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Abstract— As a robot senses and selects actions, the world
keeps changing. This inference delay creates a gap of tens to
hundreds of milliseconds between the observed state and the
state at execution. In this work, we take the natural gener-
alization from zero delay to measured delay during training
and inference. We introduce Delay-Aware Diffusion Policy (DA-
DP), a framework for explicitly incorporating inference delays
into policy learning. DA-DP corrects zero-delay trajectories
to their delay-compensated counterparts, and augments the
policy with delay conditioning. We empirically validate DA-
DP on a variety of tasks, robots, and delays and find its
success rate more robust to delay than delay-unaware methods.
DA-DP is architecture agnostic and transfers beyond diffusion
policies, offering a general pattern for delay-aware imitation
learning. More broadly, DA-DP encourages evaluation protocols
that report performance as a function of measured latency,
not just task difficulty. Highlight videos can be found at:
https://dadpicra2026.github.io/.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robotic control rarely happens in a static world. Sensors
scan the environment while the world continues to change,
so the state seen at exposure does not correspond to the
state at actuation. We refer to the elapsed time between
sensing and the moment the resulting command takes effect
as the inference delay. In real robotic systems, this delay
can accumulate to tens to hundreds of milliseconds across
sensing, networking, computation, and actuation. As a result,
a policy that assumes zero delay will often act too late.

This does not diminish how useful the zero inference delay
assumption has been; it enabled clean supervision, stable
training, and rapid progress across many tasks in a static
world. Building upon these successes, the natural next step is
to consider tasks with dynamic, high-speed interaction (e.g.,
returning a ping-pong ball), where inference delay becomes
a first-order concern. In these tasks, we now need to relax the
zero-delay assumption in both data collection and algorithm
design. This allows policies to plan for the state that will exist
at execution time, not merely the one that was observed.

However, most data collection processes still assume zero
inference delay–whether in teleoperation or simulation–for
practical reasons (see simulation benchmarks [1]–[3] and
real-world datasets [4]–[6] without delay). In teleoperation,
delays make it difficult for operators to anticipate and mimic
behaviors when controlling robots. In simulation, incorporat-
ing variable delays complicates trajectory generation and can
destabilize learning algorithms. Ignoring inference delays can
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(a) DP responds slowly to the moving ping-pong ball.

(b) DA-DP (ours) is able to successfully hit the ping-pong ball.

Fig. 1: While Diffusion Policy (DP) struggles with computa-
tion delays and fails to hit the ball in the ping-pong task, our
Delay-Aware Diffusion Policy (DA-DP) successfully handles
highly dynamic, reactive tasks under inference delays.

be benign for static interaction. In dynamic environments,
however, it opens a realism gap between observation and
execution that can impair control.

Similarly, visuomotor policy learning approaches gener-
ally do not explicitly account for inference delay in their
algorithmic design [7]–[10]. In dynamic environments, the
mismatch between the observed state and the state at execu-
tion can lead to actions that always lag behind. For example,
consider a robotic arm needing to return a serve in ping-
pong controlled via Diffusion Policy (DP) [7]. In ping-pong,
inference delays can be depicted as in Fig. 1a where the ball
continues to move past the robot while it is computing an
action. So, an optimal policy must position the paddle where
the ball will be at actuation, not where it was observed prior
to inference. We find that DP struggles in this setting, as
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inference delay causes a systematic lag in responding to the
moving ball (see Fig. 1a).

In this paper, we introduce Delay-Aware Diffusion Pol-
icy (DA-DP), a novel framework that improves diffusion
policy performance in dynamic environments by explicitly
modeling inference delay. Specifically, DA-DP first corrects
training data collected under the zero-delay assumption by
predicting delayed execution states and computing actions
that properly transition between them. We then train a DP on
the corrected data. We also condition the policy on measured
delay so it accounts for changes between observation and
execution. Returning to our ping-pong example, DA-DP is
able to account for the delays in inference and meet the ball
in its new location as shown in Fig. 1b.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
1) DA-DP framework: We propose an effective exten-

sion of DP that conditions action generation on the
inference delay.

2) Empirical evaluation: Through extensive experi-
ments, we show that DA-DP significantly outperforms
the DP baseline across a wide range of delay con-
ditions, maintaining high success rates in challenging
dynamic environments.

Together, these contributions highlight inference delay as a
critical yet underexplored challenge in visuomotor policy
learning, and provide an effective solution that enhances
robustness in dynamic robotic tasks.

II. RELATED WORK

Efficient DP. A number of extensions have sought to
improve efficiency and responsiveness. One-step distillation
[11] accelerates inference by collapsing the diffusion pro-
cess into a single network pass, while Streaming Diffusion
Policy [12] produces partially denoised actions on-the-fly to
reduce end-to-end latency. Consistency policy [13] reduces
the number of diffusion steps by enforcing self-consistency
across different denoising stages. These methods mitigate
computational bottlenecks but still assume that the scene is
static between sensing and execution.

Synchronous and asynchronous DP. In synchronous
DP [7], the policy has a zero-order hold while the next
horizon of actions are being computed. In order to compen-
sate the lack of actions during next horizon inference, asyn-
chronous DP starts computing next horizon of actions while
previous actions were still being executed [14]. Overlapping
horizon prediction and action execution makes the policy
smoother and more continuous, but it introduces stale actions
and requires marrying executed and predicted trajectories.
For interaction with dynamic objects, both synchronous and
asynchronous DP have observation-execution time mismatch.
In other words, the world moves on, but the robot either waits
(synchronous), or carries out stale actions (asynchronous)
that may not align with the object anymore. DA-DP is
complementary to both paradigms: it augments datasets and
conditions the policy on delays, making it plug-and-play
regardless of the execution style.

Model Based Control. Classical approaches to delay
handling often rely on model predictive control, where tra-
jectories are continuously replanned at execution time [15].
Model Predictive Control (MPC) naturally absorbs sensing
and computation delays by forecasting forward from the
current state and executing only the near-term portion of the
plan. Many efforts [16]–[19] aimed to make MPC faster to
reduce latency.

Chunked and asynchronous execution. Several ap-
proaches address real-time execution by planning in ac-
tion chunks. Action Chunking Transformers [20] generate
smooth trajectories across discrete segments, while Real-
Time Chunking (RTC) [14] for flow policies overlaps in-
ference with execution by freezing near-term actions and
inpainting the remainder. Such methods still plan relative
to exposure-time observations, without explicitly forecasting
execution-time states.

Reactive extensions. An orthogonal line of work in-
corporates fast feedback via hierarchies of models, and
incorporates dynamics more explicitly to correct actions
during execution. Reactive Diffusion Policy [21] augments
diffusion models with tactile or force signals, enabling fine-
grained adaptation in contact-rich manipulation. This method
relies on fast feedback loops from the lower level “reactive”
controller, while the higher level DP plans next trajectories.

Our approach. DA-DP complements these efforts by
treating inference delay as a first-class design parameter.
Instead of restructuring the denoising process or relying on
additional sensing modalities, DA-DP conditions directly on
forward-propagated execution-time states. This delay-aware
supervision closes a critical gap in dynamic settings, enabling
robust performance in fast, contact-rich tasks.

III. BACKGROUND

A. Diffusion Policy

Diffusion policy (DP) [7] adapts Denoising Diffusion
Probabilistic Models (DDPMs) [22] for sequential decision-
making. In particular, an action sequence {a0, a1, . . .} is
modeled as a sample from a generative process that gradually
denoises Gaussian noise into a trajectory conditioned on the
current state st. During training, noise is added to expert
trajectories according to a forward process:

q(a
(k)
t | at, k) = N (

√
αk at, (1− αk)I) , (1)

where k denotes the diffusion timestep and αk ∈ (0, 1] is a
noise scheduling coefficient that controls the signal-to-noise
ratio at step k. Note that the forward process itself only
corrupts the action at, not the state st. The conditioning
on st is introduced during the reverse process, where the
policy learns to predict the clean action given both the noisy
action and state. At inference, the policy iteratively samples
from the reverse process to generate feasible actions that
respect dynamics and task constraints. This formulation of
DP enables the modeling of complex, multimodal action
distributions while maintaining stability during training.
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Fig. 2: Overview of Delay-Aware Diffusion Policy (DA-DP). The DA-DP framework is depicted for the case with action
chunk length Hact = 4 and inference delay δ = 2∆t, as an example.

B. Inference Delay Definition

Inference delay refers to the temporal gap, denoted by δ,
between observing the environment state and executing the
corresponding action. Specifically, our paper distinguishes
between:

1) Observation state st: the state perceived at time t and
2) Execution state st+δ: the state when the corresponding

action is actually executed by the robot after inference
delay δ.

Such delays may arise from a combination of perception
(e.g., sensing, image capture, pre-processing latency), com-
putation (e.g., the cost of a model forward pass), and
actuation (e.g., delays in low-level control, communication,
or hardware execution). In real robotic systems, however,
inference delay is inherently non-zero (δ > 0), leading to a
systematic mismatch between states and actions, especially
in highly dynamic environments (e.g., a ping-pong task).

IV. DELAY-AWARE DIFFUSION POLICY

Our work is motivated by the fact that inference delays
inherent to real robotic systems create a gap between obser-
vation and execution, leading to slower actions in dynamic
environments. This section first introduces our objective of
DA-DP that explicitly models inference delay (Section IV-
A). We then describe how DA-DP improves the diffusion
policy framework at both the training-data level (Section IV-
B) and the algorithmic level (Section IV-C). An overview of
the DA-DP framework is provided in Fig. 2.

A. Objective of DA-DP

Formally, a trajectory τ={s0, a0, . . . , sn} in an imitation
learning dataset with zero delay transitions the initial state
s0 to the final state sn over a duration of:

Ttarget = n∆t, (2)

where ∆t denotes the control timestep (see Fig. 2; Zero-
delay trajectory). For dynamic tasks such as hitting a ping-
pong ball, the robot must reach sn precisely at Ttarget, as any
delay means the ball will already be gone.

In practice, diffusion policies require inference time in
computing actions. Specifically, every chunk of Hact actions
requires an additional inference delay δ. This means the total
inference time becomes:

Tdp = n∆t+ (
n

Hact
− 1)δ. (3)

Because Tdp > Ttarget, the robot’s actions always lag behind
the demonstration. In practice, this systematic delay can be
fatal for dynamic tasks. For the ping-pong task, the robot
arrives at the final state sn at time Tdp—too late to hit the
ball (see Fig. 2; DP executed trajectory).

Our key objective is to adjust the training data so that the
resulting trained policies can still act on time. Specifically,
we construct a shorter trajectory τ ′δ = {s′0, a′0, . . . , s′n′} that
still ends at the same final state sn (i.e., s′n′ = sn), but within
the target duration Ttarget for a given δ:

n′∆t+ (
n′

Hact
− 1)δ = Ttarget. (4)

By explicitly accounting for inference delay δ, this corrected
trajectory τ ′ ensures that DP trained on it will reach sn right
on schedule (see Fig. 2, DA-DP executed trajectory).

B. Delay-Aware Data Processing

We detail how DA-DP constructs the delay-aware trajec-
tory τ ′ in three steps.

Step 1: Compute adjusted length. Solving Equation 4,
the corrected trajectory length n′ is given by:

n′ =
n∆t+ δ

∆t+ δ/Hact
, (5)



where Fig. 2 (Step 1) illustrates the case with Hact = 4 and
δ = 2∆t as an example.

Remark 1 (Discrete implementation): The expression in
Equation 5 defines the effective trajectory length n′ in
continuous time. In practice, n′ must be an integer horizon
since trajectories are discrete. We therefore select an integer
N ′ ∈ {⌊n′⌋, ⌈n′⌉} that best satisfies the time constraint,
and distribute the skipped steps across inference blocks
accordingly. This ensures the compressed trajectory termi-
nates within the original zero-delay duration. If δ/∆t is
non-integer, the per-chunk skip is rounded and any residual
mismatch is corrected in the final block.

Step 2: Skip states. Next, we determine how many states
to skip for each Hact action chunk so that the compressed
trajectory has the correct length n′ and still reaches the final
state sn on time. Specifically, the skip amount m is:

m =

{
δ
∆t , for continuous time
(n− n′)/⌈ n′

Hact
⌉, for discrete time

(6)

where Fig. 2 (Step 2) describes the case of m = 2.
Step 3: Compress trajectory. We construct the com-

pressed state sequence {s′0, a′0, . . . , s′n′} of τ ′ by skipping
m states after every chunk of Hact actions. For each index
i ∈ {0, . . . , n′ − 1}, we define the mapping as:

s′i = sj with j = i+ k(i)m, (7)

where k(i) = ⌊i/Hact⌋ counts how many action chunks have
been completed up to i. This mapping results in a sequence
of:

{s0, . . . , sHact−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
From first chunk

, sHact+m, . . . , s2Hact+m−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
From second chunk

, . . . , sn}. (8)

In other words, after each chunk of actions, we jump ahead
by m states to offset inference delay (see Fig. 2; Step 3).
Depending on the task, we then apply optional smoothing
between states to ensure more natural robot behavior. Fi-
nally, we compute corresponding action sequences of τ ′ that
transition between compressed states as a′i = s′i+1 − s′i for
i ∈ {0, . . . , n′ − 1}.

C. Diffusion Policy with Inference Delays

To make our DA-DP policy robust to different inference
delays, we create a set of delay-aware training datasets,
{τ ′δ}, by varying the delay parameter δ (see Section IV-
B). We then combine these datasets to jointly train DA-
DP, allowing the policy to learn not only how to predict
actions from states but also how to adapt to different delays.
This is achieved by explicitly conditioning the policy on
the delay, denoted as πθ(a

′|s′, δ). Compared to DP, the
main algorithmic difference is this explicit conditioning on
δ during training and testing, which makes DA-DP easy to
integrate into the DP framework while still highly effective.

We note that the inference delay δ of a robotic system
can be easily measured by running one or a few control
cycles and recording the elapsed time between sensing and
action execution. If system latency or its range is already

available from hardware specifications, it could also be
provided directly as an input condition to DA-DP.

D. DA-DP Algorithm

To clearly describe DA-DP, we first present the delay-
aware data processing procedure in Algorithm 1, followed
by the training and inference algorithm for DA-DP in Al-
gorithm 2. Minimal changes (highlighted in orange) are
made to the baseline diffusion policy framework, making
our approach easy to adapt to other policy architectures.

Algorithm 1 Delay-Aware Data Processing

Require: Zero-delay trajectory τ , control timestep ∆t, in-
ference delay δ, action chunk horizon Hact

1: Compute zero-delay trajectory length n
# Step 1: Compute adjusted length

2: Compute adjusted length n′ using Equation 5
3: Initialize τ ′ = {s′0, a′0, . . . , s′n′} with s′n′ = sn

# Step 2: Skip states
4: Compute skip amount m using Equation 6

# Step 3: Compress trajectory
5: for i = 0 to n′ − 1 do
6: Compute index j = i+ k(i)m using Equation 7
7: Update state s′i ∈ τ ′δ ← sj ∈ τ
8: end for

# Construct actions
9: for i = 0 to n′ − 1 do

10: Update action a′i ∈ τ ′δ ← s′i+1 − s′i
11: end for
12: Return Delay-aware trajectory τδ

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we empirically evaluate DA-DP across
diverse tasks, robots, and delay conditions. Our experiments
are designed to answer four guiding questions:

• Q1. Does inference delay impact performance on dy-
namic manipulation tasks?

• Q2. Can DA-DP handle varying inference delays?
• Q3. Is DA-DP robust to delays outside the training

distribution?
• Q4. Does DA-DP generalize across different robot

morphologies?
Together, these evaluations provide a comprehensive assess-
ment of DA-DP’s robustness compared to delay-unaware
baselines.

A. Experiment setting

Domains. We demonstrate DA-DP’s effectiveness on three
dynamic domains (see Fig. 3). All environments were devel-
oped using the ManiSkill [3] engine.

1) Pick up rolling ball: The objective of this task is
for the Franka Emika Panda arm to pick up a rolling
ball from a table and hold it at a specified goal
location. The ball location and velocity are randomized
within a fixed range. The task uses a delta end-effector



Pick up rolling ball Ping-pong Pick and place moving box

Fig. 3: Three dynamic environments for experimental evaluations. The pick up rolling ball task consists of a ball rolling
across a table and the Franka Emika Panda robotic arm picking it up and holding it at a specified location. The ping-pong
task included the Panda arm hitting a ball after a serve. Lastly, the Pick and place moving box task included a G1 Unitree
Humanoid picking up a box sliding across the table and placing it on the opposing table.

Algorithm 2 DA-DP Training and Inference

Training
Require: A set of delay-aware trajectories {τδ}

1: Initialize diffusion policy πθ with encoder + UNet
2: while not converged do
3: Sample batch (s,a, δ) ∼ {τδ}

# Augment δ into conditions for DP
4: Form augmented state s̃← concat(s, δ)
5: Sample noise ϵ and diffusion timestep t
6: Forward diffusion ãt ← q(a, ϵ, t)
7: ϵ̂← UNet(ãt, t | encode(s̃))
8: L ← ∥ϵ̂− ϵ∥2
9: Update θ ← θ − η∇θL

10: end while
11: Return Trained delay-aware diffusion policy πθ

Inference
Require: Delay-aware diffusion policy πθ, inference delay

δ, environment E , task horizon T
12: Reset environment E
13: for t = 1 to T do
14: Get current state from environment s← E
15: # Augment δ into conditions for DP
16: Form augmented state s̃← concat(s, δ)
17: Sample delay-aware action a ∼ πθ(·|s̃)
18: Execute delay-aware action a in the environment E
19: end for

controller. The robot action consists of x, y, z of the
end-effector position and a gripper position.

2) Ping-pong: We design a custom table tennis environ-
ment, where the Franka Emika Panda arm must hit a
ball so that it bounces once on its own side before
crossing the net and landing on the opponent’s side.
The ball is placed at a fixed location in front of the
robot. The paddle is initialized at the robot’s tool-
center point pose. An external force is applied to the
ball to induce motion at the initial time. A delta joint
controller is used with an action space of 8 (i.e., 7 joint
positions + 1 gripper).

3) Pick and place moving box: We design a custom box

transfer environment in which a Unitree G1 humanoid
picks up a moving box from one table and places
it on an opposing table. The box is initialized at a
randomized position and moves with an initial velocity
of 2.5 m/s. Control is achieved using a proportional-
derivative (PD) joint-delta controller with an action
space of 25 joints.

Baselines. We compare DA-DP against the following
methods:

1) Diffusion policy [7]: We include the standard diffusion
policy as a baseline. DP models actions as a condi-
tional denoising diffusion process, where trajectories
are iteratively refined from noise given the current
observation. At test time, the policy generates a se-
quence of future actions and executes the first step in
the environment. This baseline represents the state of
the art in imitation learning for robotic manipulation,
but does not account for inference delay.

2) Zero-delay DP: This baseline represents the perfor-
mance of DP in an idealized version of the setting that
has zero inference delay. It serves as a useful refer-
ence, reflecting performance in a similar yet idealized
setting.

Implementation details. We implement DA-DP in Py-
Torch [23]. Task-specific configurations are described below:

1) Pick up rolling ball: Data is collected using motion
planning, with 100 demonstrations. Models are trained
for 30,000 iterations using AdamW [24] with an initial
learning rate of 1e-4, a cosine decay schedule with
500 warmup steps, and a batch size of 256. The
policy network is a 1D UNet with channel dimensions
[64, 128, 256]. The observation horizon is set to 2, and
the action horizon to 8.

2) Ping-pong: Data is collected via imitation learning
from reinforcement learning agents trained with Prox-
imal Policy Optimization (PPO) [25]. Models are
trained with a batch size of 512, using 300 demon-
strations, for up to 60,000 iterations. The policy net-
work is a UNet with doubled capacity, using channel
dimensions [128, 256, 512].
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Fig. 4: Performance comparisons in the pick up rolling ball
domain across different constant inference delays.

3) Pick and place moving box: Data is collected using
reinforcement learning. Models are trained for up to
150,000 iterations with a batch size of 512 and 200
demonstrations. Training uses a fixed learning rate of
5e-4, 1,000 denoising steps, and no scheduler. The
policy network is a UNet with channel dimensions
[256, 512, 1024].

B. Main experiments

Across all experiments, we set inference delays δ to
reflect real-time latency. Prior work by [7] reports an average
inference delay of approximately 0.1s in real-world tests of
diffusion policies. Using this as a reference, we select a
range of practical delays that align with the dynamics of
each environment.

Q1. Does inference delay impact performance on dynamic
manipulation tasks?

We evaluate both DP and DA-DP on datasets where a
constant inference delay is applied. Across tasks, we observe
that inference delay significantly degrades the performance
of DP, whereas DA-DP maintains robustness. In the pick
up rolling ball task, DA-DP achieves success rates of 0.96
and 0.72 at δ = 0.05s and δ = 0.10s, compared to DP’s
success rates of 0.20 and 0.01. Notably, as inference delays
increase further, DP’s performance rapidly collapses to zero,
while DA-DP degrades more gradually (see Fig. 4). In the
ping-pong task, DP and DA-DP perform comparably under
the smallest delay setting of δ = 0.025s (see Fig. 5). How-
ever, in all other larger delay settings, DA-DP consistently
outperforms DP and even sustains performance close to the
zero-delay DP baseline.

Q2. Can DA-DP handle varying inference delays?
In this experiment, we train each method on a dataset

consisting of multiple inference delay values. This setup
more closely reflects real-world conditions, where inference
delays are not fixed but instead vary within a range. Fig. 6
shows results for the pick up rolling ball task. Across all
delay sets, DA-DP consistently outperforms DP. As delay
values increase, DA-DP maintains a success rate between
0.76 and 0.42, while DP achieves only 0.28 even under
the lowest-delay case. For the ping-pong task (see Fig. 7),
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Fig. 5: Performance comparisons in the ping-pong domain
across different constant inference delays.

DP and DA-DP achieve similar success rates in the low-
delay set (δ = {0, 0.025, 0.05}). However, as delay values
increase, DA-DP’s success rate improves, reaching 0.80. In
contrast, DP’s performance remains largely unchanged across
the different delay sets. These results suggest that training
DA-DP with varying inference delays makes our policy more
robust to dynamic delays at test time compared to DP.
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Fig. 6: Performance comparisons in the pick up rolling ball
domain across different sets of inference delays.
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Fig. 7: Performance comparisons in the ping-pong domain
across different sets of inference delays.

Q3. Is DA-DP robust to delays outside the training distri-
bution?

In this experiment, we train methods on a fixed set of
delays, and then evaluate them on a different set of delays.
We construct the out-of-distribution inference delay set by
shifting the training set by a constant factor depending on



the dynamics of the environment. In our experiments, we
find that DA-DP better generalizes to new delays than the
baseline DP.

In the pick up rolling ball environment the methods
were evaluated on datasets with an increase of 0.15s to the
training inference-delay set (see Fig. 8). DP has near-zero
performance across all delay sets. In comparison, DA-DP
maintains a performance rates between 0.62 and 0.48 for all
delay sets. In ping-pong, the methods were instead evaluated
on delays increased by 0.075s (see Fig. 9). DA-DP had a
consistent performance between 0.73 and 0.82 across all
delay sets, whereas DP performed between 0.49 and 0.56.
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Fig. 8: Pick up rolling ball: out of distribution delays. All
methods were trained on a dataset composed of the labelled
delays, and evaluated on a dataset of the original set of delays
+0.15s.
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Fig. 9: Ping-pong: out of distribution delays. All methods
were trained on a dataset composed of the labelled delays,
and evaluated on a dataset of the original set of delays
+0.075s.

Q4. Does DA-DP generalize across different robot mor-
phologies?

In this experiment, we evaluate whether DA-DP general-
izes to different robotic morphologies. The previous exper-
iments have centered around the Franka Emika Panda arm.
We now investigate whether the previous trends extend to
the Unitree G1 Humanoid. The Panda arm has 8 degrees of
freedom (DOF) including the gripper, and the humanoid has
25 DOF, making the task more challenging. We repeat the
same experimental methodology as in Q1, but now on the
pick and placing moving box environment. Fig. 10 shows
our results. In our experiment, we found that DA-DP was

able to maintain a perfect success rate in three delay cases
(δ = 0.05s, 0.10s, 0.20s); whereas, DP in the same cases
performed at best 0.7. In the other delay cases unilaterally
DA-DP outperforms DP. This experiment suggests that DA-
DP is indeed able to generalize across robots.
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Fig. 10: Performance comparisons in the pick and place
moving box domain across constant inference delay.

VI. CONCLUSION

DA-DP is a predictive diffusion policy capable of handling
dynamic objects and environments. Our method provides
a principled approach to closing the observation–execution
gap and generalizes across robot embodiments, tasks, and
inference delays. Additionally, DA-DP shows improved per-
formance to larger out-of-distribution delays compared to
standard diffusion policy. This work can naturally extend
to other predictable, systematic delays in the control loop,
offering a framework for more robust and responsive robot
control.

Future work. While asynchronous DP reduces end-to-end
latency by streaming partially denoised actions, it still suffers
from stale predictions in dynamic conditions. DA-DP’s delay
conditioning could complement asynchronous execution by
explicitly training the policy to anticipate these residual
delays, improving robustness when streamed trajectories lag
behind the real state. More generally, the same princi-
ple applies beyond robotics: any domain with systematic,
predictable delays, such as networked control, autonomous
driving, or interactive simulation, could benefit from delay-
aware conditioning to increase resilience to inference delays.
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