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A Machine Learning Approach to Sensor Substitution for
Non-Prehensile Manipulation

Idil Ozdamar∗1,2, Doganay Sirintuna∗1,2, and Arash Ajoudani1

Abstract—Mobile manipulators are increasingly deployed in
complex environments, requiring diverse sensors to perceive and
interact with their surroundings. However, equipping every robot
with every possible sensor is often impractical due to cost and
physical constraints. A critical challenge arises when robots
with differing sensor capabilities need to collaborate or perform
similar tasks. For example, consider a scenario where a mobile
manipulator equipped with high-resolution tactile skin is skilled
at non-prehensile manipulation tasks like pushing. If this robot
needs to be replaced or augmented by a robot lacking such tactile
sensing, the learned manipulation policies become inapplicable.
This paper addresses the problem of sensor substitution in non-
prehensile manipulation. We propose a novel machine learning-
based framework that enables a robot with a limited sensor set
(e.g., LiDAR or RGB-D camera) to effectively perform tasks
previously reliant on a richer sensor suite (e.g., tactile skin).
Our approach learns a mapping between the available sensor
data and the information provided by the substituted sensor,
effectively synthesizing the missing sensory input. Specifically,
we demonstrate the efficacy of our framework by training a
model to substitute tactile skin data for the task of non-prehensile
pushing using a mobile manipulator. We show that a manipulator
equipped only with LiDAR or RGB-D can, after training, achieve
comparable and sometimes even better pushing performance to
a mobile base utilizing direct tactile feedback.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mobile manipulators are increasingly deployed in complex
environments, requiring diverse sensor suites for effective
perception and interaction. However, practical constraints like
cost, space, and power consumption often limit the sensors a
robot can carry. This sensor heterogeneity creates a significant
challenge, especially when robots need to collaborate or per-
form similar tasks. Specifically, if a robot relies on a particular
sensory modality for a task, and that modality is unavailable
on a collaborating or replacement robot, the task may become
impossible.

Cross-modal sensory transformation offers a promising so-
lution to this problem by enabling the use of alternative
sensory information when the primary modality is absent.
This process involves acquiring data from available sensors,
extracting relevant features, and transforming them into a
format compatible with the target perception system. A foun-
dational example of this concept is the work presented in
[1], which pioneered the use of tactile stimuli to infer visual
information for visually impaired individuals. This work laid
the groundwork for sensor substitution research, including
its application to robotic systems. By enabling robots to
exploit alternative sensory inputs while potentially maintaining
the same control strategies, cross-modal transformation can
significantly enhance their versatility and adaptability.
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Fig. 1: This study introduces a novel sensor substitution approach that enables
non-prehensile manipulation of objects with varying physical characteristics,
even when the original sensory information (e.g., contact sensor) used by the
mobile manipulators (MM) is unavailable.

In robotic manipulation, the environment is primarily per-
ceived through sensory modalities based on point clouds,
vision, or touch, which complement each other [2]. Vision
and point cloud-based perceptions provide rich spatial and
structural information, while touch offers detailed feedback
about contact dynamics. This complementarity has made their
fusion a popular research topic, as it allows for transforming
raw data into forms that can be meaningfully combined [3]–
[6]. However, this approach is not suitable for replacing one
sensory modality with another, leaving the challenge of cross-
modal transformation — where one modality compensates for
the absence of the other — largely unexplored.

Li et al. [7] highlighted this gap in their study as well,
noting that the cross-modal transformation between vision
and touch remained unaddressed due to the lack of sufficient
datasets. To overcome this limitation, they automated data
collection and showed that conditional adversarial networks
can predict 2D vision from touch and vice versa. Instead of
using 2D visual input, Falco et al. [8] introduced a transfer
learning approach that uses point cloud-based object represen-
tations, incorporating feature extraction and domain adaptation
to enable vision-to-tactile object recognition through shape.
Building on this, Murali et al. [9] advanced visuotactile cross-
modal object recognition through deep active transfer learning,
training the network on dense point clouds and enabling
recognition with sparse tactile point clouds. Collectively, these
works demonstrated the feasibility of cross-modal mapping
using machine learning techniques, although it has not yet
been directly extended to practical robotic applications.

Aligned with the goal of advancing manipulation capabili-
ties on the robots, non-prehensile manipulation stands out as a
fundamental motion primitive [10]. It becomes particularly vi-
tal, especially for tasks like clearing paths [11] or transporting
unwieldy and ungraspable objects [12]. While non-prehensile
manipulation, such as pushing with body parts like legs, arms,
etc., is intuitive for humans, designing controllers for robots is
considerably challenging due to the diverse and non-uniform
properties of objects [13].

To address this challenge, researchers have developed var-
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ious strategies, often relying on frictional simplifications and
a priori knowledge about the object, which are difficult to
exploit in real-world pushing scenarios. For instance, Lynch
and Mason [14] presented an open-loop planner for stable
pushing by enforcing sticking line contact, assuming a known
friction value and uniform friction properties over the sup-
port plane. This idea was extended in [15] for single-point
contact scenarios under similar assumptions. Since the stick-
ing constraint enforces a fixed relative position between the
robot and the object, stable pushing eliminates repositioning
actions, which are hard to execute with nonholonomic robots.
Similarly, Bertoncelli et al. [16] incorporated these stability
constraints into an MPC framework, and later, [12] simplified
this controller for computational efficiency.

Contrary to the studies mentioned above that presume
object-specific properties, another line of research is dedicated
to pushing the objects using reactive motions based on sen-
sory feedback. Lau et al. [17] learned object behavior from
the marker-based vision system and then utilized it to push
the irregular-shaped objects to the desired direction. Another
approach [18] relied on marker-based tracking to propose an
adaptive controller that combines orbiting around the object
and pushing motion for a mobile robot with a circular base.
This concept was improved and validated in [19], where
the inverse model of the unknown object interaction is used
in real-time for improved manipulation. On the other hand,
Lloyd and Lepora [20] demonstrated that an optical tactile
sensor attached to the end-effector, providing local object
information, can also be employed to push objects toward
targets, offering an alternative to vision-based measurements.

Building on this line of research, our prior work [21] intro-
duced a non-prehensile manipulation strategy that generates
reactive pushing maneuvers based on the contact location
information obtained from a novel tactile sensor that covers
the sides of the mobile base. This approach outperforms the
strategy presented in [19], the closest state-of-the-art mobile
pushing technique comparable to ours, as both methods do
not depend on predefined assumptions about object-specific
characteristics or pre-modeled object behaviors. Although the
strategies presented so far enable push manipulation by lever-
aging vision and tactile sensory feedback, their effectiveness
remained limited by the hardware upon which the controller
strategy was based. At this point, employing a sensor sub-
stitution approach without compromising controller perfor-
mance would not only improve adaptability to diverse robotic
platforms but also significantly broaden potential deployment
scenarios with varying sensor availability.

In this study, we introduce a novel sensor substitution
approach using machine learning techniques to enable non-
prehensile manipulation in the absence of the original sensory
information on which the pushing strategy was built. We have
demonstrated that our Reactive Pushing Strategy (RPS) [21],
which relied on the tactile feedback, can be successful enough
to push objects with varying shapes, frictional properties, and
inertial characteristics using different sensor modalities. The
key contributions of this study can be outlined as follows:
• A systematic cross-modal transformation approach is pro-

posed by leveraging Long Short-Term Memory networks to

deduce contact information. Central to this approach is an
innovative descriptor that maintains informational richness
while enabling real-time operation.

• A data collection and training pipeline for the Contact
Perception Module (CPM) is introduced in a simulation
environment by using the data obtained from both the 3D
LiDAR sensor attached at the end-effector and the tactile
sensor covering the base while the robot is pushing different
objects with varying shapes, frictions, and inertial properties
to target points based on the contact location.

• A systematic experimental evaluation of the CPM in a sim-
ulation environment is presented, where the RPS attempts to
push objects solely using the 3D LiDAR sensor to reach tar-
get points, both those included in the training and previously
unseen ones. Furthermore, the scalability of the proposed
approach was also validated by using an RGB-D camera
without the need for retraining, thereby demonstrating the
system’s ability to handle hardware variability.

• A comprehensive real-world experimentation was con-
ducted, demonstrating that our approach provides a practical
solution for enabling the use of an alternative sensor when
the original is missing. In [21], the inherent requirement
of the capacitive-based tactile sensor to surpass a certain
pressure threshold limited its reliability in capturing contact
interactions with lightweight or deformable objects, leaving
the challenge of manipulating such objects unresolved. In
contrast, the proposed sensor substitution approach success-
fully pushed a broader range of objects, spanning from
rigid to deformable, light to heavy, and convex to concave,
indicating a significant improvement in adaptability without
requiring sim-to-real tuning (see Fig. 1).

II. PROPOSED FRAMEWORK

A. Robotic Platforms and Perception Modalities

In this study, we utilized two different perception modalities
for substitution in mobile manipulators. The original study
[21] utilized a capacitive touch sensor covering the mobile
base, which has now been replaced by a 3D LiDAR (Ouster
OS0-32 with a ± 45° field of view) mounted on the end-
effector, ensuring coverage of the area where the base performs
non-prehensile manipulation. To demonstrate scalability across
sensing modalities, we also exploit an RGB-D camera (Intel
RealSense D435i) mounted on the end-effector (see Sec. IV).
The mobile manipulators used for the experiments have the
same omnidirectional active base (Robotnik SUMMIT-XL
STEEL) with a 250 kg payload capacity that eliminates non-
holonomic constraints, enabling unrestricted movement across
an expansive workspace while being well-suited for pushing
large, bulky objects. Since the robotic arms remain static at a
predefined position for sensor placement and are not actively
involved in pushing, their specifications are not provided.
B. Reactive Pushing Strategy (RPS)

In our previous work [21], we introduced a novel pushing
strategy (RPS) for mobile robots to drive objects toward a
target location by utilizing the contact location alone, without
relying on additional information sources. This strategy aims
to maintain the object close to the center of the robot by
dynamically adjusting the motion while progressing toward
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Fig. 2: High-level scheme of the proposed framework.

the target. According to this, the desired linear velocities in X
and Y directions, denoted as vRx and vRy ∈ R, are generated
using the parameter, v∗ ∈ R≥0, which is determined by the
remaining distance to target, and the adaptive rate, ar ∈ R,
which is derived from the contact location. Firstly, the v∗ is
formulated as follows:

v∗ = Kv||d||, d = pW
T − (pW

R +RW
R pR

C) (1)

where d ∈ R2 is the displacement vector, Kv ∈ R>0 is the
velocity gain, pW

T and pW
R ∈ R2 represent the target and robot

positions w.r.t the world frame, RW
R ∈ R2×2 is the rotation

matrix between the world (ΣW ) and the robot base frame
(ΣR). Secondly, the adaptive rate, ar, is calculated based on
the current contact location during the pushing process using
a logistic function as follows:

ar =

{
(ζ + (η−ζ)

1+e(β−|l|)k )sgn(l), if ||d|| > dth

0, else
, (2)

where η, ζ, β, and k ∈ R≥0 define the function’s maximum
and minimum asymptotes, the inflection point, and the curve
steepness, respectively, l is the lateral distance between the
contact location and the robot center, and dth ∈ R>0 is the
distance threshold that cancels the undesirable lateral motion
when the target is in close vicinity. Finally, the desired linear
velocities are computed based on ar and v∗ as:

vRx = v∗/
√

1 + a2r, vRy = arv
∗/
√
1 + a2r. (3)

This formulation enables the robot to produce higher vRx when
the contact point is near the robot’s center while generating
lower vRy . Conversely, if the contact approaches the edges of
the base, the increase of ar leads to a higher vRy , promoting a
sliding behavior for the object toward the center of the robot.
The desired angular velocity, ω, that rotates the robot toward
the goal, is given as:

ω = vRx tan(Kh(θ
∗ ⊖ θ))/L, θ∗ = atan2(dy, dx), (4)

where L ∈ R>0 is a parameter influencing the sharpness of
the curvature in the motion, Kh ∈ R>0 is the heading gain,
with the heading aligning the robot’s X-axis. θ and θ∗ ∈ S
represent the robot orientation in ΣW and the heading angle
of d, respectively. The ⊖ calculates the difference between θ
and θ∗, constrained to the range [−π, π).

Despite the dynamic adjustments of lateral movements, if
the contact point moves significantly toward the edges, risking

a potential loss of contact, the robot activates a Realignment
State. In this state, ar is used on its maximum to prioritize
the vRy over vRx , and ω is reduced to minimize the risk of
sliding toward the edges due to the rotational motion. A more
detailed explanation of this state, along with the pseudocode
that demonstrates the flow of the RPS, can be found in [21].

C. Preprocessing LiDAR Sensor Data

Efficient preprocessing of 3D LiDAR data is crucial, as
raw point clouds are difficult to handle due to their large
volume and irregular, sparse structures. In the literature, two
commonly used preprocessing approaches are point-based and
voxel-based methods. Point-based methods operate each point
individually, extracting features such as distance, intensity, and
position from the point cloud. However, their high computa-
tional cost hinders their use in real-time applications.

In contrast, voxel-based methods partition the 3D space into
a fixed grid of cubes (voxels), aggregating the data within each
voxel to form a more compact representation. Many LiDAR-
based perception models adopt this voxelization approach,
with some even converting 3D point clouds into 2D Bird’s-
Eye View (BEV) projections to further enhance processing
speed and facilitate faster real-time performance [22], [23].
In our approach, both methods described above are adopted,
similar to [24], [25], to facilitate the extraction of a compact
descriptor with rich feature representations that are well-suited
for learning algorithms.

To obtain such a descriptor, the point cloud data in the
sensor frame (OL ⊂ R3) is transformed into the robot’s
base frame, aligning it with the robot’s coordinate system
as OR = HR

LO
L, where HR

L is the homogeneous transfor-
mation of ΣL with respect to ΣR. Then, OR is filtered to
ensure the following steps are limited to only the region of
interest, corresponding to the robot’s designated pushing area.
The filtered region in front of the robot base is defined as:

OR,filt = {qR
i ∈ OR | ϵmin

x < qRi,x < ϵmax
x ∧

ϵmin
y < qRi,y < ϵmax

y ∧ ϵmin
z < qRi,z < ϵmax

z }, (5)

where qR
i ∈ R3 are the data points, and ϵmin

∗ , ϵmax
∗ ∈ R,

with ∗ ∈ {x, y, z}, correspond to the scalar boundaries of
the filtered region expressed in ΣR. Note that, we set ϵmin

y

and ϵmax
y as the leftmost and rightmost y-coordinates of the

robot base, representing the full pushing region along the Y-
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axis. After the filtering process, the OR,filt is projected onto
a plane (ŌR,filt ⊂ R3) using the BEV method by replacing
the z-coordinates with a scalar:

ŌR,filt
= {q̄R

i = [qRi,x, q
R
i,y, hb] | qR

i ∈ OR,filt}, (6)

where hb ∈ R is the height of the robot base.
Following this, the points in ŌR,filt are grouped to their

corresponding voxel grid cell, represented by a matrix V of
dimensions M × S, where each entry Vm,s may contain data
points by the following condition:

Vm,s = {q̄R
i | am ≤ q̄Ri,x < am+1 ∧ bs ≤ q̄Ri,y < bs+1},

am = ϵmin
x +mgx, for m = 0, 1, . . . ,M − 1,

bs = ϵmin
y + sgy, for s = 0, 1, . . . , S − 1,

(7)

where gx and gy ∈ R>0 are the dimensions of the voxel grid
cells, while M = (ϵmax

x − ϵmin
x )/gx and S = (ϵmax

y − ϵmin
y )/gy

are the total number of rows and columns, respectively. The
cell dimensions were carefully tuned based on the following
factors: (a) gx is selected as slightly bigger than the LiDAR
beam spacing at the hb plane with a small offset δ ≪ 1,
ensuring high grid resolution along the X-axis of the robot,
and (b) gy is chosen such that the number of cells along the Y-
axis (S) matches the number of capacitive-taxels on the robot’s
front, as described in our previous work [21].

To effectively capture spatial relationships between the
object and the robot while reducing the data size for real-time
operations, we propose a novel descriptor, proximity vector
field ({

−→
P s}S−1

s=0 ), that builds upon the voxelized point cloud.
The starting points of the

−→
P s ∈ R3 (see Fig. 2) are the centers

of the first cells in each column of V , and it is given by:

P start
s = [ϵmin

x + gx/2, ϵmin
y + gy(1 + 2s)/2, hb]. (8)

The endpoints of the proximity vectors are then calculated at
each control cycle with:

P end
s =

{
[xmin

s , P start
s,y , P start

s,z ], if ∃m s.t. Vm,s ̸= ∅
[ϵmax
x , P start

s,y , P start
s,z ], otherwise

, (9)

where xmin
s ∈ R is computed by using the closest occupied

voxel grid cell to the front side of the robot base, correspond-
ing to mmin = argmin {m | Vm,s ̸= ∅} for a given s:

xmin
s =

1

N

∑N

i=1
q̄Ri,x, where q̄R

i ∈ Vmmin,s (10)

with N representing the number of points in Vmmin,s and q̄Ri,x
refers to the x-coordinate of the q̄R

i in ΣR. This formulation
allows us to assign the x-component of P end

s as the average
x-coordinate of the points in the closest cell to the robot for
a given s. If all the cells in the column s are empty, the x-
component of P end

s is set to the voxel grid boundary ϵmax
x .

Finally, ({
−→
P s}S−1

s=0 ), as visualized in Fig. 2, can be defined as:
−→
P s = P end

s − P start
s , for s = 0, 1, . . . , S − 1. (11)

The norm of each vector in the proximity field,
{||

−→
P s||}S−1

s=0 , is then used as the input set for the CPM, acting
as a bridge between the point cloud data and the interpretation
of contact between the robot and the pushed object. The de-
scribed data preprocessing reduces noise and outliers, yielding
a downsampled, smoother, and more consistent representation
that enhances its suitability for learning networks.

D. Contact Perception Module (CPM)
In this work, a Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network,

as introduced in [26], is employed to predict the contact state,
utilizing its capacity to capture temporal dependencies across
consecutive proximity vectors and effectively track changes
due to object motion. Moreover, LSTM’s gating mechanism
helps mitigate the vanishing gradient problem, especially when
learning from noisy or sequential data [27], making it partic-
ularly well-suited for accurate and stable contact estimation.

This module is composed of two sub-networks: the Contact
Location Estimator, which predicts the point of contact be-
tween the object and the pushing surface, and the Contact Type
Estimator, which classifies the contact as either no contact,
point contact, or line contact. The outputs from these sub-
networks are then utilized by the RPS to steer the object toward
the goal locations.

1) Contact Location Estimator (CLE): The CLE is a
regression-based LSTM network designed to predict the
contact location, using the norm of the proximity vectors
({||

−→
P s||}S−1

s=0 ) as input features that represent the interaction
of the robot with an object. It consists of two hidden layers,
each containing 32 units, and processes an input sequence
of 20 time steps, equivalent to 2 seconds, given that the
LiDAR operates at 10 Hz. This sequence length provides the
model with sufficient temporal context to capture dependencies
in the data effectively. The fully connected last layer of
this LSTM network reduces the output dimension to one,
providing the estimated contact location (l̂ ∈ R, as shown
in Fig. 2) at each control cycle. Both input and output are
normalized using their minimum and maximum values to
reduce magnitude differences, enabling faster convergence and
improved accuracy.

2) Contact Type Estimator (CTE): The CTE is a classifi-
cation LSTM network that takes the same normalized input
as the CLE ({||

−→
P s||}S−1

s=0 with a sequence length of 20),
though estimates the contact type (Ĉt). It consists of two fully
connected hidden layers, each containing 32 hidden units. The
final layer generates scalar logits for three possible contact
types Ĉt ∈ {no contact, point contact, line contact}.

III. TRAINING AND EVALUATION

To facilitate the substitution of a specific sensor (e.g., the
capacitive touch sensor) with an alternative (e.g., 3D LiDAR
sensor) using the proposed approach, we leveraged a simulated
environment to generate the data necessary for the training
of CLE and CTE sub-networks. Notably, both sensors being
replaced do not need to be physically present, as simulation
data alone are sufficient for comprehensive training. This
aligns with our motivation of proposing a methodology that
allows the given controller to operate alternative sensory data
when the original sensor is unavailable or impractical to use.

A. Simulation Environment and System Parameters

The simulation environment was created using Gazebo sim-
ulator version 11.11 with the Open Dynamics Engine (ODE).
A virtual model of the mobile manipulator was utilized, with
the 3D LiDAR mounted on the robot arm’s flange. The contact
sensor provided by Gazebo [28] was used to cover the sides
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Fig. 3: Results of the simulation experiments where RPS is pushing objects using (a) a contact sensor, (b) LiDAR toward the same target set (LiDAR TT),
and (c) LiDAR toward a new target set (LiDAR NT). The plots show the average minimum distance between the contact point—obtained from the contact
sensor in (a) and estimated from LiDAR in (b, c)—and the goal location for both friction sets across all target positions and objects. The pushed objects are:
(a) a 20 kg box (40× 40× 80 cm), (b) a 5 kg box (45× 45× 60 cm) combined with a 10 kg cylinder (radius 10 cm, height 30 cm) placed at the rear left
corner to simulate asymmetric mass distribution, and (c) a 25 kg cylinder (radius 25 cm, height 70 cm).

of the mobile base, simulating the capacitive touch skin from
our prior work [21]. The raw contact sensor outputs were
processed to obtain the contact location relative to the robot
frame in the X-Y plane (pR

C ∈ R2) and the contact type (Ct).
If the contact positions are confined to an area narrower than
5 cm, the Ct is classified as a point, and pR

C is determined as
the average position. On the other hand, if the contact region
either spans beyond 5 cm or multiple regions are separated
by more than this distance, the Ct is categorized as a line.
This form of interaction can be considered as if only the
extreme points are in contact [29], and the pR

C is computed
by averaging the positions of the boundaries. Consequently,
the lateral distance between the contact location and the robot
center (l = pRC,y) serves as the target value for the CLE
network, while the contact type (Ct) is employed as the target
for the CTE network.

In the experiments, we employed the same set of parameters
as in [21] for the RPS. The span of the region of interest
is defined by the following boundaries ϵmin

x = 0.3, ϵmax
x =

0.62, ϵmin
y = −0.3, ϵmax

y = 0.3, ϵmin
z = −0.4 ϵmax

z = 0.5 in
meters. The voxel cell dimensions segmenting this region into
a structured grid were set to gx = 0.02 m and gy = 0.05 m.

B. Data Collection and Training

In order to collect a sufficient and diverse dataset for
training, objects with varying masses and shapes (see Fig. 3
for their properties) were pushed using contact sensor data
as input to the RPS, while data from a 3D LiDAR were
simultaneously recorded. These experiments were conducted
in two distinct virtual environments, each with different sets
of friction coefficients: Sµ1 (0.3 between object and ground,
0.35 between object and robot), Sµ2 (0.2 between object
and ground, 0.5 between object and robot). For each object-
friction pairing, the robot was tasked to push the contact
point to 24 target locations on the X-Y plane, spaced 1
meter apart, ranging from -2 to 2 on both axes (excluding
the (0,0) start point; see Fig. 3). In these trials, the aim is
to push the object 0.05 meters (dsucc) close to the target
within 300 seconds, without losing contact for more than 150
seconds. Since the contact is preserved in the majority of the
trials, we also included 12 trials where the robot is initially

moved away from the object instead of pushing it to obtain
data on scenarios without contact. Altogether, the training set
consisted of 156 trials (2 friction coefficients × 24 targets ×
3 objects + 12 trials without contact). It is important to note
that when pushing toward targets behind the robot, the objects’
movement becomes more responsive because of the significant
rotation, altering their relative orientation compared to the
beginning, especially for the objects with corners. However,
this behavior offers valuable data for training the networks to
handle such dynamic and less predictable movements.

In the validation dataset, six target points were selected,
which are located at coordinates (±3, ±3) and (0, ±3) meters
relative to the robot starting position. These targets were
not included in the training phase, allowing us to assess the
network’s ability to generalize to unseen goal locations and
stop training to prevent overfitting. In total, the validation
dataset contained 36 trials (2 friction coefficients × 6 targets
× 3 objects). Both the CLE and CTE models were trained
on the training dataset with the Adam optimizer [30], using
a learning rate of 0.001 for 200 epochs. The models with the
lowest validation loss, specifically a root-mean-squared error
(RMSE) of 0.0136 cm for CLE and a cross-entropy loss of
0.04 for CTE, were selected for the following experiments.

C. Simulation Results

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the sensor substi-
tution approach during non-prehensile pushing, the previously
described simulation environment was utilized. In this setup,
the same objects were pushed using the RPS, which relied on
the l̂ and Ĉt derived from the trained CLE and CTE networks
with 3D LiDAR data. These experiments were conducted in
two stages: first, the proposed approach was tested on the same
target locations as the ones in the training dataset (LiDAR TT),
and subsequently, new target locations were used (LiDAR NT).

Fig. 3a reports the minimum distance achieved between the
contact point (where the object touches the robot) and the
target location in scenarios where the RPS uses the contact
sensor data. On the other hand, Fig. 3b and 3c demonstrate the
same metric based on the l̂, when the RPS operates using CPM
estimations. In this figure, the minimum distance is shown
as the average value calculated across both friction sets at
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Fig. 4: (a) The means and standard errors of the absolute values of l and
l̂, denoted by |l̄|, when RPS is pushing the objects with the contact sensor,
LiDAR toward the same target set (LiDAR TT), and the new target set (LiDAR
NT), and (b) normalized the angle swept when RPS relied on contact sensor
and the LiDAR for the same target set. The outcomes of the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test are represented with: ***: p < 0.001.

each target position and object. In these scenarios, the trial is
terminated and considered successful if the minimum distance
reaches the dsucc threshold. The values for each target position
represent the count of successful trials out of a total of 6 trials
(consisting of 3 objects and 2 friction sets). In addition to
this, the success rates of these experiments for the different
object-friction sets are reported in Table I.

The results reveal that the contact sensor can be effectively
replaced by the 3D LiDAR using the proposed methodology in
the simulation. In fact, the RPS strategy utilizing the estimated
contact information from the LiDAR shows higher success
rates for both the same targets as in the training set (%95.83)
and unseen targets (%95.83), compared to the one that relies
on contact sensor information (%88.19). This unforeseen in-
crease in the pushing performance when the sensor is replaced
can be explained by the small errors between the l̂ and the l.
Although the RMSE error is 0.0415 cm for LiDAR TT and
0.042 cm for LiDAR NT, along with 89.39% and 90.15%
accuracies in Ĉt, respectively, these minor discrepancies in the
contact state still influenced the robot’s motion.

In order to investigate these results further, we began by
analyzing the mean of the absolute values of the l̂ and l during
the experiments, denoted by |̄l|. Besides, we defined a metric
to represent the normalized angle swept, ∆Θnorm, during the
trials to understand the extent of rotation executed by the robot
while pushing. This metric is calculated as follows:

∆Θnorm =

∑n−1
i=0 |θ[ti+1]− θ[ti]|
tmin − tstart

, (12)

where θ is the robot orientation in ΣW , tmin is the time the
robot reaches the closest point to the target, and tstart is the
starting time, and n represents the total number of time steps
considered in the summation.

The results of these metrics are reported in Fig. 4, with the
means and standard errors presented as bar plots, accompanied
by the outcomes of the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. The results
are obtained by averaging these measured quantities for all

TABLE I: Trial Success Rate

Box Cylinder Nonuniform Box

µ1 µ2 µ1 µ2 µ1 µ2

Contact Sensor 23/24 24/24 19/24 19/24 19/24 23/24

LiDAR (TT) 24/24 24/24 22/24 22/24 22/24 24/24

LiDAR (NT) 12/12 12/12 11/12 11/12 11/12 12/12

trials. Particularly, Fig. 4a depicts the |̄l| results for the same
set of experiments, where the dashed bar plots show the
results for l̂ derived from the CLE network, and the solid
bars correspond to the data obtained from the contact sensor
(l). In this plot, the |̄l| was not computed for l̂ during the
contact sensor experiment, as the RPS relies solely on the
contact sensor data in these scenarios. On the other hand, for
the remaining set of experiments, we kept the contact sensor to
compare the l̂ with the l. These results show that the estimated
contact locations are statistically significantly closer to the
center of the robot than the ones obtained from the contact
sensor. The effect of this difference on the robot motion can
be seen in Fig. 4b, which depicts the average ∆Θnorm in the
trials. When the RPS relied on contact sensor data, the robot
exhibited greater rotation while pushing the object toward the
target. Conversely, employing the CPM reduced the amount
of rotation, as the estimated contact locations were closer to
the center of the robot compared to the contact sensor data.
This reduction in rotational movement can be considered a
key factor explaining the observed differences in success rates.
Specifically, it mitigates the ”flat bumper problem” [18], also
noted in our previous work [21], where excessive rotation
causes the pushed object to slide in an undesired direction
when a robot with a flat pushing surface employed.

IV. FRAMEWORK SCALABILITY

Our previous findings demonstrated that replacing a contact
sensor with a 3D LiDAR for non-prehensile pushing is not
only feasible but highly effective, thanks to the proposed
learning-driven approach. Yet, the applicability of this sensor
substitution is not confined to the specific experimental setup
described so far. The inherent flexibility of the proposed
systematic cross-modal transformation approach allows for
seamless integration of different sensing modalities, enhancing
its adaptability to various robotic platforms and environments.
In this section, we further validate the proposed approach by
employing an RGB-D camera to capture the contact state,
notably achieving successful results without the need for
retraining the underlying learning models.
A. Processing RGB-D Camera Data

Since the RPS strategy generates reactive movements inde-
pendent of object-specific properties, it is essential to ensure
that the method remains robust when handling various objects
using an RGB-D camera, just as it did in the case of the 3D
LiDAR sensor. This adaptability is crucial for achieving ver-
satile pushing behaviors where objects can vary significantly
in shape, size, and texture. To this end, we employed the
SAM2 [31] model for object tracking during pushing. With
its success in zero-shot segmentation and its scalability across
diverse object sizes and shapes, it proves to be an efficient
tool for mobile pushing tasks. Moreover, its built-in memory
mechanism enables continuous tracking of the selected object
throughout video streaming. Since the object was positioned
in front of the robot at the start of the experiment, we specified
the object to be tracked by selecting the pixel value from
that area at the beginning. Once selected, the object remains
segmented until the end of the experiment, even as it slides
toward the robot’s edges.
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Fig. 5: Results of the experiments when RPS is pushing the objects using an
RGB-D camera in the simulation environment. The plot shows the average
minimum distance between the estimated contact point (from RGB-D) and
the goal location, across both friction sets for all target positions and objects.

To convert the segmented image frames into the input set of
the CPM ({||

−→
P s||}S−1

s=0 ) on the fly, we first applied masking
to the images to isolate only the segmented region. The Canny
Edge Detection algorithm [32] is then employed to accurately
identify the edges of the object, with (ui,vi ∈ Z) representing
the pixel coordinates of each edge pixel. These pixels are
subsequently transformed into the points in the camera frame
rCi ∈ R3 using the intrinsic camera calibration parameters
(fx, fy, cx, cy ∈ R) and the corresponding depth information
of the pixels (zi ∈ R>0) as follows:

rCi,x = zi(ui−cx)/fz, r
C
i,y = zi(vi−cy)/fy, r

C
i,z = zi. (13)

Following this, the set of edge points in the camera frame
(ΣC), denoted as EC ⊂ R3, is transformed into the ΣR

as ER = HR
CE

C , using the homogeneous transformation
matrix HR

C that defines ΣC relative to ΣR. After the same
filtering and projection procedure explained in Eqs. 6 and 7
are performed, we obtain the filtered set of points, denoted by
ĒR,filt ⊂ R3. To maintain the consistent size of {

−→
P s}S−1

s=0 ,
these points are grouped in different bins (Gs) using the same
voxel dimension gy based on their rRi,y values as follows:

Gs = {rRi ∈ ĒR,filt | bs ≤ rRi,y < bs+1},
bs = ϵmin

y + sgy, for s = 0, 1, . . . , S − 1.
(14)

Finally, the endpoints of the proximity vectors (P end
s ) are

found at each control cycle as the following rule:

P end
s,x =

{
min

(
rRi,x | rRi ∈ Gs

)
, if Gs ̸= ∅

ϵmax
x , otherwise

, (15)

while the y and z components are given by:

P end
s,y = P start

s,y , P end
s,z = P start

s,z , (16)

with the same P start
s coordinates as given in Eq. 8.

B. Simulation Results

To validate the adaptability of the sensor replacement
approach for non-prehensile manipulation, experiments were
performed using an RGB-D without retraining the CPM, as
discussed previously. In these experiments, the same objects
within the described simulation environment were pushed to
the target points as in LiDAR NT scenarios (see Fig. 3c).

Fig. 5 reports the minimum achieved distance between the
l̂, which is determined from the RGB-D data, and the target
locations. The calculation of this metric, along with the success

rates, follows the same approach as the LiDAR experiments
under identical termination conditions of the trials. The results
demonstrate the versatility of the proposed sensor substitution
approach, which successfully pushed the objects 86.11% of the
targets, including challenging ones initially located behind the
robot, without retraining. In these trials, the proposed approach
achieved an RMSE of 0.0879 cm in l̂ and predicted whether
contact was present or not with 92.79% accuracy. Although
the accuracy in classifying the contact type was 51.95%, due
to the misprediction between point or line contact, the robot’s
ability to push the object toward targets was not affected as
RPS does not depend on this distinction.

V. REAL-WORLD EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We assessed the performance of our learning-based strategy
through real-world experiments using objects intentionally
selected to span a wide range of physical characteristics,
such as mass, deformability, friction, and shape: a) a rigid,
heavy box (25 kg) with dimensions 32 × 26 × 47 cm; b) a
rigid, lightweight L-shaped box (3 kg) with longer and shorter
sections measuring 80 × 15 cm and 40 × 27 cm, respectively,
and a height of 45 cm; c) a deformable foam-filled cylinder
with a radius of approximately ≈ 50 cm, a height of ≈
65 cm, and a total weight of 0.8 kg. In the experiments,
both sensory perception modalities were tested, with one
mobile manipulator equipped with a 3D LiDAR and the other
employing an RGB-D camera to evaluate our approach in a
sim-to-real setup. The video of the real-world experiments
is available at https://youtu.be/Cl6nTBtCaGU, showcasing an
additional scenario where a box containing a 0.9 kg ball
dynamically changes its mass distribution as it rolls inside,
while the box is externally disturbed as well during the task.

Fig. 6 illustrates the paths of the mobile bases, goal posi-
tions, and estimated contact points at the end of the task for all
sensory perception modalities and the objects. The box and the
cylinder were pushed using the mobile manipulator equipped
with LiDAR, to the target points defined by the coordinates
(±2, ±2) and (0, ±2), while the L-shaped object was pushed to
closer ones (±1.5, ±1.5) and (0, ±1.5) to evaluate whether the
first target set represented the closest feasible limit for pushing
in the robot’s vicinity. It was observed that the performance
remained consistent across both target sets, achieving an over-
all success rate of 91.67%. Furthermore, the success rate of
the scenarios remained the same when the RGB-D camera was
used instead of LiDAR, confirming the system’s scalability to
integrate new sensors without retraining. Moreover, analysis
of the unsuccessful trials showed the mean contact-to-target
distance was 0.31±0.12 m, missing success by a small margin
of about 25 cm.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a sensor substitution frame-
work for adaptive non-prehensile mobile manipulation. Our
approach enables cross-modal transformation between missing
and substitute modalities, using a compact descriptor and
LSTM networks trained solely on simulation data. The Con-
tact Perception Module successfully mimicked contact sensor
outputs using LiDAR, achieving over 95% pushing success

https://youtu.be/Cl6nTBtCaGU
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Fig. 6: The paths followed by the mobile base, organized by sensory perception modalities (purple and yellow colors) and object types in real-world experiments.
The filled circle indicates the object’s contact point with the base, while the empty circle denotes the target location.

rates. Even when replacing LiDAR with an RGB-D camera,
performance dropped by only 10%, demonstrating adaptabil-
ity without retraining. Real-world tests across diverse robot-
sensor-object setups confirmed over 90% success rates, even
for challenging targets. The system consistently performed
well across hardware variations, requiring no additional tuning.
Compared to previous work, substituting the contact sensor
expanded the range of manipulable objects, improving versa-
tility. This work demonstrated sensor substitution in reactive
mobile manipulation, reducing hardware dependency while
maintaining robust performance, paving the way for more
flexible and cost-effective robotic systems.
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