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Abstract

The robustness of Unmanned Surface Vehicles (USV) is cru-
cial when facing unknown and complex marine environ-
ments, especially when heteroscedastic observational noise
poses significant challenges to sensor-based navigation tasks.
Recently, Distributional Reinforcement Learning (DistRL)
has shown promising results in some challenging autonomous
navigation tasks without prior environmental information.
However, these methods overlook situations where noise pat-
terns vary across different environmental conditions, hinder-
ing safe navigation and disrupting the learning of value func-
tions. To address the problem, we propose DRIQN to inte-
grate Distributionally Robust Optimization (DRO) with im-
plicit quantile networks to optimize worst-case performance
under natural environmental conditions. Leveraging explicit
subgroup modeling in the replay buffer, DRIQN incorporates
heterogeneous noise sources and target robustness-critical
scenarios. Experimental results based on the risk-sensitive
environment demonstrate that DRIQN significantly outper-
forms state-of-the-art methods, achieving +13.51% success
rate, -12.28% collision rate and +35.46% for time saving,
+27.99% for energy saving, compared with the runner-up.

Introduction

Autonomous navigation is the keystone capability that trans-
forms an USV from a remotely operated craft into a truly
independent maritime agent. Reliable navigation empow-
ers USVs to undertake long-duration missions ranging from
port oil spill cleanup (Elmakis and Degani 2023) and en-
vironmental monitoring (Tran et al. 2024) to border secu-
rity (Fernandes et al. 2025) and search-and-rescue (Wang
et al. 2023b) while simultaneously reducing operational risk,
human exposure, and overall cost. In these maritime navi-
gation tasks, the environment is characterized by complex-
ity and partial observability. The intricate variations in wa-
ter currents are difficult to monitor in real-time, and ob-
stacles such as reefs may also be encountered (Lolla, Ha-
ley Jr, and Lermusiaux 2015). Moreover, the perception de-
vices used by the robot may face various unobservable in-
terferences within the environment, resulting in noisy obser-
vations (Vieira et al. 2020). Specifically, heterogeneous ex-
treme natural conditions (e.g., weather, sea state, geographic
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Figure 1: Proposed DRIQN VS. IQN: Policy trajectories
visualization with observational noise from sensor. For IQN-
based methods, we investigate adaptive strategy and greedy
strategy with details in Section Metrics and Strategy.

locality) induce trajectory-specific, non-stationary observa-
tional noise. For instance, as illustrated in Figure 1, the ob-
servational perturbation exacerbates the inherent uncertainty
of complex marine environments and impedes accurate risk-
sensitive policy learning based on corrupted observation,
creating substantial navigation hazards for USVs.

Prior works on USV navigation can be mainly grouped
into: (i) model-based methods (Wang et al. 2023a; Menges,
Tengesdal, and Rasheed 2024; Asfihani, Maulana Syafi’i,
and Hasan 2025); (ii) models with prior-dependent knowl-
edge (Han et al. 2016; Hong et al. 2024); (iii) direct
observation-driven decision-making approaches (e.g., APF
(Sun et al. 2019), BA (McGuire, de Croon, and Tuyls 2018)
and reinforcement learning (Wang et al. 2022; Lin, Mc-
Connell, and Englot 2023)). Direct observation-driven ap-
proaches make decisions based on sensor observation with-
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out prior environmental knowledge and extra modeling de-
sign. Despite promising results, model-based approaches
(e.g., nonlinear MPC) incorporate analytical vehicle dynam-
ics into optimal control, requiring high-fidelity models and
suffering degradation under uncertainties. Prior-dependent
methods further face limitations in prior availability and
freshness, incurring substantial precomputation overhead. In
contrast, observation-driven decision-making methods offer
a generalizable, prior-independent solution for navigation
in unknown environments, albeit with heightened sensitiv-
ity to observational noise. Recently, as one kind of promi-
nent observation-driven decision-making method, Deep Re-
inforcement Learning (DRL) has emerged for robotic navi-
gation in complex environments (Lee, Kim, and Choi 2023;
Hossain et al. 2024). Building on this advantage, some Dis-
tRL methods (Lin, McConnell, and Englot 2023; Liu, van
Kampen, and De Croon 2023) enable risk-sensitive navi-
gation through quantile-based return distribution modeling.
By employing task-specific reward designs and distortion
functions with Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR), DistRL
reshapes return distributions to focus on critical lower-tail
outcomes while constraining distributional support, thereby
enhancing robust policy learning. Nevertheless, without en-
vironmental priors or modeling knowledge for constraint
factors, these approaches cannot be readily optimized via
constructing robust mechanisms, thereby lacking explicit
safety guarantees under heterogeneous noise-corrupted ob-
servations. This presents a pressing research challenge: how
can we ensure the safety of unmanned surface navigation in
multi-noise-corrupted marine environment just using a data-
driven optimization approach?

To address the challenge, we propose Distributionally Ro-
bust Implicit Quantile Networks (DRIQN), a novel frame-
work ensuring risk-sensitive policies via quantile regression
under observational noise. Leveraging distributionally ro-
bust optimization, DRIQN reformulates the DRO problem
as a semi-definite program (Eq. 13) to holistically address
diverse noise influences. Crucially, DRIQN implements
“gradient substitution” replacing the network’s output-layer
gradients with DRO-based gradients to enhance robustness
without auxiliary modules. Considering the scalability chal-
lenge of DRO caused by the large-scale datapoint-level op-
timization process, we transform standard datapoint-based
DRO by leveraging transition data’s inherent structure: un-
der specific environmental conditions, noisy transitions nat-
urally form homogeneous subgroups following correspond-
ing noise patterns. This structural property enables refor-
mulating the original datapoint-level DRO problem as the
supremum over subgroup-level loss functions. Each sub-
group represents unlabeled transition data clusters with dis-
tinct noise characteristics. Experimental results demonstrate
that DRIQN significantly outperforms baselines: achieving
+13.51% success rate, -12.28% collision rate and +35.46%
for time saving, +27.99% for energy saving, compared with
the runner-up. To our knowledge, DRIQN is the first method
tackling multiple observational noise patterns from natural
conditions, enabling robust risk-sensitive policies for USV
navigation.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

* We propose a novel, streamlined distributionally robust
optimization framework that enhances RL agent perfor-
mance against perturbed observations through substitu-
tion of DRO-based gradients.

* We present a risk-sensitive and robust navigation ap-
proach for developing an online path planner by unifying
DistRL and DRO, maintaining robustness and safety in
the presence of complex environmental noise patterns.

* Simulated experiments show the resulted planner en-
abled the vehicle to resist the impact of observational per-
turbation and reach the goal as safely as possible under
strong disturbances, unknown flows and obstacles.

Related Work

Among three paradigms (model-based, prior-dependent, and
direct observation-driven decision-making) in USV naviga-
tion, observation-driven methods offer enhanced generality
and reduced prior knowledge requirements for path planning
in unknown environments. As a foundational observation-
driven navigation approach, Artificial Potential Field (APF)
methods (Khatib 1985; Sun et al. 2019) navigate robots
via goal-attractive and obstacle-repulsive forces, yet suf-
fer from local minima and goal-proximity failures. Sepa-
rately, Bug Algorithms (Lumelsky and Stepanov 1986) and
recent variants Bugl/Bug2 (McGuire, de Croon, and Tuyls
2018) utilize boundary-following for reactive planning but
generate highly suboptimal paths due to exhaustive obsta-
cle perimeter traversal. Recently, DRL has been widely ap-
plied in navigation tasks. Considering safety in navigation
task, safe RL methods (Liitjens, Everett, and How 2018;
Dawood, Shokry, and Bennewitz 2024; Tomilin, Fang, and
Pechenizkiy 2025) enforce navigation safety via constrained
optimization, yet require handcrafted constraints and remain
vulnerable to catastrophic failures during transient viola-
tions. DistRL’s efficiency-safety balance promotes adoption
in risk-sensitive applications (e.g., quadruped locomotion
(Shi et al. 2024a), pursuit-evasion (Zhang, Zhao, and Ren
2025), USV/UAV navigation (Lin, McConnell, and Englot
2023; Liu, van Kampen, and De Croon 2023)). However, se-
vere noise induces sharp performance decay, compromising
both success rates and safety in noisy missions.
Considering robustness, distributionally robust optimiza-
tion is an effective approach for data-driven decision-
making in the presence of uncertainty (Nietert, Goldfeld,
and Shafiee 2023). The DRO problem is a minimax opti-
mization that seeks a decision minimizing the worst-case ex-
pected loss within a distributional uncertainty set. By defin-
ing the uncertainty set based on the empirical data distri-
bution, DRO method learns a model that remains robust
to distributional uncertainties of data (Staib and Jegelka
2019). Whereas expected-value optimization under domain
randomization (Tobin et al. 2017) does not directly con-
trol worst-case degradation, a DRO formulation emphasizes
adverse extremes, thereby aligning with navigation safety.
Several studies employ DRO to enhance model robustness.
However, these methods exhibit limitations: some necessi-
tate auxiliary components (e.g., generative models (Shi et al.
2024b; Ramesh et al. 2024)) that complicate deployment;



others are model-based (Shi and Chi 2024; He et al. 2025)
or rely on offline data (Leung et al. 2025). Such drawbacks
restrict their applicability in real-world settings where RL
agents must interact with environments online without prior
environmental information and modeling design.

Problem Formulation

An USV does not have full knowledge of the environment,
but instead receives noisy partial observations of robot’s
surroundings constrained by the limited sensing range of
its sensors. We formulate the USV navigation problem as
a perturbed Partially Observable Markov Decision Process
M, denoted as (S, A,O,P,R,~,v), where S, A and O
represent the state, action and observation space, respec-
tively. At each time step ¢, the agent receives a corrupted
observation v(o;) subject to natural disturbances, where
o; € O denotes the observation of current state s;. Based
on this observation, the agent selects an action a; € A
according to policy 7(a; | v(o:)). This leads the agent
to transition to the next state s;11 ~ P(-|st, at), and the
agent receives a reward r; ~ R(st,aq), as well as a per-
turbed observation v(0;41) of s¢11. Following observation-
disturbed policy 7, the discounted sum of future rewards is
represented as the random variable Z7%(st,at), defined as
Z7(styat) = > pe o VY R(St4k, atr), where y € (0,1) de-
notes the discount factors and determines the relative impor-
tance of future rewards. The objective of standard RL under
noisy observations is to maximize the expected discounted
return, formalized by the value function: Q™ (s¢, a;) =
E [Z (54, at)] . Expectations are risk-neutral, representing
returns solely through Q7 (s, a). DistRL addresses the lim-
ited expressiveness of this expectation by estimating the dis-
tribution of Z7 (s, a). Environmental noise incorporated into
the state transition kernel augments the state representation.
This formulation preserves the Bellman operator’s mono-
tonicity and y-shift invariance, enabling value function eval-
uation for any stationary policy.

Methodology

In this section, we elaborate on our DRO-enhanced DistRL
method, DRIQN. We start by revisiting the theoretical foun-
dations of DistRL, then formalize the task environment, and
finally elucidate the architecture of the DRIQN approach.

Distributional Reinforcement Learning

Distributional Reinforcement Learning explicitly models the
return distribution Z governed by the following distribu-
tional Bellman equation and optimality equation:

Z7(s,a) 2 R(s,a) + 727 (s',d'), (1)

TZ™(s,a) 2 R(s,a) + yZ™ <s’, argmax E[Z7 (s, a’)}) ,
' @)

where 2 indicates equality in distribution, and 7 represents
the distributional Bellman optimality operator.

We utilize DistRL with IQN as a risk-sensitive path plan-
ner that has achieved promising performance in many tasks

of robotics (Liu, van Kampen, and De Croon 2023; Lin, Mc-
Connell, and Englot 2023; Shi et al. 2024a). IQN utilizes the
quantiles to provide a flexible representation of return distri-
bution Z, denoted as Z,:=F, (), where 7 ~ U([0,1])
and F~! is inverse cumulative distribution function. To ef-
fectively capture risk-sensitive behaviors, IQN incorporates
a distortion function 3 to adjust the quantile distribution,
emphasizing certain regions of the return distribution. Then
the distorted expectation of Z under § : [0,1] — [0,1] is
defined by:

Qp(s,a) = Ervu(oa)[Za) (s, a)]. 3)

The standard deep (Q-Learning framework trains a neu-
ral network-based state-action value function by iteratively
minimizing a loss function, which is defined through the
temporal difference (TD) error. The TD error is defined as:

§ =7+ ymaxQ(s’,a') — Q(s,a). 4)

The IQN loss function integrates the sampled temporal
difference error (Eq. (6)) with the Huber quantile regression
(Huber 1992) (Eq. (7)) to optimize the quantile value net-
work:

1N
Lign(s,am ) = 55> ) AL (0™7) ()
i=1j=1
where N and N’ denote the counts of i.i.d. samples {7;} ¥,

and {7}’}?21 from U([0,1]). The temporal difference error
and Huber loss components are:
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This integrated loss formulation ensures convex optimiza-
tion of quantile representations during gradient-based train-
ing. The corresponding policy approximation uses /K quan-
tile samples 75, ~ U([0, 1]):

K
- 1
wg(s) = arginax 7 kz_:l Z3(7,)(5,a) (8)

with actions selected through 75(s).

USYV Navigation under Observational Perturbation

In this task, the vehicle must reach the goal while handling
natural observation noise, avoiding obstacles, and adapting
to flow disturbances. The key components of RL are de-
signed as follows:

Reward. To learn a policy that moves toward the goal while
avoiding obstacles, the reward function is designed as: r; =
T'step + Ol(dt—l - dt) + Tcollisionﬂcollision + Tgoa]]lgoah where dt
represents the distance between the robot and the goal at
time ¢. The indicator function Icopision (resp. Igoar) takes the
value of 1 if collision happends (the goal is reached, resp)
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Figure 2: Overall framework of our method. In (a), the
USV receives noisy observations specific to its current nat-
ural condition, assuming a consistent noise pattern within
one episode due to proximity of environmental condition.
Therefore, the replay buffer in (b) accumulates subgroups
with distinct noise patterns. This variation has a significant
impact on the training of the implicit quantile networks in
(c). To enhance robustness, DRIQN employs “Gradient Sub-
stitution” in (d), replacing the gradients of the output layer
with those computed via DRO.

at t, and O otherwise. The components of reward are set as
Tsiep = — 1.0, Tcollision = —50.0, 7goar = 100.0, and @ = 1.0.
Observation. Based on real-world device, the observation
at time step ¢ is given by: O; = (Oyelocity, Ogoal, OLiDAR),
where O\elociry denotes the robot’s seafloor-relative veloc-
ity. Ogoa represents the goal position in the robot’s frame.
OLipar consists of LiDAR reflections, which provide infor-
mation about detected obstacles.

Action. The robot’s action at time step ¢ is defined as:
a; = (a(t),w(t)), where a(t) represents the rate of change
in velocity magnitude, and w(¢) denotes the rate of change
in velocity direction. The available action space is: a €
{-0.4,0.0,0.4} m/s?, w € {-0.52,0.0,0.52} rad/s.
The forward speed is constrained within [0, Vpax]-
Observational Perturbation. Since our objective is to
model natural noise shaped by coupled climate, meteorolog-
ical, illumination, and sea-state effects instead of adversar-
ial attack scene, we rely on broadly observed, non-synthetic
noise sources with specifications given in Section Experi-
mental Settings.

Distributionally Robust Optimization for DistRL

IQN has demonstrated superior performance as a risk-
sensitive policy for path planning in an ideal environ-
ment. However, the planner relies on online distributional
reinforcement learning training without prior information,
meaning that errors in actions under noisy observations will
cause reward signal mismatching and policy deviation. This
issue is exacerbated by the presence of multiple noise sub-
groups within the replay buffer. Despite its impact, this prob-
lem remains largely unexplored in existing research.

We first reformulate the algorithm’s robustness facing
noisy transition data as an optimization problem and then
apply DRO to handle different patterns of noise that percep-
tions of robot sensors have. The framework of DRIQN is

shown in Figure 2.

Based on previous optimization works about DRO (Qi
et al. 2020; Shen et al. 2022), the form of optimization target
can be written as:

min F,(#) = min sup ZpLEIQN( i) —

d(P,1/n),
OcRd 0ER? pcRn : ( / )

)
where L;gn denotes the IQN loss function applied to the
noisy transition datapoint T; = (s;, a;, i, $;+1) from re-
play buffer of size n. The IQN model uses parameters 6 €
R4, while P = (p1,...,pn) denotes noise-characterizing
density ratios satisfying > p; = 1 and p; > 0. d(P,1/n)
quantifies the difference between P and the uniform proba-
bilities 1/n.

To adapt the DRO to big data and large parameter sce-
nario, we focus on the uncertainty set Q, which is partitioned
into J subgroups that represent the subgroups of transition
data with different noise types. Based on this replay buffer
partition, we propose an efficient gradient-based learning ap-
proach to solve the optimization problem.

Given identical noise types per subgroup, we implement
independent data sampling across all replay buffer sub-
groups. To further improve both comprehensive robustness
and data utilization efficiency beyond the worst-case sub-
group, we propose computing the optimization gradient as
a linear combination of the gradients from noisy subgroups.
The optimization gradient in DRIQN is used to replace the
original gradient during the backpropagation through the last
quantiles layer of the IQN network.

We formalize the inner term of DRO problem Eq. (9) with
a partitioned uncertainty set Q. For simplicity, we construct
Q through considering limited J kinds of noise, i.e. Q:=

{Q17q2a ey QJ}

sup DBy ~g, [L1oN (T)]
- qegz J5(Ty)~q;

—d(P,1/J). (10)

To ensure a fair comparison of natural-condition-induced
noise types, we assume equiprobable occurrence for all cat-
egories. Formally, we define P as a uniform probability vec-
tor, which yields d(P,1/J) = 0 in the final term. So the
inner term of DRO will be expressed as:

sup Er~q | L1, (T)] (11)
qeQ

Now we go back to the complete DRO minimax term
Eq. (9). To solve the problem, we aim to minimize the ex-
pected loss over the uncertainty set Q following:

mlnllgjaé{J:ZEIQN k) (12)

where J is the number of noise subgroups, c¢; is the num-
ber of samples in subgroup j that has unique noise type, T
refers to the k-th transition data in the j-th subgroup. Our
method provides a more scalable and efficient way to obtain
the gradient descent direction by solving optimization prob-
lem Eq. (12) through learning the supremum of the set of
loss functions with respect to each noise subgroup.



As the optimization problem described in Eq. (12), the
right side noted as f;(0) = é S, Lion(Tj) during
the iteration m can be linearized to achieve convex approx-
imation, therefore we rewrite the right side as f;(6,,) +
<ij(9m), 0 — Om).

Since the inner term for max operation has been
smoothed by linearization, to ensure finding the sta-
ble descent direction during the min stage when
maxi<;<j fi(@m) + (Vfj(0m),0 — 6,,) is not strictly
convex with respect to parameter 6. Thus, we add a regu-
larization term |6 — 6,,||2. The gradient descent direction
is set as § := 6 — 6,,, we obtain the equivalent form of the
DRO problem:

Iglin||(5H2—|—n, (13a)

St fi(0m) + (VFi(0r),8) <5, V1< j < J. (13b)

Theorem 1 (Equivalent dual quadratic program). Let 6,,, €
R? be the model parameter at iteration m and de-
fine the subgroup losses f;(0), j = 1,...,J. Denote
G :=Vof(0m) € R7* whose j-th row is Vo f;(0m)",
and consider the quadratic program in Eq. (13). The unique
optimal descent direction of this problem is a convex combi-
nation form:

J
5t = —GIAY, e AJ:={A e R, ‘ SN = 1},
j=1

(14)
where \* solves the dual quadratic program
s 1T T T
s A GG A= X' f(0n). 15
Jmin m f(Om) (15)
Hence 6}, is a linear combination of all subgroup gradients
at iteration m.

The proof of Theorem 1 following previous work (Shen
et al. 2022) is given in Appendix A. This theorem indicates
that the original constrained min-max problem can be refor-
mulated as a dual quadratic programming problem with di-
mensionality J (the number of noise subgroups). Instead of
optimizing high-dimensional vectors, the solution now con-
sists of a linear combination of subgroup gradients. This re-
formulation reduces the computational cost to O(.J?). Statis-
tically, the convex combination coefficients serve as a weight
vector assigning importance across subgroups. Theorem 1
proves that DRIQN can enhance data utilization compared
to methods relying solely on worst-case scenarios.

For the convergence of DRIQN, the model training is
based on the stochastic approximation of the gradient. Due
to the boundedness of the mini-batch gradients of the ob-
jective function maxi<j<j fj(0m) + (Vfj(0m),0 — 01),
the stochastic convergence rate is O(7~1/2) following the
conclusion in (Hazan, Agarwal, and Kale 2006), where T’
denotes the iteration times.

Experiments
Experimental Settings

Simulation Environment. To bring the simulation closer to
real sea-surface conditions characterized by uncertain haz-

ards such as inconspicuous current vortices and reef obsta-
cles, we employ a risky marine environment under pertur-
bation based on previous work (Lin, McConnell, and Englot
2023) and deploy a purely sensor-based navigation scheme
without any prior knowledge. Given our focus on robust pol-
icy optimization under severe observational noise, the envi-
ronment features 4 vortices and 6 obstacles randomly dis-
persed across the operational space. To mitigate random-
ness, we train the models for a total of 1.5 million time
steps across nine different random seeds. During the eval-
uation stage, the positions of both the goal and start point
are reset each time, allowing exploration of different envi-
ronmental conditions and capturing the varying noise pat-
terns. Agents undergo evaluation every 10,000 training steps
across 15 pre-randomized environments.

Noise Settings. To enhance the perception robustness of
IQN agent for our purposes, we implement the DRIQN
based on this environment and posit that the critical chal-
lenge lies in maintaining the robustness of DistRL under
noisy observation. In order to narrow the gap between sim-
ulation and real sea-surface sensing, we ground our noise
modeling in prior physical studies (Koenig and Howard
2004; Laconte et al. 2021) and superimpose ubiquitous
non-synthetic sensor noise processes, specifically Gaussian
and Poisson noise. To assess DRIQN’s multi-noise robust-
ness, The Analysis of “Noise-Type” incorporates extra salt-
and-pepper noise (simulating extreme value fluctuations)
and occlusion noise (emulating partial sensor failures). This
DRO framework is agnostic to the specific noise law, en-
abling extensions to other settings, including safety analysis
under adversarial perturbations. The noise intensity is con-
figured as a tunable hyperparameter, with values empirically
set to {0.6, 0.4, 0.2} to evaluate performance degradation
across perturbation levels systematically. The sensor value
range and noise intensity both determine the distributions.
Baselines. We compare DRIQN with the following rep-
resentative methods in USV navigation: (1) Classical
observation-based planning methods: Artificial Potential
Field (APF) method (Fan et al. 2020) and Bug Algorithm
(BA) method (Lumelsky and Skewis 1988); (2) Standard Q-
learning method in DRL: DQN (Mnih et al. 2015); (3) Risk-
sensitive method in DistRL: IQN (Dabney et al. 2018).
Hyperparameter Settings. For neural networks with three
or more layers, we implement gradient substitution exclu-
sively in the final layer instead of the whole layers, inspired
by established computer vision research on gradient manip-
ulation (Shen et al. 2022). The comparative analysis is de-
tailed in Section: The Analysis of “Gradient Substitution”.
Additionally, to adapt the gradients computed by the DRO
to the training of all layers except the final one, we adapt
the learning rate decay of these layers starting from 0.0001
to 0.000001 and appropriately shrink the calculated gradi-
ents. The experiments were completed in parallel using six
A6000 GPUs and AMD EPYC 7542 CPU.

Metrics and Strategy

Metrics. To evaluate the performance of our approach, we
employed six metrics encompassing performance, safety,
and efficiency: success rate (SR), collision rate (CR), time-
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Figure 3: Online evaluations compare three learning-based models and two distributional RL strategies. Performance, safety,
and convergence are assessed via three key metrics with cumulative reward curves. Implementation details appear in Experi-
mental Settings. Due to space limit, the other two figures beyond noise level 0.6 are in Appendix B.

| Success Rate 1 |Collision Rate || Timeout Rate || Final Reward 1 |

Avg Time | |  AvgEnergy |

Method‘ Strategy

| 0.6 04 02|06 04 02 |06 04 02] 0.6

04 02|06 04 02|06 04 0.2

APF | - |0.11 0.25 0.03/0.81 0.55

053 [0.08 0.20 0.44| — -

- |206.68 349.32 547.89|320.96 654.48 1071.70

BA | - ]022 0.11 0.26/0.71 0.46

0.33 | 0.07 043 041 | - -

- |185.76 482.98 462.97|251.11 691.93 691.57

DQN | Greedy |0.04 0.03 0.020.57 0.57

0.57 [0.39 0.40 0.41 |

-90.30 -90.11 -89.54/541.27 550.35 560.52|858.39 779.78 832.67

-28.16 -14.87 13.47(144.89 123.75 61.25|196.73 181.63 92.18

-37.93 -38.97 -48.66‘ 185.75230.00 274.27‘247.34 296.00 358.99

ION Greedy |0.37 0.50 0.61]0.57 0.45 0.37 | 0.06 0.04 0.02 |
Adaptive | 0.31 0.36 0.46/0.60 0.51 0.38 |0.09 0.13 0.16
DRIQN Greedy |0.42 0.55 0.63| 0.55 0.42 0.37 | 0.02 0.04 0.01
Adaptive | 0.30 0.39 0.33/0.50 0.46 0.49 |0.20 0.15 0.18

-17.11 3.14 26.87|93.51 90.11 31.82 |141.67 114.15 53.61
-50.84 -36.16 -45.90|283.85 226.07 272.25|392.90 257.17 401.26

Improvement (%)|13.51 10.00 3.28|12.28 6.67 -12.1266.67 — 50.00|39.24 121.12 99.48| 35.46 27.18 48.05|27.99 37.15 41.84

Table 1: Overall performance comparison under three different noise levels (0.6, 0.4, and 0.2) related to the variances of
the noise distributions. The best results are highlighted in bold and the second best results are highlighted with an underline.
“Improvement” denotes the percentage increase (positive metrics) or decrease (negative metrics) over the second best models.

out rate (TR), final (cumulative) reward (FCR), average time
consumed (AT), and average energy consumed (AE). Aver-
age time and energy are calculated based solely on data from
successful episodes.

Strategy. We compare the standard greedy strategy, which
always selects the action with the highest expected reward,
with an adaptive strategy for the IQN-based methods pro-
posed by (Lin, McConnell, and Englot 2023). The adaptive
strategy adaptively tailors the region of interest in return dis-
tributions through computing CVaR threshold based on real-
time environmental risk assessments. This threshold reflects
different levels of risk sensitivity, measured by the robot’s
distance to the nearest obstacles. When no obstacles are de-
tected, the adaptive strategy behaves like a greedy one.

Performance Comparison

Online evaluation results displayed in Figure 3 are smoothed
by Exponential Moving Average to describe learning curves
with shaded regions showing standard deviations over 9
seeds under high noise variance (level=0.6).

Key performance illustrated in Table 1 are further sum-
marized as follows:

* DRIQON vs. Baseline Methods: As a DistRL approach

enhanced by DRO-based gradient substitution, DRIQN
achieves superior success / collision rates and impressive
efficiency compared with other traditional physical meth-
ods and RL algorithms across noise intensities, particu-
larly under high noise variance.

* DistRL vs. Standard RL: DistRL methods consistently
outperform standard deep Q-learning. DQN suffers from
high timeout rates and excessive resource consumption
due to passive collision avoidance behaviors, a limita-
tion rooted in standard RL’s dependence on expected re-
turns that provide inadequate information in noisy envi-
ronments. In contrast, DistRL’s explicit modeling of re-
turn distributions yields inherent noise robustness.

* Greedy vs. Adaptive: Both IQN and DRIQN show higher
success rates with greedy action selection. Adaptive
strategies suffer under noise interference as perturbed
value distributions impair their decision mechanism.

* DRIQN Efficiency: Under stringent noise-corrupted con-
ditions, greedy DRIQN maintains the lowest timeout rate
while reducing energy and time consumption, optimally
balancing safety and efficiency.

The qualitative trajectory results of RL agents are visual-
ized in Figure 4.



Greedy DRIQN *

Adaptive DRIQN *

Greedy IQN

.

Adaptive IQN Greedy DQN

Adaptive IQN * Greedy DQN

Figure 4: Qualitative trajectory results (noise variance level = 0.6). The greedy approach avoids risk-sensitive adjustments
triggered by noisy observations, unlike the adaptive strategy. Aligning with Table 1, the adaptive strategy exhibits higher timeout
rates and frequent deviations from complex conditions to mitigate risk, as seen in repeated trials.

Model SR+ CR| TR| FCRT AT| AE] Model Strategy SR 4 CR AT |
APF 0.12  0.80 0.08 - 211.83  351.38 DRIQN Greedy 0.42 0.55 93.51
BA 0.14 082 0.04 - 134.65 198.20 Adaptive 0.30 0.50 283.85
DQN 0.11 050 0.39 —80.02 507.04 798.70

Greedy 0.22 0.54 357.87
IQN 054 044 0.02 -332 7527 108.54 DRIQN-W Adaptive 020 0 )

DRIQN 0.58 0.41 0.01 1245 4510 73.30

Table 2: Comparison of multi-noise robustness performance,
with the best method highlighted in bold.

The Analysis of “Noise Types”

To rigorously evaluate DRIQN’s safety in multi-noise con-
ditions, we augment natural noise conditions with salt-and-
pepper noise (simulating sensor malfunction) and occlusion
noise (emulating data loss scenarios) for faulty sensors, set-
ting a fractionally lower noise intensity across all sufficient
perturbations for intensity-diversity balance. The strategy is
rigged to greedy rather than adaptive for more competitive
performance in this task, as empirically demonstrated ear-
lier. Evidenced in Table 2, DRIQN’s optimization across het-
erogeneous noise subgroups demonstrates superior handling
of complex perceptual patterns and observational robustness
over baselines.

The Analysis of “Gradient Substitution”

To examine our last-layer gradient substitution setting for
DRIQN, we introduce the variant DRIQN-W featuring
whole-network (4-layer) gradient replacement for compar-
ison. As evidenced in Table 3, last-layer substitution sig-
nificantly outperforms whole-network gradient replacement
in both success rate and computational efficiency while en-
suring better safety. This advantage stems from its capac-
ity to retain deep neural networks’ representational benefits

Table 3: Architectural comparison of “gradient substitu-
tion” under high noise variance: Whole-network substitution
(DRIQN-W) versus final-layer substitution (DRIQN).

while enhancing robustness through streamlined optimiza-
tion, even under extreme noise conditions. Learning curves
comparison in Appendix C shows that last-layer substitution
has better convergence than full-network modification.

Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce DRIQN, a robust and efficient
distributional RL policy for USV path planning in unknown
marine environments subject to observation noise. DRIQN
addresses limitations of vanilla DistRL with implicit quan-
tile networks in robustness and efficiency by employing
a flexible gradient substitution method that uses DRO for
gradient calculation, enabling the policy to handle com-
plex observation noise patterns. Experimental results con-
firm DRIQN’s superiority across all six metrics in perfor-
mance, safety, and efficiency domains, outperforming SOTA
methods. Results also reveal that within DistRL, the greedy
strategy outperforms adaptive counterpart under noisy ob-
servational conditions. In future work, we plan to explore ad-
ditional DistRL methods to enhance robustness and broaden
our approach to more diverse environmental settings. We
also aim to validate effectiveness of these methods in real-
world deployments, ensuring practical applicability.
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