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Collision-inclusive Manipulation Planning for Occluded Object

Grasping via Compliant Robot Motions

Kejia Ren', Gaotian Wang', Andrew S. Morgan?, and Kaiyu Hang'

Abstract—Robotic manipulation research has investigated
contact-rich problems and strategies that require robots to
intentionally collide with their environment, to accomplish tasks
that cannot be handled by traditional collision-free solutions. By
enabling compliant robot motions, collisions between the robot
and its environment become more tolerable and can thus be
exploited, but more physical uncertainties are introduced. To
address contact-rich problems such as occluded object grasping
while handling the involved uncertainties, we propose a collision-
inclusive planning framework that can transition the robot
to a desired task configuration via roughly modeled collisions
absorbed by Cartesian impedance control. By strategically ex-
ploiting the environmental constraints and exploring inside a
manipulation funnel formed by task repetitions, our framework
can effectively reduce physical and perception uncertainties. With
real-world evaluations on both single-arm and dual-arm setups,
we show that our framework is able to efficiently address various
realistic occluded grasping problems where a feasible grasp does
not initially exist.

Index Terms—Manipulation Planning, Grasping

I. INTRODUCTION

Different from traditional collision-free solutions where
contacts between robots and the environment are prohib-
ited [1]], [2], recent research in robotic manipulation has
investigated how robots can make effective collisions with the
environment to reach desired task configurations in various
contact-rich problems [3]]. For a grasping example shown in
Fig. [I} due to occlusions by surrounding objects, a feasible
grasp configuration for the target object does not initially
exist, and thus the robot has to collide with surrounding
objects for a successful grasp. Like how humans grasp in such
configurations, by allowing collisions and safe interactions
between the gripper and the environment, the robot can insert
its fingers into narrow gaps between objects to create free
space for a desired grasp.

Such collision-inclusive strategies require safe contact and
effective interactions between the robot and the objects, for
which robot compliance is essential [4]. More recently, by
novel hand designs with soft material and actuators [5], (6]
or impedance-controlled motion strategies [7]], robot compli-
ance has been more extensively investigated and exploited
for contact-rich manipulation. Although compliance enables
robots to have more manipulation possibilities, it also intro-
duces more uncertainties to make the task execution more
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Fig. 1: Tllustrations of occluded grasping tasks solved by our collision-
inclusive planner. Top: A book is lying flat on a table surface, needing the
robot gripper to scoop-grasp it by contacting the table. Bottom: A target book
is tightly surrounded by other books on the shelf, requiring the robot gripper
to insert its fingers into the gaps between books for a stable grasp.

challenging. In fact, exploiting environmental constraints (e.g.,
using contacts via compliance) can compensate for uncertain-
ties to generate more robust manipulation outcomes [8|]. For
the example scenarios shown in Fig. [T} with inaccurate object
pose estimation and uncertain robot execution of compliant
motions, directly placing the fingertip at the narrow gap and
precisely navigating it through the gap to reach a desired grasp
pose is almost impossible. Instead, by maintaining continuous
contact with the environment (e.g., the table surface or the
surrounding books), the motion of the robot gripper will be
constrained by the environment, and the transition of system
state will become more certain; as a result, the finger will
successfully slide into the target gap while moving along the
environmental surfaces.

In addition, the idea of Manipulation Funnels has been
studied to robustly manipulate objects against uncertainties,
e.g., the variations in initial task configurations [9]. In this
work, inspired by a broadened interpretation of manipulation
funnels, we leverage repeated actions to produce stable ma-
nipulation outcomes under uncertainties. With minor variations
across different trials, task repetitions conceptually explore in
a manipulation funnel to effectively guide the manipulation
through desired motion transitions and find the solution. More
details will be discussed in Sec. [IIl

Motivated by the insights above, we propose a framework
for occluded object grasping, for which all feasible grasps are
initially blocked by the environment. Given mesh models of
the robot gripper and objects, our framework is able to:

1) move the robot to its desired task configuration through
trajectory generated by collision-inclusive planning;

2) generate effective compliant motions that exploit envi-
ronmental constraints to reduce task uncertainties against
inaccurate system modeling and perception;
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3) produce more stable task outcomes through exploring a
manipulation funnel formed by repeated actions.

II. RELATED WORK

Contact-rich Manipulation. Robotic manipulation that re-
quires contact with the environment has been extensively
studied for different tasks and applications, such as wiping
or polishing [[10f], peg-in-hole [[11f], [12], assembly [[13]], etc.
Based on different task requirements and sensing capabilities,
the strategies for planning and controlling robot motions need
to incorporate different functionalities, such as estimation of
contact state, control of contact forces, tolerance to inaccurate
modeling, etc. Our framework uses a highly approximate
system model to plan compliant motions, where controlling
contact force is unnecessary for the tasks of our interest.

Occluded Object Grasping. When all feasible grasp config-
urations are occluded and traditional collision-free frameworks
cannot solve the problem, solutions that actively leverage
contacts to reconfigure objects are needed. Nonprehensile pre-
grasp strategies such as pushing-based rearrangement [14],
[15], sliding [16]-[18]] and flipping [[19]-[21]] are developed
via manually designed primitives or learned policies. In gen-
eral, planning-based approaches [22] are more generalizable
but rely on explicit contact modeling, making them sensitive
to real-world uncertainties; while learning-based methods [23]],
[24]] are more robust to such uncertainties but typically require
large amounts of data to generalize. Unlike these existing
methods which require significant reconfiguration of objects,
our framework is effective in confined spaces without needing
much object motions.

Exploitation of Environmental Constraints. Contacts with
the environment can be leveraged as environmental constraints
to help mitigate uncertainties [25]. This concept has been
successfully applied in various manipulation problems to
generate robust solutions in grasping [8[], [26] and in-hand
manipulation [27]]. Furthermore, environmental constraints can
also facilitate the learning of manipulation skills [28]-[30]
for improved robustness and generalizability. In this work, we
exploit environmental constraints in the form of a trajectory
of contacts, to reduce the uncertainties caused by inaccurate
sensing and approximate dynamics modeling.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

In this work, we are interested in planning compliant
motions of a robot manipulator in a collision-rich environment,
to grasp a target object whose stable grasping configuration is
originally occluded by other objects in the environment. For
such reasons, the robot has to 1) physically interact with the
environment by making safe collisions with it; 2) create free
space without greatly changing the environment configuration;
and 3) insert its gripper into the desired grasp pose which is
originally infeasible due to occlusions.

A. Preliminaries

The configuration of a robot at time ¢ is represented by
its joint angles g; € R™ where N is the degrees-of-freedom
(DoF) of the robot. We specify a workspace with respect to

the robot’s base frame. A task frame is defined on the robot
gripper and we denote the SE(3) pose of this frame in the
workspace (i.e., the robot’s base frame) by =, € R® (e,
position and orientation represented by roll, pitch, and yaw
angles), which can be obtained by forward kinematics of the
robot x; = FK(q;). Furthermore, We use the capital notation
X, € SE(3) to represent the pose of the task frame (i.e., ;)
as a transformation matrix. Given a point p € R? in the task
frame, the operation X - p calculates transformed coordinates
of this point in the robot’s base frame. In this work, since the
occluded grasping tasks require the robot to insert its fingers
into narrow gaps between objects, the task frame is defined at
one of the fingertips of the gripper.

An impedance control (commanded to the robot) is modeled
by a reference equilibrium pose & € SE(3) for the task
frame, and its associated stiffness and damping parameters
K, D c RS%6, By setting the equilibrium pose to £ in the
workspace, a Cartesian impedance controller virtually exerts
a wrench f; € R (including 3D force and torque) at the task
frame (i.e., gripper’s fingertip) to perform a robot Cartesian
behavior mimicking a virtual spring-damping system:

ft:K(g_wt)_D:tt (D

where @; € RS is the velocity of the task frame. The
robot state will then evolve under the impedance-controlled
dynamics as follows:

M (q) G+ C(ar.d) = J (@) (fi+ feu) (@

where ¢y, G; € RY are the joint velocities and accelera-
tions of the robot; M (q;) € RM*N is the mass matrix;
C (q:,q;) € RY contains the centrifugal and Coriolis terms;
J(q;) € RS*N is the Jacobian matrix; f.,; € R® is an
external wrench received by the robot at the task frame.

The task environment contains M objects of interest
{O1,-++,0p}, where O; C R3 represents the geometry of
the ¢-th object. The pose of the i-th object in the workspace
(i.e., the robot’s base frame) is denoted by X € SE(3) as
a transformation matrix. One of the objects, g € {1,--- , M}
is the target object to be grasped; the geometry and pose of
the target object are denoted by O9 C R3 and X9 € SE(3)
respectively. Given the geometry of the target object, a stable
grasp pose X* € SFE(3) for the task frame (of the robot
gripper) can be obtained by an off-the-shelf grasp planning
algorithm, which is expressed in the target object’s body frame.
To express this grasp pose in the robot’s base frame, we need
to transform it by X9 - X*, where the operator - is matrix
multiplication for transformation matrices.

We aim to find a sequence of Cartesian impedance controls,
defined by reference equilibrium poses {&op, -+ ,&r—1} of
task frame, to move the robot gripper to reach the desired
(yet initially occluded) grasp pose X9 - X* from a starting
collision-free pose X, € SFE(3) through safe contacts and
interactions with the environment. Unlike methods (e.g., [22]-
[24]) that actively change object poses, our framework makes
minimal changes to object configurations (i.e., X;), which
is particularly effective when object motions are highly con-
strained (e.g., in a confined space with tightly packed objects,
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Fig. 2: Degenerate manipulation funnel by repetitions.

Algorithm 1 Collision-inclusive Manipulation Planning

Input: Object geometries {O1,- -+ ,On} where g € {1,--- , M}
is the index of the target object, desired grasp pose of the robot
gripper’s task frame X * specified in the target object’s body
frame, maximum number of repetitions Kmax

QOutput: Task success (true or false)

I: k<0 > Number of Repetitions
2: while k£ < Kax do
3: k+—k+1
4: {x*',---, XM} < OBSERVE() > Object Poses
5: Xo < SAMPLEAROUND(X? - X*)
—~\T
6: {Xz} < GEOMPATH(X, X9 - X™) > Sec. [[V-B
t=1
—~\T
7 {&)) IMPDCTRL({Xt} ) b Sec. [IV-C
t=1

8: MOVEGRIPPERTO( X))

9: if EXECUTE({&o, - ,&r—1}) then
10: return true

11: end if

12: end while

13: return false

or when object motions can be blocked by another robot arm
or environmental constraints).

B. Exploring in Manipulation Funnel by Repetitions

The impedance controls are generated in an open loop and
may not lead to successful task completion during real execu-
tions, due to physical and perception uncertainties. However,
as failed execution does not greatly change the environment
configuration, a repeated execution with some local random-
ness is still likely to achieve the task. To this end, our frame-
work allows the robot to attempt more trials with repeated
actions. Conceptually, as shown in Fig. 2] we can formulate a
degenerate manipulation funnel that allows repeated actions to
enter and navigate through. The entry of the funnel is defined
by all initial task configurations (e.g., gripper poses, minor
variations in object shape and poses); the exit of the funnel
is all desired task completion states (e.g., stable grasps); the
neck is the environmental or other task-implicit constraints
that transition the manipulation towards the desired states.
Each task repetition planned using environmental constraints
is a series of motions that go inside the funnel from its entry
towards the exit. Due to inaccurate modeling and uncertainties
(as represented by the “flat” degenerate funnel neck in the
figure), a repetition may not successfully find the funnel exit.
However, the repetitions are always contained inside the funnel
by not greatly disrupting the environment configuration and
constraints. With more valid repetitions, the manipulation will
finally locate the funnel exit to robustly finish the task.

Our proposed framework is outlined in Alg. [T} Specifi-
cally, the framework first observes the poses of objects in

Task Frame

Fig. 3: Left: The gripper’s geometry is represented by a point cloud: 1000
points sampled on the surface (blue) and 50 inside the volume (red) of the
mesh model. The task frame is defined at one fingertip. Right: The object (i.e.,
mustard bottle) is modeled by a signed distance field (SDF), where positive
and negative values are visualized by yellow and green points respectively.

the environment. Provided with a desired grasp pose X*,
a starting collision-free pre-grasp pose X of the gripper
will be sampled around the workspace. To move the task
frame of the robot gripper from X, to the desired grasp
X9 - X*, our collision-inclusive planner will then generate
a sequence of desired impedance controls in two steps: 1)
by exploiting environmental constraints (e.g., contacts with
the objects or support surfaces), a geometric path will be
planned for the task frame in Sec. [V-B} 2) Guided by the
geometric path planned in the previous step, a sequence of
impedance controls, represented by equilibrium poses for the
task frame, will be generated via optimization in Sec. [[V-C|
The generated impedance controls will be commanded to the
robot for execution. Meanwhile, if the task frame greatly
deviates from the planned geometric path in Step 1), we
will early terminate the execution by returning a false in
the EXECUTE(+) function and skip to the next trial. After all
impedance controls have been executed, the robot will close
its gripper to grasp the target object. If the grasp is stable,
as assessed by some off-the-shelf grasping criteria, the task is
completed; otherwise, the robot will open the gripper, move
to a newly sampled pre-grasp pose Xy, and start the next
trial. The repetition continues until the target object is stably
grasped or the number of trials exceeds a preset limit Ky x.

IV. COLLISION-INCLUSIVE PLANNING

Given the geometric modeling of the robot gripper and
environmental objects as will be described in Sec. this
section introduces the procedure and details how the frame-
work generates impedance controls through optimization-
based planning, as will be detailed in Sec. [[V-B] and [[V-C|

A. Geometric Representations of Robot and Objects

Approximate geometric representations are needed for ef-
ficient and differentiable distance computation between the
robot and environment. As shown in Fig. [3| (left), we ap-
proximately represent the geometry of the robot gripper by
a point cloud sampled on the gripper’s mesh model, i.e.,
P C R3, where the coordinates of each point p € P is given
in the task frame on the gripper. The points are sampled both
on the surface and inside the volume of the gripper’s mesh
model, ie., P = P?® U P'. The surface points P*® should
be sufficiently dense to capture the robot’s contact geometry,
while the internal points PV are kept sparse to reduce the
computational cost of collision optimization.

For each object O;, we generate a discrete signed distance
field (SDF). We first sample a 3D grid with a resolution of
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Fig. 4: Positional path-finding via A* algorithm illustrated with a book-
grasping example. Left: The fingertip of the gripper (i.e., the task frame)
needs to follow a desired positional path (green), to exploit environmental
constraints (i.e., contacts with object surfaces) for a more robust insertion
into the gap between books. Right: The desired positional path (green) is
planned on the 3D discretized workspace using an A* algorithm. The red
voxels penetrate the environment by a preset threshold d4 and are regarded
as obstacles. The colors of the blue voxels (i.e., non-obstacle voxels) represent
their squared signed distance values, i.e., ¢ (p)2, in em?2.

A around the object; then, we compute the signed distance
value for each voxel of the grid to construct a discrete SDF,
as shown in Fig. [3] (right). Given an arbitrary query point
p € R? in the object’s body frame, the signed distance of this
query point can be approximated by interpolating values on
the discrete SDF grid, which we denote by SDF;(p) € R. To
infer the signed distance of a point p given in the robot’s base
frame, we define a function ¢; : R3 — R, which queries the
SDF after transforming this point into the object’s body frame
using the observed object’s pose X® € SE(3):

¢:(p) = SDF: ((X) " -p) 3

In addition, to obtain the signed distance of a point p (given in
the robot’s base frame) to the whole environment consisting of
all objects, we define another function ¢ : R3 — R by taking
the signed distance to its nearest object:

olp) = min  6i(p) )

B. Constraint-Exploiting Geometric Path Planning

Precisely placing the robot finger to a narrow gap for pre-
grasp insertion merely based on visual perception is not reli-
able due to perceptual uncertainty. Instead, locally exploring
and exploiting the environmental constraints (e.g., touching
and sliding on the environmental surfaces) is more robust to
such uncertainties for locating the gaps. For example, when
inserting a finger into the gap between two tightly stacked
books as shown in Fig. ] directly hitting the finger toward
the gap from in the air based on purely visual perception is
likely to miss it since the gap’s location can be inaccurately
observed. However, if we let the robot slide its finger on the
book surface near the gap, the robot can more robustly find
the gap by trapping its finger in the gap during sliding. Based
on this intuition, we expect the task frame (at the fingertip) to
follow a geometric path that actively exploits environmental
constraints by contacting object surfaces, as shown in Fig.
Meanwhile, we also want to reduce collisions with other parts
(e.g., the gripper base) of the robot gripper, since unexpected
contacts can easily deviate the gripper from its desired motion
behavior while the robot moves compliantly. Considering both
aspects, we propose to generate a desired geometric path for
the gripper’s task frame in two steps:

1) Positional Path-Finding via A* Algorithm: As the first
step, we plan only the positional motions of the fingertip,
which will be used as a guidance to plan the entire pose

Algorithm 2 Iterative Path-Finding via A* Algorithm

Input: Initial ,, increment step dd,
Output: The found path {p1,--- ,pr}

1: while true do

2 path < ASTARALG(dy) > Over a 3D Grid Workpsace
3 if path is not null then

4: {p1, -+ ,pr} + INTERPOLATE(path)

5: return {p1, -+ ,pr}

6 end if

7 0g < 0g + ddg

8: end while

path (i.e., position and orientation) in the next step. To exploit
environmental constraints, we want the task frame (fingertip)
to get close enough to the environmental surface and contact
it, but not to penetrate too much into the environment to be
performed in reality. Particularly, the positional path-finding
for the task frame is formulated as an optimization problem:

T T-1
L 2 2
. — 5
hiumize w ;:1 ¢ (pe)” + ;ZOHIH pri (5)
subject to ¢ (p) +94 <0, Vt=1,---,T (5b)

where the first term in the objective of Eq. (5a) is squared SDF
to encourage the fingertip to touch environmental surfaces, and
the second term is a smoothing term; w is a scaling factor
to trade-off between two terms in the objective, which we
set to w = 1/A? for all our experiments (A is the grid
resolution of SDF). By setting a nonnegative threshold &,
in the constraint Eq. (5b), we ensure the fingertip will not
penetrate the environment too much.

We solve the above path-finding problem by searching via
an A* algorithm over the 3D workspace, as illustrated in Fig. ]
(right). Specifically, we discretize the workspace containing
objects into a 3D grid with resolution A. For voxels whose
coordinates penetrate the environment by a value greater than
dg, i.e., violating the constraint in Eq. (5b), we regard them
as being an obstacle to prevent the path from passing through
it. For two neighbor voxels with coordinates p and p’, the
cost is defined as ¢ (p,p’) = w- ¢ (p/)* + ||p — P'||?; and the
heuristic function is simply the smoothing term (i.e., the path
length), i.e., h (p,p’) = ||p — p'||?, which underestimates the
cost to ensure optimality of the found path. If a valid path (a
sequence of traversed grid voxels) is found, we interpolate it
with T waypoints to extract a positional path {p;,--- ,pr}
as the solution to Eq. (3).

It is worth noting that the threshold ¢, for allowed penetra-
tion is important for the existence of a solution. As detailed in
Alg. 2} we run our A* with an initial J,. If the path does not
exist, we will relax the allowed penetration J, by iteratively
increasing it by dd,, until a path is found.

2) Optimization-based Path Refinement via Collision Min-
imization: In the second step, we aim to minimize collisions
between the gripper and the environment, while still keeping
the fingertip following the constraint-exploiting path found in
the previous step. To this end, in Eq. (6), given the signed
distance ¢(p) € R of a point p € R3, we define a collision
cost as in CHOMP [31]]. The margin parameter &, set relative to
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Fig. 5: Illustration of impedance control generation with a book-grasping example. The left figure shows the geometric path (green lines) found by the
approach described in Sec. m In the middle figure, for each waypoint of the geometric path, an external force (red arrow) can be estimated by averaging
the effects of penetrating points (yellow). The right figure shows the generated impedance controls (i.e., the red trajectory of equilibrium poses), solved by

an optimization program constrained by the approximate dynamics.

object’s size, helps prevent the gripper from moving too close
to obstacles; a larger value of ¢ is used when more conservative
collision avoidance is encouraged, such as in the presence of
significant perception errors.

—¢(p)+35¢  ¢(P)<0
c(@(p) =4 -2 0<p(p)<e (6
0 otherwise

Given the pose X; € SE(3) of the task frame, the overall
collision cost is computed by summing for each object 7 and
each sampled point p € PV within the gripper’s volume:

M
C(X)=>_ Y c(b:i(X: p)) (7)

i=1 pePv
where X, - p transform a point p € PV defined in the task
frame to the robot’s base frame.

Then, guided by the positional path {p;,---,pr} found
in the previous step, we refine to obtain the geometric path
{fl,-n ,ET where zg € SE(3) (i.e., containing both
positions and orientations), by minimizing the collision cost
in a constrained optimization problem in Eq. (8):

T T—1
minimize ZC ()’Zt) + Z d (E,EH)

(82)

X Xr o t=0
subject to X7 = X9 X* (8b)
1Pt — pel| < 6py VEE{L,---, T}  (8¢)

where the first term of the objective Eq. (8a) is the collision
cost; the second is a distance smoothing term; the constraint
in Eq. (8B) is to ensure the final pose of the solution reaches
the desired grasp pose; the constraint in Eq. prevents the
solution geometric path from deviating from the constraint-
exploiting positional path {pt}thl found in the first step (note:
p: € R? denotes the positional component of X).

C. Impedance Control Generation

After a desired geometric path has been planned in
Sec. [[V-B] we need to find a sequence of impedance controls
{&0, -+ ,&r—_1} to drive the robot’s gripper to follow the
desired geometric path, by using robot dynamics as a heuristic.
In Eq. (), the value of term C (g, g;) can be observed in real
time; this term can be canceled from the dynamics equation by
implementing an internal Coriolis-compensating mechanism
for the controller. Then, by substituting & = J§ + J¢ into

Eq. @) of robot dynamics, the impedance-controlled behavior
of the task frame can be inferred:

A (q) (it —J (1) dt) = ft + fet

where A (q;) = J(q;)" " M (q)J (g) " is the effective
inertia matrix of robot in the task space. When the robot
moves slowly, the term J (g;)q; is neglected, yielding a
computationally efficient dynamics approximation:

&~ A(q) " (fi + Feut)

This approximation may be problematic for tasks involving
dynamic, high-speed motions or rapid joint accelerations (e.g.,
near singularities). However, as we always slowly move the
robot in contact-rich actions, our assumption of slow motion
always holds in relevant tasks.

The external wrench f..; € RS is estimated based on
the virtual penetration along the planned geometric path. The
estimate of f.,; is rough (and does not need to be accurate
given other perception and modeling errors), yet remains
informative for heuristically guiding the control generation.
Specifically, when the gripper is at pose X; while following
the geometric path, a local force f (p) € R can be estimated
at each point p € P? sampled on the gripper’s surface. The
force f (p) has a magnitude proportional to the penetration
distance (i.e., the negative of signed distance) from this point
to the environment; the direction of f (p) is the same as the
normal direction of the gripper surface at this point:

F(P) =15, p)<0) k6 (X0 p) m

where ¢ (E -p) is the signed distance from a point p
(on the gripper’s surface) to the environment; the indicator
function 1 {#(X.-p)<0} filters out the points not in penetration
since such points will not exert forces; k is a hyperparameter
corresponding to the stiffness of virtual penetrations; n € R3
is the outward normal vector of the gripper’s geometric model
at point p. Then, the estimated external wrench f... (i.e., force
and torque) received by the gripper is obtained by averaging
the effect of local force at each point:

SN _ L[ R ,cp f(D) 6
o () = (e I ) ere

where Z = Zpeps ]l{¢()~(t-p)<0} calculates the number of

©))

(10)

Y

points in penetration with the environment; ﬁt e R¥>*3 is a
rotation matrix corresponding to the orientational component



of )A(/t, which is used to transform the direction of force and
torque to be expressed in the robot’s base frame.

By integrating all the derived components above, we can
give an estimated forward dynamics of the robot gripper under
impedance control in a function IT : R® x R6 x R® +— R x RS,
as expressed in Eq. (I3). Given the gripper’s pose x; and
velocity &; and the impedance control &; at time ¢ (as defined
in Sec. @), the function II can infer the gripper’s pose x;4 1

and velocity @4y at the next time step:
Typ1, T = (@, B, &4) (13)

which is calculated by taking integrals over the time 7 € [t, t+
1] as follows:

:I:T::Et—i—/ T ds, :'BT:a':t—i—/ T, ds (14a)
t t

P = AT (Fr e (X))
fr= K(ﬁt - CCT) — Dz,

(14b)
(14c)

In practice, we evaluate the above integrals numerically at
small time intervals of 2 milliseconds; the damping parameters
are set to critical damping D = 2V K.

Finally, by incorporating the approximated dynamics II as
a heuristic constraint in Eq. (T3d)), the sequence of impedance
controls can be generated by solving a constrained optimiza-
tion program as expressed in Eq. (I3). As visualized in Fig.[3]
the program aims to have the controlled robot gripper fol-
low the constraint-exploiting geometric path 3(/1, e ,3(/;,1
planned in Sec. [V-B] As such, the objective is to minimize
SE(3) distance between the planned geometric path and the
predicted path from impedance-controlled dynamics.

T
minimize d (TXV , X ) 15a
subject to  ||&o[> =0, ||zr]* =0 (15b)
]| < 6y, VE=1,---,T—1 (15¢)

"'ct-‘rlad;t-‘rl = H(mtaj;t)gt) 7Vt = 0) U aT -1
(15d)

where the constraint in Eq. (I3b) is a boundary condition
to ensure the robot gripper starts and stops at zero velocity;
Eq. limits the gripper’s speed by a threshold 6, to ensure
the safety of its motions. The solution of the optimization
program {&o, - ,&r—1}, as a sequence of reference equilib-
rium poses in SE(3) for the gripper’s task frame, will be
commanded one by one to a Cartesian impedance controller
to compliantly move the robot for execution.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We conducted real-world experiments on Franka Emika
robots with both single-arm and dual-arm setups, to evaluate
our framework. As shown in Fig. [} we selected 9 objects
for evaluation, which greatly differ in geometric and physical
properties such as size, weight, stiffness, etc. We used a model-
based 6D pose estimator FoundationPose [32] with CNOS [33]]
segmenting the objects in the first frame. The visual models
ran a single RTX 3060 GPU (12 GB). Our collision-inclusive
planner was implemented in Python with a single thread on

3. Mustard Bottle

1. Book 2. Cleanser Bottle

7. Scissors

6. Clamp

Fig. 6: The objects selected for evaluation: 1. Book [35]; 2. Cleanser Bottle
(YCB #20); 3. Mustard Bottle (YCB #9); 4. Cracker Box (YCB #1); 5. Timer
(YCB #71); 6. Clamp (YCB #46); 7. Scissors (YCB #35); 8. Bowl (YCB #25);
9. Plate (YCB #24). [36]

5. Timer

a 34 GHz AMD Ryzen 9 5950X CPU; the optimization
programs (i.e., in Sec. and were solved using
the CasADi framework [34] with IPOPT solver (an interior
point method). The length of path or trajectory was set to
T = 20. The SDF resolution was A = lem, with € = lem in
Eq. (6). Alg. |Z| started with d, = Omm and incremented it by
ddg = 1mm after each iteration.

A. Grasping Single Object on a Support Surface

With both single-arm and dual-arm setups, we evaluated
our proposed framework in grasping a single object on a
flat table, as exemplified in Fig. [7] This task requires the
robot to successfully insert one of its fingers into the narrow
gap between the object and the table plane, where collisions
are inevitable. To robustly find the gap and place the finger
there, our framework automatically exploited environmental
constraints by contacting the environmental objects, as show-
cased in Fig. [/l Our framework assumes that the environment
configuration cannot be greatly changed by the robot. To this
end, for the single-arm setup, we constructed an aluminum
frame and fixed it to the table to constrain the motion range
of objects; for the dual-arm setup, we commanded one robot
arm to block the object from the opposite side of the grasping
direction. The dual-arm experiments show promising feasibil-
ity of applying our framework in more realistic setups where
desired constraints are not naturally available and must be
created by the robot itself. We conducted 10 trials per object,
with a maximum of K,,x = 10 repetitions per trial. A trial
was considered a failure if the object was not grasped within
10 repetitions.

We reported the experiment results in the table of Fig. [7]
In all experiment trials, our framework succeeded with a
small number of needed repetitions (1.4 for the single-arm
and 1.6 for the dual-arm setups on average), showing the
high effectiveness of our framework in such task setups.
Grasping the cracker box and the bowl generally required
more repetitions than other objects. This is primarily because
their thicknesses are close to the gripper’s maximum open-
ing width, requiring more precise alignment of the gripper’s
orientation for successful insertion. Furthermore, the cracker
box was empty and prone to deformation, while the bowl had
a narrow rim not captured in the mesh model, introducing
unmodeled contact interactions that increased manipulation
difficulty. Although the task was not always accomplished
for the first time, the task repetitions, as desirably contained
in a conceptual manipulation funnel, always produced stable
outcomes and would eventually reach the grasp. In terms
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Object Solve Time (seconds) Solve Time (seconds)
: Success | Reps (+ std) A* Refine Impd | Total (+ std) Success | Reps (+ std) A*  Refine Impd | Total (+ std)
Book 10710 14+08 (023 121 244 | 3.87+£0.68 || 10/10 1.1 +£03 [020 1.15 227 | 3.62 £ 235
Cleanser || 10/ 10 1.1 £03 |024 037 235 ]| 296074 || 10/10 124+£06 | 098 0.35 1.96 | 329 £2.72
Mustard || 10/ 10 1.0+00 |[0.16 046 254 | 3.16 £086 || 10/10 1.3+£09 |[687 031 1.93 | 9.11 + 3.90
Cracker || 10/ 10 27+ 1.6 1.87 135 2.16 | 539 £4.14 || 10/ 10 23+20 |[337 016 211 | 5.64 £3.55
Timer 10/ 10 1.1 £03 |0.16 033 1.88 | 2.37+0.76 || 10/ 10 14+£09 |629 0.83 1.82 | 895+ 452
Clamp 10/ 10 1.1 +£03 [016 036 223 | 275+ 0.61 10/ 10 12+£04 [020 039 217 | 2.76 £ 0.60
Scissors || 10/ 10 14+£07 |0.13 223 199 | 435+ 337 || 10/10 1.54+£08 [035 121 1.80 | 3.36 4+ 2.82
Bowl 10/ 10 1.6 £0.7 |0.05 049 191 | 245+ 0.71 10/ 10 33+£16 [020 0.60 196 | 2.76 + 1.46
Plate 10/ 10 1.0+00 [005 032 219 | 257+0.69 || 10/10 1.1 +£03 |005 048 234 | 2.86 + 1.26
Average || 10/ 10 14+09 [052 090 2.17 | 3.60 £ 2.63 || 10/ 10 1.6+ 1.2 1.97 059 2.02 | 4.58 £ 3.66

Fig. 7: Grasping a single object on a flat table surface by our framework, with both single-arm (left) and dual-arm (right) setups. The green lines show
the geometric paths planned by the algorithms in Sec. m and the red trajectories are generated impedance controls. The table shows evaluation results
on 9 selected objects, where “Reps” is the average number of repetitions before success; the solve times of “A*”, “Refine”, and “Impd” correspond to the

algorithmic steps described in Sec.[[V-BT} [[V-BZ] and [[V-C]respectively.
Scene 1 ) I Scene 2 )
\ ~Is \ ﬁ/“ Final Grasp | ] ] Final Grasp
[ ¥ 3 il | ‘ ‘
/'gi 2 :
i= . 23 |

N ] ] Solve Time (seconds)
Success | Reps (- std) A* Refine Impd | Total (£ std)
1 10/10 | 33+17 [014 232 210 | 455+ 4.08
2 10/ 10 1.1+£03 |010 565 148 | 723 £6.35
3 10/10 | 27+16 |1.04 064 201 | 3.69 £ 3.78

Fig. 8: Grasping a target book in three scenes of tightly packed configurations.
The table shows evaluation results on each scene.

of solve times, the replanning of each repetition required
less than 5 seconds. The A*-based positional path-finding
(corresponding to Sec. [V-BT) usually ran fast (i.e., less than
0.5 seconds); however, due to perception errors, the object
may be estimated to penetrate the table with a large negative
clearance between them. Such perceptual inaccuracy could
require our algorithm to run more iterations by increasing J,
and to more exhaustively search over the entire workspace to
find a feasible path, making the runtime of the iterative A*
sometimes longer (e.g., more than 6 seconds).

B. Grasping from Tightly Stacked Multiple Objects

For this evaluation, we further challenged our framework
with more complicated environment configurations, where
multiple objects were tightly packed in a limited space. Unlike
the single-finger insertion in Sec. [V-A] this setup required
simultaneous insertion of both fingers into separate gaps,
introducing more complex collisions with the environment.
We constructed three test scenes of grasping a target book with
other books (or objects) snugly next to it to occlude the desired
grasp configuration, as shown in Fig. 8} 1. From the tray with

a single arm; 2. From the shelf with a single arm; 3. Stacked
flat on the table with dual arms (the other arm blocking objects
from the other side). For each scenario, we ran 10 trials with
a maximum number of repetitions K.« = 10. To enable
the insertion of both fingers, before execution of each trial,
the robot was asked to configure its finger so that the width
between fingers was similar to the thickness of the target book.

The experiment results are reported in the table of Fig.[8] As
can be seen from the results, our framework still effectively
succeeded in all trials of all scenarios. Since the task setup
became more complicated in terms of the environment geome-
tries and required interactions to be considered, the average
number of repetitions slightly increased. The refinement step
of geometric path planning took longer to run since the
nonlinear optimizer needed more iterations to find the optimal
solution for collision minimization when both fingers had
to penetrate the environment. However, the total runtime of
replanning for each repetition was about 4 to 7 seconds in
different scenes, which is still practical in reality.

C. Comparative Evaluation against Selected Baseline

We selected a contact-rich baseline [37] as it aligns more
closely with our task objective, i.e., guiding the robot gripper
towards a desired configuration through contacts with approxi-
mately static environment (and target object). In contrast, other
methods (e.g., [22]-[24]) focus on manipulating the target
object by actively reconfiguring its pose, and therefore may
be unsuitable in highly confined spaces where object motion
is restricted or undesired.

We adapted the baseline implementation to our task setup
using the same approximated dynamics model as in Eq. (T4).
We found the baseline more sensitive to modeling inac-
curacies, making it less reliable when integrated with the
highly approximated dynamics. To avoid potential damage
to objects or the other robot arm, we limited evaluation to
three simple yet representative test cases, with 5 trials each.
Each trial was given a 120-second time budget, during which
the baseline could replan and search for improved solutions,



Case 1 Case 2 Case 3
Success Time (sec) || Success Time (sec) || Success Time (sec)
0/5 27.99 2/5 29.61 0/5 32.95

Fig. 9: Failure executions by the baseline method.

allowing multiple repetitions if time remains. As showcased
in Fig. 0] the baseline was more prone to execution failures,
such as unsuccessful finger insertion when grasping the book
(Case 1 and 3), or incorrect grasps for the clamp (Case 2).
Additionally, the baseline’s random sampling-based motion
generation required searching in a larger problem space and
was inefficient, typically requiring over 20 seconds to find a
solution, as reported in the table in Fig. 0]

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a collision-inclusive manipulation
planning framework for collision-rich tasks using compliant
robot motions, where the desired task configuration (e.g.,
a stable grasp for the target object) is initially occluded.
With real-world experiments on various test scenarios, we
show that our framework can effectively address practical
occluded grasping problems under uncertainties by exploiting
environmental constraints and task repetitions.
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