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Abstract— Text-conditioned motion generators produce
trackable whole-body motion, but they have no notion of scene-
dependent safety: the same action may target an object or a
person. Existing safeguards either inspect the prompt, require
labeled motion data, or enforce geometric constraints; therefore,
they do not directly account for how scene context changes
a motion’s meaning. We introduce contextual safety filtering
(CSF), a training-free filter that grounds natural-language
safety rules in safe and unsafe reference trajectories produced
by the generator. For each active rule, safe and unsafe reference
trajectories define an affine safety value that a safe reference
tracking CBF-QP enforces. Across four pretrained generators
with different architectures, CSF activates the intended rules
in all explicit and scene-triggered unsafe cases and reduces the
danger-event rate by up to 90%, while preserving 88 — 100%
of benign motions. We demonstrate the complete system on a
real-world Unitree G1, where it successfully prevents unsafe
motions in a variety of scenarios, including interactions with
humans and objects.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pretrained text-conditioned motion generators can map
natural-language descriptions to whole-body motions that are
smooth, physically feasible, and increasingly trackable by
humanoid controllers [1]-[4]. However, physical feasibility
alone does not determine whether a robot should execute a
generated motion. Kicking a ball and kicking a nearby person
can require nearly the same body motion, even though the
target in the scene changes whether the action is permitted.
A whole-body controller will track either reference, so the
safety decision must account for the scene as well as the
motion.

Existing safety mechanisms address only parts of this dis-
tinction. Language guardrails can be bypassed by adversarial
or misleading prompts [5], and a prompt-only screen cannot
verify whether the generated motion is directed toward a
benign object or a person. Both a motion classifier and
CSF require a safety specification. However, a separately
trained classifier learns it from labeled clips and must be
retrained or re-validated when the generator changes. CSF
specifies unsafe behavior directly through natural-language
rules. Inference-time guidance imposes spatial or physical
objectives [6], [7] that specify where or how the body should
move, rather than whether the requested act is permitted.
Classical robot safety filters enforce geometric sets such
as collision-free regions and joint limits [8], whereas the
relevant harm here is semantic rather than geometric.
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Fig. 1: Hardware overview from real Unitree G1 frames. For the same
prompt, “Throw a forward punch,” the Semantic Gate combines language
and vision to distinguish an object from a person: CSF passes the punch
toward the object and redirects it to a safe motion when a person is present.

In this paper, we propose CSF (Contextual Safety
Filtering), a training-free semantic safety filter that uses
outputs from the frozen generator as safety references. For
each rule, the generator produces a reference motion for the
unsafe behavior and its safe alternative in the generator’s
native representation. The difference between the references
defines a semantic direction, and the signed displacement of
the generator’s current output estimate along this direction
gives an affine safety margin. A semantic context gate uses
the command and scene entities to select which margins
the QP enforces, allowing the same motion in a benign
scene and filtering it when a protected entity is present
(Fig. 1). A compact CBF-QP enforces the active margins: its
barrier-only solution is the minimum-norm correction, while
the safe-reference tracking objective redirects the estimate
toward the safe alternative. The natural-language rule list
provides the task-specific safety specification, and CSF trains
neither an auxiliary safety model nor the motion generator.

CSF interfaces with each generator through the sampler’s
current estimate of its final output. The rule selection,
margin, and QP remain fixed, while a backbone adapter
specifies where to read this estimate and how strongly to
track the safe reference. We evaluate CSF on Kimodo-G1 [1],
ECHO [2], MotionHiFlow [3], and ARDY [4]. We also
deploy the ARDY-based system on a real-world Unitree G1
with a pretrained SONIC whole-body tracker [9], where a
runtime shield redirects the remaining reference when the
scene changes.

Our contributions are as follows:

o We propose a training-free safety filter that uses natural-
language rules, generator-produced reference motions,
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and scene context to constrain generated motion without
training an auxiliary model.

o We formulate a CBF-QP with a safe-reference tracking
objective over an affine semantic margin, prove per-step
feasibility, invariance, and optimality for any tracking
strength, recover minimum intervention and exact pass-
through at v = 0, and characterize the deployed ridge
residual.

« We evaluate the same filter across four pretrained gen-
erators and deploy the complete perception, generation,
and tracking pipeline on a real-world Unitree G1, where
the runtime shield redirects an executing action when a
person enters view.

II. RELATED WORK

Text-conditioned motion generation. Text-conditioned
motion generators span diffusion, flow matching, VAE-
latent, and autoregressive models [1], [3], [4], [10]-[16].
Whole-body policies can track the resulting motions on
humanoids [9], [17]. Yet a well-generated, trackable motion
may still be inappropriate for the scene. CSF addresses this
gap by filtering the generator’s current output estimate in the
representation exposed by its sampler.

Scene-conditioned generation jointly represents language,
motion, and a 3D environment to produce an action around a
specified object [18]. This context improves where and how
an interaction is generated, but it does not decide whether the
interaction is allowed. CSF uses the command and perceived
entities for that decision, while leaving motion generation to
the pretrained model. Motion-language models offer another
source of semantics: [19] aligns an autoencoder with CLIP
space for generation, editing, and recognition, and [20] learns
a contrastive space for text-motion retrieval. Such an encoder
could support a learned motion classifier, but it remains a
separately trained representation. CSF instead obtains the
unsafe and safe directions from each generator’s own outputs
and uses the rule list as the safety specification.

Inference-time control and guidance. Pretrained motion
generators can already be steered at test time. Spatial guid-
ance, physical projection, and composed diffusion priors
move a sample toward a desired trajectory or feasible inter-
action [6], [7], [21], [22], while noise and latent optimization
offer similar control through motion-space objectives or
programmed error functions [23], [24]. Another option is to
generate several motions and select one using feasibility and
text-motion checks [25]. In each case, the objective specifies
what motion to produce or which completed sample to keep.
Our question comes after that choice: whether the requested
motion is appropriate for the scene in which it will be used.
CSF therefore lets the scene choose a semantic rule and
intervenes only when the current output estimate violates it.

Generative-model safety. Generative safety has largely
focused on suppressing a concept either during sampling
or in the model itself. For image generation, safe guid-
ance steers samples away from inappropriate content [26],
while editing changes model components so that specified

concepts, styles, or content are no longer produced [27]-
[29]. Motion unlearning adopts the same model-editing view
for violent or otherwise unsafe actions [30], [31]. This is
effective when the concept itself is unwanted, but changing
shared parameters can also alter benign generations that
use the same representation. Gating avoids changing the
weights, although it still makes an all-or-nothing decision:
[16] screens semantic out-of-distribution prompts, unstable
trajectories, and hard kinematic violations before execution.
Adversarial text-to-motion attacks further show why the
generated motion must be checked rather than inferred from
the prompt alone [32]. CSF keeps the generator fixed and
corrects only the scene-active violation, preserving the same
action when no protected entity is at risk.

Robot safety filters. Control barrier functions encode state-
space safety through forward-invariant sets [8], [33], and
safety filters enforce those sets by correcting a proposed
action only when needed [34]. Shields apply the same
principle to formal action specifications [35]. Safety filtering
can also shape a learned policy rather than remain in the
deployment loop: [36] filters RL rollouts during training so
the policy internalizes CBF constraints, and [37] combines
training-time CBF guidance with onboard perception for
whole-body humanoid avoidance. Generative planners use
the same principle to impose physical or task constraints dur-
ing diffusion and flow sampling through barrier conditions,
projection, or trajectory optimization [38]-[41]. Language-
level safeguards act earlier: [42] asks for human help when
a planner is uncertain, while [43] removes actions that vi-
olate temporal-logic constraints. Together, these approaches
learn policies around physical barriers, constrain generative
plans, or screen language-level decisions. CSF addresses the
continuous motion that follows: it filters a frozen generator
against natural-language rules and applies the same scene-
selected margins to the remaining reference if the scene
changes during execution.

III. METHOD
A. Problem Setting

Consider a text-conditioned generator that samples a mo-
tion for prompt c in a scene with semantically rich entities; its
parameters remain frozen during filtering. We declare unsafe
behaviors in natural language and, at inference time, correct
only motions that violate a scene-active rule while passing all
other motions through without retraining or auxiliary models.
Our method relies on the following property of the sampler:
it maintains a state s; that it refines toward a final motion
and exposes its current estimate at every step:

Definition 1 (Output estimate). At sampler state s, for
prompt ¢, the output estimate (s, c) is the sampler’s
current estimate of the motion it will return when sampling
terminates.

The form of & depends on the sampler: it is the scheduler’s
clean estimate for diffusion [44], a velocity-based estimate
for flow [45], or the current uncommitted window for au-
toregression. In each case, CSF replaces & with a filtered



estimate Zg) in the sampler’s native update, leaving the
prompt unchanged. Figure 2 summarizes this interface at
generation and execution time.

B. Semantic References and Margin

To construct the semantic margin, we define K rules, each
consisting of an unsafe behavior and the entity it protects. For
rule ¢ € {1, K }, the frozen generator produces an unsafe
reference :cffnsafe from the rule description and a safe refer-
ence Tg,fe from a benign version of the current command that
preserves the rest of the requested motion. CSF solves the QP
for every current output estimate; the motion-space diffusion
path forms step-matched reference estimates at the current
sampler state, while the remaining paths generate references
once in their prediction spaces and reuse them at each step
(Sec. III-E). Because the references and prediction share the
same representation, the margin requires neither embedding
alignment nor paired data. The difference xffr)lsafe — Tsafe
defines the semantic direction, while the protected entity
determines when the rule is active. Changing a rule only
regenerates its references without updating the generator.
We therefore define the semantic margin as the negative
projection of the current estimate’s displacement from the
safe reference onto the unsafe direction.

Definition 2 (Semantic margin). For a well-defined rule i
with ||.131(1’ersafe—l'safe || > 0, the semantic margin of the current
output estimate T is

- (@)
<5E — Tsafey Lypsafe — Lsafe
@
T unsafe Tsafe
A lower margin places the current estimate farther along

the unsafe direction for concept ¢. Equation (1) has three
direct properties.

)

mi(&) = —

Lemma 1 (Margin affinity). Let a; = —(z\Y . —

. unsafe
Zeate) /20 i — Teato|l- Then: (i) mi(x) = a] (x — Toate);
(ii) m;(Zsate) = 0; and (iii) a common positive rescaling
changes the margin magnitude but not its sign.

This makes the margin useful as a barrier: each rule defines
a half-space, and moving an estimate a fraction o toward
Tsafe Scales its margin by 1 — a. Because all rules use the
same safe reference, this interpolation provides a common
feasible direction when several rules are active. The choice
of xsare also determines where a correction leads. Because
an unconditional mean would pull the motion toward a static
pose, a text encoder selects the benign command from a
library of neutral actions, with a neutral stand as the fallback.

C. Safe-Reference Tracking CBF-QP

We now use the affine margins as barrier constraints and
the safe reference to guide the correction of the sampler’s
current estimate. We call a concept scene-active when the
scene or command implicates the entity it protects, and let
A denote the set of active concepts. Thus we define the
semantic barrier function and safe set as follows.

Definition 3 (Semantic barrier function). The barrier func-
tion of concept i is the margin itself,

hi(z) = my(x), ()

and the safe set is the intersection of the active concepts’
superlevel sets, S = {x : hy(z) >0, i € A}.

We therefore formulate the safety filter as a discrete-time
CBF-QP with a safe-reference tracking objective [33], [46]:
~ . 1 ~ 2
Th1g = argmin 5”95 — (1 =& + Y2sate) ||
s.t. hl(l‘) > (1 — pt) h,(i‘), 1€ ./4,
Here p; € [0, 1] is the barrier contraction rate and v € [0, 1]
weights the safe-reference tracking objective. A nonzero
tracking weight trades exact pass-through for redirection
toward the safe reference. The sampler then uses Zg;; in place
of Z for its native update. Because the references remain fixed
during the solve, each h; is affine in by Lemma 1(i), and
Eq. (3) is a convex QP. At p; = 1, the constraint imposes the
declared safe set; a smaller rate contracts the current margin
gap.

Theorem 1 (Per-step guarantees). Let p; > 0, v € [0,1],
Yy = (1 = ¥)& + YZsate, and let Ci(&) be the feasible set of
Eq. (3). Let Q 4(&) = Zqaw, denote its exact solution. (i) C¢(Z)
is nonempty because (1 — py)Z + pisate € Cy(Z). (ii) The
filtering map renders S invariant, Q 4(S) C S, and contracts
each violation according to h;(Zg) > (1 — pe)hi(2), so
Zay € S in one step when p, = 1. (iii) hi(y,) = (1 —
v)hi(&), and Zay is the Euclidean projection of y~ onto
Ci(Z). At v = 0, this is the minimum-norm correction of &
and leaves feasible proposals unchanged.

3)

Proof. For (i), Lemma 1(ii) gives h;(xgsate) = 0. Affinity
then gives h; ((1— pi)@ + pesate) = (1— pi)hi(&), so every
constraint holds with equality. For (ii), the constraint bound
(1 — pt)hi(Z) is nonnegative when h;(Z) > 0. Otherwise,
it contracts the violation by 1 — p;. For (iii), affinity and
hi(Zsate) = 0 give hi(yw) = (1 = hi(2) + vhi(Tsate) =
(1 — v)h;(&). Equation (3) projects y., onto the nonempty
closed polyhedron C;(Z). The projection is unique, and at
~v = 0 it fixes exactly the compliant proposals [47]. O

Figure 3 illustrates the barrier-only projection in two
dimensions.

Let ¢s = Tgate — & and r; = —pyh;(2). Equation (3)
becomes ming,,,, 3||&a1c — (& + 7ycs)||? subject to A(Zg1e —
%) > r, where the rows of A stack the active directions
a;'. The primal has one variable per channel of the window,
so its size follows the representation used by the generator,
whereas the number of constraints equals the number of
active concepts. We therefore solve the dual, where the
iteration remains in the space of declared rules and Zg)y =
& 4+ ves + ATA At v = 0, the change Zgy — & lies in
the span of the active semantic directions. Because active
concept directions can be highly correlated, we stabilize the
small dual with a ridge relaxation, which has an exact hinge-
penalty characterization.
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Fig. 2: During generation, rules and scene context select the constraints enforced by a safe-reference tracking CBF-QP inside the frozen generator. During
execution, a context change preserves the executed motion and redirects the remaining reference before a whole-body controller tracks it on Unitree G1.
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Fig. 3: A two-dimensional example of the barrier-only QP step. A violating
estimate takes the shortest route onto the margin at p = 1, while a lower
contraction rate enforces the fractional gap contraction shown in dashed
lines.

Proposition 1 (Ridge relaxation and its residual). For e > 0,
maximizing the ridge dual —iNT(AAT + D)X + AT (r —
vAcs) over X > 0 and setting Zgyy = & + ycs + AT
solves the hinge-penalized program min, 1 ||lz—(Z+~cs)||*+
L —a; (x — #))4]% and at the optimum each

3¢ 2ical(ri i
constraint with Xy > 0 is violated by exactly e\}.

Proof sketch. The penalized program is convex with the
ridge expression as its dual, which is strongly concave,
so cyclic coordinate ascent [48] converges to the unique
maximizer; stationarity at \¥ > 0 gives r; — a; (&g, — %) =
EAT. O

The dual solve has |.A| variables; the representation dimen-
sion enters only through the batched inner products that form
the Gram matrix and reconstruct Zg1;. The ridge introduces
a controlled residual. At p, = 1, a single violated unit row

€

leaves
1—~vy)—— 4
( ’Y)l - 4

Thus, for the barrier-only case v = 0, the contraction ratio is
€/(1+ ¢); with multiple rows, Proposition 1 gives the exact

hi(Zan) = hi(Z).

residual e\}. The cross-backbone benchmark in Sec. IV-A
shows that this relaxed solve retains the intended safety—
preservation tradeoff in practice.

D. Semantic Context Gate

The margin identifies the behavior in a motion, while the
context gate uses the command and detected scene entities to
select which protected-entity rules the QP should evaluate.
The prompt signal activates the context-sensitive rule set
when the command is closest to an unsafe description rather
than a benign contrast. The perception signal is rule specific
and activates rule ¢ when the label of a visually detected
entity is closest to the entity protected by that rule. The
generator’s text encoder performs these comparisons on the
command and detected entity labels, so matching does not
require a fixed vocabulary. For example, “punch the wall”
may appear benign from the command alone, but detecting
a person in the scene selects the relevant rule. Concept i is
active when either signal fires,

gi = gferceptlon ./4 — {Z D9 = 1}7 (5)
which supplies the constraints to Eq. (3); the QP changes the
estimate only if it violates one of them, while an empty A
giVCS i‘ﬁ]t =27

prompt
\/ g '3 ’

E. Application Across Generators

Direct motion-space predictions. When the output estimate
is in motion-feature space, we apply Eq. (3) before each
native sampler update. Let M be the diagonal projector onto
the filtered channels and let O () be the solution of Eq. (3)
evaluated with M &, M., and {M xmzsafe}ze A. The full
filtered estimate is

Fa(®) = MQY (2)+ (I - M)& (6)



We exclude root channels so the filter must correct the unsafe
pose content rather than satisfy a rule by translating the
character away from the protected entity. With classifier-free
guidance, each path expresses the QP objective, constraint
base point, and update in the same prediction space.

Decoder-aware latent predictions. A generator may instead
predict a compressed VAE latent z, where distances need
not separate the declared concepts (Sec. IV-A); we therefore
evaluate the same margin after the pretrained decoder. With
¢(z) = PD(z) denoting the decoded pose channels, Eq. (1)

becomes

~ (b(zz) - ¢(Zs)

o) == (o) oo =G ) O
Because D is nonlinear, we re-decode after every update.
Let k = argmin;ec 4 m;(z) be the worst active margin and
q = V.my(2) its gradient through the pretrained decoder;
while my(z) < 0, we iterate

m(2)

[+ ! ®
until the barrier is met or an iteration budget IV is exhausted.
On a pyramidal sampler, this decoder-aware path acts at the
full-resolution stage where the references were generated.
We implement this decoded-space option. For the latent-flow
benchmark, however, we apply Eq. (3) directly in the latent
with v = 0.5 (Sec. IV-A).
Autoregressive window predictions. Let I; be the com-
mitted history, let £; be the current estimate of uncommitted
window j, and let F4 ; denote Eq. (6) evaluated with the
corresponding reference blocks. Filtering and commitment
follow

T a1 = Fa;(2;), Hj 1 =H; ®q(Za1), (9
where ¢ is the native token requantization and & appends
the resulting window to the history that conditions the next
window. Because ||a;|| = 1, requantization changes each
margin by at most ||¢(&; 1) — Z;,a14]|. Because committed
windows are immutable, any intervention propagates through
this history; we therefore filter only pose content and leave
the root trajectory to the generator.

Z 4~ z—n

F. Runtime Safety Shield

Context can change while the generated motion is being
tracked, so the runtime shield applies the same rules to the
remaining reference. Let R be the tracking reference, S a
safe continuation, ¢ the current execution cursor, and W; a
future window beginning at frame s;. For the active rule set
Ay, let e = min(¢ + b, T — 1) be the splice frame after a
short response buffer b. The shield selects the first violating
unexecuted window and updates the reference by

j*= min{j 55 > £, min h;(R[W;]) < T} ,
i€ Ay
1
; Ry, t<e, (10)
Be(Ra S)ta tZ €,

| =
Here 7 is the calibrated runtime threshold, and B, aligns S
to the held state in heading and position and blends it with

TABLE I: Per-backbone settings: the space of each adapter’s
output estimate, its tracking strength ~, and whether the
correction excludes explicit root channels.

Backbone Prediction space Root channels
Kimodo-G1 417-d motion feature 0 excluded (5)

ECHO 38-d motion feature 0.2  not separable
MotionHiFlow VAE latent 0.5 not separable
ARDY hybrid token (20+128) 0.2 excluded (20)

R over a fixed transition. If no violating window exists, the
shield leaves R unchanged. Joint velocities are recomputed
over the edited frames, and the tracker continues on R’.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We apply CSF without retraining to four pretrained gen-
erators through the output-estimate interface of Definition 1:
Kimodo-G1 [1] (DDIM diffusion), ECHO [2] (diffusion
with DPM-Solver sampling [49]), MotionHiFlow [3] (flow
matching in a VAE latent), and ARDY [4] (windowed
autoregressive generation over hybrid tokens). Table I lists
each adapter’s output space, tracking strength v, and root-
channel handling. All adapters share the rules, margin, gate,
and QP; when root channels are separable, we filter only the
motion content.

The shared rule set contains six concepts: four for person-
directed violence and one each for a child and an animal.
Examples include aggressively striking another person, vio-
lently striking a child, and kicking or stomping an animal,
with benign contrasts such as striking training equipment
or caring for a child. Each backbone generates its own
references, so exemplars and margin scales remain model
specific and margins are not compared across backbones.

A. Benchmark

We construct 28 unsafe-benign command pairs over the
six concepts and use three random seeds for each pair in
allowed and protected scenes, with and without CSF. The
paired runs share their command and seed and differ only
in declared scene entities, yielding 672 clips per backbone
and 2,688 total: 1,344 filtered and 1,344 unfiltered. Benign
commands remove only the regulated sub-action, such as
replacing a walking strike with a neutral walk, while scene
and filtering pairs hold the command and seed fixed to
separate rule activation from correction performance.

We detect residual danger independently of the semantic
margin as persistent bursts of fast, extended effector mo-
tion above a threshold fixed at the unfiltered-benign 95th
percentile before scoring the filtered outputs. We also use
Mahalanobis distance to quantify how far filtering shifts a
benign motion toward standing. Because margin units differ
across generators, each backbone is normalized to its own no-
filter and unconditional-standing endpoints, (0,1) and (1, 0).
The reported danger ratio divides the filtered event rate by
its unfiltered counterpart, so 0.1 represents a 90% relative
reduction.

Residual danger falls to 0.1 of the unfiltered rate on three
backbones and 0.2 on ECHO (Fig. 5, left). Preservation cost
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Fig. 4: Four seconds of motion generated with each generator, with the unfiltered output beside CSF; unsafe frames are colored red. Each command row
gives the prompt used for the two backbones below it. The explicit case names a protected target. The deceptive case names a benign target while a person
is present, whereas the benign case contains no protected targets.
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Fig. 5: Benchmark results. Left: all four backbones fall below the line joining the degenerate filters, indicating greater danger suppression per unit of
discarded motion than a blend toward a standing pose. Right: correct response rate for each case, where higher is better; the first two cases test activation of
the semantic gate from the command and declared scene entities, while benign motion counts as preserved when the correction stays within the generator’s

own draw noise or moves the clip closer to its selected safe counterpart.

ranges from 0.21 on Kimodo to 0.64 on MotionHiFlow
and follows concept separation in the prediction space.
Kimodo’s distinct motion-space margin supports minimum
intervention, while MotionHiFlow’s nearly flat latent margin
needs a stronger safe-reference pull. ECHO and ARDY lie
between these cases. Because the prompt and scene select
the same QP rows for every backbone, these cost differences
reflect the prediction representation and . All backbones fall
below the line joining the degenerate filters in Fig. 5 (left),
so each suppresses more danger per unit of discarded benign
motion than a standing-pose blend.

The gate selects the intended rule for every explicit and
scene-triggered unsafe case across all four backbones and
leaves it inactive in the matched allowed scene (Fig. 5,
right). For benign motion, 88 to 100% of clips either pass
through or reach the selected safe counterpart. On Kimodo,
the correction is smaller than the natural variation between
two unfiltered samples generated from the same command.
Figs. 4 and 5 (right) show these outcomes.

B. Inference-Time Cost

On one RTX 4090, the rule-space dual takes 0.01 to
0.18 ms for one to six active rules, and a complete filter call
takes 0.3 to 1.2 ms. ECHO, MotionHiFlow, and ARDY cache
their references after a one-time setup of 0.6 to 0.9 s, adding
no measurable per-sample overhead in the fastest case and
at most 19%. Kimodo constructs step-matched references
during sampling, increasing the time needed to generate a
four-second motion from 1.61 to 7.60 s, although the QP
itself accounts for only 0.14 s. Reference construction, rather
than the rule-space solve, therefore determines most of the
architecture-dependent cost.

C. Real-World Unitree GI Deployment

We deploy the ARDY-based pipeline on a real-world Uni-
tree G1. A verbal command and camera perception supply
the motion prompt and scene entities. ARDY generates the
reference, CSF filters it, and a pretrained SONIC policy [9]
tracks the result. The generator and tracker remain unchanged
between nominal and filtered trials.
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a pillar
(human
appears)

Fig. 6: Real-frame Unitree G1 trials with nominal execution (left) and CSF enabled (right). Rows show an explicit person-directed command, a deceptive
pillar-directed command with a person present, a benign pillar-directed command, and a person entering view during execution. CSF blocks the first two
punches, preserves the benign punch, and redirects the remaining reference in the runtime trial.

We test punch and kick commands in three conditions.
In the explicit condition, a person-directed command selects
the rule from language, and CSF redirects the strike. In
the deceptive condition, an object-directed command ap-
pears benign, but a detected person selects the rule and
CSF redirects the motion. In the benign condition, only
the object is present, so the rule remains inactive, and the
requested motion executes. The top rows of Fig. 6 show that
CSF blocks the explicit and scene-triggered person-directed
punches while preserving the same skill in the benign scene.

D. Runtime Safety Shield on Hardware

We also test runtime safety by introducing a context
change after generation. The robot begins an object-directed
punch or kick sequence, then a person enters view dur-
ing execution. The updated entity list activates the person-
protection rule and triggers the shield on the remaining
reference. It preserves the executed portion and introduces
a safe continuation for the unchanged tracker. The robot
begins the allowed task but does not complete the strike after
the person appears, as shown in Fig. 6. Unlike generation-
time filtering, the shield responds to a later scene change by
redirecting the remaining reference in real time.

V. CONCLUSION

CSF turns generator-produced unsafe and safe references
into scene-selected affine margins enforced by a safe-
reference tracking CBF-QP. At v = 0, the QP makes
the smallest correction needed to satisfy the active rules;
increasing +y redirects the estimate toward the safe alternative.

Across four pretrained generators, residual danger falls by up
to 90% with better preservation than a standing-pose blend;
correction cost follows concept separation in each prediction
space. On a real-world Unitree G1, the same rules block
explicit and deceptive unsafe commands, preserve a benign
object-directed skill, and interrupt an executing strike when
a person enters view. The generator remains frozen during
both offline generation and closed-loop execution. Future
work includes extending CSF to the root trajectory, letting
the robot redirect its locomotion as well as its pose when
a rule becomes active, and regenerating safe continuations
from the live scene to cover longer, evolving interactions.
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