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Abstract— We propose a framework for optimizing a pla-
nar parallel-jaw gripper for use with multiple objects. While
optimizing general-purpose grippers and contact locations for
grasps are both well studied, co-optimizing grasps and the grip-
per geometry to execute them receives less attention. As such,
our framework synthesizes grippers optimized to stably grasp
sets of polygonal objects. Given a fixed number of contacts
and their assignments to object faces and gripper jaws, our
framework optimizes contact locations along these faces, grip-
per pose for each grasp, and gripper shape. Our key insights
are to pose shape and contact constraints in frames fixed to the
gripper jaws, and to leverage the linearity of constraints in our
grasp stability and gripper shape models via an augmented La-
grangian formulation. Together, these enable a tractable nonlin-
ear program implementation. We apply our method to several
examples. The first illustrative problem shows the discovery of a
geometrically simple solution where possible. In another, space
is constrained, forcing multiple objects to be contacted by the
same features as each other. Finally a toolset-grasping example
shows that our framework applies to complex, real-world ob-
jects. We provide a physical experiment of the toolset grasps.

I. INTRODUCTION

While many works study grasp optimization [1]–[4] and
gripper design, gripper shape and gripper-object contact are
rarely reasoned about together. As a result, these optimized
grasps are only realized by dexterous manipulators [5]–[7],
which incur substantial mechanical and control complexity.
We propose a framework for optimizing the contact surfaces
of parallel-jaw grippers subject to a grasp stability model.
For a set of input objects like in Fig. 1a, our framework
optimizes a single parallel-jaw gripper that can stably grasp
each object, like in Fig. 1d.

Designing grippers involves considering shape in two con-
texts: a) how does the gripper contact the objects?, and b)
what form does the gripper surface take in between contact
points? While the former alone determines grasp quality,
both determine geometric compatibility with the target ob-
jects. For example, Kodnongbua et al. [8] first select contact
points for passive grippers, and subsequently find collision-
free grippers to meet those contacts. In our previous work
[9], we co-optimize shape and motion of rigid effectors to
contact moving objects, constraining all points on the contact
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surface to be collision-free at all times. However, in this work
the goal is to optimize parallel-jaw grippers; in addition to
the complications of adding an actuated degree of freedom,
simultaneously optimizing over contact locations and many
gripper shape parameters creates a large, nonconvex design
space. Further complicating this problem is the need to
consider geometric compatibility and stability of grasps of
multiple target objects across different gripper poses, when
these poses are also decision variables.

Our key contribution is to pose gripper optimization as a
tractable nonlinear program (NLP) (Sec. III). We consider
for each candidate gripper the stability of the resulting grasps
(Sec. IV), and the properties of the gripper surfaces modeled
expressively as piecewise polynomials, on which contact and
non-penetration constraints are enforced (Sec. V). We pose
the problem tractably by leveraging its underlying struc-
ture. A candidate set of values for configuration variables –
contact locations and gripper configurations for each grasp
– allows the objects and contacts to be transformed into
gripper frames fixed to the gripper jaws, as visualized in
Fig. 1b and Fig. 1c. This representation allows us to pose
grasp stability and shape considerations as convex quadratic
programs (QPs) whose parameter matrices are functions of
the configuration variables. An augmented Lagrangian for-
mulation allows us to optimize over all problem variables
jointly while still leveraging QP solvers to solve the QPs to
global optimality (Sec. VI). We apply our framework to three
examples and show a real-world demonstration in Sec. VII.
We discuss computational cost of our framework in Sec. VIII.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section we discuss works in the well-studied problem
of optimizing general-purpose grippers, as well as the less-
studied problem of optimizing task-specific grippers.

A. General-purpose gripper optimization

Several works search over small sets of geometric param-
eters, optimizing for desirable gripper behavior [10], [11],
simple metrics for grasp stability [12]–[14], and force trans-
mission [15]–[17]. Beyond these considerations, Elangovan
et al. [18] maximize manipulation workspace, and Yako et
al. [19] use a potential energy map to understand grasping
behavior without simulation. These approaches show success
in deciding parameters, but have limited expressivity com-
pared to higher-dimensional design spaces like in our work.

Other works use topology optimization to maximize me-
chanical advantage [20], [21] and tip deflection [22]–[25]
of soft grippers. These formulations are highly expressive,
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(a)

Gripper jaw closing axis

(b)

Gripper jaw closing axis

(c) (d)

Fig. 1: (a) Task input information: three letter-shaped objects and contact assignments to object edges and gripper jaws. Here and throughout this work,
red contact points and gripper shapes correspond to the left gripper, and orange to the right. (b) and (c) Shapes and contact points in the gripper frames
(left image in GL and right in GR) for an infeasible and optimized (respectively) candidate solution for configuration variables z. The gripper jaw closing
axis is horizontal in these gripper frames. (d) A gripper solution corresponding to the optimized configuration variables from (c).

but do not leverage object or task information, making them
unsuitable for optimizing grasps for sets of objects.

B. Task-specific gripper optimization

Specifying a target object, or set of objects, enables grasp
simulation. Wolniakowski et al. [26] optimize dimensions of
a simple gripper, maximizing simulated grasp success and
robustness to pose perturbations, among other objectives.
Using a learning-based approach, Ha et al. [27] and Alet et
al. [28] encourage robustness by evaluating via simulating
with multiple initial object poses. Like in our approach, Alet
et al. design grippers for sets of objects. These two works
show good tolerance to uncertainty, but do not fully leverage
model information or the powerful tools of grasp stability
analysis to design grippers with highly tailored geometry.

Schwartz et al. [29] leverage object models, designing
grippers based on “imprints,” or the negatives of the object
shapes. Honarpardaz et al. [30] similarly imitate the object
shape with a contact surface. While neither of these works
reasons explicitly about grasp quality, Brown and Brost [31]
design grippers for form closure grasps. Like the present
work, they score grasps via a point-contact model and reason
about non-penetration during jaw closure. However, they fix
object orientation within the jaws, omitting an important
freedom that we include. Finally, Kodnongbua et al. [8]
design passive grippers. They first rank sets of contact loca-
tions, then use topology optimization to design a collision-
free gripper geometry and approach path. While their results
show impressive use of the design space and reliable perfor-
mance, they optimize contact locations and gripper shape in
separate stages, restricting generality. Furthermore, in these
works that leverage object models, tailoring grippers to ob-
jects comes at the expense of multi-purposing: each resulting
gripper is compatible with only one target object. In contrast,
our framework designs a gripper for a set of target objects.

III. THE GRIPPER OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

In this section, we discuss problem formulation, representa-
tion, and assessing the feasibility of a candidate solution.

A. Problem formulation and notation

The following items are required problem inputs:

• Descriptions of polygonal objects, ΨW [k], in the world
frame (W ), k = 0, ..., No.

• Object edge assignments for contacts: A set of contact
indices Ee := {i| contact i is on edge e} for each object
edge e. Object k has Nc[k] contacts.

• Gripper jaw assignments for contacts: a set of contact
indices Cj := {i| contact i belongs to jaw j} for each jaw
j ∈ {L,R}.

If a solution is found, the framework outputs:

• Gripper configurations: position pW
G [k], orientation

θG[k], and jaw opening γ[k], of the gripper (G), for grasping
each object. We abbreviate P := {pW

G [0], ...,pW
G [No]}, Θ :=

{θG[0], ..., θG[No]}, Γ := {γ[0], ..., γ[No]}.
• Positions of contact points along the edges of the

polygonal object: di[k], the ith contact’s distance from an
edge vertex, normalized by the edge length. We abbreviate
d[k] := [d0[k], ..., dNc[k]−1[k]]

⊤ for each object, and D :=
{d[0], ...,d[No]}.

• Gripper surface parameterization: positions vL[iy],
vR[iy] and slopes mL[iy], mR[iy] of the left and right gripper
surfaces (in left and right gripper frames GL and GR) along a
grid of vertical coordinates y := [y[0], ..., y[Ny]]

⊤, for piece-
wise cubic Hermite interpolation. We group all positions as
V := [vL[0], ..., vL[Ny], vR[0], ..., vR[Ny]]

⊤, and all slopes
M := [mL[0], ...,mL[Ny],mR[0], ...,mR[Ny]]

⊤.

In addition to these inputs and outputs, the optimization
problem is parameterized by: shape cost component weights
ws, wp, curvature cost weight parameter σ, shape program
constraints weight ρS , and penalty parameter increase rate ϕ.

B. Approach

The challenge in optimizing for the output variables in
Sec. III-A is that this space is large and nonconvex. In partic-
ular, to yield an expressive shape representation, the grid size
Ny must be large. Naively formulating an NLP to directly
optimize over all these variables is impractical. Instead, we
pose the problem as a convex QP whose parameter matrices
are functions of configuration variables z := {Θ,Γ,P,D}.
While we still need to use an NLP solver for z, we solve a
convex QP for the remaining variables (the much larger set).

For a candidate z, we represent the objects and contact
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Fig. 2: Grasp quality metric for square plotted as a function of grasping ori-
entation. Above: square plotted in gripper frame GL at θG = -75◦, 0◦, and
75◦. Jaw closing axis is horizontal. Contact force solutions plotted in black
and magenta arrows for w = [0, 0, 1] and w = [0, 0,−1], respectively.

points in frames fixed to the left and right gripper surfaces,
GL, GR, defined such that the gripper’s axis of jaw actu-
ation is horizontal. These representations allow us to pose
considerations on grasp stability and gripper shape. Figs. 1b
and 1c show these gripper-frame representations for an in-
feasible and an optimized z, respectively, corresponding to
problem input in Fig. 1a. Fig. 1d shows a gripper solution
corresponding to the optimized configuration in Fig. 1c.

Grasp stability. In Fig. 1b, the contact points on the letter
M from either gripper jaw are vertically misaligned – the
gripper jaws squeezing along the horizontal axis would create
a net torque on the object, preventing the static equilibrium
necessary for a grasp. The letter T faces contacted are nearly
parallel to the jaw axis, poorly situated to transmit normal
forces to preload the grasp through jaw squeezing. In con-
trast, in Fig. 1c, the candidate z results in good grasps, where
contacts oppose each other and contact normals are aligned
with the jaw axis. Grasp stability feasibility and a quality
metric, as functions of z, are formalized in Sec. IV.

Gripper shape. In Fig. 1b, contact points on the letter I
lie inside the M and T objects. Parts of the gripper surface
that contact the I would necessarily penetrate the M and T
when those objects are grasped; designing a gripper shape for
this candidate z is infeasible. Gripper shape feasibility and
a shape metric, as functions of z, are formalized in Sec. V.

IV. GRASP STABILITY

In this section, we develop a convex QP to assess the
stability of a candidate grasp, selecting candidates like the
one shown in Fig. 1c and discouraging those like that in
Fig. 1b. There exist many frameworks that check for grasp
stability by searching for contact forces that satisfy linear
static-equilibrium equations. However, these methods find
any statically feasible contact forces instead of considering
what forces may actually arise as a result of actuated degrees
of freedom (in this case, the squeezing action of the parallel
jaws). To resolve this, we use two concepts from Haas-Hegar
et al. [32], [33]: considering preload in the grasping model,
and a compliance model for resolving static indeterminacy.

We consider grasp stability for each object individually.
For each object, the grasp matrix G[k] and hand Jacobian
J [k] can be computed as functions of gripper orientation
θG[k] and contact coordinates d[k]. In addition to contact
forces c := [c0,n, c0,t, ..., cNc[k]−1,n, cNc[k]−1,t] (n and t
indicate normal and tangent components, respectively), we

include optimization variables for “virtual displacements” of
the object, r ∈ SE(2) and gripper jaws, q ∈ R2. Normal and
tangential displacements of “virtual springs” at the contacts,
δi,n, δi,t, can be calculated by transforming r and q into the
ith contact frame, [δ0,n, δ0,t, ..., δNc[k]−1,n, δNc[k]−1,t]

⊤ :=
(G[k](θG[k],d[k]))⊤r[k] − J [k](θG[k],d[k])q[k]. The full
program we use to assess grasp stability is given by (1):

J̃∗
B [k](z,w) := min

r,q,c
J̃B [k](r,q) (1a)

such that
G[k](θG[k],d[k])c+w = 0 (1b)
ci,n = −δi,n ∀i (1c)
δi,n ≤ 0 ∀i (1d)

[1, 0](J [k](θG[k],d[k]))⊤c ≥ 0 (1e)
− µci,n ≤ ci,t ≤ µci,n ∀i, (1f)

where J̃B [k] is a grasp quality metric for object k (de-
fined later), µ is a coefficient of friction, and w is an
external wrench on the object, consisting of two forces
and a torque, w = [fx, fy, τ ]

⊤. Constraint (1b) enforces
object static equilibrium, balancing gripper-applied contact
forces with the external wrench. Constraint (1c) enforces the
compliance model: contact normal forces are proportional
to virtual spring normal displacements, and (1d) enforces
that the springs only compress, equivalent to enforcing non-
negativity of normal contact forces. The LHS of (1e) eval-
uates to the net horizontal forces on the gripper jaws from
object contact. Enforcing non-negativity of these forces mod-
els equilibrium for a preloaded parallel-jaw grasp. Note that
feasibility of (1) is not affected by the scale of w; when
w→ αw for scalar α > 0, force and displacement solutions
simply scale by α. If we instead equated horizontal gripper
jaw forces to a set preload value in (1e), we would lose this
scale invariance. This is reasonable to do if actual values of
both the intended grasp preload and the applied wrench w are
known. Finally, constraint (1f) imposes friction cone bounds.

Cost function J̃B [k] should encourage good grasps such as
the one shown in the top-middle of Fig. 2. This grasp is good
because the axis of jaw action is aligned with contact nor-
mals, and contacts on either side of the square are vertically
aligned. As the grasping angle magnitude grows, the horizon-
tal gripper jaw axis becomes poorly situated to apply normal
forces at the contacts, requiring large virtual displacements
r and q to achieve contact forces. Solutions to (1) in this
square-grasping example have unbounded r and q values as
θG −→ ±90◦. This motivates the grasp quality metric Eq. (2):

J̃B [k](r,q) =
1

2L[k]2
(
r⊤r+ q⊤q

)
(2)

where we nondimensionalize by length L[k], defined as the
mean distance from the object origin to the vertices on either
end of an edge containing a contact point.

As the contacts are frictional and the grasp is preloaded,
grasps feasible under (1), even if analyzed only with fx =
fy = 0, can withstand nonzero fx and fy . As such, in
lieu of particular knowledge about actual intended loading,



it is reasonable to check grasp stability with respect to just
two wrenches, w = [0, 0,±1]⊤, and sum the resulting J̃∗

Bs.
Fig. 2 shows the resulting function plotted over θG[k]; in-
deed, intuitively poor grasps are penalized heavily and the
metric is minimized at the ideal grasp. For convenience,
we consolidate the variables across the two grasp stability
programs for all objects as uB and express the total cost and
concatenated constraints as 1

2u
⊤
BQB(z)uB and AB(z)uB ≤

bB(z), HB(z)uB = gB(z), respectively; these matrices are
defined in Appendix I. The total cost over optimized grasp
variables u∗

B is referred to as J∗
B(z) :=

1
2u

∗⊤
B QB(z)u

∗
B .

V. GRIPPER SHAPE

In this section, we develop a convex QP that, if feasible,
yields optimized gripper shapes that contact all objects as
specified by the candidate configuration variables z. We
parameterize each gripper’s contact surface shape with a
piecewise cubic Hermite interpolating polynomial, optimiz-
ing over horizontal positions of the left and right gripper
surfaces, vL[iy], vR[iy] and slopes mL[iy], mR[iy] along a
fixed, uniform grid y of breakpoints along the vertical axis.
We consolidate V := [vL[0], ..., vL[Ny], vR[0], ..., vR[Ny]]

⊤,
and M := [mL[0], ...,mL[Ny],mR[0], ...,mR[Ny]]

⊤.
The gripper must meet each contact i in the gripper frames

Gj at the correct location, pGj

i , with surface tangent paral-
lel to the contacted face, tGj

i . We impose these conditions
by interpolating the polynomials describing gripper surface
location and slope at vertical coordinates corresponding to
contact points.

We saw in Sec. III-B that each gripper surface must not
intersect any object in the corresponding gripper frame. A
simple extension of this concept allows us to consider the
grasping process. We assume the gripper jaws close linearly
on the object from an arbitrarily large separation distance.
The gripper must not intersect the objects in the gripper
frame as it moves along this trajectory. Fig. 3 shows how
this constraint amounts to upper- and lower-bounding the left
and right gripper shape horizontal coordinates, respectively.
Optionally, user-specified obstacles can also be included in
the non-penetration formulation. An example is given in
Sec. VII-C. The full gripper shape program our framework
uses is given in (3).

J∗
S(z) := min

V,M
JS(V,M) (3a)

such that

fc(z,V,M, i) = [1, 0]p
Gj

i ∀j, i ∈ Cj (3b)

ft(z,V,M, i) =
[1, 0]t

Gj

i

[0, 1]t
Gj

i

∀j, i ∈ Cj (3c)

vL[iy] ≤ bU (Θ,D, iy) ∀iy (3d)
vR[iy] ≥ bL(Θ,D, iy) ∀iy (3e)
vL[iy]− vR[iy] ≤ min

k
γ[k] ∀iy, (3f)

where JS [k] is a shape quality metric (defined later), fc
and ft, defined in Appendix II, interpolate the position and
derivative of the gripper contact surface, and bU (Θ,D, iy)

Fig. 3: Objects in gripper frames (left GL and right GR; jaw closing axis
is horizontal) along grasp process trajectory for configuration variables z
from Fig. 1c. Objects are swept along the horizontal trajectory, with some
object outlines along the trajectory traced in black lines, thickening along
the trajectory. To avoid penetrating the objects along this trajectory, the left
and right gripper surfaces must lie to the left and right of the magenta lines
in their respective frames.

and bL(Θ,D, iy) give the non-penetration upper and lower
bounds of the gripper position coordinates in GL and GR,
respectively. Constraints (3b) and (3c) enforce contact loca-
tion and tangent, (3d) and (3e) enforce gripper-object non-
penetration, and (3f) constrains that the two gripper surfaces
are mutually collision-free at their closest approach. This is
achieved by enforcing that the smallest jaw opening (RHS)
upper-bounds the overlap that would occur between the left
and right gripper surfaces with no jaw opening (LHS).

To encourage shape regularity, especially near contact
points, we define a cost term penalizing the sum of squares of
second derivatives at the piecewise polynomial breakpoints,
Gaussian-weighted by distance from contact points. To dis-
courage circuitous features, we include an additional term
approximating shortest-path. This full cost function, JS , is
given in Appendix III.

JS is a convex quadratic function of V and M and can be
written in the form 1

2u
⊤
SQS(z)uS where uS := [V⊤,M⊤]⊤.

To abbreviate the constraints of (3), let inequalities (3d) to
(3f) be represented by AS(z)uS ≤ bS(z). Let equalities (3b)
and (3c) be represented by HS(z)uS = gS(z).

VI. THE FULL OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

As developed in Secs. IV and V, the feasibility and quality of
the gripper resulting from candidate configuration variables
z can be assessed via two convex QPs whose parameter
matrices are functions of z. In addition, we include upper
and lower bounds on elements of z, denoted z ∈ Z, noting
that Z is simply a box. The resulting full NLP is (4):

z∗ := argmin
z∈Z

(J∗
B(z) + J∗

S(z)) (4)

The minimization in (4) cannot be solved directly via NLP
solvers because in significant subsets of Z, (1) and (3) are
infeasible, making J∗

B and J∗
S undefined. Instead we use an

augmented Lagrangian formulation, where objective values
can still be evaluated when QP constraints are violated.

To represent all constraints as equalities, we introduce
slack variables sB , sS ≥ 0. We consolidate all grasp stability
and shape variables as u := [u⊤

B , s
⊤
B ,u

⊤
S , s

⊤
S ]

⊤ such that
A(z)u = b(z), where

A(z) :=


AB(z) I 0 0
HB(z) 0 0 0

0 0 ρSAS(z) I
0 0 ρSHS(z) 0

 , b(z) :=


bB(z)
gB(z)
ρSbS(z)
ρSgS(z)

 ,



Fig. 4: The second-highest-ranking local minimum solution for grasping let-
ters. Unlike in Fig. 1d, the gripper jaw opening distance varies significantly
across grasps.

and ρS weights the shape constraints. We leave the bounds
z ∈ Z and u ∈ U := {u|sB , sS ≥ 0} as hard constraints
and form the (partially) augmented Lagrangian:

L(z,u, ν) :=
1

2
u⊤
BQB(z)uB +

w

2
u⊤
SQS(z)uS+

ν⊤(A(z)u− b(z)) +
ρ

2
||A(z)u− b(z)||22,

(5)

where ν are Lagrange multipliers. To take minimizing steps
over the primal variables z,u, note that the zL∗ calculated
with (zL∗,uL∗) = argminz∈Z,u∈U L(z,u, ν) is equiva-
lent to zL∗ = argminz∈Z L∗(z, ν) where L∗(z, ν) :=
minu∈U L(z,u, ν). While minimizing over z is nonconvex,
the inner minimization minu∈U L(z,u, ν) can be done glob-
ally and efficiently, as it is a convex QP for fixed z. We
solve iteratively, taking steps minimizing over z with an
NLP solver initialized at the current z solution, and updating
ν+ ← ν + ρ(A(z)u− b(z)) and ρ+ ← ϕρ.

This formulation is nonconvex with many local minima.
As a mitigation, before every z update we check whether
the z solution from any previous iteration results in a lower
L∗(z, ν) than the current z solution, restoring the previous
solution if so. Again due to nonconvexity, we uniformly
randomize the initial guess for the vertical components of
gripper positions and solve using multiple randomized initial
guesses. We randomize this particular parameter because re-
ordering objects vertically in the gripper frames requires the
optimizer to pass through high-cost (L∗(z, ν)) candidate con-
figurations that have penetration. This discourages full explo-
ration of the space of gripper position vertical coordinates.

A. Post processing

The augmented Lagrangian method never enforces hard con-
straints and eventually incurs a trade-off between numeric
stability and constraint satisfaction as ρ grows over iterations.
In addition, even when constraints in (3) are satisfied, the
finite discretization in y can leave small penetrations between
the interpolated gripper surfaces and the objects. As such,
we send the best solutions through two post-processing steps
and discard the rest.

Stage A makes small adjustments to configuration vari-
ables solution z to ensure that all contacts are possible to
access. Recall from Sec. V that the left and right gripper
surface horizontal coordinates are upper and lower bounded
by the object boundaries in the gripper frames. Thus, if
a contact point resides beyond these bounds, the gripper
surface cannot possibly meet it. Even reasonable-cost (L)
outputs of the main optimization phase often slightly violate
this condition due to soft constraints.

Fig. 5: Solutions for grasping a set of polygons. Top: The highest-ranking
solution. Bottom: Another high-ranking solution.

As such, we use a secondary optimization process similar
to the first but with a few modifications. First, we hard-
enforce signed-distance function constraints on the contact
points p

Gj

i relative to the objects ΨGj [k] in order to ensure
that contact can be made without penetration. Second we
restrict configuration variables to be near the original output
via bounds z ∈ Z ′. Third, we restrict the span of grid
y to the relevant span of vertical coordinates near contact
points in the original output. Finally, in this phase, we hold
the penalty parameter ρ constant at its final value from the
main optimization phase and set Lagrange multipliers ν = 0,
making Eq. (5) the quadratic penalty function. If a solution is
found, stage A outputs an updated z near the solution from
the main optimization phase, such that contact points p

Gj

i

are all outside objects ΨGj [k] in the gripper frames.
Stage B solves for the gripper shape uS via (3). The

span of grid y is restricted to the relevant span of vertical
coordinates near contact points, and breakpoints are added
at the vertical coordinates of contact points and object ver-
tices. This achieves exact satisfaction of contact and non-
penetration constraints at these points.

VII. RESULTS

Here we present results from example problems. We continue
discussing the letter-grasping problem, and introduce two
new object sets: polygons and tools.

A. MIT letters

The solution shown in Fig. 1d dominated the top solutions
for the letter-grasping problem defined in Fig. 1a, resulting
from many initial guesses, which strengthens confidence in
this solution’s optimality. The solution is simple, aligning
contact points to be contacted with the same gripper features.
Fig. 4 shows the next-highest-ranking solution that is qual-
itatively different. Both solutions maintain the letters in the
orientations that globally optimize grasp stability, and keep
contact points spread maximally far apart on each edge, but
the solution in Fig. 4 does not re-purpose features as well
and thus has a more complex shape with higher cost.

B. Polygons

We solve a polygon-grasping problem with more restrictive
limits on the vertical gripper positions, simulating scenarios
where grippers must be found with restricted dimensions.



(a) (b)
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Fig. 6: (a) Input information for grasping a wrench, C-clamp, screwdriver, screw, and nut. The screwdriver and screw descriptions include obstacles (gray)
to ensure that the gripper solution does not geometrically conflict with a workpiece. (b) highest-ranked solution to toolset-grasping problem. (c-d) Hardware
demonstration of these grasps. (c) shows the Franka Emika Robot Hand, mounted with the optimized gripper, actuated manually for this demonstration.

Fig. 5 (top) shows the top-ranking solution. The second- and
third-ranking solutions are similar, but, due to the up-down
symmetry of this set of objects, flipped without consequence.
The large hexagon is tilted slightly off its grasp-stability-
optimal orientation because, if level, the features contacting
it on either jaw would interpenetrate during the triangle
grasp. Another high-ranking solution with very simple grip-
per shapes is shown in Fig. 5 (bottom).

C. Toolset

Suppose an assembly task requires stably grasping a variety
of tools and fasteners. Furthermore, suppose the intended
task requires that the gripper clear a workpiece, for example
a surface that a screw is installed into. Such a problem
input is shown in Fig. 6a, including obstacles associated
with the screwdriver and screw to represent the workpiece.
The slanted faces of the wrench handle prevent use of flat
parallel jaws, and contacting in the concavity of the C-clamp
restricts the gripper vertically on one side. Additionally, these
objects have many faces and nonconvexities, which could
pose computational challenges for a model-based approach
like ours. Nonetheless, the solver finds an elegant solution,
shown in Fig. 6b, which repurposes flat faces for many grasps
and respects the aforementioned considerations. We provide
a demonstration, shown in Figs. 6c and 6d, of 3D-printed
models of the toolset objects being grasped by the 3D-printed
optimized grippers.

VIII. PARAMETERS AND COMPUTATION

We share problem parameters in Table I. In addition to these
parameters, the following are constant across all experiments:

• µ = 0.3, γ[k] ∈ [−1, 4] ∀k, ϕ = 2, ρS = 3, σ = 0.2.
• θG bounds are calculated by first finding a value where

(1) is feasible for w = [0, 0, 0]⊤, then finding the first point
in each direction where either this program is infeasible or
a contact tangent becomes horizontal (impossible for the

gripper shape to meet with finite slope). Thus, the algorithm
is invariant to input object orientation in W .

• We bound the contact points between 0.1 and 0.9 of the
extent of the contacted object face, because the grasp stabil-
ity QP models contact faces as infinite and cannot consider
robustness consequences of contacting close to vertices.

• We run the main optimization phase for 30 iterations.
• We solve the augmented Lagrangian minimization over

z with SNOPT [34], [35].
Our problem scales well: The number of configuration

variables z is linear in the number of objects. All presented
problems are solved on a computer with Intel Core i7-
10750H 2.60GHz CPU. As is intuitive according to object
number and shape complexity, the letters-grasping problem
is solved fastest, and the toolset-grasping problem is solved
slowest. Gripper design is always performed offline, and is
not expected to be fast. Consequently, we have not focused
on computational efficiency, and our implementation could
be further optimized for speed.

The discretization of the shape problem (3) presents issues
for gradients. Namely, as object features and contact points
move vertically, dependencies of cost and constraint compo-
nents on the optimization variables uS change discretely. For
example, as the lowest object in the gripper frames moves
upward along the y grid, the number of points vL[iy] and
vR[iy] that have finite bounds due to non-penetration de-
creases. Future approaches could involve gradient smoothing,
or using NLP solvers that incorporate momentum.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

We propose an NLP framework for optimizing parallel-jaw
grippers for grasping sets of objects, given suitable contact
point assignments to object faces and gripper jaws. We use
a high-dimensional, expressive parameterization for gripper
shape, and leverage a division of problem variables to make
the problem tractable without reducing the design space. We



Problem NIG TIG(s) NPP TPP (s) pW
G bounds Ny y[0] y[Ny] ws wp Lmax

Letters 60 280 0 ±[1, 0.5]⊤ 50 -1.2 1.2 3e-4 0.1 0.71
Polygons 60 619 5 81 ±[1, 0.3]⊤ 50 -1.3 1.3 3e-4 0.1 1.00
Toolset 200 1454 5 190 ±[1, 0.8]⊤ 100 -2.2 2.2 3 0.01 1.12

TABLE I: Computational parameters for the example problems in Sec. VII. Here, NIG is the number of randomized initial guesses, TIG is the average
solve time per initial guess, NPP is the number of solutions sent to stage A post-processing, TPP is the average solve time per stage-A post-processing
run, and Lmax is the maximum length maxk L[k]. The letters problem was simple and well-behaved enough that stage A post-processing was not needed.

constrain feasibility and optimize the quality of the grasps
resulting from these grippers, additionally including metrics
for shape regularity. This formulation yields solutions to
several example problems, which validate that the framework
can produce optimal, simple solutions where possible, find
grippers of constrained dimensions, and handle obstacles and
complex objects.

This work assumes accurate models. While the proposed
framework does prevent geometric conflicts in the modeled
grasping process (Fig. 3), shape or pose variations could
cause the object to escape the grasp as the jaws close, or
could lead to reduced grasp stability. A user could employ
the current framework to generate more robust solutions by
providing, for each object, a set of input objects whose
geometries and poses are variations of the expected values,
and constraining that the gripper pose solution is the same
for each. This is analogous to the use of randomized object
poses used in aforementioned simulation-based frameworks
[26]–[28]. In contrast, grasp stability and non-penetration
for each input object are hard-constrained in our framework,
which creates a trade-off: an output solution is guaranteed
to meet constraints, but the problem can become infeasible
depending on input specification.

In the future, this framework could be extended to opti-
mize over the number of contacts, and assignments of those
contacts to object faces and gripper jaws. While this problem
is discrete by nature, it may have a tractable and informa-
tive relaxation. Furthermore, future work could consider the
three-dimensional problem, which may lend itself to more
interesting geometries and approaches to stabilizing grasps.
Another item of future work is to investigate more elegant
mitigations for nonconvexity and nonsmoothness.

Finally, concepts from this implementation may be fruit-
fully borrowed for manipulator-design problems with more
degrees of freedom and trajectories. In particular, both in
this work and our previous work on co-optimizing shape and
motion of rigid effectors [9], representing objects, obstacles,
and contact points in frames fixed to rigid manipulator links
facilitated natural expression of constraints on the manipula-
tor’s shape, as well as tractable scaling of the design space.

APPENDIX I
GRASP STABILITY PROGRAM MATRIX CONSOLIDATION

As (1) is evaluated twice for each object, there are
2(No + 1) instances of variables r,q, c. Let uB+ :=
[r[0]⊤+,q[0]

⊤
+, c[0]

⊤
+, ..., r[No]

⊤
+,q[No]

⊤
+, c[No]

⊤
+]

⊤ give the
variables corresponding to (1) with w = w+ := [0, 0, 1]⊤,
and uB− be defined similarly for w = w− := [0, 0,−1]⊤,
and uB := [u⊤

B+,u
⊤
B−]

⊤. The cost function used to judge

the grasp stability of all grasps in the object set is:

JB(z) :=

No∑
k=0

(
J̃B [k](r+[k],q+[k]) + J̃B [k](r−[k],q−[k])

)
=

No∑
k=0

J̃∗
B [k](z,w+) + J̃∗

B [k](z,w−) =
1

2
u⊤
BQB(z)uB

where we define QB noting that the cost is quadratic in uB .
To consolidate the constraint matrices across the 2(No +
1) instances of (1), note that only the RHS of the equality
constraints is affected by w, and let inequalities (1d) to (1f)
be represented by

A′
Bk[k](θG[k],d[k])[r

⊤,q⊤, c⊤]⊤ ≤ b′Bk[k](θG[k],d[k]),

and let equalities (1b) and (1c) be represented by

H ′
Bk[k](θG[k],d[k])[r

⊤,q⊤, c⊤]⊤ = g′Bk+[k](θG[k],d[k])

or

H ′
Bk[k](θG[k],d[k])[r

⊤,q⊤, c⊤]⊤ = g′Bk−[k](θG[k],d[k])

for w = w+ or w = w− respectively. Then let

A′
B(z) := blkdiag({A′

Bk[k](θg[k],d[k])}
No

k=0)

where blkdiag({Xi}Ni=0) creates a block-diagonal matrix of
matrices {Xi|i = 0, ..., N}, and blkdiag(X,Y ) creates a
block-diagonal matrix of the two matrices X and Y . Let

b′B(z) := [b′Bk[0](θG[0],d[0])
⊤, ..., b′Bk[No](θG[No],d[No])

⊤]⊤,

H ′
B [k](z) := blkdiag({H ′

Bk[k](θG[k],d[k])}
No

k=0),

g′B±(z) := [g′Bk±[0](θG[0],d[0])
⊤, ..., g′Bk±[No](θG[No],d[No])

⊤]⊤.

Finally, let AB(z) := blkdiag(A′
B(z), A

′
B(z)), bB(z) :=

[b′B(z)
⊤, b′B(z)

⊤]⊤, HB(z) := blkdiag(H ′
B(z), H

′
B(z)),

and gB := [g′B+(z)
⊤, g′B−(z)

⊤]⊤ such that AB(z)uB ≤
bB(z) and HB(z)uB = gB(z).

APPENDIX II
GRIPPER SHAPE INTERPOLATION FUNCTIONS

Let fc be a function that, for contact i with jaw assignment
j ∈ {L,R}, finds vertical grid interval index iy such that

y[iy] < [0, 1]p
Gj

i ≤ y[iy + 1],

and calculates

l =
[0, 1]p

Gj

i − y[iy]

y[iy + 1]− y[iy]
,

and evaluates to
(2l3 − 3l2 + 1)vj [iy] + (−2t3 + 3t2)vj [iy + 1]

+ (y[iy + 1]− y[iy])((t
3 − 2t2 + t)mj [iy]

+ (t3 − t2)mj [iy + 1]).



Similarly, ft evaluates to

(6l2 − 6l)(vj [iy]− vj [iy + 1])

y[iy + 1]− y[iy]

+ (3l2 − 4l + 1)mj [iy] + (3l2 − 2l)mj [iy + 1].

APPENDIX III
GRIPPER SHAPE COST FUNCTION

Let ft0 and ft1 be the second derivatives of the piecewise
polynomial at the beginning and end of the iyth interval:

ft0[iy] :=
6(vj [iy+1]− vj [iy])

(y[iy + 1]− y[iy])2
− 2(2mj [iy] +mj [iy+1])

y[iy + 1]− y[iy]
,

ft1[iy] :=
6(vj [iy]− vj [y + 1])

(y[iy + 1]− y[iy])2
+

2(mj [iy] + 2mj [iy+1])

y[iy + 1]− y[iy]
.

Then,

JS(V,M) =
∑

j∈{L,R}

Ny−1∑
iy=0

w′
p

∑
ic∈Cj

(h[iy, ic]ft0[iy]
2+

h[iy + 1, ic]ft1[iy]
2) + w′

s(vj [iy + 1]− vj [iy])
2

 ,

where h[iy, ic] := exp
(
−(y[iy]− [0, 1]p

Gj

ic
)2/(2σ2)

)
. w′

p

and w′
s are scaled versions of input parameters to reduce

dependence on y discretization and object scale:

w′
p :=

wp

(∑No

k=0 L[k]
)2

Ny
, w′

s :=
wpN

2
y(∑No

k=0 L[k]
)2 .
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