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Abstract—Real-time chunking (RTC) enables vision-language-
action models (VLAs) to generate smooth, reactive robot trajecto-
ries by asynchronously predicting action chunks and conditioning
on previously committed actions via inference-time inpainting.
However, this inpainting method introduces computational over-
head that increases inference latency. In this work, we propose a
simple alternative: simulating inference delay at training time and
conditioning on action prefixes directly, eliminating any inference-
time overhead. Our method requires no modifications to the model
architecture or robot runtime, and can be implemented with only
a few additional lines of code. In simulated experiments, we
find that training-time RTC outperforms inference-time RTC at
higher inference delays. In real-world experiments on box building
and espresso making tasks with the π0.6 VLA, we demonstrate
that training-time RTC maintains both task performance and
speed parity with inference-time RTC while being computationally
cheaper. Our results suggest that training-time action conditioning
is a practical drop-in replacement for inference-time inpainting
in real-time robot control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Unlike chatbots or search engines, embodied agents must
operate in real time. The feedback loop between an agent’s
actions and its environment necessitates reactivity — like a
human athlete, an agent cannot simply “stop and think” while
the outside world changes. However, the ever-increasing size of
frontier models makes this more and more difficult. Nowhere is
this more evident than in the domain of robot learning, where
vision-language-action models (VLAs) consisting of billions of
parameters have increasingly been used to control robots at high
frequencies to accomplish dexterous tasks. Producing smooth
yet reactive trajectories when the model inference latency is
in the tens to hundreds of milliseconds is no small challenge.

Real-time chunking (RTC; [5]) presents an approach to this
problem that combines action chunking [9, 27], flow matching
[13], and inference-time inpainting [18, 21]. In RTC, action
chunks are predicted asynchronously — the next chunk is
generated while the current one is still executing. To ensure
continuity between chunks, each generation is conditioned on a
frozen prefix of previously predicted actions, inpainting the rest.
However, the inference-time inpainting method used by RTC
introduces additional computational overhead — and hence
latency — that somewhat defeats the purpose of a real-time
execution framework. Empirically, we also find that inference-
time inpainting is fundamentally limited in its ability to handle
high inference delays.

In this work, we augment RTC with an inpainting method
that simulates inference delay at training time and eliminates
any inference-time computational overhead. Our method works

as a drop-in replacement for inference-time RTC: it requires no
modifications to the model architecture or the robot runtime,
and can be implemented with only a few additional lines of
code. On simulated benchmarks, we find that training-time RTC
outperforms inference-time RTC at higher inference delays.
In the real world, we demonstrate that training-time RTC can
be successfully added by fine-tuning a base model that was
not pre-trained with action prefix conditioning. By applying
training-time RTC to the π0.6 VLA [24], we show improved
performance over inference-time RTC on two highly complex
tasks: box building and espresso making.

II. RELATED WORK

Action chunking and VLAs. Action chunking [9, 26] is
the de facto standard in end-to-end imitation learning for
visuomotor control. Recently, augmenting vision-language
models (VLMs) to produce action chunks has demonstrated
great success in robot manipulation, giving rise to vision-
language-action models (VLAs) [4, 6–8, 10–12, 14, 17, 28, 29].
Subsequently, a plethora of methods have emerged to address
the tension between large VLAs and high-frequency control.
For example, Gemini Robotics [23] and GR00T [3] employ
hierarchical VLA designs where the model is split into a
heavyweight System 2 (high-level planning) and lightweight
System 1 (low-level action generation) component. MiniVLA
[2] and SmolVLA [20] present VLA architectures that are
altogether faster and more efficient than most designs, making
inference at the edge more feasible. These contributions are
orthogonal to ours, and come with their own tradeoffs (e.g.,
modified network architectures and training recipes).

Real-time execution of VLAs. The most closely related prior
work is real-time chunking (RTC; [5]), which introduces an
asynchronous execution framework that serves as a foundation
for this work. Also related is SmolVLA [20], which presents
an asynchronous execution algorithm that is similar to that
of RTC; however, SmolVLA does not solve the inter-chunk
discontinuity problem, which leads to out-of-distribution “jerks”
between chunks. Concurrently to this work, A2C2 [19] and
VLASH [22] both solve the discontinuity problem by adding
a lightweight correction head and by conditioning on a single
future action, respectively. In contrast to VLASH, we condition
on a full prefix of future actions.

III. PRELIMINARIES

We use the same problem formulation as RTC [5]: we begin
with an action chunking policy denoted by p(At|ot), where

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

05
96

4v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 5

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05964v1


t − s t t − s + Ht + d t + H

previous chunk
current chunk

Fig. 1: A diagram illustrating two overlapping action chunks. The d actions
between t and t − d, taken from the previous chunk, are the action prefix
(red). From the diagram, we can easily see that we must satisfy the constraint
t + d ≤ t − s +H → d ≤ H − s to have a valid action prefix. Note that
inference-time RTC uses all H − s overlapping actions (red and yellow) to
guide the generation of the current chunk, whereas training-time RTC only
uses the first d actions (red).

At = [at,at+1, ...,at+H−1] is a chunk of future actions, ot

is an observation, and t indicates a controller timestep. We
call H the prediction horizon, and at inference time, we roll
out each chunk for s ≤ H timesteps, where s is the execution
horizon.

To account for model inference, we define the quantity d
to be the inference delay in units of controller timesteps. If
inference begins at step t, then the resulting action chunk will
not be available until step t+d, and so the first d actions cannot
actually be executed. However, so long as d ≤ H − s, these
first d timesteps will correspond to actions from the previous
chunk that can be executed in the meantime. We call these d
actions from the previous chunk that overlap with the current
chunk the action prefix (see Figure 1).

We consider policies trained with conditional flow matching
[13], which minimizes the following loss:

Aτ
t = τAt + (1− τ)ϵ ϵ ∼ N (0, I) (1)

L(θ) = E ||vθ(A
τ
t ,ot, τ)− (ϵ−At)||2 (2)

where vθ is a neural network and τ denotes the flow matching
timestep. At inference time, vθ can be integrated from τ = 0
to 1 to produce samples from the dataset distribution p(At|ot).

IV. TRAINING-TIME ACTION CONDITIONING

Inference-time RTC [5] conditions the policy on the action
prefix (Figure 1, red) using a inference-time inpainting method
based on pseudoinverse guidance [18, 21]. For improved
continuity between chunks, inference-time RTC additionally
conditions on all overlapping actions, using exponentially
decreasing weights for actions beyond the prefix (Figure 1,
yellow). In RTC, this is referred to as “soft masking”. While
pseudoinverse guidance affords great flexibility — enabling
soft masking — it also requires computing a vector-Jacobian
product (using backpropagation) during each denoising step.

The core insight of this work is that we can condition
the policy on action prefixes at training time by simulating
inference delay. While this does not afford the same flexibility
as inference-time inpainting, it eliminates the computational
overhead. Formally, we can learn p(At+d:H |ot,At:t+d), where
At:t+d is an action prefix (Figure 1, red) and At+d:H is an
action postfix (Figure 1, yellow and green), both taken from the
same ground-truth action chunk. Implementing this for most
standard policy architectures only requires 3 minimal changes:

1.0 1.0 τ τ τ τ τ

DiT block (x N)

action expert / diffusion transformer

action prefix action postfix (noisy)

no loss flow matching loss

flow matching timestep

Fig. 2: An illustration of our conditioning architecture, as applied to a standard
diffusion transformer such as the π0.6 action expert. We always feed in
ground-truth, non-noisy prefix actions, while learning to denoise the postfix
actions. The flow matching timestep differs between tokens, which indicates
the inference delay to the model.

1) Modify the model architecture to allow for a different
flow matching timestep for each action timestep. For a
diffusion-transformer-like architecture [16], which uses
adaLN-zero conditioning for the flow matching timestep,
this is trivial — simply allow the scale, shift, and gate to
differ between tokens. This does not change the number
of learnable parameters.

2) Use ground-truth, non-noisy actions for the prefix, and
set the corresponding flow matching timesteps to 1. Do
not change anything for the postfix. This conditions the
model on the ground-truth action prefix while using it
to denoise only the postfix.

3) Mask the loss function so that loss is only computed on
outputs corresponding to the postfix.

See Figure 2 for an illustration of this conditioning scheme
as applied to a standard diffusion-transformer-like achitecture
(e.g., the π0.6 action expert). See Algorithm 1 for Python code
fully implementing loss calculation and action generation. In
practice, since we do not know the exact inference delay ahead
of time (and inference delays in the real world may vary), we
sample d randomly during training.

With these modifications, action generation takes as input
an action prefix At:t+d and the delay itself d and produces as
output an action postfix At+d:H . As such, it adheres to the
same interface as the action generation component of inference-
time RTC (see [5], Algorithm 1) and thus acts as a seamless
drop-in replacement.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In our experiments, we aim to compare training-time RTC
to inference-time RTC, as well as to naive synchronous and



asynchronous baselines. Our simulated experiments use the
same dynamic Kinetix [15] benchmark as RTC (see [5] for
details). Our real-world experiments build on the π0.6 base
model [24], and include two precise and challenging tasks: box
building and espresso making. We use the same experimental
setup as π∗

0.6 [1].
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Fig. 3: Simulated results: inference delay vs. solve rate with a fixed execution
horizon of s = max(d, 1). Training-time RTC performs better than inference-
time RTC at inference delays of 2 or higher. Each data point represents 2048
trials, and 95% Wilson score intervals are shaded in.

A. Simulated Results

In the dynamic Kinetix benchmark, following RTC [5], we
train action chunking flow policies with a prediction horizon
of H = 8 and a 4-layer MLP-Mixer [25] architecture for 32
epochs on data generated by a mixture of expert policies. We
report binary success rates with 2048 rollouts per data point and
test delays between 0 (fully closed-loop) and 4 (the maximum
supported when H = 8). Naive asynchronous and inference-
time RTC both use the same checkpoint, which is trained
normally without action prefix conditioning for 32 epochs.

For training-time RTC, we resume training from the 24th
epoch and fine-tune for 8 epochs with action prefix conditioning.
We do this so that all methods are matched in training compute.
We sample delays from {0, 1, 2, 3, 4} with exponentially
decreasing weights, as we found that higher delays need less
training supervision. Better results could likely be obtained by
spending more training compute training individual checkpoints
for each delay.

The results are presented in Figure 3. We find that training-
time RTC outperforms inference-time RTC at inference delays
of 2 and higher — with the gap significantly widening as
the delay increases. This is likely because, as the size of the
prefix grows, the inpainting algorithm has to “work harder” to
produce a consistent postfix. In these cases, the training-time
algorithm is more robust than the pure inference-time algorithm,
which relies on a linearization obtained from the Jacobian of
the model. Training-time RTC performs very marginally worse
at delays of 1 and 0, likely because training-time RTC does
not always receive training supervision for every action — i.e.,

slightly less training compute is spent learning to generate the
first and second actions.

(a) Box building task (b) Espresso making task

Fig. 4: Real-world evaluation tasks: building a cardboard box and making
espresso (including grinding, tamping, extracting, and pouring).

B. Real-World Results

In our real-world experiments, we use the π0.6 base model
[24] and test on the espresso making and box building tasks
from π∗

0.6 [1]; see Figure 4 for an illustration. As in the
simulated experiments, we use the same checkpoint for the
synchronous baseline and inference-time RTC, and train a
second checkpoint with action prefix conditioning for training-
time RTC. Both checkpoints are fine-tuned from the base model
on the target task for 8,000 gradient steps with a batch size
of 512. We sample delays uniformly between 0 and 10 during
training, which supports a maximum latency of 200ms on a
50Hz robot. During evaluations, we perform inference on a
remote H100 server with 5 denoising steps, averaging 108ms
of end-to-end latency for training-time RTC (d ≈ 5) and 135ms
for inference-time RTC (d ≈ 7).
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Fig. 5: Real-world results: success rate and duration for espresso making and
box building. Training-time and inference-time RTC perform similarly, while
both improving speed over synchronous inference. Error bars represent 68%
Wilson score intervals for success rate and ±1 SEM for duration.

The results are presented in Figure 5. We find that training-
time RTC maintains both performance and speed parity with
inference-time RTC without any computational overhead. Both
variants of RTC clearly improve speed over the synchronous



inference baseline, which exhibits visible pauses in between
chunks.

VI. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we have presented a simple and effective
drop-in replacement for real-time chunking (RTC) that elides
any inference-time computational overhead by adding a small
amount of additional training compute. Our method requires
no modifications to the model architecture or the robot runtime,
and can be implemented with only a few additional lines of
code. Our simulated experiments show that training-time RTC
outperforms inference-time RTC at higher inference delays,
while our real-world experiments show that training-time RTC
maintains both performance and speed parity with inference-
time RTC without any computational overhead.

However, training-time RTC is fundamentally less flexible
than inference-time RTC; it only supports conditioning on
a “hard” action prefix corresponding to the inference delay,
whereas inference-time RTC can “softly” incorporate additional
actions beyond the prefix. Additionally, training-time RTC
requires carefully choosing the distribution of delays to simulate
at training time based on the expected inference latency. We
look forward to future work that can address these limitations
and incorporate the best of both worlds.
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Algorithm 1 Python code implementing the loss and sampling functions for training-time action conditioning. Differences from
standard flow matching code are highlighted in red.

import jax
import jax.numpy as jnp

def compute_loss(rng, model, observation, action_chunk, max_delay):
b, ah, ad = action_chunk.shape # (batch_size, action_horizon, action_dim)
noise_rng, time_rng, delay_rng = jax.random.split(rng)
time = jax.random.uniform(time_rng, (b,))
noise = jax.random.normal(noise_rng, (b, ah, ad))
# sample delays from some distribution of choice:
# here, we use Unif[0, max_delay), as in our real-world experiments
delay = jax.random.randint(delay_rng, (b,), 0, max_delay)

# set time to 1.0 for the action prefix
# time becomes shape (batch_size, action_horizon)
prefix_mask = jnp.arange(ah)[None, :] < delay[:, None]
time = jnp.where(prefix_mask, 1.0, time[:, None])

# compute the noisy action postfix and run the model
x_t = time[:, :, None] * action_chunk + (1 - time[:, :, None]) * noise
pred_v_t = model(observation, x_t, time)
loss = (pred_v_t - (action_chunk - noise))**2

# compute the loss on the postfix only
postfix_mask = jnp.logical_not(prefix_mask)[:, :, None]
loss = jnp.sum(loss * postfix_mask) / (jnp.sum(postfix_mask) + 1e-8)
return loss

def sample_actions(rng, model, observation, action_prefix, delay, num_steps):
# assume action_prefix is padded to (batch_size, action_horizon, action_dim),
# but only the first delay actions are valid
b, ah, ad = action_prefix.shape
x_t = jax.random.normal(rng, (b, ah, ad))
time = 0.0
dt = 1 / num_steps
prefix_mask = jnp.arange(ah)[None, :] < delay

for _ in range(num_steps):
x_t = jnp.where(prefix_mask[:, :, None], action_prefix, x_t)
time_masked = jnp.where(prefix_mask, 1.0, time)
v_t = model(observation, x_t, time_masked)
x_t = x_t + dt * v_t
time = time + dt

return x_t
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