


Hu and Wang / Front Inform Technol Electron Eng   2020 21(5):777-795 783 

the four policy sub-networks at the same time. The 
outputs of the four sub-networks are ui and δi (i=1, 2, 
3, 4), which are the mean and variance of the four 
Gaussian distributions, respectively. For each 
Gaussian we sample a random action ai (i=1, 2, 3, 4). 
Then each collected action is normalized to [0, 1]. 
The four actions constitute a group of actions ai (i=1, 
2, 3, 4), which would be used as the input to the four 
rotors, and the quadrotor changes to a new state. Since 
we use batch training, after the batch group action 
vectors are collected by the current policy network, 
we copy the network parameters of the current four 
policy sub-networks to another four networks, which 
we call the old policy networks. The parameters of the 
old network remain fixed, and then the four policy 
networks used to sample new actions are trained in 
the next batch training. We need to record the new 
states into a buffer. After the integration and com-
pensation process, a batch of state vectors are fed to 
the critic neural network. A batch of advantage values 
can thus be generated to evaluate the quality of the 
actions taken to achieve these states. The critic neural 
network updates its parameters by minimizing these 
values through the gradient descent method. After the 
state vectors of the batch group are extracted from 
buffer and compensated for by integration, we feed 
the advantage values to the policy neural network 
together with the action vectors and the state vectors 
after integral compensation. Thus, the updating pro-
cess of the policy neural network is completed. 

The four sub-networks of the policy network 
have the same structure (Fig. 4). It takes the nine-  
dimensional state vector after integral compensation 
as the input. Such a network structure can maintain 
balance between the control performance and the 
training speed of the quadrotor. Each sub-policy 
network has two fully connected hidden layers, and 
each hidden layer has 128 hidden nodes with the 
sigmoid activation function. Finally, there are two 
outputs: one is the mean μ of the Gaussian distribution, 
and the tanh activation function is adopted in this 
output layer; the other is the standard deviation δ of 
the Gaussian distribution, and the softplus activation 
function is adopted in this output layer. 

The structure of the critic neural network is 
similar to that of the policy sub-network (Fig. 5). The 
critic neural network also has two fully connected 
hidden layers, and each hidden layer has 128 hidden 

nodes with the sigmoid activation function. The final 
output is an advantage value used to evaluate how 
well a given action is taken in a given state. In fact, we 
do not try different numbers of nodes and layers. 
From our experience, both neural networks are ver-
satile and can cope with a variety of problems with a 
single structure. We use the PPO-IC algorithm, which 
is helpful in reducing static errors. For details, refer to 
Fig. 3. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.2  PPO-IC algorithm 

The PPO-IC algorithm is developed based on the 
traditional PPO algorithm, adding an integral part to 
reduce the steady-state error, so as to achieve higher 
precision in quadrotor control and make the tracking 
error close to zero. PPO is model-free, on-policy, 
actor-critic, and is based on the policy gradient 
learning algorithm. It has reliable performance simi-
lar to the TRPO algorithm and is much easier to im-
plement. When only first-order optimization is used, 
the improvement of monotonicity can be guaranteed 
by introducing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence 
related to policy updates. In TRPO and PPO methods, 
the objective function is the following surrogate ob-
jective function LCPI (conservative policy iteration) 

Fig. 4  The structure of four policy sub-networks used in 
this work 
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Fig. 5  The structure of the critic neural network used in 
this work 
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proposed in Kakade and Langford (2002), and we 
want to maximize this objective function. 
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Here, θold is the vector of policy parameters before the 
update. rt(θ) is the probability ratio, in the form of 

old
( ) ( | ) ( | ),t t t t tr a s a sπ π= θ θθ  so rt(θold)=1. In the 

absence of constraint conditions, maximizing the 
objective function of LCPI will lead to excessive up-
dating of the policy network, which is not conducive 
to network convergence and stability. Therefore, we 
need to punish the updating policy that keeps rt(θ) 
away from 1. Although both TRPO and PPO algo-
rithms use this surrogate objective function, they use 
different methods to constrain the update step size of 
the policy network. The TRPO algorithm optimizes 
the surrogate objective function by introducing KL 
divergence; that is, it is subject to a constraint 

{ }old
ˆ KL ( | ), ( | )t t tE s sπ π d ⋅ ⋅ ≤ θ θ  in the process of 

maximizing the objective function. By linear ap-
proximation of the objective function and quadratic 
approximation of the constraint condition, a conju-
gate gradient algorithm can be used to solve the 
problem. An alternative approach is to add penalty 
terms to the surrogate objective function to limit ex-
cessive updating of the policy network, which can 
also solve the unconstrained optimization problem. 

The optimization method of the TRPO algorithm 
is described above. The PPO algorithm is similar to 
the TRPO algorithm, inheriting some advantages of 
the TRPO algorithm, and is much simpler to imple-
ment. The PPO algorithm is more universal and can 
take multiple optimization steps. From experience, it 
has a better sample utilization rate than TRPO. The 
new objective function proposed is the following: 
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where 
old

( ) ( | ) ( | )t t t t tr a s a sπ π= θ θθ  is the probability 

ratio, ˆ
tA  represents the advantage of taking action at 

at state st, and ε is a hyperparameter (generally ε=0.2). 
There are two main terms. The second term in min(), 

( ) ˆclip ( ),1 ,1 ,t tr Aε ε− +θ  is adjusted based on the 
surrogate objective function by clipping the proba-
bility ratio. This adjustment could limit the size of rt(θ) 
to the set interval [1−ε, 1+ε], that is, setting the values 
of rt(θ) greater than 1+ε to 1+ε, setting the values of 
rt(θ) less than 1−ε to 1−ε, and taking the value of rt(θ) 
within [1−ε, 1+ε] without adjustment. Finally, we take 
the minimum of these two terms (clipped and un-
clipped objective). Note that the probability ratio rt(θ) 
is clipped at 1−ε or 1+ε depending on whether the 
advantage ˆ

tA  is positive or negative. If ˆ
tA  is positive, 

then rt(θ) is clipped at 1+ε; otherwise, rt(θ) is clipped 
at 1−ε.  

Through the above adjustment, the PPO algo-
rithm can avoid excessive updating of the policy 
network, and it is easier to train the policy neural 
network. Previous work showed that the PPO algo-
rithm is very suitable for the control of continuous 
action space missions, and the learning strategy is 
very fast and stable. However, through the many ex-
periments that we have conducted, it is found that the 
PPO algorithm will lead to obvious steady-state errors 
when dealing with tracking control tasks; no matter 
increasing the number of training rounds or using 
other return functions, the control strategy finally 
learned cannot eliminate this tracking error. An im-
portant reason is that the estimation of the action- 
value function is not accurate. Even in very simple 
control tasks, the exact action value cannot be ob-
tained using the same action value function approx-
imation strategy (Lillicrap et al., 2016), and for more 
complex control tasks, the estimation accuracy of the 
action-value function decreases greatly. The cause of 
the tracking error is the result of off-policy learning, 
TD-learning, and nonlinear function approximators. 
These factors will lead to a large deviation and vari-
ance in the estimation of the action-value function 
(van Hasselt, 2010; van Hasselt et al., 2016). For 
discrete action space control tasks, the Q-learning 
method can avoid this problem to some extent (Mnih 
et al., 2015). However, in the case of the continuous 
action control task, the update and optimization of the 
policy network function in the PPO algorithm is based 
on the advantage value generated by the critic neural 
network. The inaccurate estimation of the advantage 
value will lead to the updating and iteration of the 
policy network based on gradient updating in the 
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wrong direction, and thus cannot achieve accurate and 
effective tracking. 

To solve the above problems, we improve the 
policy neural network and the critic neural network. 
The integrator is used to reduce the steady-state error. 
We know that the proportional-integral controller will 
generate a control deviation based on the given value 
and the actual output value, and form a control 
amount through the combination of the proportional 
deviation and integral deviation, so that the tracking 
error of the controlled object approaches zero. The 
state vector is extended by the linear quadratic inte-
gral control method, and the tracking error can be 
greatly reduced by calculating the optimal state 
feedback controller. However, increasing the dimen-
sion of the state vector will make it more difficult to 
train the policy network and the critic network. 
Therefore, considering various factors, we propose 
the PPO-IC algorithm to reduce the tracking error. 
The core idea is to introduce the error integral under 
the condition that the dimension of the state vector 
remains unchanged (Wang et al., 2019). By integrat-
ing the error state vectors of the previous time steps 
and combined with the current state vector, a new 
compensation state vector is formed: 
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Here, β is the integral gain coefficient of the error 
state vector, c

ts  is the state vector after compensation, 

and e
ts  is the state vector for each time step. Super-

scripts represent time steps. The state vector after 
integral compensation is used as the input of the 
network. When there is a steady-state error, the input 
of the network can be adjusted to update the network 
towards the direction of error reduction, and finally 
the tracking error can be reduced. 

To use the PPO-IC algorithm to deal with the 
quadrotor control task, we first need to choose the 
state observation quantity satisfying the Markov 
property. We choose three axial Euler angles and their 
corresponding angular velocities to describe the rota-
tion motion, and the angular limit and failure condi-
tions are set to avoid approaching a dangerous attitude 
during the flight. Then the translational motion is 
described using three axial linear velocity states. 
Although our final control object is position control, 

we still choose its speed state here, considering the 
following: First, the position value depends on the 
flight mission. For an indoor flight mission, a narrow 
operational space inevitably leads to a smaller posi-
tion. However, for the outdoor wide sky space, the 
position value changes greatly due to the large oper-
able space. After comparison, it is found that the po-
sition value may be different by several orders of 
magnitude. This makes it difficult to set the sampling 
range. Second, because of the different sampling 
ranges in different control tasks, the state space may 
be greatly increased, which is not only not conducive 
to strategy training and learning, but also more time 
consuming. Thus, we choose to track and control the 
speed along the three axes. Finally, the state vector is 
represented as e e e( , , , , , , , , ).t x y zφ ϕ y φ ϕ y=s 

      Here 

e d ,x x x= −    e dy y y= −   , and e dz z z= −    represent the 
difference between the current velocity and the de-
sired velocity. We use the speed state represented by 
the speed error to form part of the state vector, and 
design an integral compensator to compensate for the 
speed error. After error compensation, the state vector 
is sent to the neural network for training. This can 
better complete the control task and reduce the 
tracking error. 

Considering the stability of flight and real-time 
error tracking, we should make the return signal as 
simple as possible. For the speed tracking task, to 
minimize the accumulated speed error in the shortest 
time, we design the following return function: 

 
2 2 2 2
e e e ,tr x y z y= − + + +                (13) 

 
where e ,x  e ,y  and ez  are velocity errors between the 
expected velocity and the current velocity in the 
global velocity frame, and the sum of the three terms 
constitutes the velocity tracking error. In the above 
equation, ψ represents the heading angle. Since the 
quadrotor structure adopts the drive mode of four 
symmetrical rotors, it can fly at a constant speed or 
hover at a given heading angle. Here we need only to 
consider speed control, so we can simply set ψ to zero. 
It can be seen that the maximum value of the return 
function is zero. As shown in Fig. 3, the velocity error 
state is changed from e ,x  e ,y  and ez  to c ,x  c ,y  and 

cz  respectively through the integral compensator. 
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Then the new nine-dimensional state vector is sent to 
the neural network. 

3.3  Two-stage learning and training scheme 

Because the RL algorithm we use is model-free 
(that is, there is no prior information of any dynamic 
model of the given agent), we learn from experience 
through the interaction between the agent and the 
environment. This idea limits the application of 
quadrotor control. Because the quadrotor is inherently 
an unstable system, the parameters of the initial pol-
icy θi (i=1, 2, 3, 4) are randomly initialized and are 
unknown. We train the model in batches by sampling 
the state data, and finally the model learns the policy 
that meets the requirements. This process is learned 
by the velocity error. Since there is an error, the 
quadrotor cannot fly stably as expected. This will 
cause the aircraft to lose control or even fall. There-
fore, to transfer the flight strategy learned by the 
simulation model to the actual flight, we propose the 
two-stage learning and training scheme.  

This technique consists of two learning phases, 
offline learning phase and online learning phase. In 
the offline learning phase, we use a simplified model 
to learn a flight control strategy. It can also be under-
stood as the simulation training phase of the model, 
which prepares for the control of the quadrotor during 
the online flight. In the online learning phase, we use 
the flight strategy learned in the offline phase as the 
initial one, and the quadrotor continues to optimize 
the strategy, while it also runs the offline flight 
strategy. Once the aircraft in the online phase reaches 
the limit condition, it immediately switches to the 
offline strategy to ensure that the quadrotor can al-
ways fly safely and steadily. Through this technique, 
we can simulate the learning process of the actual 
flight strategy as much as possible to ensure the safe 
and stable operation of the aircraft. 

The following algorithm is used in the offline 
learning and training phase. First, the network pa-
rameters of the four policy sub-networks and the critic 
network are randomly initialized. In addition, a 
mini-batch-sized buffer E is defined to store the ex-
perience data. Then the model is loaded, and an epi-
sodic style algorithm is used to train the network 
parameters with PPO-IC. The simplified model has a 
maximum number of training rounds. In each episode, 
the initial state is randomly initialized. The random 
initialization states include three axial angular veloc-

ities, three angular attitudes, three linear velocities, 
and the expected linear velocities. To train the quad-
rotor safely and effectively and meet the actual needs, 
we set a safe range for each state component. These 
randomly initialized state components are generated 
within the safe range, and the maximum number of 
training steps is set for each episode. For each training 
step, we run the strategy network and record the ex-
perience data generated in each step into buffer E. 
When the empirical data in the buffer reaches the set 
minimum batch, all will be collected. Then, this batch 
of data will be used to train and update the policy 
network and the critic network using the gradient 
descent method, to make the network gradually con-
verge and stabilize. At any given step, as long as there 
is a state component out of the safe range, the episode 
is terminated. This episode is regarded as a failed 
round. Note that in an episode of sampling, if the 
sampled data reaches the set minimum batch, the 
minimum batch of data collected in the previous steps 
will be used to repeatedly train the policy network and 
the critic network to update the network parameters, 
and then empty the buffer and resample the data; if the 
state has exceeded the safe range when the sampled 
data has not reached the set minimum batch size, the 
experience data collected in the previous steps will be 
cleared and the next episode will be entered, which 
leads to the waste of data collected and increases the 
training time. Selection of the minimum batch size is 
very important. If the size is too large, the network 
learning update is too slow; if the size is too small, the 
networks will easily oscillate and do not converge. 
We have conducted a large number of experiments, 
and find that the effect of learning every four batches 
is good. Of course, if the number of training steps in 
the episode reaches the maximum, this episode 
training will be suspended to the next episode. The 
speed tracking in the offline learning phase of the 
quadrotor is summarized in Algorithm 1. 

This multi-round training algorithm has several 
advantages. First, randomly initializing the starting 
point of exploration is an effective way of learning 
because it can improve the ability to explore the state 
space (Sutton and Barto, 1998). Second, by setting a 
safe range for each state component, the model can 
learn and train more effectively and safely, which is of 
great significance for practical applications, and also 
facilitates the normalization of state components. 
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In the offline learning phase, i.e., the simulation 
training phase, we use a highly simplified four-rotor 
model to learn and train the flight strategy. All the 
aerodynamic drag, external disturbances, and gyro-
scope effects are ignored, but the most basic four- 
rotor dynamics model is used. The advantage is that 
the generalization ability and robustness of the sim-
plified model are strong enough to ensure the most 

basic normal flight control of the model in the online 
learning stage. The simplified dynamic model equa-
tions are as follows: 
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After the offline learning phase, we obtain a 

robust quadrotor model which can ensure the stable 
and safe flight of the aircraft. However, in actual 
flight control, to improve the flight performance, it is 
necessary to go through the online learning phase to 
continue the learning and training. 

The purpose of the online learning phase is to 
ensure safe and stable flight in practical applications. 
The network structure and network parameters in this 
phase are the same as in the offline learning phase. 
The difference lies in the training method. First, the 
network weight of the online learning phase is not 
randomly initialized. The network parameters of the 
model that has been learned in the offline phase are 
used as the initial parameters, to ensure a stable flight 
at the beginning of the online learning phase. The 
networks can be learned and updated on this basis. 
Second, the offline learning phase takes multiple 
rounds of exploration training to obtain a stable model. 
In the online learning phase we do not use multiple 
rounds of repeated training, but a continuous flight 
process. While learning new strategies, we also run an 
offline strategy so that if a dangerous action is taken 
or some state components are outside the safe range 
during the online learning phase, the quadrotor can 
switch to the offline learning mode to ensure safe and 
stable fly. We need only to randomly initialize a state, 
let the quadrotor learn in the above way, and finally 
achieve a stable and safe flight strategy. 

 
 

4  Experiments and results 
 

In this section, we evaluate the speed tracking 
accuracy of a neural network based attitude flight 
controller using RL training. The execution details of 

Algorithm 1  Offline learning with PPO-IC  
1   Initialize: 

Randomly initialize the weights of the four policy 
sub-networks θi (i=1, 2, 3, 4) 

Randomly initialize the weights of the critic network 
Initialize the mini-batch-sized buffer E 
Load the simplified quadrotor dynamic model 

2   for episode=1 to max_episode do 
3      Initialize the state integrator (clear all integrators) 
4      Randomly initialize the quadrotor states 
5      Randomly initialize the desired velocity 
6      Observe the initial quadrotor states S1 
7      for time step t=1 to max_step do 
8         Run policy θ with state St to generate action at 
9         Run a dynamic model with control signal at 

10         Observe reward rt and the next state St+1 
11         Process velocity errors with the state integrator 
12         Store transition (St, at, rt, St+1) into mini-batch-sized 

buffer E 
13         if the data in buffer reaches mini-batch then 
14            Sample mini-batch group experience from the 

buffer 
15            Estimate the batch group advantages from the 

above experience: ˆ ( )t t
t t tt t

A r V sφγ ′−
′′>

= −∑  

16           oldπ π← θ  
17            for update step i=1 to max_update_step do 
18              ppo

ˆ ˆˆ( )= [min( ( ) ,clip( ( ),1 ,1 ) )]t t t t tJ E r A r Aε ε− +θ θ θ  

       and 
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19               Update θ w.r.t. Jppo(θ) 
20            end for 
21            for update step j=1 to max_update_step do 

22               ( )2

1
( ) ( )T t t

t tt t t
L r V sφφ γ ′−

′′= >
= −∑ ∑  

23                Update φ w.r.t. L(φ) 
24            end for 
25            Empty buffer E 
26         end if 
27         if St+1 exceeds the safe range then 
28           Empty buffer E 
29             break 
30         end if 
31      end for  
32  end for  
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the above mentioned methods, the experimental  
parameters used, and the final results will be pre-
sented. For episodic tasks, they are comparable to 
those of the baseline (PID). 

4.1  Setup of simulation 

The dynamics model used for simulation is as 
shown in Section 2.1, which is a Qball-2 quadrotor 
designed by Quanser Inc. Some basic parameters such 
as size, mass, and moment of inertia are known from 
the official manual. Other parameters such as aero-
dynamic coefficients refer mainly to the multirotor 
aircraft performance evaluation article (Shi et al., 
2017; http://www.flyeval.com/). The parameters of 
the simplified quadrotor model are shown in Table 1. 
In each episode of training, the maximum number of 
sampling steps is 500, and the sampling time per step 
is 0.01 s. Due to the small batch training method, the 
data sampled every two steps is sent to the network 
for learning and updating once. In each episode the 
largest step size is 250. It allows the aircraft to have 
sufficient time to respond to commands and explore 
as many unknown states as possible to learn more 
strategies. The range of the target angular velocity is 
set to Ωmin=−2.27 rad/s, Ωmax=2.27 rad/s (±130 deg/s), 
the range of the target sampling attitude angle is set 
from −45° to 45°, and the range of the target sampling 
linear velocity is set to Vmin=−5 m/s, Vmax=5 m/s. 
These limits are set by examining the performance of 
the PID to ensure physically feasible constraints 
while meeting the safety requirements of the actual 
flight of the quadrotor. In this study four policy sub-
networks and one evaluation network are run at the 
same time, which is equivalent to paralleling four 
PPO-IC algorithms. Four policy sub-networks are 
used to generate the actions required by the four ro-
tors respectively, which is better than using only one 
network, because this can avoid mutual interference 
between actions, and it is more conducive to stable 
generation of actions and network convergence. 
Training and evaluations are run on the Ubuntu 16.04 
operating system with an Inter eight-core i7-8550U 
CPU and an NVIDIA GeForce MX150 graphics card. 
The simulated aircraft is developed with Python, the 
networks for learning and training are built with 
TensorFlow (Abadi et al., 2016) using Python, and the 
algorithm for optimizing the networks is the Adam 
optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014). 

4.2  Offline learning phase evaluation and test 

In the offline learning phase, the PPO-IC algo-
rithm is used. The training parameters of the algo-
rithm are shown in Table 2. The learning rate of the 
critic network is larger than that of the four policy 
sub-networks, which is reasonable. First, from the 
experimental point of view, it is very effective. Sec-
ond, because the critic network is used to judge the 
current action and then generate the advantage value 
to update the policy network, the current critic net-
work is required to judge the action as accurately as 
possible. Hence, having a higher learning rate for the 
critic network can improve the evaluation ability of 
the critic network. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.1  Training performance evaluation 

There are two indicators for evaluating the effect 
of learning and training at this phase: (1) average 

Table 1  Parameters used in the simulation 
Parameter Meaning Value 

m Mass 1.79 kg 
L Rotor to center distance 0.2 m 
g Gravity acceleration 9.81 m/s2 
K Thrust gain 8.78 
Kψ

 
Reaction torque gain 0.4 

Jp
 

Propeller moment of inertia 0.002 kg·m2 
Ix

 
X-axis moment of inertia 0.04 kg·m2 

Iy
 

Y-axis moment of inertia 0.04 kg·m2 

Iz
 

Z-axis moment of inertia 0.03 kg·m2 

dx
 

X-axis air resistance coefficient 0.01 
dy

 
Y-axis air resistance coefficient 0.01 

dz
 

Z-axis air resistance coefficient 0.02 

 
Table 2  PPO-IC algorithm parameters 

Parameter Value 
Reward discount factor γ 0.9 
Maximum number of episodes 6000 
Learning rate for actor 0.0001 
Learning rate for critic 0.0002 
Minimum batch size for updating 2 
Loop update operation 10 
ε for the clipping surrogate objective 0.2 
Sampling time per step 0.01 s 
Integral gain factor β 0.01 
Maximum number of steps in an episode 500 
PPO-IC parallel number 4 

 

https://cn.bing.com/dict/search?q=step&FORM=BDVSP6&mkt=zh-cn
https://cn.bing.com/dict/search?q=size&FORM=BDVSP6&mkt=zh-cn
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accumulated reward and (2) average steady-state error. 
There is a negative correlation between these two 
indicators. In each step, the larger the return value 
returned, the smaller the error of the current state from 
the expected state. The process of quadrotor learning 
is toward the direction of the error becoming smaller 
and smaller. A maximum return value of zero means 
that the current state is exactly the desired one; 
however, because an error inevitably exists during the 
learning and training process, the ideal state will 
never be reached. It is only possible to approach the 
ideal state as much as possible. With the error in an 
acceptable range, it can still fly safely and stably. 
Hence, a larger accumulated reward value means a 
faster, more stable, and more accurate policy network. 
In this study, we train the model 50 times, and in each 
experiment 6000 episodes are performed to record the 
error and return the value generated by each step of 
the training process. The errors are based on the dif-
ference between the current velocities and the ex-
pected velocities and then the absolute values of the 
errors are summed. When the 50 experiments are 
completed, the average accumulated reward and the 
average steady-state error are calculated based on the 
50 sets of data recorded previously. The algorithm 
used in this work is PPO-IC. One of its significant 
advantages is to reduce the steady-state error. We 
make an experimental comparison to highlight this 
advantage. The results of the PPO-IC algorithm are 
compared with those of the PPO algorithm (baseline). 
The results are shown in Fig. 6. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The network structure and algorithm and simu-
lation model parameters are the same. The initial 
network parameters are randomly initialized, and the 

state generated is uncertain. Therefore, the two errors 
at the beginning of the training are different. As the 
number of training rounds increases, for both algo-
rithms the error gradually decreases to zero, and both 
are stable in the many experiments. However, the 
PPO-IC algorithm approaches zero faster, and the 
error is smaller. Moreover, the PPO algorithm always 
has an error after training a certain number of rounds, 
and the error does not decrease with the increase of 
the number of training rounds. This does not appear 
for the PPO-IC algorithm. 

The comparison of the average cumulative re-
ward is shown in Fig. 7. The network structure and 
the model and algorithm parameters are the same. The 
initial weights of the networks are randomly initial-
ized. Because of the large deviation between the 
current state and the target state at the beginning of 
training, the reward values returned are different and 
very small. With the increase in the number of train-
ing rounds, the reward value is getting larger and 
larger. The PPO-IC algorithm has a higher conver-
gence speed, and the network is faster and more ac-
curate and more stable than the network trained with 
the PPO algorithm. The training times of the two 
algorithms are both around 136 s. The PPO-IC algo-
rithm does not show an advantage in reducing the 
training time. However, this training time is much less 
than those of other deep RL algorithms in controlling 
the quadrotor. As mentioned in Hwangbo et al. (2017), 
using a high-performance GPU graphics card, it still 
takes at least 10 min to learn a control strategy that 
meets the requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We use the PPO-IC and PPO algorithms to train 
the simplified model 50 times, training 6000 rounds 
per experiment, and learning the final control strategy 
by tracking the velocities. 

Fig. 7  Averaged accumulated reward in the evaluation 
of polices learned by PPO-IC and PPO 

0

−2

−4

−6

−8
PPO
PPO-IC
Target

  0       1000      2000     3000     4000     5000     6000

Number of epochs

A
ve

ra
ge

 a
cc

um
ul

at
ed

 re
w

ar
d

Fig. 6  Averaged steady-state error in the evaluation of 
polices learned by PPO-IC and PPO 

12

10

8

6

4

2

0

PPO
PPO-IC
Target

0        1000     2000     3000     4000     5000     6000

Number of epochs

A
ve

ra
ge

 s
te

ad
y-

st
at

e 
er

ro
r (

m
/s

)



Hu and Wang / Front Inform Technol Electron Eng   2020 21(5):777-795 790 

In the 50 experiments, we set the target speed to 
be [1, −1, 1] m/s, and record the velocity tracking 
during the 6000 iterations. The results are shown in 
Fig. 8. We calculate the mean absolute steady-state 
errors of the two algorithms in the steady state that 
meet the accuracy requirements. In this experiment, 
we believe that the steady state is reached after 5000 
rounds of training, after which 1000 rounds of train-
ing data are used to calculate the mean absolute 
steady-state error. The comparison diagram is shown 
in Fig. 9. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The models of these two algorithms have zero 
initialization velocities, and the models start training 
from zero velocity. The dynamic performances of the 
two algorithms are shown in Fig. 8. Both algorithms 
can eventually learn a stable strategy, but the PPO-IC 
algorithm achieves higher tracking accuracy and is 
more conducive to reducing the steady-state error 
than the PPO algorithm for the quadrotor velocity 

tracking task. In addition, we compare the attitude 
angle changes learned by the two algorithms. The 
attitude angles are not initialized to zero, but are 
randomly initialized within the set safety range, so at 
the beginning of the training, the attitude angles are 
different. As the number of training rounds increases, 
the three attitude angles learned by the two algorithms 
eventually approach zero. The results of the two al-
gorithms are shown in Fig. 10. 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To highlight the advantage of the PPO-IC algo-
rithm in reducing the error, we compare the average 
absolute errors between the attitude angles learned by 
the two algorithms and the ideal zero state at the 
steady state. As shown in Fig. 11, the control per-
formance of the PPO-IC algorithm is better than that 
of the PPO algorithm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.2  Simulated quadrotor model test 

In the offline learning phase, the simplified 
model finally learns a stable control strategy through 
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Fig. 9  Velocity errors at the steady state using the control 
polices learned by PPO-IC and PPO 
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a large number of rounds of trial-and-error training. 
We have conducted a test on the final model that has 
been learned. In the experiment, we show a two- 
dimensional plane flight path diagram (Fig. 12). The 
slope represents the flight speed of each axis. The 
slopes of the three axes are 1, −1, and 1, respectively, 
coinciding with the preset expected speed [1, −1, 1] 
m/s, which verifies that the model we have trained is 
effective. Because the quadrotor uses the PPO-IC 
algorithm to track the target velocity, we set the target 
velocity to [1, −1, 1] m/s. The model learns a steady 
flight speed which is very close to the set target speed. 
With this model, the quadrotor flies from the original 
position [0, 0, 0] for 10 s, and the trajectory is rec-
orded. Fig. 13 shows the flight path of the aircraft 
from three dimensions. Taking the flight distance 
along the X axis as an example, since the expected 
speed along the X axis is 1 m/s, the distance is 10 m 
after 10 s of flight. The Y- and Z-axis flight analysis is 
similar. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.3  Generalization ability test and comparison 
with PID 

The quadrotor offline learning phase is to learn a 
stable, robust control strategy that allows the real 
four-rotor model to cope with differences in the actual 
flight. Through experimental demonstration, we be-
lieve that a powerful model is learned. In this sub-
section we test the generalized ability of the trained 
model. To do a comprehensive generalization test, we 
set up three different types of robustness testing for 
comparison with PID control.  

4.3.1  Model generalization test of different sizes 

We change the load and distance from the four 
rotors to the centroid to test the robustness and gen-
eralization ability of the control strategy learned in the 
offline phase of different sizes. The robust compari-
son is done by letting the model track the preset de-
sired velocity. The specific implementation process of 
the control task is as follows: The initial flight veloc-
ity vector is set to [0, 0, 0]. Then the simulated aircraft 
flies for 10 s with the flight strategy learned during 
the offline phase and the speed curve is recorded. It is 
found that the quadrotor of different sizes converges 
to the desired speed [1, −1, 1] m/s set in offline 
learning according to the control strategy that has 
been learned in the offline phase. We use a traditional 
PID controller for comparison. The PID parameters 
have been set using the Qball-2 model (Quanser, 
2015). Under these parameters, the aircraft can fly 
quickly and stably in the actual flight. We use the PID 
controller instead of advanced control methods for 
comparison, due mainly to the following reasons: 
First, the PID controller repeatedly adjusts the output 
by the error between the desired input and the actual 
output of the quadrotor state to achieve a given de-
sired input value. This is similar to the PPO-IC algo-
rithm; both use the trial-and-error strategy to achieve 
the control target. Second, the PPO-IC method is a 
model-free learning algorithm, but the design of other 
control methods is based on the analysis of the dy-
namics of the model, so it is not comparable to other 
control methods. In the robustness test, we select the 
sum of the absolute errors generated in each step 
during the flight to evaluate the performance. Obvi-
ously, the smaller the sum of errors, the more precise 
and faster the control strategy. 

We perform two sets of experiments to test the 
control performance of the proposed PPO-IC algo-
rithm under different quadrotor specification models, 
and compare the results with those of PID control to 
verify the generalization ability of the model. One 
type of experiments is conducted under different 
payloads. The results are shown in Fig. 14. Consid-
ering that the load should have the same effect on the 
four rotors, the payload is added to the centroid of the 
four rotors. As shown in Fig. 14c, the weight of the 
payload added at the centroid of the quadrotor is 
gradually increased. The quadrotor is not loaded from 
the beginning; that is, it is flying at the standard 

Fig. 12  Ten-second two-dimensional flight trajectory 
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weight of the offline learning phase. Then 10% of the 
standard weight is used for each load increase, and the 
payload increase eventually reaches 50% of the 
standard weight. The weight of the whole quadrotor is 
increased due to the load on the center, which has 
some influence on the moment of inertia of the model. 
New inertia moment parameters for different payload 
models can be estimated by the online evaluation 
package (Shi et al., 2017). Under the premise of 
keeping the air resistance coefficient of the model and 
the maximum trust of the four rotors unchanged, we 
conduct six sets of experiments. In each set of ex-
periment only the quadrotor payload weight is 
changed. The aircraft starts flying at a zero initial 
velocity for 10 s in each experiment, and the speed 
tracking response curve is recorded (Figs. 13a and 
13b). Because the expected speed we set is [1, −1, 1] 
m/s, the speed will eventually converge to the given 
target value in different experiments. Both the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PPO-IC algorithm and the PID control method 
achieve the control requirements under the condition 
of increased load. The quadrotor controlled by the 
two algorithms achieves stable flight attitude and 
flight speed under different loads. However, Fig. 14a 
shows that although the quadrotor finally achieves a 
steady state by PID control under different loads, as 
the load increases, this final steady state deviates 
much from the desired one, and the quadrotor re-
sponds more slowly to the desired speed tracking. The 
increase of the payload has little effect on the speed 
tracking control of the X and Y axes, but the influence 
on the Z axis is obvious. The larger the payload on the 
quadrotor increases, the farther the final linear veloc-
ity of the Z axis deviates from the desired one. The 
main reason is that, as the weight of the payload in-
creases, most of the upward thrust balances the in-
creased gravity due to the increased payload, and only 
a small portion of the thrust is used to adjust the  
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attitude and speed of the aircraft, which directly leads 
to slower speed tracking response. This is verified by 
Fig. 14c. As the load increases, the speed error of the 
PID control method is larger and larger. In fact, the 
error increase is derived mainly from the speed devi-
ation increment along the Z axis. In sharp contrast, the 
flight performance of the model under the control of 
the PPO-IC algorithm is very stable, and the speed 
tracking response curve is not subject to large fluctu-
ations with the increase of the load. The quadrotor is 
still able to reach the desired speed quickly and ac-
curately. The sum of the final speed errors of the 
models under different payloads is almost constant, 
even if the payload is increased by 50%. The speed 
tracking task has no large error, in sharp contrast with 
the large deviation in case of PID control. This proves 
the robustness of the model learned with PPO-IC. 

In the offline learning phase, the radius of the 
quadrotor is 0.2 m. We take this as the standard radius. 
We select the other sets of models with different radii, 
from 0.1 m to 1.1 m (Fig. 15). That is, the radius is 
increased from 50% to 550% of the standard, which is 
a wide range, and a total of 12 experiments are con-
ducted. In these experiments, only the radius is 
changed. The mass of the quadrotor model and the 
maximum thrust of the four rotors remain unchanged. 
The change in the radius directly results in a change in 
the inertia moment and the air resistance coefficient. 
These new parameters can be estimated by the online 
evaluation package (Shi et al., 2017). When the radius 
is relatively small, from 0.2 to 0.4 m, the control 
performances of the PPO-IC algorithm and the PID 
control method are similar. The quadrotor can 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

complete the speed tracking control task quickly and 
stably. However, as the radius continues to increase, 
the PID-controlled quadrotor model becomes slower 
and slower in response to speed tracking, and the final 
state deviates more and more from the desired setting 
state. When the radius is increased to 0.8 m, although 
the steady state can be finally achieved, there are 
obviously some fluctuations compared with the 
steady state at small radii. When the radius is in-
creased to 1 m and above, the final oscillating state of 
the model controlled by PID is unstable. This is veri-
fied by Fig. 15c. In contrast, the response of the model 
controlled by the PPO-IC algorithm to speed tracking 
is not much affected. During the change of the radius 
from 0.2 to 1.0 m, the model controlled by the 
PPO-IC algorithm is still fast, accurate, and stable. 
Note that with the increase of the radius, the control 
performances of the quadrotor models controlled by 
the two algorithms degrade; the performance degra-
dation of PID control is more obvious.  

To conclude, the quadrotor model learned by the 
PPO-IC algorithm in the offline phase shows ro-
bustness in the tests with different payloads and radii 
separately. Although the model based on PID control 
has good and even better generalization ability, over-
all PPO-IC control is superior to PID control.  

4.3.2  Model generalization test in different initial 
states 

We also test the control performance of the 
four-rotor model with the PPO-IC algorithm in dif-
ferent initial states. The control task is to make the 
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four rotors run in different initial states and finally 
reach the desired steady state. The attitude angles of 
the four rotors and the linear velocities along the three 
axes are randomly initialized from the respective 
safety ranges. We perform each experiment 20 times. 
Each experiment runs for 10 s. The three linear ve-
locities start from different values and finally con-
verge to the desired one (Fig. 16a). The three attitude 
angles start from different initial values and finally 
converge (Fig. 16b). The control strategy learned by 
the PPO-IC algorithm can drive the four-rotor model 
with different initial states to reach a stable state 
within 10 s, and the error is very small, which shows 
that the strategies learned in the offline phase have 
good generalization ability. 

 
 

5  Conclusions and future work 
 

We have proposed a PPO-IC algorithm with state 
integration for the development of the UAV intelli-
gent controller, which effectively reduces the steady- 
state error in speed tracking and significantly im-
proves the tracking accuracy. This method, together 
with the proposed reward signal, provides good 
sample efficiency and reduces the convergence time. 
A two-stage learning program has been proposed to 
develop a high-performance flight controller.  

In future work, we would explore new reward 
signals to reduce the observed steady-state errors. 
Various initialization strategies can be considered to 
improve the flight controller performance.  
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