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Abstract

Many high-performance human activities are executed with little or no external feedback: think of a figure
skater landing a triple jump, a pitcher throwing a curveball for a strike, or a barista pouring latte art. To
study the process of skill acquisition under fully controlled conditions, we bypass human subjects. Instead,
we directly interface a generalist reinforcement learning agent with a spinning cylinder in a tabletop
circulating water channel to maximize or minimize drag. This setup has several desirable properties. First,
it is a physical system, with the rich interactions and complex dynamics that only the physical world has:
the flow is highly chaotic and extremely difficult, if not impossible, to model or simulate accurately. Second,
the objective—drag minimization or maximization—is easy to state and can be captured directly in the
reward, yet good strategies are not obvious beforehand. Third, decades-old experimental studies provide
recipes for simple, high-performance open-loop policies. Finally, the setup is inexpensive and far easier to
reproduce than human studies. In our experiments we find that high-dimensional flow feedback lets the
agent discover high-performance drag-control strategies with only minutes of real-world interaction. When
we later replay the same action sequences without any feedback, we obtain almost identical performance.
This shows that feedback, and in particular flow feedback, is not needed to execute the learned policy.
Surprisingly, without flow feedback during training the agent fails to discover any well-performing policy in
drag maximization, but still succeeds in drag minimization, albeit more slowly and less reliably. Our studies
show that learning a high-performance skill can require richer information than executing it, and learning
conditions can be kind or wicked depending solely on the goal, not on dynamics or policy complexity.

https://antonioterpin.com/fluids-control

Figure 1: Wake behind the cylindrical body considered in this study.
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1 Our findings

Humans often rely heavily on feedback during the acquisition of new skills, yet once a skill is mastered,
it can often be executed with minimal or no reliance on that feedback. This phenomenon is observed
especially in motor skills. For example, as demonstrated by Lee and Aronson [1974] and Anderson et al.
[2019], a toddler learning to walk uses visual and proprioceptive feedback to adjust each step, whereas
an adult walks effortlessly (almost “open-loop”) without consciously monitoring each foot placement.
Similarly, athletes like figure skaters, gymnasts and dancers receive constant feedback (from coaches,
mirrors, etc.) in training, but during performance they rely on internalized “motor programs” rather than
external feedback. The shift from feedback (closed-loop) control in novice performance to open-loop
control in expert performance is central to classical motor learning theories, such as the ones presented
by Adams [1971] and Schmidt [1975]. In the words of Malone et al. [2025], “the control of movement
gradually transitions from feedback control to feedforward adaptation”, and the learner becomes less
reliant on feedback with practice.

To relate to the scope of our work, consider the following
game. First, you crumple a scrap of paper into a ball
and throw it a few meters away. You look carefully to
note where it lands, then close your eyes and walk toward
where you think it is, trying to pick it up without peeking.

When you reach down, you will often find you are just a little off. Now, suppose you are allowed to
peek only once. You will likely be able to succeed all the time. This playful experiment prompts two
observations. First, without any visual feedback we are capable of getting fairly close to the objective.
Second, with a minimal amount of visual feedback we are certain to complete the task. These observations
suggest that many of the skills exploited in this task require less feedback than what we have available.
In fact, walking is certainly an activity that is possible to perform without any feedback (albeit perhaps
with lower “accuracy”), as shown with a machine by McGeer et al. [1990] and empirically in humans
by Souman et al. [2009], losa et al. [2012], Naaman et al. [2023]. But could we learn to walk without
any feedback? The experimental results of Lee and Aronson [1974] and Anderson et al. [2019] seem to
suggest that visual feedback, at least, is used by infants. On the other hand, the studies by Kasuga et al.
[2015], Raichin et al. [2021] seem to suggest that when one is interested in improving the open-loop
component of a policy, providing feedback is detrimental. This result is somewhat intuitive, but there is
a subtle catch: since the human participants are adults, their motor control is not a “clean slate”, as the
participants carry a whole set of motor skills that can be exploited when learning a new task.

These studies, together with our everyday experience, motivate asking how feedback shapes skill
acquisition. However, answering this question directly with human participants is difficult. Systematic
ablations of sensory feedback are ethically and practically constrained: one cannot easily and fully control
exteroceptive and proprioceptive feedback. Constructing appropriate control groups is also challenging,
since human learners arrive with a lifetime of prior experience that any new task inevitably leverages in
ways that are hard to quantify or standardize. Finally, carefully controlled motor-learning experiments
are time-consuming and expensive, making systematic ablations over feedback modalities prohibitive. In
this work, we take a complementary approach: we keep human motor learning as our guiding analogy,
but we do not experiment with people. Instead, we use the generalist, state-of-the-art RL algorithm
DreamerV3 from Hafner et al. [2025], without any hyperparameter tuning or inductive bias, as a scientific
instrument to dissect the role of feedback in the acquisition of open-loop skills, enabling clean and causal
interventions. The extensive numerical evidence collected in this project would be practically unattainable



in human-subject experiments, given the prohibitive logistical and financial costs.

Previous work proved DreamerV3 capable of learning to play Minecraft [Hafner et al., 2025], perform
tactile insertion [Palenicek et al., 2024], play a real-world labyrinth game [Bi and D'Andrea, 2024],
control a quadrotor [Romero et al., 2025]. Unlike Ma et al. [2023], Abdi et al. [2020], Srungarapu
[2021], Garibbo et al. [2022], we do not impose a structural bias toward open-loop policies or use a
brain-inspired architecture [Baladron et al., 2023]; instead, we study how open-loop policies emerge. For
this, we interface the DreamerV3 RL algorithm by Hafner et al. [2025] with the tabletop circulating
water channel (CWC) depicted in Figure 2 and detailed in Section A to learn to minimize and maximize
the drag experienced by a spinning cylinder immersed in a fluid flow.

We consider this system because it satisfies several desirable properties. First, it is a physical system, with
the rich interactions and complex dynamics that only the physical world has: it is an infinite-dimensional
nonlinear system governed by the Navier-Stokes equations. At the Reynolds numbers and blockage factor
of interest, the wake is strongly chaotic and highly sensitive to small geometric and surface-condition
details, so high-fidelity simulations generally require substantial computational resources, aggressive
simplifications, and still suffer from a significant sim-to-real gap; see Section B. Second, the control
objective—drag minimization or maximization—is simple and can be specified via a dense reward, yet
the complexity of the dynamics makes effective strategies non-obvious. Third, classic flow-control studies
[Coutanceau and Menard, 1985, Badr and Dennis, 1985] show that simple open-loop laws can nonetheless
achieve high performance. Finally, the tabletop platform is low-cost, and we release the hardware designs
and software implementation, making the experiments straightforward to reproduce and extend in other
laboratories, unlike typical human studies.

Contributions. We use a generalist RL agent as a scientific instrument to probe how feedback
shapes the difficulty of learning control in a real, chaotic fluid system. We find that:

(i) A generalist agent—without inductive biases or hyperparameter tuning—trained with dense
flow feedback on the setup in one-minute episodes (1800 steps) finds a high-performance
strategy in a few minutes. In contrast, the latest result in RL for fluids control [Ye and Elsheikh,
2025] (without dense flow feedback and in a two-dimensional simulation) requires several hours
(~ 10) for two-second episodes (80 steps). To our knowledge, this is the first demonstration of
RL for fluids control with dense flow feedback on hardware and rapid training (see Section B),
showing that agents can be trained directly from interaction with the underlying flow rather
than from tuned simulations that inevitably reflect modeling assumptions.

(i) Rollout trajectories define open-loop strategies: replaying them without any feedback nearly
matches online performance, with only a slight edge in drag maximization. As in our crumpled
paper game, feedback only supplies a “last mile” correction.

(iii) Contrasting drag minimization and maximization shows that the same physical system presents
kind or wicked learning conditions depending solely on the goal, not on the dynamics and
policy complexity. In drag minimization, the agent discovers well-performing strategies even
without flow feedback. In drag maximization, training without flow feedback consistently fails:
early measurements are anti-correlated with long-run performance, an effect we connect to
dynamical-systems theory and non-minimum-phase behavior [Astrém and Murray, 2021]. This
suggests that, in complex physical systems, the information needed to /earn a high-performance
policy can be substantially richer than the information needed to execute it.

We conclude by discussing these findings and motivating architectures that exploit rich feedback
during learning but selectively ignore it at execution, except to recover the last mile of performance.



TOP VIEW

B e e PR

Figure 2: Top: Our tabletop CWC with close-ups of the main components and its top and side view. The
channel consists of an upper and a lower branch. The test section (1) in the upper branch houses the
cylinder (2). Three APISQUEEN U5 brushless freshwater propellers (3) drive a left-to-right flow, which
is redirected into the lower branch by guide vanes (4) and then back to the upper branch. A honeycomb
structure (5) straightens the flow and suppresses large-scale vortices. Flow restrictions (6) accelerate the
stream and stretch remaining small-scale vortices. Below: lllustrative snapshots of the real-time flow
estimates from the imaging setup (7); colors indicate vorticity (red/blue: positive/negative).



2 Learning to control fluids

As early as the 1980s, Coutanceau and Menard [1985], Badr and Dennis
[1985] (among others) observed that vortex shedding behind a circular =
cylinder C of radius R in a uniform flow can be reduced or even suppressed J
by spinning the cylinder at a (possibly time-dependent) angular velocity

w(t). The resulting unsteady surface pressure p(t,Z) on OC is governed

by the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations for a Newtonian fluid of
density p and kinematic viscosity v (e.g., Acheson, 1990), 0;i + (@ - V)4 =
—%Vp—l— vV2ii, V - i = 0, subject to appropriate boundary conditions (e.g., w(t)
incoming flow stream, no-slip at the walls). Commanding a rotation rate ).
w(t) imposes i(t,¥) = Rw(t)te(F) for all & € AC, with tc(Z) being the &)
vector tangent to C at Z. As a result, controlling the rotation rate w(t)

of the cylinder alters the pressure and, thus, the resulting force (drag) on

the cylinder, which can then be taken as a performance metric to either
minimize or maximize. Despite the complexity of the system dynamics, a
high-performance strategy is open-loop: w(t) = Asin(27 ft) for some A, f.
Accurately simulating such a fluid setup is challenging: even idealized 2D models with ideal boundary
conditions are prohibitively slow and often fail to capture essential physical properties; realistic 3D
simulations with active control are even more intractable, making systematic studies and ablations
impractical. Because no open-source testbed for fluids control exists, we built a low-cost physical
platform, shown in Figure 2 and detailed in Section A. Using modern accelerators, we compute dense
flow estimates in real time and train an RL agent directly on the physical system with these as feedback.
To our knowledge, this is the first such demonstration; see Section B.

oc

Deploying RL to control fluids. For an overview of the system, see Figure 3. We use the DreamerV3
architecture with default hyperparameters and the standard model with 25 million parameters. The agent
selects a one—dimensional continuous action in [ A, A] commanding the cylinder's instantaneous rotation
rate, which we normalize to [—1, 1] for learning. The agent observations consist of the drag measurement,
the commanded rotation rate (the action), rotation—rate feedback from the motor and, optionally, a
dense flow estimate (see Section D.3). We take these configurations as representative since one only has
the reward signal, the commanded rotation rate (the previous action of the agent) and a proprioceptive
feedback signal (the rotation-rate feedback) to work with, whereas the other has, additionally, the
exteroceptive feedback (the flow field) on the system state. The decrease (drag-minimization task) or
increase (drag-maximization task) of the drag measurement with respect to its value at the beginning of
the episode is the reward signal, and we always provide the drag measurement as an observation to the
agent. Episodes last 60s, and in between episodes we wait 60 s to stabilize the flow. Training uses a
60-minute budget (60 episodes), corresponding to 100,800 environment steps.

3 Results

Next, we present the experimental results supporting Section 1. The Baseline is the average outcome of
a high-performance sinusoidal input (Section C), and we normalize the results by the average no-control
outcome across experiments; see Section A.
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Figure 3: System overview. The RL agent interacts directly with the physical setup, commanding the
rotation rate of the cylinder, receiving as observations the previous commanded rotation rate, the drag
on the cylinder, the motor rotation-rate feedback, and possibly the flow estimate from the camera images
of neutrally buoyant tracer particles. We compare learning performance under different observation sets.

3.1 The RL agent rapidly masters the tasks when provided with flow feedback,
but fails to find high-performance drag-maximizing policies without

Experimental setup. We train agents with and without flow feedback and measure the change in
drag relative to its value at the beginning of each episode (a decrease for drag minimization, an increase
for drag maximization). We repeat each training run ten times. We perform several observation-set
ablations in Section E.1.

Results. In Figure 4, we report training curves for models with and without flow feedback, which are
consistent across repetitions.

In both tasks, the configuration with flow feedback rapidly and robustly (i.e., with low variability)
discovers a high-performance policy within minutes of real-world interaction. Without flow feedback,
the agent fails to find a high-performance policy in the drag-maximization task but still succeeds in
drag minimization, albeit more slowly and with greater variability.

This is perhaps surprising: as we show in Section C, simple sinusoidal action sequences can be highly
effective, so there exists a class of policies that performs well without flow feedback. Even though the
tasks share the same physical system, admit high-performance policies of similar complexity, and differ in
reward only by a sign, the lack of flow feedback during training has strongly asymmetric effects: the
agent succeeds in drag minimization but fails in drag maximization. Thus, the same physical system
presents kind or wicked learning conditions depending solely on the goal, not on dynamics or policy
complexity. We investigate these conditions next.



- - No control .-+ Baseline Without flow feedback — With flow feedback

Drag-maximization task Drag-minimization task
— T T T T T T — T T T T T T
X, 30 : X, 0 =--mmmmmmmmmmmmmm e a
[} [}
% > Ll |
2 15 y e
() o
g o 20 |- il
;~ —
< 0+ N <
% % =30 LN~ AA T a
§ ;E Dt SR
<< _15 L l l l l l l l | < _40 L l l l l l l l |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Training time [min] Training time [min]

Figure 4: Running-average drag variation (% with respect to no control) in the episode over training
time (min) for DreamerV3 with and without flow feedback for the drag-maximization (left) and drag-
minimization (right) tasks. The solid lines show the mean performance of the model across repetitions,
whereas the shaded areas show min-max variability.

3.2 The learned strategies can be performed in open-loop

Experimental setup. We record the action trajectories all throughout the training process for the
agent with all observations, including the flow estimate. Then, we replay these action trajectories without
any feedback five times each and observe the resulting performance.

Results. We summarize the results in Figure 5. Replayed trials produce reward trajectories that closely
track those obtained during online execution, indicating that the agent has learned a primarily open-loop
strategy whose outcomes are stable across repeats. Even early in training, an action sequence rollout
achieves similar performance when replayed, suggesting a turnpike-like property [Dorfman et al., 1987]
and that good performance in this task does not primarily rely on real-time feedback, but on finding
high-performing open-loop trajectories. In the drag-minimization task, feedback offers no measurable
advantage: replayed trajectories match online performance within experimental variability. In the drag-
maximization task, however, the absence of feedback yields a modest but consistent drop relative to
online execution, suggesting that feedback is used mainly for small corrective adjustments on top of an
essentially open-loop plan. This pattern mirrors the paper-ball game from Section 1: as a person can
walk with eyes closed to roughly where the ball should be and use a quick glance for the last correction,
our agent learns an internalized open-loop program with high performance, with feedback providing a
last-mile correction rather than a continuous crutch at execution.

Together with Section 3.1, these results suggest that, perhaps surprisingly, flow feedback is needed
to learn a drag-maximizing policy that can be executed in open loop with comparable performance.
Thus, in a complex physical system the information required to learn a high-performance skill can
be substantially richer than the information required to execute it.

To our knowledge, this is the first empirical demonstration in real turbulent flow of such phenomena.
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Figure 5: Running-average drag variation (% with respect to no control) for the drag-maximization (left)
and drag-minimization (right) tasks. Shown are the no-control mean (black dashed), best open-loop
mean (gray dotted), RL (blue), and replayed actuation (red, mean over five repeats; shading shows
min—max variability). Top: We show the curve over training time (minutes). Bottom: We show the
curve for a single rollout, over episode time (seconds).



3.3 Early measurements anti-align with long-run performance

We can rule out several intuitive explanations for the observed behavior. The phenomenon is not
an artifact of a particular choice of observations, as it persists across different observation sets; see
Section E.1. In these sets, we also include a time signal, ruling out state aliasing [Whitehead and Ballard,
1991, Sutton and Barto, 2018]. Moreover, without flow feedback, the agent is capable of learning a
strong drag-minimizing, approximately sinusoidal action sequence, and in Section C we show that a
closely related sequence from the same parameterized family substantially increases drag, yet the agent
fails to discover it. We also observe that without flow feedback, multiple standard model-free off-policy
and on-policy RL algorithms (from the stable implementations of Raffin et al. [2021]) fail, at least
without careful hyperparameter tuning; see Section E.4. Instead, we observe that a key difference between
the drag-maximization and drag-minimization tasks is that, in drag maximization, early measurements
anti-align with long-run performance: substantially increasing drag requires control actions that initially
decrease drag; see Figure 5. This behavior can be motivated by boundary-layer separation: impulsive
rotation energizes the advancing-side boundary layer and delays separation while promoting earlier
separation on the retreating side, leading to a net decrease in measured drag [Badr and Dennis, 1985,
Badr et al., 1990, Aljure Osorio et al., 2014]. Such deceptive transients are characteristic of many
non-minimum-phase systems, including bicycle steering [Astrém et al., 2005], walking [Dallali et al.,
2009, Wee et al., 2013], and VTOL/CTOL aircraft [Hauser et al., 1992]. Recent work emphasizes the
difficulties in learning to control non-minimum-phase systems and motivates ad hoc fixes [Charfeddine
et al., 2025, Agyei et al., 2025, van Zundert and Oomen, 2018, Zhou et al., 2018]; see also Section 4.2.

In contrast, our experiments show that in a complex physical system a generalist RL agent can
overcome the increased learning difficulties related to deceptive initial transients purely by enriching
its observations during training.

4 Discussion

Beyond drag control, our findings speak to the role of privileged information in RL, the selective use of
feedback, and the value of observations for learning to control.

4.1 Privileged information and observation-adaptive agents

The relevance of different observations at training and deployment has been recognized in both supervised
learning and RL. In supervised learning, Vapnik et al. [2015] formalized learning using privileged information,
where additional inputs are available only at training time. In RL, asymmetric actor—critic and related
distillation methods [Pinto et al., 2017, Chen et al., 2020, Salter et al., 2021, Ma et al., 2023, Baladron
et al., 2023] use low-dimensional, clean, or simulator-only state (often with bottlenecks and domain
randomization [Pinto et al., 2017]) to speed up or stabilize training of a policy that ultimately operates
from higher-dimensional, noisy sensors, largely motivated by the convenience of simulation. Our results
point to a complementary regime. In our setup, learning the drag-maximizing policy appears to require
more information during training than at execution. More generally, techniques viable only in simulation
clash with the goal of understanding the process of human-like skill acquisition. Recent sensory-scaffolding
work [Hu et al., 2024] is conceptually close, using privileged sensing to train world models and critics
that support policies with simpler (often cheaper) observations at deployment time. However, this relies
on specialized architectures and a fixed split between training-time and deployment-time sensors. In



contrast, our results suggest that an agent should be able to call on feedback when needed to extract
the remaining gains in performance.

There is also a growing body of work in control and reinforcement learning where agents decide when to
use observations rather than treating sensing as fixed. Examples include RL for event-triggered feedback
control [Baumann et al., 2018], in which control actions are applied at endogenously determined events
rather than on a fixed clock, and RL with costly optional observations [Holt et al., 2023, Nam et al.,
2021, Bellinger et al., 2023], in which the learner trades off the information content of an observation
against an explicit cost of acquiring it. Our experimental results suggest a subtly different regime: we are
interested in settings where observations arrive anyway, but the agent can learn to selectively ignore them.
This may be a better choice when the observations are uninformative or too noisy. In some scenarios,
they may be not worth the additional computation. In certain cases, the internal state and inference-time
requirements of the maneuver may render predominantly open-loop (or, more generally, feedforward
[Astrdm and Murray, 2021]) strategy preferable. On the other hand, the agent may want to emphasize
them when they materially improve control. In such settings, assigning an artificial sensing cost may bias
the learned strategies. To our knowledge, this “use-when-useful” regime remains largely unexplored.

Observation-adaptive agents. Although we do not propose a new architecture here, our results
suggest the following high-level desiderata:
(i) rely primarily on internal state and open-loop structure when confident;

(ii) increase the use of high-dimensional sensors when uncertainty grows or when small deviations
have large consequences; and

(iii) gradually reduce this reliance as internal models improve, without a fixed split between
training-time and deployment-time observations.

The Kalman filter [Kalman, 1960] provides a clean instance of the adaptive mechanism we are hinting
at: as state uncertainty shrinks, the gain on measurements automatically decreases. Analogously,
we envision generalist RL agents that /earn when rich feedback is worth using, rather than having
their sensor sets hard-wired by the designer; for instance, using the paradigm of options Sutton
et al. [2022]. This shifts the focus away from designing separate networks for different observation
sets and toward mechanisms that avoid information overload and allocate compute and attention
efficiently, yet remain adaptable—closer to how organisms navigate an abundance of sensory stimuli
while relying on automatized skills most of the time.

4.2 Quantifying the value of feedback for learning

Classical control theory emphasizes limits imposed by the observation process on robust execution, from
linear-quadratic-Gaussian results [Doyle, 2003] to studies of stick balancing and learned controllers [Leong
and Doyle, 2016, Xu et al., 2021] (coincidentally, all non-minimum-phase systems). Our experiments
point to a complementary notion: the value of feedback for exploration, even when feedback is not needed
to execute the final policy. In our setup, restricted observations are sufficient for control in the usual
sense—we know that good open-loop policies exist and we rule out simple forms of state aliasing—yet
certain tasks exhibit systematic learning failures without flow feedback. This places our system outside
the regimes where partial observability is provably benign [Liu et al., 2022]: the issue is not the existence
of a good policy, but the reliability with which a general-purpose learner can discover it under different
observation modalities. Lee et al. [2024] show that the extra cost incurred by a controller learned from
data grows with how sensitive the optimal performance is to errors in the system parameters, and shrinks
with how informative the data are about those parameters. We speculate that access to flow feedback



increases information along control-relevant directions, enabling more accurate models, more efficient
exploration, and overall a less fragile learning process.

5 Conclusion

We summarize our main contributions, limitations, and directions for future work.

Contributions. We study how feedback shapes the learning of open-loop policies by interfacing a
generalist RL agent directly with the chaotic flow around a spinning cylinder in our water-channel setup.
By selectively providing or withholding flow measurements during training, we isolate the role of external
flow feedback in learning. Our results on the drag-maximization task support a simple principle, backed
by real-world experiments on a chaotic flow: learning a skill can require substantially richer information
than executing it. In our case, high-dimensional flow feedback is indispensable for learning a good
drag-maximizing policy, yet unnecessary to execute it. In contrast, drag minimization appears to require
little detailed feedback during training. We trace this asymmetry to dynamic systems theory and the
concept of non-minimum-phase behavior. In particular, the same physical system presents kind or wicked
learning conditions depending solely on the goal, not on dynamics and policy complexity. More broadly,
our experiments illustrate how generalist reinforcement learning agents can serve as scientific instruments
to probe how skills are acquired in rich physical environments, and motivate architectures that selectively
use feedback during both training and deployment. Beyond this conceptual point, we also contribute
to the fluids-control literature (see Section B). Most notably, we recover a high-performance policy
within minutes of real-world interaction, compared to the hours of simulation time required by prior work
on shorter tasks. While such tuned simulations provide useful intuition and a consistency check, they
inevitably depend on modeling and parameter choices; our results instead demonstrate that the desired
behavior can be learned directly from interaction with the underlying flow.

Limitations. Our results are limited to a single physical setup, but our analysis suggests that the
phenomena may extend to other nonlinear non-minimum-phase systems. Our methodology is broadly
applicable, and exploring additional physical systems is an interesting direction for future work.

Outlook. On the theoretical side, an important next step is to analyze simplified models that clarify
when rich feedback is needed for learning but not for execution, and to derive principled rules for choosing
observations. Such a framework could guide the design of RL agents that decide when and where to
“look”, basing their decisions on informative measurements rather than fixed sensor sets; see Section 4.
Beyond our water-channel setup, these phenomena should be tested on other platforms. The setup of Bi
and D’Andrea [2024] is a promising second system, and high-dimensional robots such as humanoids are
a natural longer-term target. A key challenge is to disentangle the roles of open-loop (or more generally
feedforward) patterns and feedback. As RL models improve, they can increasingly serve as scientific
instruments to probe skill acquisition and, ultimately, human learning. Finally, our platform opens several
directions for fluids control: benchmarking continual learning algorithms [Sutton et al., 2022], controlling
more complex shapes in challenging or adversarial flow conditions, benchmarking sensor-placement
strategies (e.g., selecting a small subset of flow measurements), and evaluating algorithms that exploit
privileged or asymmetric observations.
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A A tabletop circulating water channel (CWC)

Figure 2 illustrates the tabletop CWC, with close-ups and labels for all components. The mean incoming
flow speed at the beginning of the test section is regulated to 0.12m/s. All off-the-shelf parts are
listed below; the others are 3D-printed, and their designs are available on the project website. The
entire setup fits inside a 0.9 x 0.3 x 0.3m?® Long Aquarium (90 L, Olibetta), with a test section of
0.15 x 0.10 x 0.15 m3—much smaller than typical water channels used in fluids-control studies.

Recirculating water channel. The channel consists of an upper and a lower branch. The test section
(1) in the upper branch houses the cylinder (2). Three APISQUEEN U5 brushless propellers (3) drive
a left-to-right flow, which is redirected into the lower branch by guide vanes (4) and then back to the
upper branch. A honeycomb structure (5) straightens the flow and suppresses large-scale vortices. Flow
restrictions (6) accelerate the stream and stretch remaining small-scale vortices. The particle image
velocimetry (PIV) setup (7) captures images at 60 Hz, which are used to estimate the flow field in real
time by exploiting hardware acceleration [Banelli et al., 2025].

Cylinder actuation. The cylinder (2) is the controlled object of the setup and is attached to a Maxon
EC45 flat motor with a 640 PPR incremental encoder. The cylinder radius is R = 0.021 m. We cap the
rotation rate at A = 15.7 rad/s, which corresponds to imposing a surface flow speed of about 0.33m/s,
more than twice the average incoming flow speed, so that the actuation can locally reverse the flow.
Given a crude upper bound for the characteristic frequency, f¢ < 1.5Hz (obtained using St < 0.32 for
the Strouhal number [Cox et al., 1998], an inflow speed U, < 0.2m/s, and fe = StUs /D), we adopt
a sampling frequency for the control input of 30 Hz, which comfortably satisfies standard guidelines from
sampled-data control and signal processing [Chen, 1995].

Drag measurements. The motor is mounted on a shaft at &, parallel to the flow surface and
transverse to the incoming flow. Torque about this shaft is measured with a TD50 150 mNm sensor by
ME-MeBsysteme GmbH (2), with full scale 150 mNm and accuracy 0.1% of full scale. The measured
signal 7. (t) is a noisy estimate of the torque 7yrag(t) and an indirect measurement of the drag force
in the direction of the flow 7.,. Throughout this work, we refer to drag and torque measurements
interchangeably. We sample %C]?ag(t) at a rate of 1kHz, and smooth it by averaging over the last second
of data. This standard practice in flow control reduces sensor noise and vortex-shedding fluctuations,
without affecting our learning objective, which depends on average performance over a fixed time interval
T = 60s. We verify the quality of the torque measurements in Section D.2. The no-control baseline is
computed as the average, across all experiments, of the initial measured torque. In our experiments, it
amounts to 82.64 mNm.
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—— Camera exposure (on/off)

Flow feedback. To estimate the flow field around the cylinder, we use =~ —  Laser pulse (on/off)
PIV, which is one of the most important modalities for quantifying flow —_— —
fields in bluff body wakes. For this, we use the low-cost PIV system
provided by Optolution (7). In PIV, laser pulses illuminate neutrally
buoyant particles in the fluid through the transparent acrylic section in
the middle of the flow restrictions at specific intervals, while the camera
captures images. We use 10 um-diameter hollow glass spheres (LaVision)
as tracer particles. The plot on the right depicts the timing sequence of
camera exposure (blue line, top) and laser pulses (red line, below). The
bottom part of the figure shows two consecutive particle images taken at
times to and to + At. These (in our setup, 1 megapixel) images are used
to track the particle displacement and estimate the velocity fields; see
Section D.3 for more details on our pipeline. Examples of flow estimates
are reported in Figure 2.

t

to to+ At

Computational resources. Data are collected on an Ubuntu 22.04 machine with an AMD Ryzen
Threadripper PRO 5995WX and four Nvidia RTX 4090 GPUs. One GPU is used for computing the flow
estimate, one GPU for policy inference and one for training.

B Related work in fluids control

Although our work is not about flow control per se, we adopt it as a demanding testbed because it
concentrates exactly the properties we seek to study, namely the interplay between open-loop actuation
and feedback corrections in learning. Using this setting lets us probe how generalist RL agents build
and exploit internal world models while remaining grounded in a physically rich, externally verifiable
environment. In this appendix, we therefore acknowledge the fluids-control literature that informs and
contextualizes our study. At the same time, our contribution intersects with that field: to our knowledge,
we are the first to interface RL with real-time, full-flow feedback from PIV at high frequency, enabling
closed-loop learning directly from real-world flow measurements.

Challenges. The task of fluids control comes with several challenges:
(i) Lack of standard benchmarks and testbeds in the physical world (traditional water channels
are costly and designed for fluid analysis rather than control).

(if) Unlike most control applications, the underlying system considered is infinite-dimensional,
extremely difficult to model accurately, and slow to simulate. Until recently, only low-
dimensional model approximations were feasible due to computational constraints.

(iii) Past limitations in computing resources restricted the information available to feedback policies.
To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to provide real-time flow estimates as feedback
to the control policy.

We tackle these challenges by designing and openly releasing an affordable tabletop recirculating water
channel, which we describe in Section A, and by heavily exploiting parallelism on accelerators for fluid
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flow estimation, retaining accuracy while reducing computational time.

Why now? The pioneers in this field were prevented from effectively exploiting closed-loop control
techniques because of the limited computational resources available. For this, they resorted to open-loop
strategies [Coutanceau and Menard, 1985, Tokumaru and Dimotakis, 1991, 1993, Mittal, 2001, 2003],
low-dimensional models [Cortelezzi et al., 1998, Mathelin et al., 2010], low-dimensional measurements
with simple proportional control strategies (e.g., wall pressure measurements for near-wall turbulence
reduction [Choi et al., 1994, Lee et al., 1998, Endo et al., 2000]) or shallow neural networks [Lee et al.,
1997]. In recent years, unprecedented computing power became more accessible in the consumer market.
Importantly, these resources enable real-time, computationally intensive control techniques for previously
intractable high-dimensional systems. Among these, RL has excelled in a variety of control tasks, even in
tasks traditionally mastered only by humans [Schrittwieser et al., 2020, Brown and Sandholm, 2019].
Naturally, these techniques rippled into the fluids-control domain [Rabault et al., 2019, Elhawary, 2020,
Tokarev et al., 2020, Paris et al., 2021, Ren et al., 2021, Ghraieb et al., 2021, Tang et al., 2020, Xu
et al., 2020, Chatzimanolakis et al., 2023, Suérez et al., 2024, Zhou et al., 2025, Ye and Elsheikh, 2025].
However, most of this work has only been done in simulation.

Why are simulations not sufficient? In this work, we synthesize a control policy using RL, skipping
simulation altogether and instead training the policy directly on a physical setup. Several reasons motivate
our physical-only approach:

= Fluid simulations are hard to calibrate and highly sensitive to modeling errors, especially in complex
environments, with an inevitable sim-to-real gap. As an example, with a cylinder diameter D = 0.042m
the Reynolds number is Re = UL;D ~ 5.0 x 103, which lies in the subcritical vortex-shedding regime
for circular cylinders [Norberg, 1987]. The distance between the walls is approximately 0.1m and,
thus, the blockage ratio is BR = D/H = 0.42 [Alam, 2025]. Then, walls have significant impact on
the cylinder wake [Jiménez, 2004] and should be carefully modeled.

= They are often computationally expensive and slow, making real-time training or adaptation impractical.
For this, one has to resort to simplifications. Even then, a few seconds of simulation time may require
a full day of calculations on a consumer setup.

= More broadly, simulations generally fail to capture subtle physical effects that significantly impact con-
trol—consider, for example, the aeroelasticity of feathers, surface wetting, or micro-vortex interactions;
see, e.g., the work of Clark and Prum [2015].

Contributions to the fluids-control literature. Our contributions to the fluids-control community are
four-fold. First, we design and release an open-source, low-cost tabletop CWC as a versatile experimental
testbed. We believe that this testbed can become the standard for rapidly prototyping and experimenting
with flow control techniques and interfacing RL to flow control problems. Second, we demonstrate, for
the first time, the deployment of reinforcement learning with full-field, high-resolution flow feedback,
executed directly online on the physical system. Importantly, we show that this results in extremely
sample-efficient learning. In comparison, the most recent result—from Ye and Elsheikh [2025]—of RL in
fluids control (performed without high-resolution flow feedback and in a two-dimensional simulation)
requires several hours (~ 10) for two-second episodes (80 steps). To perform this experiment, we
exploited GPU programming and developed an optical flow algorithm to estimate flow fields with accuracy
acceptable by flow-measurement standards, while occupying only a fraction of the computational budget
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of the control pipeline [Banelli et al., 2025]. In doing so, we also developed a software package for
generating synthetic PIV images orders of magnitude faster than existing methods [Terpin et al., 2025].
This allowed us to iterate quickly on the flow-estimation algorithms and we believe the community will
benefit from it. Third, by investigating the reasons behind the lack of learning in the drag-maximization
task, we discuss the non-minimum-phase properties of the vortex-shedding phenomena behind a cylinder,
connecting our conclusions to boundary-layer theory. To our knowledge, this observation is novel and our
learning results underscore its relevance for fluids-control applications.

C The performance of open-loop control

In this section, we describe our procedure to verify that simple sinusoidal open-loop inputs can achieve
high performance and to identify representative high-performing sinusoids for both drag maximization
and drag minimization. Note that, for the scope of our work and claims, it is not important to find the
globally best open-loop policy, or even the best sinusoidal one; it suffices to obtain a high-performing
policy. We systematically probe the system with open-loop policies of the form w(t) = Asin(2w ft),
A € [0,15.700] rad/s and f € [0,3] Hz. The no-control baseline corresponds to A = 0 (zero actuation).
We restrict f € [0, 3] Hz given our 30 Hz actuation rate, which ensures at least ten control updates per
period Chen [1995]. We sweep over a grid of amplitudes (A € {7.85,10.467,13.083,15.700} rad/s) and
frequencies (values spaced by 0.1 Hz) to efficiently identify promising regions in the parameter space. For
each combination, we collect three repetitions and compute the mean performance, observing fairly consis-
tent outcomes across repetitions. This first search suggests the candidates (A = 15.700rad/s, f = 0.8 Hz)
for drag maximization and (A = 15.700rad/s, f = 3.0Hz) for drag minimization, with performance
plateauing for f > 2.5Hz. Since the minimizing frequency lies at the upper boundary of the initial
scan, we empirically verified that performance for f > 3.0 Hz changes by less than 2% relative to the
no-control baseline and eventually degrades due to poor tracking and sampling limitations at higher
frequencies. The best amplitude is also found at the upper boundary, A = 15.700rad/s, but this limit
is imposed also on the RL agent and is physically justified; see Section A. Moreover, increasing the
amplitude further leads to action trajectories that excite strong surface waves in the water channel
and amplify boundary effects, so we do not consider larger amplitudes. Given the outcome of this first
search, we fix the drag-minimizing policy to (A = 15.700rad/s, f = 3.0Hz). For drag maximization, we
fix A = 15.700rad/s and further refine the frequency by performing five steps of ternary search over
f €1]0.71,0.89] Hz, computing the performance of each frequency as the average over five repetitions.
Overall, we pick as high-performance sinusoidal strategies (A = 15.700rad/s, f = 0.776 Hz) for drag
maximization and (A = 15.700rad/s, f = 3.0Hz) for drag minimization. We collect ten repetitions
of each policy and use the mean performance as the open-loop baseline for the two tasks, obtaining
an increase of about 28% in drag for the maximization task and a decrease of about 32% for the
minimization task relative to the no-control baseline.

D Additional information on the data acquisition pipeline

In this section, we include additional information on the data acquisition pipeline.
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D.1 Additional sources of uncertainty

In our experiments, we recognize that several secondary sources of uncertainty can influence the data.
For instance, the uncertainties due to the torque sensor measurements are below 0.15mNm and the
ones related to non-idealities in the fabrication and assembly are below 0.6 mNm for the cylinder;
see Section D.2. Other sources of uncertainty include natural variations in room temperature, small
fluctuations in the water level, and minor mechanical non-idealities, such as slightly different tracking
performance on the desired speed of the propellers. These effects may introduce small discrepancies in
the results, but their overall effect is limited. Importantly, we deliberately avoid drawing conclusions from
changes of only a few percent. Instead, our analysis focuses on robust effects of clear significance, for
which these small sources of variability are inconsequential. Finally, since we collect data over multiple
weeks, the no-control baseline shows minor variations across experiments. This bias, for instance due
to temperature changes, is minor, and we systematically remove it by considering changes in torque
measurements rather than their absolute values.

D.2 Additional experiment to verify that the cylinder dynamics are inconse-
quential for the torque sensor measurements

To verify that our torque sensor is not contaminated by the actuation itself, we performed a dedicated
characterization. Because the motor is mounted on the same shaft as the sensor, the motor dynamics
together with misalignment (due to, e.g., fabrication inaccuracies) of the center of mass of the cylinder
with respect to the rotational axis could, in principle, affect the measured torque. We therefore designed
a simple experiment to bound any actuation-induced artifacts under representative operating conditions.

Experimental setup. In a quiescent, no-flow environment, we command the cylinder to track open-loop
sinusoidal profiles over the same grid of amplitudes and frequencies as in Section C. For each grid point,
we collect 60s of data and repeat the experiment 3 times.

Results. Overall, the measured torque values belong to the range [—0.48,0.56] mNm. Thus, it is clear
that the conclusions in Section 3 are not affected by these parasitic effects.

D.3 Additional details on the vision pipeline

While the Optolution PIV system yields high-quality, high-resolution image pairs, it does not provide
real-time processing and, more importantly, off-the-shelf open-source options fail to deliver vectors that
are accurate enough for flow estimation while processing high-resolution images at high frequency. We
therefore adapted the Depth Inverse Search algorithm from Kroeger et al. [2016] to run entirely on
the GPU. The extra speedup enabled us to tune the algorithm so as to obtain measurements that are
accurate enough for our purposes. For tuning, we also developed a synthetic image generator that mimics
our optical setup and seeding conditions. We describe these developments in detail, and their relevance
for the fluid-control community, in [Banelli et al., 2025, Terpin et al., 2025]. Concretely, we mark the
region of interest in the wake of the cylinder using AprilTags and leverage them for automatic camera
calibration. Full-resolution frames are cropped to a ~ 1-megapixel window covering this region, resized
to 512 x 512, and then processed to yield a 512 x 512 flow estimate. Once the flow field has been
estimated, we can linearly downsample it to as few as 16 x 16 grid points without appreciable loss of
salient information (instead, inference on lower-resolution images substantially degrades the estimate).
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This is practically interesting, since 16 x 16 flow estimates are higher dimensional compared to typical
feedback used in the fluids-control literature, yet very amenable to state-of-the-art RL methods.

E Ablations

In this section we provide several ablations on (i) the observation sets (see Section E.1), (ii) the model
size (see Section E.2), (iii) the way we remove the flow feedback (see Section E.3), and (iv) the learning
algorithm employed (see Section E.4).

E.1 Ablations on the observation sets

We complement the results in Section 3.1 by varying the set of observations provided to the agent.

Experimental setup. We use the same physical setup, DreamerV3 architecture, and training protocol
as in Section 3.1. For each observation configuration, we train agents for 60 minutes (i.e., 60 episodes,
100,800 environment steps), repeating the training run three times for each configuration. As in the
main experiments, the reward is the change in drag relative to its value at the beginning of each episode
(decrease for drag minimization, increase for drag maximization), and the drag measurement is always
provided as an observation. When we train without flow feedback, we additionally provide a normalized
episode time index t = %, the commanded rotation rate and the rotation-rate feedback, or all
of these. When we train with flow feedback, we additionally provide the 16 x 16 flow-field estimate. Our
main comparison is between families of configurations with and without flow feedback. We focus on flow

feedback because it is the only exteroceptive signal in Section 2.

Results. For each configuration, we first average the running-average drag variation over the different
repetitions, and then group configurations into two families depending on whether flow feedback is
present or not. We then compute, at each training time, the mean across configurations, together
with the pointwise minimum and maximum, and the first and third quartiles. Figure 6 reports these
aggregated statistics. The resulting trends suggest a qualitative difference between the two tasks. In the
drag-maximization setting, configurations without flow feedback show little systematic improvement,
whereas configurations with flow feedback more consistently reach higher performance. In contrast, for
drag minimization, both families are able to learn high-performing policies, and training without flow
feedback appears comparatively easy in this case, although the corresponding configurations exhibit
somewhat larger variability. We observe that reported curves differ from the learning curves in Section 3.1,
where we show a single representative configuration and depict variability across training repetitions of
that configuration. In Figure 6, by contrast, we report expected performance and its variability across
configurations with and without flow feedback. In particular, when only drag is observed and flow
feedback is removed, state aliasing effects can degrade learning performance even in the comparatively
easier drag-minimization setting, and these weaker configurations contribute to the aggregate statistics,
leading to an apparent decrease in performance even for the drag-minimization task. Nonetheless, the
striking contrast remains, and these ablations are consistent with the conclusions of Section 3.1. In our
experiments, rich exteroceptive feedback from the flow field is particularly helpful for efficiently finding
strong policies in the drag-maximization task, while its role in drag minimization is less pronounced and is
mainly reflected in reduced variability across configurations. We note that our coverage of configuration
choices is not exhaustive, but these results align with our central claim that feedback during training can
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Figure 6: Running-average drag variation (% with respect to no control) over training time for the cylinder
drag-maximization (left) and drag-minimization (right) tasks, aggregated over different observation sets.
Blue curves correspond to configurations without flow feedback and red curves to configurations with
flow feedback. Solid lines show the mean across repetitions and configurations, shaded bands indicate
the interquartile range (Q1-Q3), and envelopes denote min—max.

be important for discovering strong policies, even when the resulting control can ultimately be executed
with substantially reduced sensory requirements.

E.2 Ablations on the model size

In this section, we study the effect of the model size of DreamerV3 on the learning performance.

Experimental setup. We train the DreamerV3 model with 1 million parameters three times on the
drag-maximization task, using as observations the drag, the commanded rotation rate, and its feedback
from the motor. We compare it to the 25-million-parameter model in Section 3.1.

Results. We summarize the results in Figure 7, which suggests that the model size does not affect the
outcome of the learning process and a larger network is generally better, as suggested by Hafner et al.
[2025]. Therefore, the learning failure cannot be attributed to the choice of model size.

E.3 Ablations on how to remove the flow feedback

In this section, we investigate two different approaches for removing the flow feedback for the DreamerV3
model with 25 million parameters.

Experimental setup. We train the DreamerV3 model three times on the drag-maximization task,
providing as input a constant, zeroed flow-feedback signal in addition to the drag measurements, the
commanded rotation rate, and the rotation-rate feedback. We compare it to the model in Section 3.1, in
which the vision branch used for the flow feedback is simply omitted.
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Figure 7: Running-average drag variation (% with respect to no control) over training time (min) for
DreamerV3 in the drag-maximization task. The solid lines show the mean performance of the model
across repetitions, whereas the shaded areas show the variability in performance (min-max). The smaller
model has 1 million parameters, and the others have 25 million parameters. The model “Without flow
feedback” is the same as in Section 3.1. We refer to the model as “Zeroed flow feedback” when a
constant, zeroed, flow feedback is additionally provided as input.

Results. We summarize the results in Figure 7, which suggests that the two approaches result in similar
performance. In one repetition, the model with zeroed flow feedback seems to perform slightly better in
a few rollouts, but overall these results are consistent with the evidence provided in Section 3.1. Thus, in
the rest of the paper we use the simpler and more intuitive omission (rather than zeroing) of the flow
observation whenever the flow feedback is not provided to the agent.

E.4 Ablations on the learning algorithm

To verify that other state-of-the-art model-free on-policy and off-policy algorithms perform similarly or
worse than the DreamerV3 algorithm, we perform an ablation study on the learning algorithm.

Experimental setup. We consider the model-free on-policy PPO algorithm [Schulman et al., 2017] with
both a feedforward and a recurrent (-R) network, and the model-free off-policy SAC algorithm [Haarnoja
et al., 2018]. We use the stable implementation from Raffin et al. [2021] and, besides the discount
factor (which we set to v = 0.999 to take into account the horizon length of the task), we use the
default hyperparameters. Given the learning speeds observed in Section 3, we provide a budget of 30
minutes. We also provide the agent with the temporal progress observation in all cases additionally to
the observations in Section 3, since not all the implementations have recurrent networks.

Results. The resulting learning curves for the drag maximization task are reported in Figure 8. In all
cases, the algorithms are unable to solve the task (even when the best-performing one in the first 30
minutes is given ten hours of training). In general, DreamerV3 is less susceptible to hyperparameter
tuning and more sample efficient than PPO and SAC, as reported by Hafner et al. [2025]. In fact, the
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Figure 8: Running-average drag variation (% with respect to no control) over training time (min) for
PPO, PPO-R and SAC without flow feedback in the drag-maximization task. The solid lines show the
mean performance of the model across repetitions, whereas the shaded areas show the variability in
performance (min-max).

experiments in Section 3 show that DreamerV3 learns a high-performance policy within minutes when
provided with flow feedback, and longer training budgets are thus not necessary.
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