 1;
5: end loop
6: loop
7: train r̂ using Equation 2;
8: end loop
9: end loop

10: recompute the reward in D;
11: loop ▷ policy optimization
12: interact with the model using policy π;
13: update Q-function Q̂π using Equation 4
14: update policy π using Equation 6
15: update α using Eqation 7
16: update the target Q-function Qtar

17: end loop
Output: the learned policy π

tion probability estimator T̂ is updated by maximizing log-
probability:

lT = ED

{
− log T̂ (s′|s, a)

}
. (1)

The reward estimator r̂ should minimize the estimation er-
ror as well as underestimate actions outside D as much as
possible, which is achieved by the following loss:

lr = ED

{
[r̂(s, a)−R(s, a)]

2
+ βr̂(s, ā)

}
, (2)

where ā denotes random actions and hyperparameter β con-
trols the underestimation. By setting the derivative of Equa-
tion 2 to zero, we obtain the optimal conservative reward
estimation r:

r (s, a) = R (s, a)− β
µ

π̄(a|s)
, (3)

where µ is the probability density of a uniform distribution
in the action space A, and π̄ is the behavior policy of D.
The second term on RHS of Equation 3 represents the con-
servativeness of the reward estimation, which is inversely
proportional to the probability of the action appearing in D.

By interacting with models that use the conservative re-
ward estimation, online RL algorithms can avoid OOD ac-
tions and improve policies safely for offline RL problems,
which will be shown in Section . Therefore, CROP provides
a new perspective to connect offline and online RL that of-
fline RL can be regarded as online RL under conservative
reward estimation, which helps to apply the appealing de-
velopment of online RL to offline RL.

Practical implementation
Now we describe a practical implementation of CROP using
the conservative reward estimation above. The algorithm is

summarized in Algorithm 1, which consists of model train-
ing and policy optimization.

In model training, we learn an ensemble of models, and
each model is trained independently. For each model, the
offline data D is divided into a train set and a valid set, and
then T̂ and r̂ are trained using Function 1 and Function 2,
respectively.

After model training, the reward in offline data Rt is re-
placed by the mean of r̂. Then an online model-free RL al-
gorithm, Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) (Haarnoja et al. 2018), is
used to optimize the policy from offline data and online in-
teractions with the model ensemble. In interactions with the
model ensemble, the reward is computed as the mean of r̂,
while the next state is the output of T̂ in a model chosen at
random. The initial state of the interaction is randomly sam-
pled from the offline data D, and the interaction lasts for k
steps. In each step of policy optimization, a mini-batch data
Df is sampled, where the proportion of online interaction
data is f . Q-function of policy π, which is denoted by Q̂π ,
is trained by minimizing the soft Bellman residual

lQ̂π = EDf
{[Q̂π (s, a)− r̂ (s, a)− γV̂ π (s′)]2}. (4)

V is estimated by Monte Carlo method

V̂ π(s) = Ea∼π(·|s)[Qtar(s, a)− α log π(a|s)], (5)

where the target Q-function Qtar is an exponentially mov-
ing average of Q̂π . The policy π is trained by maximizing
value function V π and keeping a reasonable entropy with a
Lagrangian relaxation. The policy loss function lπ is as fol-
lows:

lπ = EDf

{
αH[π(·|s)]− V̂ π(s)

}
, (6)

where H(·) stands for entropy. α is a non-negative parameter
updated by minimizing the following loss function:

lα = EDf

{
αH[π(·|s)]− αH̄

}
, (7)

where hyperparameter H̄ is the target entropy.
T̂ , r̂, Qtar, Q̂π and π are all parameterized with multi-

layer perceptrons.

Theoretical analysis of CROP
In the following, we theoretically analyze the proposed
method CROP and show that it underestimates Q-function
and satisfies safe policy improvement guarantees. In the fol-
lowing we discuss the tabular case, and the proof on the con-
tinuous case is similar and omitted for brevity.

Let T̄ and r̄ denote the empirical transition probability
and the empirical conservative reward, which are the opti-
mal estimations of T and r from D. The difference between
(T̄ , r̄) and (T, r) comes from the sample bias during of-
fline data collection, while the difference between (T̄ , r̄) and
(T̂ , r̂) comes from the estimation error of models (neural
networks in this paper). The sample bias and the estimation
error are the main factors affecting the performance of the
algorithm. To express the Q-function update conveniently,
we use BT,r,π to denote the Bellman operator about policy
π in the MDP with transition probability T and reward r:

BT,r,πQπ = r + γTπQπ, (8)



where Tπ denotes the state transition probability with pol-
icy π: Tπ(s′|s) =

∑
a π(a|s)T (s′|s, a). Following the stan-

dard assumption in model-based offline RL literature (Yu
et al. 2021; Laroche, Trichelair, and des Combes 2019), we
assume that the sample bias and the estimation error are
bounded as following:

Assumption 1. ∀s, a ∈ D, the following relationships hold

|r̄ (s, a)− r (s, a) | ≤ Cr√
|D (s, a) |

,

||T̄ (s′|s, a)− T (s′|s, a) ||1 ≤ CT√
|D (s, a) |

,

(9)

Assumption 2. ∀s, a ∈ D, the model estimation bias is
bounded:

|r̂ (s, a)− r̄ (s, a) | ≤ ϵr, ||T̂ (s′|s, a)− T̄ (s′|s, a) ||1 ≤ ϵT
(10)

Firstly, We state that the Q-function Q̂π in CROP conser-
vatively estimates the true Q-function:

Proposition 1. For large enough β, we have

Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s)

[
Q̂π(s, a)

]
≤ Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s) [Q

π(s, a)] ,

(11)
where Qπ is the Q-function of π in the actual MDP, i.e. the
fixed point of BT,R,π , and µ0 is the initial state distribution.

Proof. With Assumption 1, the difference between BT̄ ,r̄,π

and BT,r,π can be bounded:∣∣∣BT,r,πQπ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQπ (∗)
∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣(r (∗)− r̄ (∗)) + γ
∑
s′

(
T (s′|∗)− T̄ (s′|∗)

)
V π(s′)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |(r (∗)− r̄ (∗))|+ γ

∣∣∣∣∣∑
s′

(
T (s′|∗)− T̄ (s′|∗)

)
V π(s′)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cr + γCT 2Rmax/(1− γ)√

|D (∗) |
,

(12)
where ∗ denotes (s, a) and V π(s) =

∑
a π(a|s)Q(a|s).

This gives us an expression, which is a function of Cr and
CP , to bound the potential overestimation caused by the
sample bias.

In the proposed algorithm, only state transitions of offline
date are kept, and the reward for offline data is replaced by
the reward of environment model. Thus, the Bellman opera-
tor using offline data is BT̄ ,r̂,π , whose difference to BT̄ ,r̄,π

is bounded by ϵr:∣∣∣BT̄ ,r̂,πQπ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQπ (∗)
∣∣∣ = |r̂ (∗)− r̄ (∗) | ≤ ϵr.

(13)

The Bellman operator using interactions with the model is
BT̂ ,r̂,π , whose difference to BT̄ ,r̄,π is bounded as follows:

∣∣∣BT̂ ,r̂,πQ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQ (∗)
∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣r̂ (∗)− r̄ (∗) + γ
∑
s′

(
T̂ (s′|∗)− T̄ (s′|∗)

)
V π(s′)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |r̂ (∗)− r̄ (∗)|+

∣∣∣∣∣γ∑
s′

(
T̂ (s′|∗)− T̄ (s′|∗)

)
V π(s′)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ ϵr + γϵP 2Rmax/(1− γ).

(14)
Since offline data and interactions with the model are

mixed in the ratio (1 − f) : f for policy optimization in
CROP, the Bellman operator used in CROP BCROP can be
seen as a mix of BT̄ ,r̂,π and BT̂ ,r̂,π:

BCROPQ (∗) =
[
(1− f)BT̄ ,r̂,π + fBT̂ ,r̂,π

]
Q (∗)

≤ BT,r,πQ (∗) +
∣∣∣BT,r,πQ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQ (∗)

∣∣∣
+(1− f)

∣∣∣BT̄ ,r̂,πQ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQ (∗)
∣∣∣

+f
∣∣∣BT̂ ,r̂,πQ (∗)−BT̄ ,r̄,πQ (∗)

∣∣∣
≤ BT,r,πQ (∗) + Cr + γCT 2Rmax/(1− γ)√

|D (∗) |
+(1− f)ϵr + f (ϵr + γϵT 2Rmax/ (1− γ))

= BT,R,πQ (∗)− β
µ

π̄(a|s)
+

Cr + γCT 2Rmax/(1− γ)√
|D (∗) |

+ϵr + fγϵT 2Rmax/ (1− γ) .
(15)

Q̂π(∗) is the fixed point of BCROP, and Qπ (∗) is the fixed
point of BP,R,π . Define the terms independent of β in the
RHS of Equation 15 as ϕ: ϕ = Cr+γCT 2Rmax/(1−γ)√

|D(s,a)|
+ ϵr +

f ∗ γϵT 2Rmax/ (1− γ). By computing the fixed point of
equation 15, Q̂π(∗) can be bounded as follows:

Q̂π(∗) ≤ Qπ (∗)− β ∗
[
Sπ µ

π̄

]
(∗) + [Sπϕ] (∗) , (16)

where Sπ = (I − γTπ)
−1.

Thus, by choosing large enough β, Q̂π(∗) ≤ Qπ (∗)
and Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s)

[
Q̂π(s, a)

]
≤ Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s) [Q

π(s, a)].

Proposition 1 shows that CROP can conservatively es-
timate Q-function and avoid the common overestimation
problem in offline RL. However, not all conservative es-
timations help avoid OOD actions. As an extreme exam-
ple, for all bounded Q̂π , there always exists a constant
large enough that Q̂π(∗) minus the constant is smaller than
Qπ(∗). However, this constant subtraction on Q-function
does not change the relative merits of actions and has no
effect on policy optimization. Thus, it is necessary to prove
that CROP is effective in avoiding OOD actions.



Proposition 2. ∀a1, a2 ∈ A, s1, s2 ∈ S, if π̄ (a1|s1) <
π̄ (a2|s2), for large enough β,

Qπ (s1, a1)− Q̂π(s1, a1) > Qπ (s2, a2)− Q̂π(s2, a2).
(17)

Proof. Similar to equation 15,

BCROPQ
π (∗) =

[
(1− f)BP̄ ,r̂,π + fBP̂ ,r̂,π

]
Qπ (∗)

≥ BP,r,πQπ (∗)−
∣∣∣BP,r,πQπ (∗)−BP̄ ,r̄,πQπ (∗)

∣∣∣
−(1− f)

∣∣∣BP̄ ,r̂,πQπ (∗)−BP̄ ,r̄,πQπ (∗)
∣∣∣

−f
∣∣∣BP̂ ,r̂,πQπ (∗)−BP̄ ,r̄,πQπ (∗)

∣∣∣
≥ BP,R,πQπ (∗)− β

µ

π̄(a|s)
− ϕ.

(18)
Computing the fixed points on both sides of equation 18

yields the following:

Q̂π(∗) ≥ Qπ (∗)− β ∗
[
Sπ µ

π̄

]
(∗)− [Sπϕ] (∗) (19)

Therefore,(
Qπ (s1, a1)− Q̂π(s1, a1)

)
−
(
Qπ (s2, a2)− Q̂π(s2, a2)

)
≥

β ∗
{[

Sπ µ

π̄

]
(s1, a1)−

[
Sπ µ

π̄

]
(s2, a2)

}
− [Sπϕ] (s1, a1)− [Sπϕ] (s2, a2)

(20)
For large enough β,

(
Qπ (s1, a1)− Q̂π(s1, a1)

)
−(

Qπ (s2, a2)− Q̂π(s2, a2)
)

> 0, i.e., Qπ (s1, a1) −
Q̂π(s1, a1) > Qπ (s2, a2)− Q̂π(s2, a2)

Proposition 2 states that with suitable hyperparameters,
the conservatism (Qπ minus Q̂π) in CROP is stronger for
actions that occur less frequently in π̄, thus avoiding OOD
actions in policy optimization. When β comes to +∞,
argmaxa Q̂

π(·|s) = argmaxa π̄(·, s), and the optimal pol-
icy in CROP π∗ directly chooses the most likely action in
π̄.

The core evaluation metric for offline RL algorithms is the
performance of the learned policy. The proposed algorithm
CROP has a safe policy improvement guarantee as stated in
the following.
Proposition 3. The optimal policy π∗ learned by maximiz-
ing Q̂π

π∗ = argmax
π

Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s)

[
Q̂π(s, a)

]
(21)

is performed not worse than the behavior policy π̄ with tol-
eration δ:

Es∼µ0,a∼π∗(·|s)

[
Qπ∗

(s, a)
]
≥ Es∼µ0,a∼π̄(·|s)

[
Qπ̄(s, a)

]
−δ.

(22)
δ is a function about the sample bias, estimation errors, and
difference between π∗ and π̄, which is detailed in the proof
(δ-safe policy improvement).

Hyperparameter Value

Hidden units of model 200
Hidden units of policy 256
Number of layers in model 4
Number of layers in Q-function 2
Number of layers in policy 2
Ratio of valid set in D 0.01
Nonlinear activation ReLU
Batch size in model training 256
Batch size in policy optimization 512
f 0.5
Optimizer Adam
Learning rate of model 1e-3
Learning rate of Q-function 3e-4
Learning rate of policy 1e-4
Learning rate of alpha 3e-5
Discount factor γ 0.99
Exponentially moving average of Q̄ 0.005
Replay buffer size for model-
generated data 10000

Table 1: Value of Hyperparameters

Proof. For ease of writing, we define the expected cumula-
tive reward of policy π in a MDP with transition probability
T and reward r as F (T, r, π) = Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s) [Q

π(s, a)].
Similarly define F (T̄ , r̄, π) = Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s)

[
Q̄π(s, a)

]
and F (Tf , r̂, π) = Es∼µ0,a∼π(·|s)

[
Q̂π(s, a)

]
, where Tf =

(1− f)T̄ + fT̂

Step 1: Relate F (Tf , R, π∗) and F (Tf , R, π̄). Since π∗

optimizes Equation 21,

F (Tf , r̂, π
∗) ≥ F (Tf , r̂, π̄). (23)

Since |r̄ − r̂| ≤ ϵr,

F (Tf , R− β
µ

π̄(a|s)
+

Cr√
|D (s, a) |

+ ϵr, π
∗)

≥ F (Tf , R− β
µ

π̄(a|s)
− Cr√

|D (s, a) |
− ϵr, π̄).

(24)

Arranging Equation 24 can get:

F (Tf , R, π∗) ≥ F (Tf , R, π̄) + F (Tf , β
µ

π̄(a|s)
, π∗)

−β − 2ϵr
1− γ

− F (Tf ,
Cr√

|D (s, a) |
, π∗)

−F (Tf ,
Cr√

|D (s, a) |
, π̄).

(25)



F (Tf ,
Cr,δ√

|D (s, a) |
, π) =

∑
s

∑
a

Crπ(a|s)dπTf
(s)√

|D (s) |π̄(a|s)

=
∑
s

Cr,δd
π
Tf
(s)√

|D (s) |

∑
a

π(a|s)√
π̄(a|s)

≤
∑
s

Cr,δd
π
Tf
(s)√

|D (s) |

√
|A| [DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1].

(26)

where dπTf
is the distribution of state with the tran-

sition probility Tf and policy π. DCQL(π, π̄)(s) =∑
a π(a|s)

(
π(a|s)
π̄(a|s) − 1

)
is defined as in (Kumar et al. 2020)

and can be bounded as:

DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1 ≤ (
∑
a

π(a|s)√
π̄(a|s)

)2,

|A| [DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1] ≥ (
∑
a

π(a|s)√
π̄(a|s)

)2.

(27)

F (Tf , β
µ

π̄(a|s)
, π) =

∑
s

∑
a

β
µ

π̄(a|s)
π(a|s)dπTf

(s)

=
∑
s

βdπTf
(s)

∑
a

π(a|s)√
π̄(a|s)

µ√
π̄(a|s)

≥
∑
s

βdπTf
(s)

√
DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1

√
DCQL(πran, π̄)(s) + 1,

(28)
where πran is the random policy and πran(s, a) = µ for all
(s, a).

Therefore,

F (Tf , R, π∗) ≥ F (Tf , R, π̄)−∆R, (29)

where

∆R =
∑
s

Cr,δ√
|D (s) |

{
dπ

∗

Tf
(s)

√
|A| [DCQL(π∗, π̄)(s) + 1]

+dπ̄Tf
(s)

√
|A|

}
+ β +

2ϵr
1− γ

−
∑
s

βdπTf
(s)

√
DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1

√
DCQL(πran, π̄)(s) + 1

(30)
Step 2: Relate F (Tf , R, ·) and F (T,R, ·).

F (Tf , R, π) = F (T,R, π)

+
γ

1− γ
Es,a∼dπ

Tf
(s)π(a|s)

[
(Tπ

f − Tπ)Qπ
]

(31)
The above equation comes from Simulation Lemma (Chap-
ter 2, Lemma 2.2) in (Agarwal, Jiang, and Kakade 2019).
Therefore,
|F (Tf , R, π)− F (T,R, π)|

≤ γRmax

(1− γ)2
Es,a∼dπ

Tf
(s)π(a|s)

[
||Tπ

f − Tπ||1
]

≤ γRmax

(1− γ)2

{
Es,a∼dπ

Tf
(s)π(a|s)

[
||T̄π − Tπ||1

]
+ fϵP

}
(32)

Es,a∼dπ
Tf

(s)π(a|s)
[
||T̄π − Tπ||1

]
=

∑
s

∑
a

||T̄ (·|s, a)− T (·|s, a)||1π(a|s)dπTf
(s)

≤
∑
s

∑
a

CT√
|D (s, a) |

π(a|s)dπTf
(s)

=
∑
s

CT d
π
Tf
(s)√

|D (s) |

∑
a

π(a|s)√
π̄(a|s)

≤
∑
s

CT d
π
Tf
(s)√

|D (s) |

√
|A| [DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1]

(33)

|F (Pf , R, π)− F (P,R, π)| ≤ ∆P (π) =

γRmax

(1− γ)2

{
fϵP +

∑
s

CT d
π
Tf
(s)√

|D (s) |

√
|A| [DCQL(π, π̄)(s) + 1]

}
(34)

Step 3: Relate F (P,R, π∗) and F (P,R, π̄). Combining
step 1 and step 2,

F (P,R, π∗) ≥ F (P,R, π̄)− δ, (35)

where δ = ∆R +∆P (π
∗) + ∆P (π̄).

Experiment
Conservative reward visualization
To visualize the proposed conservative reward, we design a
simple 1-dimension MDP where the state is always 0 and
the action space is [−1, 1]. The reward R is defined as:

R(a) = 0.4 ∗N (a|0.1, 0.2)+1 ∗N (a|− 0.3, 0.5)+0.1 ∗ b,
(36)

where N (∗|x, y) denotes the probability density function of
a Gaussian distribution with mean x and variance y, and b is
a noise following the standard Gaussian distribution. The of-
fline data contains 10000 interactions where the probability
of action is proportional to N (∗|0.1, 0.5). The model hy-
perparameters are the same as in Table. 1. The conservative
reward with different β is shown in Fig. 1. The results show
that the larger β is, the smaller the conservative reward is,
and when β is large enough (β = 10), the conservative re-
ward corresponding to argmaxa π̄(·, s) (the action near 0.2)
is the largest. This result is consistent with our theoretical
analysis.

Experiments on D4RL
In this section, the proposed method CROP is compared with
several prior offline RL methods on the Mujoco-v2 tasks
(HalfCheetah, Hopper, Walker2D) of D4RL dataset (Fu
et al. 2020). Each task has four datasets, Random, Medium,
Medium-Replay, and Medium-Expert. The Random dataset
comprises transitions gathered through a random policy. The
Medium dataset consists of suboptimal data collected by
an early-stopped SAC policy. The Medium-Replay dataset
encompasses the replay buffer generated during the train-
ing of an early-stopped SAC policy. Lastly, the Medium-
Expert dataset combines expert demonstrations and subopti-
mal data.



Dataset
Model-based methods Model-free methods

CROP RAMBO CABI+ MoREL COMBO Count- ATAC CQL IQL(ours) TD3-BC MORL

halfcheetah-random 33.3±2.8 40.0 15.1 25.6 38.8 41.0 3.9 35.4 -
hopper-random 19.1±11.0 11.5 11.9 37.3 7.0 30.7 17.5 10.8 -

walker2d-random 21.6±0.8 21.6 6.4 53.6 17.9 21.9 6.8 7.0 -
halfcheetah-medium 68.1±0.8 77.6 45.1 42.1 54.2 76.5 53.3 44.4 47.4

hopper-medium 100.6±3.2 92.8 105.0 95.4 97.2 103.6 85.6 86.6 66.3
walker2d-medium 89.7±0.8 86.9 82.0 77.8 81.9 87.6 89.6 74.5 78.3

halfcheetah-medium-expert 91.1±1.1 93.7 107.6 53.3 90.0 100.0 94.8 62.4 86.7
hopper-medium-expert 96.5±10.2 83.3 112.4 108.7 111.1 111.4 111.9 111.0 91.5

walker2d-medium-expert 109.3±0.3 68.3 108.6 95.6 103.3 112.3 114.2 98.7 109.6
halfcheetah-medium-replay 64.9±1.1 68.9 44.4 40.2 55.1 71.5 48.0 46.2 44.2

hopper-medium-replay 93.0±2.2 96.6 31.3 93.6 89.5 101.7 102.5 48.6 94.7
walker2d-medium-replay 89.7±0.7 85.0 29.4 49.8 56.0 87.7 92.5 32.6 73.9

mean 73.1 68.9 58.3 64.4 66.8 78.8 68.4 54.9 -

The highest score on each dataset is underlined. Boldface denotes performance better than 90% of the highest score.

Table 2: Results on the Mujoco tasks of D4RL dataset
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Figure 1: Conservative reward with different β. R and the
behavior policy are also shown for comparison.

Due to the different sizes and behavior policies of dif-
ferent datasets, the coverage of offline data and the learned
model accuracy are different, which affect the selection of
conservatism coefficient β and roll-out length k. For each
dataset, β is searched from {0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2} and k is
searched from {3, 5, 10}. We train an ensemble of 7 models
and pick the best 5 models based on their loss on the valid
set. For the Hopper task, the hidden units of Q-function are
256, while the hidden units of Q-function are 512 for the
Halfcheetah task and the Walker2d task. Other hyperparam-
eters are shown in Table. 1.

The performance is compared with several state-of-the-
art model-based ( RAMBO (Rigter, Lacerda, and Hawes
2022), CABI+TD3-BC (Lyu, Li, and Lu 2022), MoREL (Ki-
dambi et al. 2020), COMBO (Yu et al. 2021),and Count-
MORL (Kim and Oh 2023)) and model-free (ATAC (Cheng
et al. 2022), CQL (Kumar et al. 2020), and IQL (Kostrikov,
Nair, and Levine 2022)) offline RL methods. Results of the

baselines are taken from their respective papers. The score
of CROP is the average of the last five evaluations on three
random seeds.

The results are shown in the Table. 2. CROP achieves
comparable performances (surpassing 90% of the maximum
score) on 6 of the 12 datasets and obtains a mean score
of 73.1. The proposed method ranks second only to Count-
MORL, surpassing the performance of other baselines. This
outcome highlights the efficacy of CROP. It should be em-
phasized that CROP performs better than methods that in-
corporate conservatism within the value function (COMBO)
or the entire environment model (RAMBO), underscoring
the value of the novel design choice to introduce conser-
vatism into the reward estimator.

Conclusion
This paper proposes a novel model-based offline RL method
CROP which uses a conservative reward estimation. The
proposed method estimates the reward by concurrently min-
imizing both the estimation error and the rewards with ran-
dom actions during model training. Theoretical analysis
shows that CROP can conservatively estimate Q-function,
effectively mitigate distribution drift, and ensure a safe pol-
icy improvement. Experiments on D4RL benchmarks show
that CROP is comparable with the state-of-the-art offline RL
methods. CROP provides a new perspective where online
RL methods can be used on the empirical MDP with conser-
vative rewards for offline RL problems, which is conducive
to applying the latest development of online RL to offline
settings. Future work will consider hyperparameter selection
without relying on online evaluation. Additionally, combin-
ing model design in online model-based RL with CROP will
be an appealing way to deal with more complex offline en-
vironments.
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