arXiv:2602.03250v1 [cs.RO] 3 Feb 2026

Collision Detection with Analytical Derivatives of
Contact Kinematics

Anup Teejo Mathew!??

Abstract—Differentiable contact kinematics are essential for
gradient-based methods in robotics, yet the mapping from
robot state to contact distance, location, and normal becomes
non-smooth in degenerate configurations of shapes with zero
or undefined curvature. We address this inherent limitation
by selectively regularizing such geometries into strictly convex
implicit representations, restoring uniqueness and smoothness
of the contact map. Leveraging this geometric regularization,
we develop iDCOL, an implicit differentiable collision detection
and contact kinematics framework. iDCOL represents colliding
bodies using strictly convex implicit surfaces and computes
collision detection and contact kinematics by solving a fixed-size
nonlinear system derived from a geometric scaling-based convex
optimization formulation. By applying the Implicit Function
Theorem to the resulting system residual, we derive analytical
derivatives of the contact kinematic quantities. We develop a fast
Newton-based solver for iDCOL and provide an open-source
C++ implementation of the framework. The robustness of the
approach is evaluated through extensive collision simulations and
benchmarking, and applicability is demonstrated in gradient-
based kinematic path planning and differentiable contact physics,
including multi-body rigid collisions and a soft-robot interaction
example.

Index Terms—collision detection, differentiable simulation,
implicit surfaces, analytical derivatives

I. INTRODUCTION

Fast and accurate computation of derivatives of the govern-
ing equations of rigid-body dynamics with respect to robot
state and control inputs has become a central requirement
in modern robotics [[1]], [2]. This capability enables gradient-
based methods in planning [3]], control [4]], learning [5], and
simulation [6]. As a result, increasing attention has been
directed toward differentiable frameworks and physics engines
[7]. Existing physics engines rely on numerical differentiation
[8], automatic differentiation (autodiff) [9], [10]], or closed-
form analytical derivatives [11]] to compute Jacobians of the
system dynamics. Numerical and autodiff-based approaches
yield approximate or computationally expensive Jacobians,
whereas analytical differentiation, while challenging to derive
and implement, is exact and computationally efficient when
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Fig. 1. (a) The scaling-based formulation computes the minimum geometric
scaling factor a* for which the scaled convex bodies share a contact point x*.
a* < 1 indicates penetration, o® = 1 contact, and a* > 1 separation. (b) In
non-strictly convex geometries (left), degenerate configurations lead to non-
unique contact locations or normals. In contrast, strictly convex geometries
(right) admit an isolated contact point and a unique contact normal, yielding
well-defined, differentiable contact kinematics.

formulated correctly [12]]. As robots increasingly interact
physically with the environment, differentiable frameworks
capable of handling contact-rich interactions become essential
[[13[], [14]. A prerequisite for differentiable contact physics is a
well-defined, fast, and differentiable contact kinematics map.

Contact kinematics maps robot states to quantities such
as contact distance (gap or penetration), contact location,
and contact normal. These quantities are typically computed
using the Gilbert-Johnson—Keerthi (GJK) algorithm [15] for
collision detection and distance queries, together with the Ex-
panding Polytope Algorithm (EPA) for recovering penetration
depth and contact kinematics in penetrating configurations
[16]. These methods, widely used in physics engines through
libraries such as FCL [17]], rely on discrete feature selection
and active-set changes, resulting in contact quantities that are
piecewise-defined and non-differentiable when contact fea-
tures switch. Recent work has sought to improve the efficiency
and robustness of GJK queries through optimization-based
formulations [[18]], and to enable gradient estimation via ran-
domized smoothing [[19]]. Another approach computes closest
distances between geometric primitive pairs by formulating the
distance computation as a differentiable optimization problem,
enabling analytical gradient computation for a limited set of
primitive geometries [20].

An alternative class of approaches employs implicit surface
representations, most commonly in the form of signed distance
fields (SDFs), for collision detection and contact kinematics
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[21]-[23]]. In these methods, the geometry of a body is
represented by an implicit scalar function ¢ : R?® — R,
whose zero level set defines the surface. Practical implemen-
tations typically rely on either sampling-based strategies [24]]
or optimization-based formulations [25]], [26] that typically
minimize a separation distance (gap function) between the
bodies. While the latter enable gradient computation, they are
generally restricted to separating configurations, with penetra-
tion requiring alternative problem formulations [27].

Recently, Tracy et al. introduced DCOL, a differentiable
collision formulation that detects collisions between convex
primitives by solving a convex cone program to find the
smallest uniform scaling factor for which the two scaled bodies
intersect [28]] (Fig. [I[(a)). Analytical derivatives of contact
kinematics are obtained by applying the Implicit Function
Theorem (IFT) to the Karush—Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) residual of
the resulting conic program. The application of IFT in DCOL
assumes a fixed active constraint set; changes in the active
set lead to a piecewise-smooth residual, reflecting underlying
geometric degeneracies.

Beyond algorithmic considerations, differentiability is fun-
damentally limited by the geometry of the contacting bodies
(Fig. [[(b)). A geometry is strictly convex if its boundary has
positive finite curvature in all principal directions (e.g., spheres
and ellipsoids). All other convex geometries are non-strictly
convex, exhibiting zero or undefined curvature in at least one
direction (e.g., blocks and cylinders). The latter give rise to
intrinsic degeneracies in contact kinematics, including non-
unique contact locations or normals. In contrast, strictly con-
vex geometries admit unique contact locations and normals,
yielding differentiable contact kinematics [29].

Motivated by these observations, we introduce iDCOL,
an implicit differentiable contact kinematics framework that
regularizes non-strictly convex geometries into strictly convex
implicit representations, restoring differentiability in degen-
erate contact configurations. Building on the scaling-based
perspective of DCOL, iDCOL represents colliding bodies
using smooth implicit surfaces and computes contact kine-
matics by solving a fixed-size nonlinear system with six
equations and six unknowns (Sec. [[l). This system is solved
efficiently (microsecond-scale) using a tailored Newton-based
solver that exploits the geometric structure of the contact
formulation (Sec. [[V). To improve robustness and numerical
conditioning, we introduce a scaled surrogate formulation that
unifies separating and penetrating configurations of colliding
bodies. The robustness and computational efficiency of the
approach are evaluated through extensive collision simulations
and benchmarking against DCOL (Sec. [V). Finally, IFT-
based analytical derivatives are derived from the formula-
tion (Sec. and applied to gradient-based kinematic path
planning for a quadrotor and to differentiable contact physics
examples, including multibody rigid-body collisions and soft
manipulator interactions (Sec. [VII). Concluding remarks and
discussion are provided in Sec.

II. RELATED WORK

Given two convex primitives represented by closed convex
sets S7 and Se, DCOL formulates collision detection through

uniform scaling about each body’s reference frame [28]. For
a scalar scaling factor a > 0, the scaled sets are defined as

Sila)={ax|xzesS;}, ie{l,2}.

Collision detection is posed as finding the smallest uniform
scaling factor « for which the two scaled sets share a common

point (Fig. [T[a)):

min «

st. x e Si(a), )
UAS 52(04),
a > 0.

The optimal scaling factor a* serves as an intuitive and con-
tinuous collision metric: a* > 1 indicates separation, a* = 1
exact contact, and o < 1 penetration. The associated solution
x* is a witness point lying in the intersection of the two scaled
primitives and coincides with the contact points when a* = 1.
DCOL efficiently formulates convex primitives commonly
encountered in robotics, including polytopes, capsules, and
ellipsoids, using set-membership representations based solely
on second-order cone and nonnegativity constraints. This
structure allows collision detection to be posed as a structured
convex optimization problem with conic constraints, which
DCOL solves using a custom primal-dual interior-point solver.
Subsequent work further interpreted the optimal scaling factor
as an optimization-based signed distance function (O-SDF)
[30], with contact normals and related kinematic quantities
recovered from the dual variables.

Letting z* denote the primal-dual solution of and 6 a
parameter of interest (e.g., generalized coordinates), the KKT
conditions define an implicit system f(z*,8) = 0. Assuming
0f/0z is nonsingular, the IFT yields

o= __(og\" of
00 0z 00’

)

III. CONTACT GEOMETRY AND DETECTION

Integrating the scaling based optimization of DCOL with
implicit surface representation of geometry, we develop iD-
COL. We begin by reviewing key properties of implicit
surfaces.

A. Derivatives of Transformed Implicit Surfaces

An implicit surface is defined as the zero level set of a scalar
function ¢ : R® — R, ie., {x | ¢(x) = 0}. By convention,
¢(x) < 0 denotes the interior of the body and ¢(x) > 0 the
exterior. The unit normal to the level set of ¢ is given by:

Aw) = 02
Vo ()|
Fig. 2fa) shows an example of an implicit surface and its
normals in 2D. For strictly convex implicit surfaces, the
Hessian V2¢(x), which encodes the local curvature of the
level sets, is positive definite on the tangent space of the level
set.

when Vo(x) #0. (3)



PR'(x—1))=0
P(x/a) =0 AT
\ 1

Fig. 2. Example of an implicit surface illustrated using a 2D ellipse,
é(x) = (x1/a)? + (x2/b)2 — 1 = 0, where a and b are semi-principal
axis lengths: (a) Level sets of the implicit function ¢ (), with the zero level
set ¢(x) = 0 indicated by a dashed curve. Surface normals, given by 7u(x),
are shown at different level sets. (b) Effects of uniform scaling and rigid-body
transformations on implicit surfaces.

Let g(q) € SE(3) denote the forward kinematics of a body
on a kinematic chain with generalized coordinates g € R™®f,
We have,

g(q) = [ﬁ(fg) T(lq)} 4

Under the rigid-body transformation g and uniform scaling
by « (Fig. b)), the implicit surface ¢ : R> — R is expressed
in the world frame as

o(y) =¢ (R (x —7)/a) (5)

where, y = RT (x — r)/c.

Let y = y(u,v) denote the transformed coordinates, where
u and v represent generic scalar or vector-valued parameters.
Using the chain rule of derivatives,

o9 _ (oy\"
u <6u> Vo(y),
0%y

¢ (oy\T dy g
oudv <6u) Vi) (31}) * (8u81}) Vo).
(6b

Using, this we derive the first and second order partial deriva-
tives of (B) with respect to « and a:

(6a)

be =~ RVO() (7a)
o = —é Yy Vo), (7b)
Guw = -3 RV0(y) R, )
bza = —% R(Voly) +V76(y)y), (7d)
b = 25 YY) + T 0)y) . (T

With analytic surface descriptions and derivatives, trivial
scaling and rigid-body transformations, and normals obtained
directly from V¢, implicit surfaces provide a natural repre-
sentation for scaling-based contact kinematics.

B. Contact Optimality Conditions
Using implicit surface representations, we rewrite (I as:

min «
T,

st. ¢1(x/a) <0, '
H(RT (x —7)/a) <0
a>0

®)

Note that in this setting, g is the relative rigid-body trans-
formation between body 1 and body 2 and x is defined in the
local frame of body 1.

The implicit representation replaces the N; geometry-
dependent conic set-membership constraints of a body in
DCOL with a single nonlinear inequality ¢;(-) <0, i = 1,2.
When the body-frame origins are not coincident (r # 0), we
have a* > 0. Accordingly, the inequality constraint o > 0 is
inactive at the solution and does not contribute to the KKT
conditions. Under this assumption, the Lagrangian of (8) is
given by

L(z)=a+ )\ ¢1(cc/oz)+)\2¢2(RT(mfr)/a), 9)

where z = [27, a, A\, Ao]T and A1, Ay > 0 are the Lagrange
multipliers (dual) associated with the implicit surface con-
straints. The KKT conditions of (8) reduce to the following
residual system:

¢ =0, (10a)

$2 =0, (10b)

A @1a + A2g2z = 0, (10c)
1+ Md1a + Aap2q =0, (10d)

where, ¢; and its partial derivatives (defined in (7a)—(7b)) are
evaluated at */a*, and ¢- and its derivatives are evaluated
at R (z* — r)/a*. Equations (T0a)—(T0B) correspond to the
active implicit surface constraints, enforces stationarity
with respect to @, and (T0d) enforces stationarity with respect
to a.

Together, these conditions define a system of six scalar
equations f.(z*, g) = 0 in six unknowns z*, casting iDCOL
collision detection as a low-dimensional root-finding problem.
The Jacobian of the residual vector f., with respect to z is
given by:

1z, 0 0
Je(z, q) = b3z, 0 0 (11)
Ald)lzpzp + >\2¢22pzp ¢)1zp d)Zzp

where z, = [z, a]”. The partial derivatives on the RHS are

obtained from (7).

Given the analytically computed residual f. and its Jacobian
J., the optimal solution can be computed using gradient-
based root-finding methods, such as Newton-type algorithms
(see Sec. [[V-C). At any solution z*(q) satisfying standard
regularity conditions, J. is nonsingular, implying that the
IFT can be applied to compute analytical derivatives of z*
with respect to g via () (Sec. [VI). Moreover, since strictly
convex implicit surfaces admit no edges, corners, or truly
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Fig. 3. From left to right, increasing 8 or m drives the strictly convex
implicit surfaces (orange) to converge to the corresponding exact geometries
(black wireframes): (a) smooth polytope, (b) smooth truncated cone, (c)
superellipsoid, and (d) superelliptic cylinder.

flat regions, the associated KKT system admits a generically
unique solution.

C. Families of Implicit Convex Primitives

The iDCOL framework relies on strictly convex implicit
surface representations. However, many geometric primitives
commonly used in robotics—such as polytopes, cylinders, and
cones—are not strictly convex, leading to degeneracies in
contact kinematics. To restore strict convexity while retain-
ing geometric expressiveness, iDCOL adopts smooth implicit
approximations based on LogSumExp (smooth-max) operator
and superquadrics [32]], [33]], which trade exact geometric
fidelity for smoothness and curvature regularity.

LogSumExp provides a smooth approximation of pointwise
maximum operators and is used to blend multiple implicit
constraints ¢;(y) — for instance, set-membership constraints
defined by convex inequalities as in DCOL primitives [28] —
into a single strictly convex implicit geometry:

510> exp(de; (v)

12
3 (12)

Pp(y) =

1 m
= maxc; + 3 log;exp(ﬁ(ci - m]axcj)),

where 3 > 0 controls the sharpness of the approximation. As
8 — oo, LogSumExp converges to the exact maximum.

The current iDCOL library implements the following fam-
ilies of implicit primitives:

1) Smooth Polytope: A convex polytope can be expressed

in half-space form as
P={yecR®|aly—b<0,i=1,...,m}, (13)

where a; € R? and b; € R define the i-th supporting half-
space, and m is the total number of half-space constraints.

While this representation is exact, the resulting geometry
is non-strictly convex. To obtain a strictly convex implicit
approximation, we replace the pointwise maximum over sup-
porting half-spaces with the LogSumExp operator.

Let cpoyy,; = (al'y — b;) /L, where L > 0 is a character-
istic length for nondimensionalization. The implicit function
defining the smooth polytope approximation is given by

GPoly (Y) = smaxg(cpoly) - (14)

This construction provides a smooth C'°° approximation of
arbitrary convex polytopes, including boxes, prisms, pyramids,
and general convex hulls defined by planar facets.

2) Smooth Truncated Cone: A truncated cone with base
radius Ry, top radius Ry, and axial extents [—a, b] can be de-
scribed exactly as the intersection of three implicit inequalities,

*&*1307
a

2 2
y22+ Ys 1<0,
R2(y1)

where the three inequalities correspond t0 @side(Y), Pbot(Y),

and ¢yop (), respectively, and the radius varies linearly along
the axis as

%f1ga(5)

1 +a
a+b’

To obtain a smooth implicit approximation compatible with
iDCOL, these components are combined using the LogSum-
EXp operator with Crc = [(bsidea ¢bota (btop]T,

R(y1) = Ry + (R: — Ry)

(16)

ére(y) = smaxg(erc) - (17)

This construction provides a strictly convex approximation
of cones (with R; regularized by a small positive value) and
frusta, enabling the modeling of tapered robotic links, noz-
zles, and axisymmetric components with continuously varying
cross-sections.

3) Superellipsoid: Superellipsoids form a family of implicit
primitives that can represent a wide range of rounded geome-
tries [33]], [34]l. The implicit surface is defined as

ot = ()" ()4 (%)) -1,

where a,b,c > 0 are scaling parameters along the principal
axes and n € N controls the shape exponent.

For n = 1, the superellipsoid reduces to an ellipsoid.
As n increases, the shape becomes progressively box-like
while remaining strictly convex, and in the limit n — oo
it converges point-wise to an axis-aligned box. This family
smoothly interpolates between ellipsoids and boxes, allowing
exact modeling of spheres and ellipsoids, and strictly convex
approximations of box-like robot geometries.

4) Superelliptic Cylinder: To represent cylindrical geome-
tries with smooth boundaries, we use a superelliptic cylinder
defined by the implicit function

2 2\ " on ﬁ
¢SEc(y>:<<y2};y3> + (%) ) ~1, a9

where R > 0 is the radial scale, h > 0 is the axial half-length,
and n € N controls the shape exponent.




For n = 1, this formulation reduces to a smooth ellipsoidal
cylinder. As n increases, the radial and axial profiles become
progressively flatter while remaining smooth, and in the limit
n — oo the shape converges to a finite circular cylinder. This
family enables strictly convex approximations of cylinders,
capped cylinders, and elongated convex bodies.

The progression of the proposed implicit convex primitives
as the sharpness parameters 3 or n increase is illustrated in
Fig.[3] As these parameters grow, the strictly convex surfaces
converge to their corresponding exact geometric counterparts
while remaining differentiable. The analytical expressions for
V¢ and V2¢, for all primitives introduced in this section, are
provided in the appendix

IV. NUMERICAL SOLUTION STRATEGY

Although the contact problem is expressed as a system of
nonlinear equations via and (TT)), direct application of a
Newton-type solver can still be unreliable. This section sum-
marizes the key numerical strategies used to ensure robustness
and efficiency.

A. Scaling Reparameterization and Bounds

We reparameterize the scaling variable as o = e® with s €
R, which enforces @ > 0 and improves conditioning. The
decision variable becomes z = [z, 5, A1, \o]T. The form of
the KKT residual (T0) remains unchanged while the Jacobian,
corresponding to the scaling variable, is modified via the chain
rule: (1)s = (+) a0

Geometric bounds on a* are derived using concentric inner
and outer bounding spheres for each body (Fig. Eka)). Let 7; in
and 7; o4t denote their radii (precomputed once per body). For
a given relative translation 7,

il [l

. 20
T1,in + T2,in ( )

Qmin = max —

T1,0ut + T2,0ut ’

These bounds define a trust region for s = log o and signif-
icantly improve conditioning, particularly for nearly spherical
bodies.

B. Surrogate Formulation

To handle configurations in which a* becomes very small
(nearly coincident) or very large (widely separated), we intro-
duce a surrogate problem that rescales the relative translation,
as illustrated Fig. f[b):

Ts = r/(amin/fS) = fS(rl,out + r2,0ut)'f' (21)

where fs > 1 is a separating factor and the subscript (-)g
denotes quantities associated with the surrogate problem.
The rationale for this surrogate formulation is as follows.
When the bodies are close, scaling down both bodies by
amin guarantees a non-penetrating configuration (tangent outer
spheres when fg = 1) and is equivalent to scaling up the
relative translation by 1/cpin. Once solved, the solution of
the original problem is recovered as a* = (amin/fs)as,
x* = (omin/fs)xl, and A = (omin/fs)Afg. A similar

(@) (b)

T1,0ut

Fig. 4. Geometrical bounds and surrogate formulation: (a) A contact body
pair with inner and outer bounding spheres centered at the body frame
origin. (b) A surrogate problem is introduced to handle configurations that are
either near-coincident or widely separated. The problem rescales the relative
translation such that the bounding spheres are non-penetrating.

argument applies when the bodies are widely separated. For
the surrogate problem, the scaling bounds become:

T10ut T 72,0ut

(22
T1,in + 72,in ( )

Qmin,S = fS 5 Omax,S = fS
which are independent of the relative pose, with the lower
bound also being independent of the geometry.

Remark: The surrogate problem treats separating and pen-
etrating configurations identically and places rigid bodies in a

well-conditioned relative position for collision detection.

C. Numerical Solver

We develop a custom safeguarded Newton-type method
for solving the surrogate KKT system (I0) using analytically
computed Jacobians (TI). At each iteration, a Newton step
is computed by solving the linear system and globalized
using a backtracking Armijo line search on the merit func-
tion m(z) = 3| f.(2)|[>. Damped least-squares updates are
employed when necessary to maintain descent and improve
numerical robustness. The overall solver structure is summa-
rized in Algorithm [T}

a) Initialization.: When a previous solution is available
(e.g., in dynamic simulations), it can be used to warm-start the
solver. Otherwise, the surrogate geometry provides a natural
initialization: @ g ¢ is initialized along 7 on the outer bounding
sphere, and the scaling variable is initialized as the geometric
mean of its bounds 22), aso = /@min, 5 ®max,s- The initial
Lagrange multipliers A159 and Azg, are then obtained by
substituting s ¢ and g into the stationarity conditions
and (TOd). The resulting cold-start initialization is

- 1
50 = T1,0utT, 55,0 = 5 log(amax,samin,S)a (23)
as0 —Qs0
AS0 =~ A2s0 = -
TS¢1QZS TS ¢2:IZS

Remark: For sphere-sphere contacts, (23) coincides with
the exact solution.

b) Continuation strategy.: In challenging cases involving
sharp geometries, an optional continuation strategy can be
employed to further improve robustness. If convergence fails
at the target shape parameters, the problem is first solved for a



Algorithm 1 Safeguarded Newton Solver for iDCOL. P is the
problem data, IV, is the number of restart attempts, and Ky, ax
is the maximum number of Newton iterations.
Require: Initial guess zg = (5,0, 55,0, A\15,0, A25,0)s P
Ensure: Approximate solution z*

1: fora=1,2,...,N, do

2: zZ < 2o

3: for k =0,1,...,kynax do

4: Evaluate f.(z) and J.(z) (TI)

5: if || fo(2)|| < tol then

6: return z

7: end if

8: Solve J.(z)Az = —f.(2)

9: if Newton step is ill-conditioned then

10: Compute LM fallback step

11: end if

12: Apply step-size limits

13: Backtracking line search on m(z) = 3|/ fo(2)]?
14: if step accepted then

15: z+z+ Az

16: else

17: Use damped LM-based fallback update
18: end if

19: end for

20: Perturb sg o and retry

21: end for

22: return best iterate encountered

smoother instance (smaller 8 or n), and the resulting solution
is used to initialize progressively sharper problems.

The overall iDCOL solver architecture is illustrated in
Fig. ] The solver takes as input the geometric information
of contact pairs, the relative pose g, and an optional initial
guess, and returns the optimal solution z* together with the
corresponding Jacobian J. required for IFT application. The
complete iDCOL framework, including geometry evaluation
and solver components, is implemented in C++ [35].

V. SIMULATIONS AND BENCHMARKING

For all simulations, the contact solver is evaluated using a
deterministic sweep that asymptotically explores the relative
pose space SE(3). Relative position and orientation evolve at
mutually incommensurate frequencies, producing an ergodic,
non-repeating trajectory with 108 evaluated poses per scenario,
providing dense coverage of contact configurations. All com-
putations are performed on a machine equipped with a 13th
Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) 19-13900HX processor (2.20 GHz) and
64 GB of RAM.

A. IDCOL Robustness and Runtime

Table [I] reports iDCOL runtimes across all shape pairs,
with and without warm start, using the primitives in Fig.
(8 = 20, n = 8). Without warm start, the solver converges
reliably in all cases, with average runtimes reflecting the
geometric complexity and nonlinearity of the underlying shape
representations. Shape pairs involving the superelliptic family

Input: Contact pair

geometry? g(q)/
initial guess (optional)

¥
Initial guess NO
available
l YES I
Geometric scaling: 7, Geometric scaling: r,
shape geometry, g shape geometry
v ¥
Surrogate Scaling: Surrogate Scaling:
r — Ts, Zp — Z350 T — Tg
¥
Reparameterization:
sso = log(asp)
v 3
®— Newton Solver 4—[ Cold start guess ]
y f
NO Continuation strategy:
reduce 3 and/or n
[ves

Continuation strategy:

Continuation NO increase 3 and/or n
complete? .
Zg — 250
[ves !
[ Scale back z* and J,. ]

¥
[ Output: 2*(q), J.(z*,q) j

Fig. 5. Schematic of the iDCOL numerical solver pipeline. Numerical ro-
bustness is improved through geometric scaling, surrogate scaling (Sec.[[V-B),
and reparameterization of the scaling variable o (Sec. [[V-A). Geometric
scaling uniformly rescales the contact geometry by a fixed length scale (e.g.,
max(T1,out, > 72,0ut ))- The Newton Solver block corresponds to Algorithm
The continuation strategy is triggered if the Newton solver fails to converge
or if continuation parameters (when present) have not yet reached their target
values.

TABLE I
AVERAGE RUNTIME (uS) FOR IDCOL ACROSS SHAPE PAIRS. TOP VALUE:
NO WARM START. BOTTOM VALUE: WITH WARM START.

Body 1 \ Body 2 | Poly TC SE SEC
Pol 473 426 480 421
Y 213 194 196 185
412 505 381
TC - 188 191 174
19.39  17.64
SE B 1.84 170
5.78
E _ _
SEC 1.64

(SE and SEC) exhibit higher average cold-start runtimes due
to the increased nonlinearity induced by n. In these cases,
the continuation strategy described in Sec. is activated
to ensure convergence, which contributes to the additional
computational cost. Note that, despite the higher averages, the
median cold-start runtimes for SE-based pairs are comparable



(b)

a* =1.73

(d)
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Fig. 6. Examples of polytope—polytope contact configurations. (a) Arbitrary
contact configuration. (b) Face—face contact. (c¢) Edge—edge contact with
parallel edges. (d) Face—edge contact with parallel features. The optimal
contact point (red spot, *) and associated normals are shown in each case.
Cases (a) and (d) correspond to penetrating configurations (a* < 1), while
(b) and (c) correspond to separated configurations (a® > 1).

TABLE II
AVERAGE RUNTIME PER CONTACT QUERY (uS). FOR IDCOL, THE TOP
VALUE IS WITHOUT WARM START, AND THE BOTTOM VALUE IS WITH
WARM START.

Method | Poly—Poly  Poly-Ellip.  Ellip.—Ellip.
DCOL 2.29 4.06 3.57
. 4.73 3.98 2.58
iDCOL 1 513 1.85 1.33

to those of other shape combinations, indicating that the
overhead arises from a small number of difficult configurations
rather than typical behavior. With a warm start, all shape pairs
exhibit a consistent reduction in runtime, achieving average
solve times near 2 ps with low iteration counts.

Figure[6]illustrates representative polytope—polytope contact
configurations, including face—face, edge—edge, and face—edge
contacts. Both penetrating and separated configurations are
shown, demonstrating the solver’s ability to robustly handle
diverse contact modes within a unified formulation.

B. Comparison with DCOL

We compare iDCOL with DCOL using the public Julia
implementation [36], evaluating numerical behavior and run-
time on three representative cases: polytope—polytope, poly-
tope—ellipsoid (Ellip., SE with n = 1), and ellipsoid—ellipsoid,
noting that DCOL operates on exact polyhedral geometry.
Results are summarized in Table [II

Without warm start, iDCOL is about 2.1x slower than
DCOL for polytope—polytope contacts, while achieving com-
parable performance for polytope—ellipsoid and faster perfor-
mance for ellipsoid—ellipsoid pairs. With a warm start, iDCOL
reduces runtime by roughly 2x across all cases, becoming
comparable to DCOL for polytope—polytope and consistently
faster for the other two cases. Overall, the results indicate a
clear geometry-dependent trend: DCOL, due to its linear non-
negativity constraints, is faster for polytope-like geometries.

In contrast, smoother shape pairs increasingly favor iDCOL
in this benchmark.

For ellipsoid—ellipsoid contacts, both methods converge
to identical contact points x* and scaling factors a* (up
to numerical tolerance), validating the iDCOL formulation.
For the other two cases, the solutions differ, but iDCOL
yields smoother configuration dependence (regulated by 3 or
n), which is advantageous for differentiable simulation and
optimization.

VI. ANALYTICAL DERIVATIVES OF CONTACT KINEMATICS

We compute the analytical derivatives of z* with respect
to g by applying IFT @) on (I0). This requires evaluat-
ing df./0q. Once 0z*/0q is available, derivatives of any
contact kinematic quantity h (e.g., contact point, signed dis-
tance, or contact normal) follow directly by differentiation of

h(z*(q), q)-

A. Derivative of the Optimal Solution With Respect to the
Configuration

For y = R”(x — r)/a, we have:

1 1 OR” 1
Yq = |:Z~I - a13:| J, Yzq= . Wa Yaq = _ayq
) (24)

where () : R? — 50(3) denotes the skew-symmetric operator,
and the geometric Jacobian J(q) € R®*"®f maps infinitesimal
variations in g to variations of g(q) in the tangent space of
SE(3), ie., (g7 16g)V = Jdq, with ()" : se(3) — R® [1].

Applying (6) on ¢(y) we get:

bq = Vo(y)" [y - ;Is} J, (252)

1 —
0ng = ~ R |V26(y)g — Voly) —LVi(y)| . @b)

boq = % (Voly) + Vo))" |5

Using (23), we compute the partial derivative of (I0) with
respect to g. While ¢; (x/a) is independent of g, ¢o(RT (z —
r)/a) depends explicitly on q. We have,

- 113} J. (25¢)
«

0 0
¢2q a'T
cqg = = J, 26)
f 9 /\2 ¢2wq /\2 B (
A2 P2aq Ao T
G.(z*,q)
where a, B, and ¢ are obtained from (23).
Applying IFT @) on f.(z*,q) = 0 we get:
0z*
=-J ' fou=—-J 'G.J 27
aq c f »q c ( )
=T.J.
In practice, T can be evaluated by solving the linear system
J.T. = -G, (28)

reusing the factorization of J. computed during the Newton
solve. As a result, analytical derivatives (27) incur negligible
overhead relative to collision detection itself, whose runtime
is already on the order of microseconds (Table [I).



Fig. 7. Witness points and distance induced by the iDCOL formulation. The
witness points (black filled circles) p1 and p2 are obtained by scaling back
the intersection point &* of the uniformly scaled bodies to the original bodies.
The Euclidean closest-point distance dr and the corresponding closest points
(unfilled circles) are shown for comparison.

B. Contact Kinematic Quantities

Figure [/| illustrates the contact geometry induced by the
iDCOL formulation. Given the optimal scaling factor o* and
the intersection point * of the uniformly scaled bodies, the
witness points p; and p, are obtained by scaling back x*
to the original bodies. Specifically, expressed in the frame of
body 1, the witness points are given by

1 1 1
p1=—T, pzz(l—*>r+*w* (29)
[0 (6] 6]

Using these points, we define the iDCOL gap function as

follows: )
dp = (1 - ) Il
o

The quantity dp defines a separation (dp > 0) or pen-
etration (dp < 0) measure induced by the iDCOL uniform
scaling construction. While the witness points and the asso-
ciated distance are well-defined and smooth, dp does not, in
general, coincide with the Euclidean closest-point distance dg.
Nevertheless, dp provides a differentiable penetration measure
that can be directly used in penalty-based contact constitutive
models . At contact, * = 1, and by (]E[) we have
dp =dg =0.

Another contact kinematic quantity of interest is the unit
contact normal, defined by @), which is evaluated at the in-
tersection point * of the uniformly scaled bodies. Analytical
derivatives of the witness points (29), the gap function (30),
and the unit normal (3)) can be obtained via the chain rule using
(27). Their explicit formulas are provided in the appendix [B]

(30)

VII. APPLICATIONS

We exploit the differentiability of iDCOL in a kinematic
path planning task and two differentiable contact physics
examples. All simulations are implemented in MATLAB with
efficient compiled collision routines (MEX). Animations of all
examples are provided in the supplementary material.

A. Quadrotor Path Planning

We consider a translation-only kinematic trajectory opti-
mization problem for a quadrotor navigating a cluttered en-
vironment (Fig. [8). The orientation is fixed, reducing the gen-
eralized coordinates to the translational position g = p € R3,

Fig. 8.  The initial collision-free path obtained via RRT (blue) is refined
using gradient-based optimization with iDCOL, yielding a smooth optimized
trajectory (red). Transparent primitives depict the environment geometry, while
the checker planes indicate workspace boundaries.

which is optimized along the path. The quadrotor is modeled
as a single ellipsoidal collision primitive, and the environment
comprises eight static convex obstacles.

A collision-free initial path is obtained using the rapidly-
exploring random tree (RRT) and refined via a nonlin-
ear program solved with fmincon using the interior-point
method. The objective penalizes path length and rewards
smoothness, while collision avoidance is enforced via differ-
entiable inequality constraints derived from iDCOL: o*(p) >
1 4 €. Analytical gradients of the objective and constraints
are supplied, with constraint gradients computed using (27)).
The full optimization requires approximately 10 s on average,
depending on the RRT initialization, with collision queries
accounting for roughly 17% of the total computation time.
Without analytical gradients, the optimization time increases
by nearly two orders of magnitude.

B. Differentiable Contact Physics

We adopt a simple, frictionless, penalty-based contact model
(Hertz law) [37], in which the normal contact force is

fn =kd", &1V

where § = —dp denotes the penetration measure (30), k£ > 0
is the contact stiffness coefficient, and p > 1 controls the force
growth rate.

The contact force is assumed to act at * in the direction
opposite to n(xz*) (@) in the local frame of body 1. The
resulting contact wrench and its equal-and-opposite reaction
applied to body 2 are given by

Fo=- [xn”] far  Fo=—AdSFa. (D)
where, Ad, denotes the co-Adjoint map in SE(3) .

Jacobians of the contact wrench with respect to g (see Ap-
pendix) are incorporated into the equations of motion, yielding
analytical derivatives of the dynamic model, consistent with
prior formulations for rigid-body contact dynamics [12],
and hybrid soft-rigid robots [40]. The approach is evaluated
on rigid multibody and soft manipulator examples using the
SoRoSim MATLAB toolbox [41]], which employs the geo-
metric variable strain (GVS) formulation for hybrid soft-rigid
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Fig. 9. Contact physics examples: (a) Multibody rigid collisions among convex bodies: Cone, Cube, Cuboid, Cylinder, Ellipsoid, Frustum, Polytope, Pyramid,
Sphere, and Tetrahedron. At t = 0, bodies are thrown toward the origin with constant speed (red arrows). In subsequent snapshots, arrows and dashed arrows
depict the action—reaction contact forces for each contact pair. (b) Interaction of a slender soft manipulator with rigid obstacles and the ground.

robots, with soft links modeled as Cosserat rods [42]. Time
integration is performed using MATLAB’s implicit odel15s
solver with supplied analytical Jacobians. Contact resolution
uses a broad-phase filter based on outer-sphere bounds and a
warm-started solver for successive contact queries.

1) Multibody Collision: Ten convex rigid bodies with het-
erogeneous geometries, constructed using the implicit families
described in Sec.[[lI=C] are initialized with random orientations
and distributed on a sphere of radius R = 6 units centered
at the origin. Each body is assigned an initial velocity of
constant magnitude directed toward the origin. Each rigid body
has six DOF, parameterized by exponential coordinates, giving
ndof = 60. All pairwise interactions are considered, resulting
in 45 potential contact pairs. The 5 s dynamic simulation is
computed on average in approximately 1.94 s, with narrow-
phase collision detection accounting for 6.3% of the total
runtime. Representative snapshots of the dynamic simulation
are shown in Fig. O[a). Without analytical derivatives of the
dynamic model, the same simulation requires approximately
6.5 times longer to compute on average and exhibits reduced
numerical robustness.

2) Soft Manipulator Interaction: The second scenario con-
siders a soft-rigid contact simulation involving a slender soft
manipulator modeled using the GVS formulation. All angular
Cosserat rod strains are enabled and parameterized using a
fourth-order polynomial strain basis (ng,f = 15) [40]. The
manipulator is actuated via tendons with tensions linearly
ramped from 0 to 40 N over 5 s. The environment consists
of a ground plane and two fixed rigid obstacles: a cube and
a cylindrical block. For contact handling, the soft body is
approximated by a set of smooth truncated cone primitives,
each rigidly attached to a discrete cross section, as illustrated
in Fig. [9b).

The manipulator is initialized in a straight configuration

with zero velocity. Under gravity, it first establishes contact
with the ground, subsequently grazes the cube, and finally
wraps around the cylindrical obstacle under sustained con-
tact. Representative snapshots of the interaction are shown
in Fig. P[b). The differentiable simulation was completed in
5.64 s, with collision detection accounting for 6.4% of the
total runtime. Without analytical derivatives, ode15s stalled
at intermediate simulation times, leading to runtimes that were
up to two orders of magnitude longer.

VIII. D1SCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

Contact kinematics exhibits a fundamental geometric lim-
itation for differentiable collision models, arising from non-
strictly convex geometry. By adopting strictly convex implicit
shape representations, iDCOL mitigates these degeneracies
by restoring local uniqueness and curvature of the contact
solution. While sharper shapes (larger 5 or n) recover the
behavior of non-strictly convex geometry, moderate smoothing
significantly improves the conditioning of the contact Jacobian
at the cost of exact geometric fidelity.

Overall, the resulting advantages of iDCOL can be summa-
rized as follows:

o Employs tunable strictly convex implicit surface repre-
sentations that regularize edges, corners, and flat regions,
yielding locally unique and differentiable contact kine-
matics and a full-rank KKT Jacobian for moderate values
of 3 or n.

e The formulation yields a fixed-size KKT system with
a deterministic 6 x 6 contact Jacobian J. (or T¢), in
contrast to DCOL’s variable-structure conic programs,
allowing analytical derivatives of contact kinematics to
be computed efficiently.

« It enables the introduction of new convex primitives by
specifying corresponding ¢, V¢, and V2¢, while the



remainder of the algorithm, including differentiation, is
shape independent.

In summary, this work introduced iDCOL, a differentiable
collision framework that addresses a fundamental tension
between geometric exactness and analytical differentiability in
contact-rich robotics. Building on the scaling-based perspec-
tive introduced in DCOL, iDCOL makes an explicit trade-off
between exact geometric fidelity and strict convexity to mit-
igate geometric degeneracies that undermine differentiability.
The resulting framework supports efficient microsecond-scale
collision queries with analytical derivatives of contact kine-
matics, making it well-suited for gradient-based simulation and
optimization. The iDCOL framework is publicly available [35]]
and designed to be imported as a submodule within physics
engines and trajectory optimization frameworks. We expect
iDCOL to facilitate the development of scalable, contact-aware
algorithms that more tightly couple geometry, dynamics, and
optimization in robotics.
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APPENDIX A
DERIVATIVES OF IMPLICIT SHAPES
a) Smooth Maximum: Given scalar functions {¢;(y)},
and a smoothing parameter 5 > 0, define
v Zj exp(ﬁ(ﬁb]‘ - m))
The smooth maximum is
1 M
oly) = m+ Slog( Y exp(B0i —m)). (A
i=1
We have,
M
Vo= wiVéi, (A3)
i=1
M M
V2= wi V¢ + 5(2 w; Vo, Vo] — <V¢)(V¢>T> :
i=1 i=1
(A4)

b) Smooth Polytope: Let al be the rows of A € R™*3,
b; eR,and L > 0.

aT — bl
diy) = I oly) = smaxa i)V (AS)
Since each ¢; is affine, we have
Voéi=a;i/L, V¢ =0. (A6)

Substituting V¢; and V2¢; into the (A3) and (Ad) yields
V¢ and V2¢.

¢) Smooth Truncated Cone: Let (Ry, Ry, a,b) > 0 define

the bottom radius, top radius, and half-heights, with total

height h = a + b. The radius varies linearly along the axial
direction:

Y1 +a

R(yl) =Ry + (Rt — Rb) n

Let 72 = y3 + y3. The lateral surface and planar caps are
described by

(AT)

2

s(Y) = —— — 1, (A8)
Y1
oY) =" -1, (A9)
orly) =5 1. (AL0)
The smooth truncated cone is defined via a smooth maximum
¢(y) = Smax5{¢sa ¢b7 ¢t}, (All)
with smoothing parameter 5 > 0.
The gradients of the cap terms are constant,
Vép=[-1/a 0 0]", Ve, =[1/b 0 0]", (Al2)

with zero Hessians. Let k = @. The gradient of the lateral

term is
2

r
Y, P
R;2(y1)
Vs = 2 , (A13)
R2(y1)
Y3
R?(y1)
and its Hessian has the nonzero entries
a2¢s 9 T2
L , (Al4)
oy} R (yy)
0% 2 0% 2
9y R*(y1) dys  R*(y1)
82¢s Y2 82¢7s Y3
— = 4K , =45 . (A16)
0y10y2 R3(y1)”  Oy10ys R3(y1)
Finally, the gradient and Hessian of ¢ are obtained by
applying (A3) and (Ad).

d) Superellipsoid: Let n € N and (a,b,c) > 0. Define

the normalized coordinates
_ Y1 _ Y2 _ Y3

y1:;7 3/2:?7 ygz?-

(A17)
The implicit function is

S(y) =g"+73" +75",  o(y) =¥(S(y)) — 1, (A18)

where ¢(S) = S/ Its derivatives are

1 1 1 /1 1
/ 5—-—1 " £ 2
L = (5 -1)s7 2 @A
vis) 2n 5 vi(S) 2n <2n 5 ( )
The gradient of S is
%yfnfl
VS= |2y (A20)
2n —2n—1
< Y3
and the Hessian is diagonal,
V%S = diag(hy, ha, hs), (A21)



with
2n(2n — 1)

hy = ———y{""%, (A22)
a
2n(2n —1 _
hy = 2n(2n - 1) e )ygn 2, (A23)
2n(2n — 1 _
hs = 2n(2n —1) = )y§” 2, (A24)

The gradient and Hessian of ¢ follow from the chain rule,

Vo =1'(S)VS
V2¢ = 4/(S) V2S + 4" (S) (VS)(VS)T.

(A25)
(A26)

For n > 1, strict convexity is ensured in practice by a small
regularization

2

72— 7P+ e, e>0, (A27)

which prevents vanishing curvature along coordinate planes.

e) Superelliptic Cylinder: Let n € N and (R,h) > 0
Define

2 2
_ W o Y3ty
Y1 = B = Rz (A28)
The implicit function is
S(y) =gi" +7° dy) =v(S(y) -1,  (A29)
using the same scalar map v as defined above.
The gradient of S is
0S  2n_4, 4
—=—7" A30
3y1 h yl I ( )
85 _on—92 Y2
— =2nF S A31
By 2T R (A31)
a8 —2n—2 Y3
=2pFin2 2 A32
= 2T (A32)
for 72 > 0.
The nonzero entries of the Hessian of S are
9?5 2n(2n—1) o,
— =" A33
8y% h2 Y1 ) ( )
%S F2” Hen -1 +43) (A34)
5y2 y2 Y3 )
8 Fan— 4( (2n —1)y2 + ) (A35)
6y3 y3 Yz )
0928 (2n - 2)
A36
Da0ys 2 L y2ys. (A36)

The gradient and Hessian of ¢ again follow from
(A25)-(A26).
For n > 1, we employ a small regularization

2

L o~ Ui +e, T2

— T2 4, e>0, (A37)

which restores strictly positive curvature in the radial direc-
tions and improves numerical conditioning along the cylinder
axis.

APPENDIX B
DERIVATIVES OF CONTACT KINEMATICS AND WRENCHES

a) Derivatives of Contact Kinematics: The iDCOL gap
function dp depend on g through «* and »r. Differentiat-

ing (30) yields

od oa* 1 9
ZD - ”2”2 < 4 (1 - ) T (B3g)
dq  (a*)* Oq a* ) |lr| oq
where, g—; = RJ,, the translational part of the geometric
Jacobian.

The derivatives of the witness points p; and po defined
in (29) are obtained analogously by applying the product rule
with respect to * and o*.

The unit normal ’fL(iE) in the local frame of body 1, defined
in (B), depends on g only through x*. Its derivative is therefore

on 1 x ox*
og  |IVe g’
where V¢ and V2¢ are evaluated at =*.
b) Derivatives of Contact Wrenches: We use the penalty-

(B39)

based, frictionless normal model with 6 = —dp, where
dp is the iDCOL gap (30). Hence,

of. 106 4 0dp

SR =kpdPt = = —kpotT 2 B40

with 38‘1—; given in (B38). The contact force on body 1 is

fn = —fun, where 1 is defined in (@) and 6;‘ is given by
(B39). Therefore,

Ofn _ .0/

dqg 8q

The contact wrenches acting on the contact pairs, expressed

in their body frames, are given by (32). Their derivatives
follow from the product rule:

— fn an. (B41)

6.7-}1 fn Da z* 63%]
- oy 7 (B42)
99 l afq
a;';c? _ —Ad;*a;;d —ady, (B43)
T T

where, for V = [w' v ] € RS, the coadjoint-bar operator

on se(3) is given by

It w v 6%6
ady, = ( V 05,5 ) eR (B44)
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