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Abstract— Analysis of biomechanics is frequently used in both
clinical and sporting practice in order to assess human motion
and their performance of defined tasks. Whilst camera-based
motion capture systems have long been regarded as the ‘Gold-
standard’ for quantitative movement-based analysis, their
application is not without limitations as regards potential
sources of variability in measurements, high cost, and
practicality of use for larger patient/subject groups. Another
more practical approach, which presents itself as a viable
solution to biomechanical motion capture and monitoring in
sporting and patient groups, is through the use of small-size low-
cost wearable Micro-ElectroMechanical Systems (MEMs)-
based inertial sensors. The clinical aim of the present work is to
evaluate rehabilitation progress following knee injuries,
identifying a number of metrics measured via a wireless inertial
sensing system. Several metrics in the time-domain have been
considered to be reliable for measuring and quantifying patient
progress across multiple exercises in different activities. This
system was developed at the Tyndall National Institute and is
able to provide a complete and accurate biomechanics
assessment without the constraints of a motion capture
laboratory. The results show that inertial sensors can be used
for a quantitative assessment of knee joint mobility, providing
valuable information to clinical experts as regards the trend of
patient progress over the course of rehabilitation.
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Processing; Data Analytics; Lower-Limb Rehabilitation; Motor
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l. INTRODUCTION

This paper is an extended presentation of [1], a study on
the qualitative assessment of progress during rehabilitation via
wearable inertial sensors, first published at Global Health
2016.

Biomechanics is the science related to the study of the
internal and external forces acting on the human body and the
effects produced by them [2]. In particular, one aspect of
biomechanics analysis is the study of human locomotion and
of the forces causing movement and human kinetics.

This analysis is frequently used in both clinical and
sporting practice by clinicians and can play a crucial role in
athletes’ performance enhancement, injury prevention, and
effective rehabilitation. More specifically, in the latter case, it
is essential to track patient progress, and consequently to tailor

patients-oriented rehabilitation programs, through the
accurate assessment of human motion during the performance
of clinically defined tasks.

A common example of the technology regarded as being
the ‘Gold-standard’ of quantitative movement analysis is
shown by camera-based motion analysis systems (such as the
ones provided by Vicon [3], Optitrack [4], or Codamotion [5])
which, during formal gait analysis by rehabilitation
professionals, can help to ascertain measurements of
Temporal (Time) and Spatial (Distance) characteristics
associated with gait parameters. This enables clinicians to
identify gait deviations in paediatric and amputee populations,
in screening elderly people at risk of falling, to objectively
monitor a patient’s progress, and to help determine the
efficacy of surgical and therapy interventions [6-9].

While camera-based motion capture systems achieve very
high performance, their application is not without limitations
as regards potential sources of variability in measurements,
relatively high costs of instrumentation including access to
specialist motion labs, as well as practicality of application
for larger patient/subject groups, as discussed by Chau et al.
in [10]. Similar drawbacks have been demonstrated for other
accurate, clinical grade, gold-standard measurement systems,
such as marker less video [11], instrumented treadmills [12],
walkway contact mats [13], or force platforms [14].

From a clinical perspective, observational forms of
clinical gait analysis frequently forms the corner stone of
patient knee joint assessment, and is typically used in parallel
with manual clinical assessment techniques. These include
stress-testing evaluation of joint laxity, range of movement
(ROM), and manual and/or isokinetic strength assessment, as
well as contextual subjective patient questionnaires, such as
Knee Injury and Osteoarthritis Outcome Score (KOQS),
Oxford Knee Score (OKS), Tegner Lysholm Knee Scoring
Scale, International Knee Documentation Committee
(IKDC), and Western Ontario & McMaster Universities
Osteoarthritis Index (WOMAC) [15][16], which employ a
high degree of patient involvement.

However, the use of observational gait analysis (non-
empirical assessments), even when utilised by experienced
clinicians, may not be adequate or sensitive enough to detect
subtle clinical pathological changes in movement following
knee surgery [8] [9].
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An alternative approach, which has been explored as a
more practical and viable solution to biomechanical motion
capture and monitoring in sporting and patient groups,
involves the use of small-size low-cost wearable inertial
sensors [17].

There has been a wide variety of work presented in
literature on inertial sensors applied to biomechanics. These
have been typically adopted for monitoring the lower-limbs
during rehabilitation or tele-rehabilitation and used to
objectively assess the performance of impaired subjects
throughout the process, in particular following knee injuries.
However, most of those investigations were focused on a
one-time assessment rather than a longitudinal evaluation
over several weeks looking at change in gait over longer
periods.

The aim of the present work is to evaluate motor
performance during lower-limb rehabilitation targeting
activities normally assigned by clinicians for at-home
rehabilitation. The work also addresses the assessment of the
performance of body-worn kinematic sensors in a
rehabilitative context, given their well-known potential in
accurately extracting parameters that inform qualitatively and
quantitatively movement parameters.

Informed by clinical partners involved in the
development and validation of the system, the study
investigates and derives a number of features and metrics,
related to gait and kinematic characteristics and statistical
analysis. These data sets will be analysed to establish which
of them are the most sensitive and helpful to determine
changes in motor capacity over a longitudinal study of nine
months. The data sets acquired will help develop, in future
works, better models for objectively estimating the
conditions and the motor performance of adults involved in
lower-limb at-home rehabilitation following knee injuries.

The derived outcome of this model will be analyzed by
clinicians and sport scientists to gain a comprehensive picture
of patients’ condition and provide more targeted medical
feedback.

The analysis is carried out by using a wearable inertial
sensing system developed at the Tyndall National Institute,
consisting of two sensors per limb, which is able to provide a
complete biomechanics assessment for a series of scripted
activities, based on best clinical practice.

The present work is organized as follows. Relevant recent
works are discussed in Section Il while the description of the
hardware and of the test protocol used during the data
collection are described in Section Ill. The methodology
behind the feature selection is illustrated in Section IV. The
obtained results are shown in Section V and exhaustively
analyzed and discussed. Finally, conclusions are drawn in the
last section.

Il.  RELATED WORKS

Inertial sensors are generally used in devices to measure
velocity, orientation, and gravitational force, and are used in
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a great number of applications. These include industry quality
control, robotics, navigation systems, sports, augmented
reality systems, and so on [18-21]. Biomechanics, in
particular, has achieved significant progress from the
adoption of this technology [22].

More specifically, with regards to gait analysis,
accelerometers and gyroscopes have been used worn on the
lower-limbs to obtain gait parameters [23-26], which can be
derived by the integration of linear acceleration or angular
velocity, after the correct identification of the beginning and
the end of each gait cycle. Interesting innovations have been
proposed in [27] by L. Atallah et al. in the development of
an ear-worn sensor for gait monitoring, or by S. Kobashi et
al. [28] who included magnetic sensors in combination with
inertial sensing to estimate knee joint angle in three
dimensions.

This technology has not only been taken into account for
healthy subjects. Such systems have also been used for the
detection of pathologic conditions, discriminating clinical
indications between symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects
in a number of diseases. Conditions which have been
investigated in this way include cerebral palsy [29],
hemiplegia [30-31], Parkinson’s [32], dementia [33], old age
[34], and Anterior Cruciate Ligament (ACL) injury [35].

In recent years, researchers have increasingly been
investigating the use of inertial sensors in gait rehabilitation.
Most of the studies in this area focused on the implementation
of a lower-limb monitoring system for remote rehabilitation
or tele-rehabilitation [36-38], or in the performance
assessment of specific rehabilitation exercises [39-46]. In the
latter case, machine learning techniques are adopted to
discriminate between the correct and incorrect execution of
recommended exercises. The most advanced techniques can
also highlight if multiple incorrect postures are present while
performing the test. Typically, a number of body-worn
sensors are used for the classification. However, there is a
significant body of research in the investigation of the
efficacy of the adoption of only one sensor [47-50]. This can
be obtained also through the adoption of specific
biomechanical models related to particular exercises.

Immersive virtual reality, computer games, or
visualization tools are recently being developed in order to
enhance patients’ adherence to the rehabilitation program and
enhance motivation [51-53]. The accuracy and reliability of
those inertial sensors and biofeedback-based rehabilitation
systems have been shown in [54-55].

To date, however, few studies considered the quantitative
assessment of patients’ lower-limb performance via body-
worn sensors during the complete rehabilitation process. This
task is particularly challenging as it consists of isolating the
gradual changes in movements due to recovery and
improvement despite the presence of a multitude of sources
of variability. The temporal and spatial sources of intra- and
inter-variability (e.g., dissimilarities in repetitions of an
exercise when performed by one subject, and dissimilarities
between different subjects, respectively) are already evident
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in healthy subjects, given the different characteristics of
gender, age, height, and weight, etc..., and are even more
significant in patients following rehabilitation, due to
different levels of pain, fatigue, and possible compensations.

For instance, Lin et al. [56] estimated the joint angles with
a novel extended Kalman filter on 14 exercises performed by
a cohort of elderly patients monitored from the first day of
admission until discharge, with the average patient’s
treatment lasting 5.7 days.

Similarly, Field et al. [57] investigated the gradual
changes of motion with new proposed metrics, by monitoring
the symmetry between the left and right sides of the body for
14 subjects over repeated rehabilitation exercises in a period
of 12 weeks. However, despite the completeness of the
method, the study required the patient to wear a motion
capture suit consisting of 17 sensors, which is cumbersome
and not feasible for at-home rehabilitation.

Finally, in [58], a novel machine learning technique has
been proposed that estimates the continuous measurement of
patient improvement which is capable of handling a variety
of rehabilitative exercises. The approach was tested by
adopting two wearables sensors on thigh and shank on
clinical data collected on 18 elderly patients involved in
rehabilitation following hip and knee replacements for a
range of 4-12 days.

However, the main limitations of those studies are related
to the short period for data collection which explores only the
initial part of the rehabilitative process without considering
the long-term effects or the pre-surgery conditions. Another
limitation is the need of a large and specific initial dataset on
which the machine learning method has to be trained. Finally,
the lack of definition of the variation of the selected features
throughout the analysis period and their impact on the final
outcome is a constraint in using this approach.

The present study, as an extended version of [1], will
analyze the data collected from a patient in pre/post-surgery
conditions for an overall period over nine months, with the
twofold aim of:

1. investigating, through body-worn inertial sensing,
the effects of rehabilitation over different periods,
also in the long-term, monitoring patient’s progress,

2. understanding which parameters, taken from a wide
range of features described in literature, and
informed by clinical inputs, can be the most
beneficial and sensitive for clinicians when
monitoring patients in the course of lower-limb
rehabilitation.

I1l. HARDWARE AND PROTOCOL FOR DATA COLLECTION

The biomechanical monitoring system consists of two
Tyndall Wireless Inertial Measurement Units (WIMUSs) [59]
per leg, each one with 3D accelerometer and gyroscope (@
250 Hz) and Bluetooth Low-Energy for wireless
communication (Figure 1). WIMUs have been attached to the
anterior tibia, 10 cm below the tibial tuberosity, and to the
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lateral thigh, 15 cm above the tibial tuberosity using surgical
adhesive tape.

BAROMETER

Figure 1. Tyndall Wireless Inertial Measurement Unit (WIMU)

The rehabilitation exercises (or scenarios) considered are
walking, half squat, hamstring curl, and flexion/extension —
defined by physiotherapists as good indicators of
rehabilitation progress. These are described as follows:

e Inthe walking scenario, the subject walks on a treadmill,
which is operated at defined speeds (3-4-6 km/h) for
approximately one minute per test.

e Inthe half squat scenario, the subject stands with the feet
shoulder’s distance apart and arms crossed on the chest.
Keeping the chest lifted, the hips are lowered about 10
inches, planting the weight in the heels. The body is then
brought back up to standing by pushing through the
heels.

e In the hamstring curl scenario, the subject stands and
bends the knee raising the heel toward the ceiling as far
as possible without pain, relaxing the leg after each
repetition. This is repeated on both legs.

o In the flexion/extension scenario, the subject lies supine
on the floor and bends the knee raising it toward the chest
as far as possible without pain, relaxing the leg after each
repetition. This is repeated on both legs.

The system has been tested with an impaired subject. The
impaired subject is a female athlete, age: 44, height: 161 cm,
and weight: 52 kg, with good general health status, with a
history of knee injuries and surgery (reconstructed anterior
cruciate ligament in the left leg following a sporting injury).
The tests were carried out during the course of the
rehabilitation program, e.g., starting 1 month before surgery
and finishing 7 months after surgery. Overall, the subject has
been evaluated through three periods: once in pre-surgery
conditions (e.g., 1 month before surgery), then 6 times in a
range of 20 weeks starting one month after surgery (namely
short-term post-surgery), and finally once 3 months after the
last data capture (e.g., during long-term post-surgery period).

A number of repetitions has been collected for each
scenario, so as to provide an accurate picture of the overall
conditions, and each scenario was evaluated during almost
every data capture. The hamstring curl scenario as well as the
walking test at 3 and 4 km/h was performed at every session.
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Similarly, the flexion/extension test was always recorded
except in the pre-surgery session due to subject’s impairment
of movement. For the same reason, half squat and walking at
6 km/h were not recorded in the first 2 sessions of the short-
term post-surgery period.

IV. FEATURES SELECTION

The metrics taken into account for the patient’s assessment
are divided into three main categories: statistical metrics, gait
characteristics, and time-domain kinematic measurements.

i. Statistical Features

This category takes into account various well-known
statistical features extrapolated from the time-domain. Those
variables are applied on every segmented walking
stride/exercise repetition for both legs performed during the
sessions. The selected features are described below:

0 Mean, standard deviation, variance, skew, kurtosis, root
mean square, signal magnitude area, energy (given by
the integration over the repetition of the squared absolute
signal) of the acceleration and angular velocity
magnitudes;

0 Mean, minimum, maximum, median, standard deviation,
coefficient of variation (CV), peak-to-peak (PP)
amplitude, and root mean square of the x-, y-, and z-axis
of the acceleration and angular rate signals;

0 Autocorrelation on the x-, y-, and z-axis of the
acceleration and angular rate signals measured taking
into account all the repetitions/strides in a session as a
whole and not separately.

All those features are calculated for each of the 4 sensors
used for data collection.

ii. Gait Characteristics
Well-known gait measures [1] are calculated from the data
recorded by the inertial sensors attached on the shanks as
follows:
0 Gait cycle time (GCT), which is the time-interval
between two consecutive toe-offs of the same leg;

0 Stance phase, defined as the weight-bearing phase of the
GCT in which the body is supported, and is expressed by
the difference between a heel-strike and the following
toe-off of the same leg;

0 Relative stance phase, the ratio between stance phase and
GCT;

0 Swing phase, which is the non-weight bearing phase of
GCT, and is expressed by the difference between a heel-
strike and the previous toe-off of the same leg;

0 Relative swing phase, the ratio between the swing phase
and the GCT,;
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0 Double support, the time-interval when both feet are in
ground contact;

o Stride length, indicated as the distance between two
successive placements of the same foot, computed as the
total trajectory on the sagittal plane made by the sensor
attached to the shank. The approach is based on a double
integration of inertial data collected in a stride. The
integration process is reset at the end of each stride;

0 Stride speed, computed by the ratio between stride length
and GCT;

0 Clearance, defined as the maximum height reached by
the sensor during the swing phase and obtained by the
vertical displacement calculated to establish the stride
length during the swing phase.

For each variable, also the related CV has been
extrapolated, and consequently, also the associated
symmetry, defined for each specific parameter as

|Cvpammefer_left = Cvpammeter_righ:|
u(stride_speed)

Symmetryparamerer =
@)
where p(stride _speed) is the average of the measured stride
speed for that specific session.

Moreover, the Balance Index (B.l.), as shown in [31],
expressed as the absolute ratio between the difference of the
left and right leg’s values of a specific gait parameter and
their sum, was obtained for all the variables.

This information is obtained for both legs for the walking
scenario only.

iii. Kinematic Variables

Finally, the third category is related to kinematic metrics,
occasionally adopted for gait analysis, but that can provide
useful information on the movement analysis, and have been
proposed in recent works in literature. Those metrics are as
follows:

0 Knee Range of Motion (ROM), defined as the peak-to-
peak amplitude of the knee joint angle during a
repetition;

0 Regularity [60], e.g., the ratio between the unbiased
autocorrelation coefficient at the first dominant period
and the coefficient at the second dominant period, both
measured taking into account all the repetitions within
the same analyzed scenario;

0 Range of Angular Velocity (RANG) [61-62]: the
difference between the minimum and the maximal value
of the angular velocity magnitude within each repetition;

0 Jerk-based smoothness measures, where the jerk is the
rate of change of the acceleration in a repetition. Several
jerk-based metrics have been proposed, including
integrated squared jerk (1SJ), mean squared jerk (MSJ),
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cumulative square jerk (CSJ), root mean square jerk
(RMSJ), mean square jerk normalized by peak speed
(N_MS)), integrated absolute jerk (IAJ), mean absolute
jerk normalized by peak speed (N_MAJ), and
dimensionless square jerk, whose mathematical
definitions are shown in [63];

0 Vertical acceleration [64], defined as the maximum
value over a repetition of the difference between the
acceleration magnitude (filtered with a 2nd order
Butterworth low-pass filter with cut-off frequency 3 Hz)
and the gravitational force;

o0 Vertical velocity [64], defined as the integration over a
repetition of the difference between the acceleration
magnitude (filtered with a 2nd order Butterworth low-
pass filter with cut-off frequency 3 Hz) and the
gravitational force;

o0 Fluency [64], e.g., the integration over a repetition of the
absolute difference between the raw and the filtered x, y,
and z-axis acceleration signals. Again the filter used is a
2nd order Butterworth low-pass filter with cut-off
frequency 3 Hz;

o Stability [65], defined as the dynamic time warping of
the x-, y-, and z-axis of the acceleration and angular rate
signals measured at two consecutive repetitions/strides,
then averaged based on all the repetitions present in a test
session;

0 Kinetic Value (KV) [66], defined as the squared integral
of the magnitude of the acceleration signal over a
repetition, multiplied by m/2, where m is the subject’s
body weight.

All those features in this class are calculated for each of
the 4 sensors used for data collection.

The data analysis is implemented off-line over the data
collected using a commercial software package (MATLAB
R2015a, The MathWorks Inc., Natick, MA, 2015) [67]. Each
repetition/stride was visually segmented.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In each session, each scenario was divided in two separate
tests (both logged for 60 sec), and in each of the two tests a
series of repetitions have been carried out by the subject. The
overall number of repetitions recorded for all the sessions was:
184 hamstring curls (92 left and 92 right), 134
flexion/extensions (67 left and 67 right), 66 half squats, 478
strides for both legs when walking at 3 km/h, and similarly
544 strides when walking at 4 km/h, and 512 strides when
walking at 6 km/h. For each test, the features described in
Section IV were extrapolated and compared among the
different sessions, in order to provide a clear understanding of
which metrics can be more valuable during rehabilitation. The
results are summarized in different tables (collected in the
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Appendix, which is available as a PDF file at the following
link: https://www.tyndall.ie/contentfiles/Tables_IARIA.pdf )
where each table consists of 9 columns given by all the
sessions in which the test were carried out. Each session is
divided in three sub-columns: one for indicating the results for
the left leg, one for the right leg, and the last one for the mean
difference (expressed in percentage) between left/right values
(considering the right leg values as references), the Pearson’s
r coefficient and the p-value between the left/right leg results,
calculated when appropriate. The sub-columns related to left
and right results are merged in case of gait metrics which in
their calculation takes into account aspects from both legs.
Due to the fact that the subject could not perform all the
scenarios during each session, not all the columns in the tables
are filled. Moreover, owing to malfunctioning issues during
data recording, results from the right leg in the hamstring curl
scenario on the first session are not available.

Given the number of tables extrapolated from the data,
only a small subset of those tables are included in this paper
for clarification, while full details are shown in the Appendix.

The mean difference, in particular, is an important
estimator of the dissimilarities between the two legs which, in
an ideal case, should be close to zero in any case for a healthy
unimpaired subject. Given its definition, negative values of
the mean difference indicate that results for the right leg are
larger compared to the left one, and vice versa for positive
values.

Finally, in order to have the same reference system for
both WIMUs worn on the same leg, the method proposed by
Seel et al. [68] has been adopted to virtually rotate around an
axis the raw inertial data recorded on the shank. As a result,
for all the WIMUSs involved, the x-axis represents the medio-
lateral axis, the y-axis is the anteroposterior one, while the z-
axis is the vertical axis. Thus, the plane y-z represents the
sagittal plane.

Results from data analysis, divided in three categories, are
described below.

i Gait Metrics
The analysis performed on the gait characteristics is
summarized in Tables I-1I-111 available in the Appendix and

in this paper, which represents the walking test at 3, 4, and 6
km/h, respectively. All the gait features are indicated in those
tables, with B.l. and symmetry calculated for each metrics
and shown together in the same row.

Considering the gait results at 3 km/h, there are several
metrics which may be beneficial for showing the patient’s
progress during rehabilitation. As an example, even though
the p-value related to the GCT in all sessions is above 0.05
(e.g., there is no statistical difference between the two legs),
the calculated mean difference between left/right for this
parameter has a clear convergence to zero during the
monitoring phase, and the same trends are evident also for the
mean difference of the CV, B.1., and symmetry associated to
GCT. Similar considerations can be observed in the results
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provided by the CV obtained for the stance phase, swing
phase, and double support. In particular, the mean difference
associated to the CV of the stance phase shows a convergence
after the second session, as it is evident a clear increase of the
mean difference between the first two sessions (the pre-
surgery session, and the first test after surgery), due to the
early stage of the recovery process post-surgery.

Again, even though the p-values for the stride length is
constantly below 0.05 in the different sessions (e.g., there is
always a significant difference between the two legs), the
Pearson’s coefficient continuously increases, while the mean
difference tends to zero. The mean difference of the CV and
the B.1. of the stride length shows a comparable convergence
as well, also for what concerns the dissimilarities between the
pre-surgery session and the first post-surgery one. Similar
considerations may be drawn for the stride speed, also
explained by the uniformity of the results given by the GCT.

The gait scenario at 4 km/h shows similar trends for the
GCT-related parameters, and the mean difference of the CV
related to the stance phase and double support, with an
evident convergence towards zero and a strong disparity in
the first two sessions. However, no particular correlation is
clear for the stride length values. On the other hand, clearance
may highlight some significant information. P-values are
always lower than the statistical threshold (0.05), except that
in the last session recorded seven months after surgery, and
its mean difference and the B.l. measure show a clear
convergence toward zero during the rehabilitation
assessment, indicating, thus, a certain gained equivalence
between the two legs.

Finally, gait results at 6 km/h show significant trends only
for what concerns the mean difference of the CV of the
double support and clearance-related parameters.

In summary, it is evident how, at slow speed, temporal
parameters (especially indicated through their CV) and the
stride length values should be considered for assessing
differences between left and right legs during rehabilitation,
whereas, increasing the speed, clearance seems to gain higher
priority than time-related parameters. Only the mean
difference of the CV of the double support shows a similar
trend at all the tested speeds. Some of the discussed results
are illustrated in Figures 2-4. The markers in the figures
indicate the mean value obtained for a specific session, while
the green line is a reference for zero.

il. Statistical Features

The statistical features described in Section 1V has been
calculated for each repetition/stride for all the four WIMUs
adopted and for both acceleration and angular rate signals.
Results are summarized for all the scenarios in the tables in
the Appendix and discussed below.

In the hamstring curl scenario, for example, the thigh is
not significantly involved in the movement. Indeed, there are
no specific variables showing improvements. Conversely, the
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shank is more informative. Standard deviation, variance,
calculated on the acceleration magnitude, and standard
deviation, CV, and peak-to-peak amplitude obtained from the
z-axis acceleration all show clear convergences. Moreover,
those trends are even more evident from metrics obtained by
the angular rate collected on the shank. For instance, mean,
standard deviation, variance, level of skew, signal magnitude
area calculated from the magnitude signal, and minimum,
maximum, standard deviation, and peak-to-peak amplitude
on the three axis are all significant variables (Figure 5).
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Figure 3. Mean difference and balance index for different gait parameters
at 4 km/h showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation. Clearance
CV GCT, and B.I. clearance are shown. Each variable is normalized
according to its mean value for visualization purposes

In the flexion/extension scenario, the movement requires
a higher involvement of the thigh compared to the curl which,
thus, present several metrics useful for progress monitoring
(Figure 6). Examples are the mean, standard deviation,
variance, skewness, kurtosis, signal magnitude area, and
energy obtained from the angular rate magnitude, minumum,
standard deviation CV, and peak-to-peak amplitude from the
acceleration vertical axis, and minimum, maximum, standard
deviation, and peak-to-peak amplitude from the angular rate
collected around the sagittal axis. There are also numerous
metrics related to the shank, such as the mean, standard
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deviation, variance, skewness, signal magnitude area, and
energy obtained from the acceleration and angular rate
magnitude, and a number of variables obtained from the
single axis of the inertial sensors and associated to the sagittal
plane. This higher number of metrics is due to the intrinsic
movement as defined by the exercise which occurs almost
completely on the sagittal plane and, thus, the information is
highlighted around the rotation axis and not divided along the
three axes. Indeed, this characteristic is not present in the
remaining scenarios.
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normalized according to its mean value for visualization purposes
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Figure 5. Mean difference for different statistical parameters in the curl
scenario showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation. Mean/St.
dev/skewness for the gyro shank magnitude are shown

In the half squat scenario only a few metrics are evident
on separate axes. For example, the maximum and peak-to-
peak value of the acceleration on the y-, z-axis measured on
the thigh and shank, and the standard deviation, CV, and
peak-to-peak amplitude measured along the sagittal axis on
the angular rate of the lower-limbs illustrate a reasonable
progress during the rehabilitation period, while the metrics
(mean, level of skew, area, energy) calculated from the
magnitude of the inertial data on the shank are more
informative (Figure 7).
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flexion/extension scenario showing the trends of progress during
rehabilitation. Minimum/st dev/PP amplitude for the acceleration thigh z-
axis are shown
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Figure 7. Mean difference for different statistical parameters in the half

squat scenario showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation.
Mean/skewness/energy for the gyro shank magnitude are shown

Similar considerations are evident on the gait test (Figures
8-10). The level of thigh movement, in this scenario, is not
particularly informative, except for a reduced number of
variables. Examples of these parameters are the root mean
square calculated on the gyro magnitude and the standard
deviation of the gyro around the vertical axis (when walking
at 3 km/h), the CV of the acceleration/angular rate around the
z-axis, and the maximum of the angular rate around the
mediolateral axis (when walking at 4 km/h), and mean/peak-
to-peak amplitude over the gyro x-axis, and the minimum of
the gyro z-axis (when walking at 6 km/h). A higher number
of helpful metrics is instead detected in the inertial data
collected on the shank consistently for all the speeds. For
instance, variables obtained from the acceleration magnitude
can reliably show patient’s progress over the rehabilitation
course still highlighting the difference between left and right
leg. Some parameters can be the mean, standard deviation,
variance, level of skew, signal magnitude area, and energy
when walking at slow speed, while increasing the speed may
reduce the number of metrics to the standard deviation and

2017, © Copyright by authors, Published under agreement with IARIA - www.iaria.org
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GAIT METRICS (3 KM/H)

TABLE I

Mean Dff. (%) / Mean Dff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Dff. (%) /

Parameters R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r / R 5 Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r /
p-value p-value p-value p-value

GCT (s) 1.386:0.030 | 1.346:0.102 | -2.818/0.148/0.045 | 1.347:0.042 | 1.342:0.057 | -0.397/0.356/0.671 | 1.387:0.032 | 1.379:0.030 A -0.541/0.482/0.334 | 1.409:0.026 | 1.398:0.023 | -0.755/0.457/0.090
CV_GCT (%) 2477 | 7.574 247.880/-/- | 307 | 427 | 37.414/-- | 2309 | 2152 6.816/-/- | 1.878 | 1.631 | -13.155/-/-
B.1./Symmetry_GCT 0.02240.039 / -3.895 w11 0.015:0.015 / -0.863 <11 0.008:0.009 / 0.113 11 0.007+0.007 / 0.175 41~
Stance Phase (s) 0.88640.026 | 0.864:0.020 -2.473/-0.042/<0.001  0.869:0.029 | 0.863:0.042 | -0.707/0.101/0.500 | 0.896:0.026 | 0.871:0.018 -2.805/-0.057/<0.001 0.916:0.021 | 0.886:0.023 | -3.232/0.211/<0.001
CV_Stance Phase (%) 2.945 | 234 | -20.552/-/- | 3.294 | 492 | 49.378/-1- 2912 | 2.098 | -27.95/-- | 2287 | 2.609 | 14.116/-1-
B.1./Symmetry Stance Phase 0.019:0.013 / 3.887 11~ 0.024:0.014 / 0.485 11 0.019:0.013 / 0.039 -1-1- 0.018:0.014 / -0.700 <41
Swing Phase (s) 0.50040.011 | 0.483:0.103 | -3.430/-0.089/0.356 | 0.478:0.016 | 0.479:0.051 | 0.165/0.339/0.933 | 0.491:0.019 | 0.509:0.028 | 3.589/0.167/0.005 | 0.493:0.013 | 0.512:0.010 | 3.842/0.016/<0.001
CV_Swing Phase (%) 2259 | 21334 | 844.264/-/- | 3354 | 10576 | 215.319/-/- | 3.807 | 5.544 |  45.650/-/- | 2537 | 1.949 |  -23.182/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Swing Phase 0.06320.142 / -20.762 <11 0.04420.026 / -8.383 <1-1- 0.030:0.021 / -2.938 11 0.02020.015 / 0.369 <11
Double Support (s) 0.403:0.101 <1-1- 0.39040.050 11~ 0.389:0.028 -1 [ 0.403:0.019 11
CV_Double Support (%) 25.05 11 12.748 11 7.191 <41 4.811 <11
Stride Length (m) 1.179:0.068 | 0.895:0.068 -24.112/0.273/<0.001 1.25240.089 | 0.932:0.132 -25.529/0.284/<0.001 1.104:0.105 | 0.972:0.081 -11.941/0.206/<0.001 1.173:0.148 | 0.938:0.093 -20.072/0.309/<0.001
CV_Stride Length (%) 58 | 7.5 30.350/-/- | 7.084 | 14119 99.324/-/- | 9509 | 8316 12.544/-/- 12.601 | 9.865 21.710/-1-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Length 0.13740.040 / -6.044 <11 0.149+0.069 / -10.664 11~ 0.067+0.051 / -7.140 -1 | 0.123:0.056 / -8.190 e
Stride Speed (m/s) 0.85140.050 | 0.669+0.077 -21.434/-0.104/<0.001 0.931:0.078 | 0.695:0.097 -25.314/0.259/<0.001 0.796:0.073 | 0.704:0.052 -11.503/0.076/<0.001 0.833:0.103 | 0.671+0.064 -19.453/0.219/<0.001
CV_Stride Speed (%) 5831 | 11.518 97.526/-1- 8.327 | 13.894 66.841/-/- | 959 | 7378 | 19.449/-7- | 12.409 9.611 | -22.549/-1-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.126:0.053 / -18.524 <1-1- 0.147:0.072 / -22.033 11 0.065:0.050 / -7.272 -1 | 0.12120.059 / -14.342 -1
Clearance (m) 0.034:0.008 | 0.013:0.005 -61.914/0.138/<0.001  0.060+0.016 | 0.023:0.006 -61.380/0.186/<0.001  0.036:0.012 | 0.02240.006 -40.290/0.341/<0.001 0.030:0.009 | 0.019:0.005 -37.929/0.229/<0.001
CV_Clearance (%) 22889 | 41738 | 82.348/-/- | 26463 | 26497 | 0.130/-/- | 32459 | 25341 | 21.930/-/- | 28.904 | 27332 | 5.438/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Clearance 0.45320.166 / -42.273 11 0.43220.144 / -33.229 11~ 0.254:0.142 / -38.919 11~ | 0.241:0.148 / -49.557 -1
Relative Stance Phase (%) 63.918:0.782 | 64.59726.306  1.063/-0.246/0.550 | 64.489+0.550 | 64.337:2.966 | -0.236/0.099/0.777 | 64.596+1.088 | 63.14621.541 |-2.246/-0.184/<0.001  64.986:0.695 | 63.359:0.840 -2.504/-0.220/<0.001
CV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 1223 | 9761 | 697.930/-/- | 0.852 | 461 | 441.018/-/- |  1.685 |  2.44 |  44.828/-/- | 1.07 | 1326 |  23.977/-I-
B.1./Symmetry Relative St. Ph, |  0.023:0.039 / 37.935 -1- 0.019:0.012 / 20.887 -1~ | 0.017:0.009 / 12.210 11~ | 0.013:0.009 / 8.639 -1-1-

Mean Dff. (%) / Mean Dff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) /
Parameters R L Paerson’s r / R Ic Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r / R I Paerson’s r/

p-value p-value p-value p-value

GCT (s) 1.387:0.036 | 1.383:0.027 | -0.272/0.088/0.637 | 1.464:0.049 | 1.455:0.048  -0.602/0.799/0.471 | 1.396:0.032 | 1.390:0.030 | -0.385/0.667/0.495 | 1.365:0.054  1.360:0.047 -0.315/0.886/0.736
CV_GCT (%) 2618 | 1.922 | -26.577/-/- 3343 3316 -0.800/-/- 27 | 2169 | 6.386/-/- 3.96 | 3.467 | -12.448/-/-
B.1./Symmetry_GCT 0.012:0.009 / 0.502 <11 0.008:0.008 / 0.018 <11 0.006:0.007 / 0.106 EE | 0.006:0.007 / 0.361 <11
Stance Phase (s) 0.909:0.029 | 0.878:0.023 |-3.380/-0.080/<0.001 | 0.964:0.048 | 0.936:0.044 | -2.845/0.755/0.021 | 0.920:0.024 | 0.882:0.025 | -4.079/0.447/<0.001  0.890:0.042 | 0.866:0.029 | -2.705/0.691/0.010
CV_Stance Phase (%) 3209 | 2596 | -19.102/-/- | 5011 | 4.689 | -6.423/-/- | 2612 | 2864 | 9.676/-1- | 4754 3307 | -30.437/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Stance Phase 0.022+0.016 / -0.487 <11 0.016:0.015 / -0.943 11 0.021:0.014 / -0.500 -1-1- | 0.015:0.015 / 0.117 -1-1-
Swing Phase (s) 0.479:0.015 | 0.505:0.019 | 5.629/0.353/<0.001 | 0.500:0.011 | 0.519:0.011 | 3.721/0.220/<0.001 | 0.476:0.016 | 0.508+0.015 | 6.753/0.305/<0.001 | 0.474:0.017 | 0.494:0.025 | 4.169/0.643/<0.001
CV_Swing Phase (%) 3.03 | 3.694 21.888/-/- 229 22 1.276/-1- 3393 | 2955 | 2925/~ | 351 | 496 | 41.304/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Swing Phase 0.028:0.017 / -0.533 e 0.018:0.014 / 2.916 <11 0.033:0.018 / -0.373 11 | 0.022:0.017 / -0.231 11
Double Support (s) 0.405:0.026 11~ 0.442+0.039 <11 0.413:0.021 -1-1- | 0.398:0.024 Tl
CV_Double Support (%) 6.361 <11 8.79% <11 5.063 R 6.156 -1
Stride Length (m) 1.054:0.149 | 0.994:0.113 | -5.708/0.481/0.073 | 1.276:0.053 | 1.071:0.052 |-16.035/0.412/<0.001  1.035:0.133 | 0.971:0.061 | -6.174/0.672/0.017 | 1.043:0.130 | 0.947:0.082 | -9.197/0.626/0.001
CV_Stride Length (%) 141 | 11348 19.513/-/- 4182 | 4816 | 15.152/-/- 12833 | 6274 | S1A11/-/- | 12.472 | 8.659 | -30.573/-I-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Length 0.058+0.044 / -9.969 11~ 0.087:0.025 / 0.136 -1-1- 0.04120.036 / -3.865 -1-1- 0.05310.040 / 6.179 TE R
Stride Speed (m/s) 0.759:0.101 | 0.718+0.076 | -5.419/0.450/0.072 | 0.87240.043 | 0.737:0.042 -15.516/0.432/<0.001 0.741:0.086 | 0.698:0.038 | -5.741/0.582/0.014 | 0.763:0.077 | 0.696:0.048 |-8.831/0.380/<0.001
CV_Stride Speed (%) 13.364 | 10.643 | -20.355/-/- | 4928 | 5.693 15.516/-/- | 11635 | 5.454 -53.128/-1- 10.069 | 695 | -30.976/-I-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.0540.044 / -15.909 11 0.08420.029 / -6.925 <1-1- 0.039:0.036 / -4.329 T4- | 0.052:0.041 / -7.249 Il
Clearance (m) 0.034:0.006 | 0.033:0.009 | -0.234/-0.126/0.968 | 0.032+0.007 | 0.017:0.004 -46.935/0.091/<0.001  0.033:0.006 | 0.018:0.004 -45.135/0.227/<0.001 0.031:0.006 | 0.026:0.010 -13.621/-0.457/0.046
CV_Clearance (%) 18.107 26931 | 48.738/-/- | 22.225 23.492 | 5.702/-/- | 16748 | 23.785 42.016/-1- 19.92 | 36.949 85.485/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Clearance 0.139:0.127 / -45.973 11 0.3030.139 / -41.042 - 0.294:0.115 / -41.001 -1 | 0.21210.156 / -64.720 -1-1-
Relative Stance Phase (%) 65.497+0.830 | 63.463+1.147 | -3.106/0.125/<0.001 | 65.805:1.189 | 64.325:1.066 | -2.250/0.524/<0.001 | 65.629:1.817 | 63.285:0.975 |-3.715/-0.033/<0.001 | 65.238:0.792 | 63.706+0.894 -2.357/-0.307/<0.001
CV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 1268 | 1.807 | 42.553/-/- 1807 | 1es7 | -8.332/-/- [ 1249 | 1459 | 16.879/-/- | 1.325 | 1475 | 11.373/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Relative St. Ph. |  0.016:0.009 / 11.253 <11 0.01120.008 / 16.152 <11 0.019:0.010 / 8.737 -1 0.013:0.010 / 11.764 <11
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GAIT METRICS (4 KM/H)

TABLE II.

Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) /

Parameters R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r /

p-value p-value p-value p-value
GCT (s) 1.166:0.024 | 1.16620.021 | -0.038/0.739/0.943 | 1.18620.018 | 1.18020.064 | -0.479/0.049/0.662 | 1.21620.018 | 1.217:0.016 | 0.055/0.670/0.879 | 1.13120.025 | 1.13120.025 | 0.075/0.939/0.897
CV_GCT (%) 2.097 1.818 | 13.271/-1- [ 1476 5.465 | 270.189/-/- 1.441 1314 | -8.842/-/- [ 2213 2242 | 1.34/-/-
B.1./Symmetry_GCT 0.005:0.005 /0.239 | 1-1- | 0.018:0.022/-3.364 | “1-1- 0.004:0.004 / 0.105 1-1- 0.003:0.002 / -0.026 4-1-
[Stance Phase (s) 0.71820.020 | 0.709:0.015 | -1.318/0.659/0.056 | 0.73420.017 | 0.770:0.055 | 4.842/0.374/0.003 | 0.765:0.015 | 0.745:0.014 | -2.686/0.659/<0.001 | 0.705:0.019 | 0.691:0.018 | -2.000/0.814/0.005
[cV_stance Phase (%) 2.787 2.141 -23.183/-/- 2.321 7.189 209.778/-1- 2.023 1.828 -9.644/-/- 2.745 2.619 -4.594/-/-
[B.1/symmetry Stance Phase 0.01020.007 / -0.277 ﬁ 1-1- 0.03320.022 / -1.461 f “1-1- 0.014:0.007 / -0.423 | 1-1- | oot1:0007/-0332 | 41-
[swing Phase (s) 0.448:0.011 | 0.457:0.012 | 2.014/0.429/0.005 | 0.45120.010 | 0.410:0.063 | -9.141/0.079/0.002 | 0.451:0.009 | 0.472:0.006 | 4.708/0.042/<0.001 | 0.426:0.009 | 0.44120.009 | 3.513/0.537/<0.001
|cV_swing Phase (%) 2.42 2.604 7.587/-1- 2319 15.33 561.136/-/- 2.099 1.244 -40.724/-/- 2.169 2,09 -3.359/-/-
[B1./Symmetry Swing Phase 0.01420.008 / 0.255 1-1- 0.0700.066 / 17.715 1-1- 0.02420.009 / 1.017 1-1- 0.018:0.010 / 0.920 4-1-
[Double Support (s) 0.26220.020 “t-1- 0.32020.057 “1-1- 0.293:0.016 “1-1- 0.265:0.012 4t~
|cv_bouble support (%) 7.635 “1-1- 17.798 “1-1- 5.382 “1-1- 4.465 “1-1-
[Stride Length (m) 1.298:0.070 | 1.11120.063 |-14.431/0.532/<0.001| 1.353:0.057 | 1.088:0.082 |-19.603/0.031/<0.001  1.202:0.091 | 1.058:0.046 |-11.932/0.117/<0.001 1.17120.045 | 0.785:0.163 |-32.901/0.478/<0.001
|cV_stride Length (%) 5.371 5.626 | 4.751/-1- [ aass 7.524 | 79.773/1-1- 7.531 437 | 419771~ | 3.843 20.766 | 440.346/-/-
[B.1./Symmetry Stride Length 0.078:0.026 / -4.916 | “t-1- 0.109:0.042 / -0.436 | “1-1- 0.06520.036 / -3.413 “1-1- 0.2060.100 / -26.265 “1-1-
[Stride Speed (m/s) 1.114:0.065 | 0.953:0.044 |-14.462/0.388/<0.001| 1.141:0.045 | 0.923:0.073 |-19.080/-0.043/<0.001] 0.989:0.077 | 0.870:0.041 |-11.984/0.195/<0.001] 1.03620.046 | 0.69320.136 |-33.120/0.226/<0.001
|cV_stride Speed (%) 5.842 4.608 21.134/-/- 3.93 7.903 100.776/-1- 7.824 4713 -39.754/-/- 4.416 19.66 345.173/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.078:0.028 / -4.885 | “t-1- 0.106:0.044 / 12376 | “1-1- 0.06620.036 / -5.800 “1-1- 0.20620.100 / -41.100 “1-1-
Clearance (m) 0.048:0.014 | 0.017:0.006 | -63.693/0.062/<0.001| 0.057:0.010 | 0.025:0.007 |-57.109/-0.166/<0.001| 0.049:0.014 | 0.026:0.003 -48.108/-0.080/<0.001 0.042:0.006 | 0.025:0.003 |-40.303/0.587/<0.001
CV_Clearance (%) 28.276 34.606 | 22.383/-1- | 17.003 29.702 | 73.763/-1- 27.537 13102 | 52.42/-1- | 14.489 13.589 | 6.211/-1-
B.1./Symmetry Clearance 0.46220.154 / -70.054 “t-1- 0.402:0.153 / -35.059 | “1-1- 0.299:0.137 / -25.127 “1-1- 0.25120.061 / -26.089 4-l-
[Relative Stance Phase (%) 61.596:0.793 | 60.81320.717 | -1.271/0.285/<0.001 | 61.940:0.873 | 65.335:4.507 | 5.482/0.284/0.001 |62.932:0.711 61.207:0.469 | 2.740/0.204/<0.001 | 62.35420.603 | 61.062:0.456 | -2.072/-0.110/<0.001
|cV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 1.287 1.179 -8.439/-/- 1.409 6.898 389.572/-/- 113 0.766 -32.259/-/- 0.967 0.747 22.7971-1-
B.I/Symmetry Relative St. Ph. |  0.008:0.005 / 24.685 | “t-1- 0.032:0.026 / 34.111 | “1-1- 0.01420.005 / 15.737 <11 0.01120.006 / 14.024 41~

Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) / Mean Diff. (%) /

Parameters R L Paerson’s r/ R L Paerson’s r/ R L Paerson’s r/ R L Paerson’s r/

p-value p-value p-value p-value
GCT (s) 1.15420.017 | 1.15620.015 | 0.194/0.480/0.574 | 1.292:0.107 | 1.292:0.109 | 0.037/0.869/0.986 | 1.088:0.020 | 1.08820.028 | 0.003/0.659/0.995 | 1.10120.022 | 1.10120.022 | -0.037/0.779/0.937
CV_GCT (%) 1.48 1264 | -14.567/-/- | 8.308 8.406 | 1.183/-1- 1.86 25% | 39.604/-1- | 1.969 2.038 | 3.537/-/-
B.1./Symmetry_GCT 0.00520.005 / 0.187 R 0.013:0.016 / -0.07% | “1-1- 0.00620.008 / -0.677 “1-1- 0.00520.004 / -0.063 “1-1-
[stance Phase (s) 0.726:0.013 | 0.709:0.013 | -2.243/0.202/<0.001 | 0.837:0.087 | 0.803:0.079 | -4.097/0.848/0.102 | 0.684:0.016 | 0.660:0.021 | -3.539/0.510/<0.001 | 0.689:0.025 | 0.673:0.018 | -2.312/0.653/0.003
[cV_stance Phase (%) 1.729 1.81 4.636/-1- 10.33 9.807 -5.06/-/- 2.331 3.174 36.197/-1- 3.691 2.603 29.462/-/-
[B.1./Symmetry Stance Phase 0.01320.009 / -0.472 1-1- 0.026:0.022 / -1.084 | “1-1- 0.01820.014 / -0.531 “1-1- 0.015:0.010 / -0.513 4-1-
[swing Phase (s) 0.428:0.009 | 0.447:0.006 | 4.327/0.174/<0.001 | 0.454:0.033 | 0.489:0.036 | 7.655/0.377/<0.001 | 0.404:0.006 | 0.429:0.018 | 5.993/0.238/<0.001 | 0.412:0.018 | 0.428:0.008 | 3.766/0.222/<0.001
|cV_swing Phase (%) 2.18 1.407 | -35.459/-/- | 7.199 7.42 | 3.059/-/- 1.606 4247 | 164.401/-/- | 4.264 1754 | -58.853/-/-
[B.1/symmetry Swing Phase 0.021:0.012 / 0.445 4-l- | 0.043:0.029  3.476 “I-1- 0.029:0.020 / -2.801 41~ 0.023:0.014 / 2.810 1-1-
[Double Support (s) 0.28120.011 “t-1- 0.349:0.068 “1-1- 0.25520.020 “1-1- 0.262:0.024 4-1-
|cv_Double support (%) 3.821 “t-1- 19.603 “1-1- 7.845 “1-1- 9.329 4-1-
[Stride Length (m) 1.17820.085 | 1.15620.076 | -1.887/0.303/0.277 | 1.16220.105 | 0.979:0.147 |-15.759/-0.192/<0.001 0.989:0.047 | 0.780:0.156 |-21.188/0.076/<0.001 1.08820.118 | 0.952:0.092 |-12.496/0.104/<0.001
[cV_stride Length (%) 7.255 6618 | 8.78/-/- [ 905 15.05 | 66.358/-/- 4.744 20,014 | 321.893/-/- | 10.867 9.633 | -11.363/-/-
[B.1./Symmetry Stride Length 0.032:0.031 / -6.780 % /-1 0.108:0.066 / -6.536 f “1-1- 0.129:0.117 /25524 | <11 | 0.084:0.051/-10.441 | “1-1-
[Stride Speed (m/s) 1.02120.068 | 1.000:0.063 | -2.055/0.228/0.206 | 0.90420.088 | 0.768:0.166 |-14.967/0.341/<0.001| 0.910:0.052 | 0.717:0.145 |-21.199/0.143/<0.001 0.988:0.101 | 0.865:0.076 -12.469/-0.116/<0.001
|cV_stride speed (%) 6.633 6.344 | -4.363/-/- [ 21578 | 120.794/-/- 5.675 20.184 | 255.634/-/- | 10.199 8.785 | -13.865/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.031:0.031 / -9.729 % I-l- | 0.107:0.071 7 31.646 | I-1- 0.129:0.117 / -45.932 41~ 0.085:0.053 / -10.971 I-l-
Clearance (m) 0.04720.008 | 0.0410.005 | -11.899/-0.405/0.002 | 0.039:0.009 | 0.030:0.010 |-23.242/0.027/<0.001 | 0.040:0.006 | 0.027:0.009 -34.109/-0.156/<0.001 0.034:0.011 | 0.035:0.010 | 2.572/-0.404/0.722
CV_Clearance (%) 17.009 12.597 -25.94/-1- 23.676 33.781 42.676/-1- 14.293 35.24 146.549/-1- 31.821 28.428 -10.663/-/-
B.1./Symmetry Clearance 0.104:0.088 / -25.062 | “1-1- | 0.186:0.135/ -53.894 | “1-1- 0.24420.133 / -72.296 “1-1- 0.207:0.112 / -62.369 “1-1-
[Relative Stance Phase (%) 62.898:0.582 | 61.365:0.529 | -2.438/-0.244/<0.001  63.30320.640 | 60.770:0.635 | -4.088/0.172/<0.001 | 62.835:0.462 | 60.615:1.225 | -3.533/-0.098/<0.001 | 62.569:1.641 | 61.14820.529 | -2.271/0.382/<0.001
|cV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 0.926 0.862 | 6.896/-/- | 3.054 2406 | 21.242/-/- 0.735 2001 | 174.96/-1- e 0.865 | -67.002/-/-
[B.1/Symmetry Relative St. Ph. |  0.012:0.007 / 10.518 | 1-1- | 0.023:0.016 /49315 | “1-1- 0.018:0.011 / 22.814 “1-1- 0.014:0.009 / 32.365 A1~

2017, © Copyright by authors, Published under agreement with IARIA - www.iaria.org
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GAIT METRICS (6 KM/H)

TABLE IlI.

Mean Diff. (%) /

Mean Diff. (%) /

Mean Diff. (%) /

Mean Diff. (%) /

Mean Diff. (%) /

Parameters R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’s r /
p-value p-value p-value
GCT (s) 0.925+0.016 = 0.925+0.017 -0.032/-0.148/0.941 0.955+0.010 @ 0.954+0.012 -0.021/0.517/0.935 0.920+0.010 | 0.920+0.013 0.007/0.708/0.980
CV_GCT (%) 1.747 1.813 3.798/-/- 1.059 1.247 17.766/-/- 1.1 1.449 30.442/-/-
B.l./Symmetry_GCT 0.007+0.011 / -0.072 -/-1- _ 0.005+0.003 / -0.197 -/-1- _ 0.004+0.003 / -0.367 -/-1-
Stance Phase (s) 0.546+0.010 @ 0.532+0.013 | -2.573/-0.109/<0.001 | 0.571+0.008 A 0.559+0.010 | -2.089/0.347/<0.001 0.543+0.010 0.533+0.011 -1.884/0.615/<0.001
CV_Stance Phase (%) 1.9 2.438 28.303/-/- | 1.381 1.701 23.159/-/- 1.797 | 2.08 15.741/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stance Phase 0.016+0.014 / -0.675 -/-1- _ 0.012+0.007 / -0.476 -/-1- _ 0.011+0.006 / -0.686 -/-1-
Swing Phase (s) 0.380+0.012 | 0.393+0.013 3.619/0.043/<0.001 0.383+0.006 @ 0.395+0.006 3.060/0.269/<0.001 0.377+0.005 | 0.387+0.006 2.731/0.055/<0.001
CV_Swing Phase (%) 3.044 [ 3.345 9.914/-/- 1.527 1.611 5.542/-/- 1.216 1.465 20.494/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Swing Phase 0.023+0.015 / -2.649 -/-1- 0.016+0.009 / -0.402 -/-1- 0.015+0.007 / 0.610 -/-1-
Double Support (s) 0.152+0.021 -/-/- 0.176+0.010 -/-1/- 0.156+0.011 -/-/-
CV_Double Support (%) 13.648 -/-/- 5.851 -/-1- 7.189 -/-1/-
Stride Length (m) 1.346+0.090 | 1.151+0.190 -14.526/0.280/<0.001| 1.358+0.042 1.152+0.082 -15.112/0.181/<0.001 1.310+0.046 1.232+0.063 | -5.954/-0.144/<0.001
CV_stride Length (%) 6.683 16.509 147.047/-/- 3.083 7.159 132.205/-/- 3.501 5.073 44.911/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stride Length 0.086+0.098 / -26.474 -/-/- _ 0.083+0.037 / -9.758 -/-/- _ 0.037+0.025 / -5.618 -/-/-
Stride Speed (m/s) 1.456+0.105 | 1.244+0.208 | -14.519/0.170/<0.001 1.422+0.048 1.208+0.090 -15.082/0.288/<0.001 1.424+0.048 1.339+0.065 | -5.963/-0.283/<0.001
CV_Stride Speed (%) 7.238 16.686 130.552/-/- 3.368 7.424 120.39/-/- 3.353 4.829 44.027/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.089+0.098 / -35.941 -/-/- _ 0.083+0.037 / -15.383 /-1~ _ 0.038+0.024 / -9.582 -/-/-
Clearance (m) 0.066+0.014 | 0.032+0.011 | -51.184/0.453/<0.001| 0.057+0.009 | 0.033+0.006 -42.273/-0.115/<0.001 0.058+0.007 @ 0.047+0.008 -18.035/-0.027/<0.001
CV_Clearance (%) 20.361 35.015 71.97/-/- 15.214 19.4 27.513/-/- 11.6 16.631 43.362/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Clearance 0.354+0.130 / -80.517 /-1~ _ 0.268+0.115 / -45.027 /-1~ _ 0.115+0.090 / -39.151 -/-/-
Relative Stance Phase (%) 58.973+0.821  57.473+1.093  -2.544/0.105/<0.001 | 59.841+0.481  58.603+0.541  -2.070/0.065/<0.001 59.018+0.559 57.902+0.566 -1.892/0.193/<0.001
CV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 1.393 1.902 36.54/-/- 0.804 0.922 14.776/-/- 0.947 0.978 3.177/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Relative St. Ph. 0.015+0.009 / 77.317 -/-1- 0.011+0.006 / 28.012 -/-1- 0.010+0.005 / 39.871 -/-1-

Mean Diff. (%) /

Parameters R L Paerson’s r / R L Paerson’sr / R L Paerson’sr /
p-value p-value p-value
GCT (s) 0.900+0.008 @ 0.900+0.011 -0.003/0.528/0.989 0.886+0.010 0.887+0.028 0.037/0.335/0.944 0.901+0.061 0.925+0.030 2.617/0.348/0.029
CV_GCT (%) 0.917 1.169 27.422/-/- 1.098 3.192 190.574/-/- 6.766 3.296 -51.281/-/-
B.l./Symmetry_GCT 0.004+0.003 / -0.279 -/-1- _ 0.008+0.013 / -2.362 -/-1- _ 0.018+0.032 / 3.850 -/-1-
Stance Phase (s) 0.535+0.008 | 0.518+0.010 | -3.276/0.233/<0.001 | 0.524+0.007 | 0.509+0.022  -2.982/0.261/<0.001 | 0.549+0.019 = 0.538:0.021 -1.914/0.856/0.021
CV_Stance Phase (%) 1.51 1.938 28.318/-/- 1.415 4.395 210.523/-/- 3.536 3.956 11.871/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stance Phase 0.017+0.010 / -0.855 -/-/- _ 0.017+0.021 / -1.357 /-1~ _ 0.012+0.008 / -0.713 -/-1/-
Swing Phase (s) 0.365+0.007 | 0.383+0.006 | 4.796/0.020/<0.001 | 0.362+0.006 @ 0.378+0.027 | 4.407/0.081/<0.001 | 0.352+0.057 | 0.387+0.012 | 9.670/0.041/<0.001
CV_Swing Phase (%) 1.806 [ 1.653 -8.436/-/- | 1.576 7.054 347.579/-/- 16.272 3.169 -80.525/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Swing Phase 0.024+0.010 / -0.267 -/-1- 0.022+0.031 / -10.758 -/-1- 0.054+0.099 / 0.669 -/-1-
Double Support (s) 0.153+0.010 -/-1- 0.146+0.023 -/-1- 0.163+0.013 -/-1-
CV_Double Support (%) 6.848 -/-/- 15.677 -/-/- 7.775 -/-/-
Stride Length (m) 1.301+0.030 | 1.202+0.050 | -7.566/0.465/<0.001 | 1.211+0.051 | 0.786+0.165 -35.136/0.176/<0.001 1.261+0.060 0.898+0.130 -28.778/0.414/<0.001
CV_Stride Length (%) 2.341 4.161 77.771/-/- 4.233 20.979 395.61/-/- 4.734 14.437 204.957/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stride Length 0.040+0.019 / -4.293 -/-/- _ 0.221+0.098 / -32.612 /-1~ _ 0.172+0.067 / -19.476 -/-1-
Stride Speed (m/s) 1.445+0.037 | 1.336+0.055 | -7.567/0.478/<0.001 1.367+0.056 @ 0.886+0.184 -35.144/0.085/<0.001 1.406+0.119 0.970+0.132 -30.982/0.108/<0.001
CV_Stride Speed (%) 2.54 4.108 61.72/-/- 4.064 20.764 410.956/-/- 8.435 13.582 61.019/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Stride Speed 0.040+0.018 / -6.307 -/-1- _ 0.221+0.099 / -52.995 -/-/- _ 0.185+0.073 / 7.632 -/-1-
Clearance (m) 0.058+0.006 @ 0.041+0.008 -29.571/0.120/<0.001| 0.048+0.004 0.037+0.013 -24.058/0.011/<0.001 0.045+0.006 @ 0.058+0.014 28.036/-0.204/<0.001
CV_Clearance (%) 10.61 [ 19.632 85.033/-/- 9.04 35.723 295.162/-/- 13.914 24.693 77.468/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Clearance 0.181+0.095 / -46.997 -f-/- _ 0.184+0.122 / -75.838 /-1~ _ 0.178+0.103 / -55.680 /-1~
Relative Stance Phase (%) 59.456+0.663  57.508+0.692 -3.276/-0.073/<0.001 | 59.145+0.489 | 57.380+2.216 -2.990/0.038/<0.001 61.147+4.604 58.188+0.761 -4.839/0.017/<0.001
CV_Relative Stance Phase (%) 1.116 1.203 7.823/-/- 0.826 3.861 367.397/-/- 7.53 1.309 -82.621/-/-
B.l./Symmetry Relative St. Ph. 0.017+0.008 / 36.958 -/-1- _ 0.016+0.020 / 80.676 -/-1- _ 0.024+0.035 / 39.576 -/-1-

- www.iaria.org

2017, © Copyright by authors, Published under agreement with IARIA



iences/

e_sc

journals.org/life

.1ari

//Wwww.

International Journal on Advances in Life Sciences, vol 9 no 1 & 2, year 2017, http

43

KINEMATICS METRICS - RANGE OF MOTION

TABLE IV.

Parameters| R L i.w"xa R L z..ww_a R L :..._ww_a R L ;....ww_a
ROM X-axis . BLO41:LT3T | - | 11817261482 | 67.9517.716 | 73.908 | 111.836:3.241 | 91.923:1.286 | -21.662 | 112.139:8.342 | 107.1311.703 | -4.674
:._Mﬂqaa ROM Y-axis . 54261372 | - 9.575:1.286 | 9.020:1.303 | -6.150 | B.221:1.204 | 5.572:0.663 | -47.551 | 9.983:2.843 | 8.373:0.962 | -19.236
ROM Z-axis . 0780947 | - | 1467741592 | 13.41061.005 | 9.445 | 13.657:1.141 | 9.230:1.007 | -47.965 | 14.078:1.083 | 15.175:1.567 | 7.229
ROM X-axis . . - [ 122.97041.671 | 100.828:0.665 | -21.961 | 128.01641.655 | 110.347+1.379 | -16.012 | 130.550¢1.313 | S2.832:7.771 | -147.101
MMMM_.S ROM Y-axis . . © 1191081204 | 5.595:0.759 | -112.887 | 26.833:1.850 | 18.286+1.322 | -46.742 | 39.836+1.530 | 21.647:1.962 | -84.0
ROM Z-axis . . . 13.209+1.298 5.724:0.264 -130.751 13.983+1.566 | 9.421:0.548 -48.429 13.371£1.222 | 10.190+0.951 -31.214
ROMX-axis | 85.137:1.55% | 77.938:1.957 | -9.236 : : : . : | 93.786:23.775 | 84.844:20.745 | -10.539
ma.__un ROM Y-axis 13.301£1.066 | 14.791:1.132 10.074 . . . . . . 7.775:1.439 10.368+1.331 25.012
ROMZ-axis | 20.8241.257 | 7.271:1.185 | -186.408 : : : . : | 2003254139 | 13.505:1.464 | -48.333
ROMX-axis | 64.315:2.097 | 69.389:1.564 | 7.313 | 66.998:1.193 | 59.300:2.845 | -12.944 | 61.618:1.524 | 60.458:1.85 | -1.918 | 61.569:1.959 | 6L.875:2.153 | 2.077
%.as\_._ ROMY-axis | 15.569:0.046 | 32.374¢1.626 | 51.909 | 9.667:1.347 | 7.738:0.923 | -24.937 | 14.965:1.142 | 7.379:0.790 | 102789 | 12.786:1.458 | 7.635:1.000 | -67.455
ROMZ-axis |37.565:101.720| 42.273:96.859 | 11137 | 13.050:1.545 | 10.1211.170 | -28.935 |56.325:127.917 S4.878:118.030) -2.637 |61.721£121.070 44.364:106.139| -39.124
ROMX-axis | 69.369:1.943 | 62.329:2.195 | -11.294 | 74.203+1.353 | 70.244¢1.834 | -5.636 | 75.348:1.404 | 68.997:2.261 | -9.205 | 66.626:1.461 | 63.836:2.433 | -4.37
#9_“_"\_._ ROMY-axis | 21.117:1.394 | 27.893:1.524 | 24297 | 18.488+1.456 | 11.364¢1.093 | -62.685 | 13.404:1.347 | 9.797:1.206 | -36.828 | 12.007:1.173 | 9.230:1.234 | -30.097
ROMZ-axis |43.085:111.75| 16.996:1.488 | -153.494 | 37.707:71.355 |97.983:170.923| 61517 | 29.822:62.300 |51.402:114.929| 41.982 |70.068+117.421 86.848+137.315 19.321
ROMX-axis | 74.423:2.900 | 74.423:2.902 | 0 : : : . : C | eL210:3.627 | 62.975:2.834 | 1215
%“__::.. ROMY-axis | 16.550:1.09 | 16.578:1.087 | 0.167 : : : . : | 10.882:2.085 | 11.073:2.634 | 1.719
ROMZ-axis | 0.253:0.030 | 0.485:0.053 | 47.949 : : : . : : 0353:0.034 | 0260:0.043 | -35.844
Parameters R L i.wws R L i.ww_a R L :..._ww_a R L f...ww_a
ROMX-axis | 117.846:3.826 | 103.190:1.148 | 14203 | 122.307+1.865 | 97.003:3.927 | -25.968 | 124.366:4.442 | 107.887:2.183 | -15.275 | 108.661:3.817 | 104.718:2.630  -3.766
_._u_ﬂ.ﬂ_a ROMY-axis | 13.977:1.564 | 6.199:0.885 | -125.463 | 16.278:1.389 | 22.596:2.363 | 27.964 | 12.218:1.921 | 5.345:0.996 | -128.599 | 8.360:0.624 | 12.970:3.672 | 35.544
ROMZ-axis | 12.930:1.294 | 10.52241.073 | -2.887 | 8.931:1.843 | 12.545:1.539 | 28.806 | 11.295:1.444 | 10.343:1.556 | 9203 | 15.470:2.234 | 9.770:1.790 | -58.332
ROMX-axis | 131.971:0.905 | 117.418+18.965 | -12.393 | 131.493:0.937 | 116.473:20.045| -12.896 | 118.717:30.309 | 114.172:0.779 | -3.981 | 129.839+1.810 | 125.4222.211 | -3.522
MN.__M_S ROMY-axis | 38.799:1.058 | 8.743:2.887 | -343.755 | 52.276:0.934 | 1472041769 | -255.133 | 36.921:8.907 | 20.145:0.750 | -83.279 | 29.963:1.160 | 14.866:2.571 | -101.554
ROM Z-axis 14.060£1.322 | 24.059:5.151 41.56 10.785£1.602 | 20.287:+3.439 46.836 10.558+2.134 | 7.827:1.082 34,894 22.439+1.579 | 50.84415.072 55.867
ROMX-axis | 101.020:1.566 | 95.359:1.633 | -5.937 | 107.942:2.646 | 105.372:1.911 | -2.439 | 112.705:1.005 | 104.399:1.400 | 7.95 | 113.666:2.134 | 111.234:1.787 | -2.187
Squat [ROMY-axis | 6.575:0.659 | 11.905:1.118 | 44773 | 11.268:1.075 | 15.684:0.878 | 28.15 | 7.939:0.644 | 11.326:0.903 | 29911 | 11.578:0.362 | 13.253:0.599 | 12.641
ROM Z-axis 21.238:0.862 | 9.852:1.292 -115.58 35.327+3.577 | 9.488:1.452 -272.322 | 24.207:0.927 | 6.238:0.587 -288.068 | 26.917+1.753 | 30.551+1.283 11.894
ROMX-axis | 60.579:2.259 | 66.247:2.637 | 8555 | 70.426:1.491 | 70.794:1.900 | 2306 | 55.414:2.689 | 51.661:1.485 | 7.265 | 53.176:1.138 | 51.526:1.278 | -3.202
um_.-a::._ ROMY-axis | 10.054:0.959 | 5.911:0841 | 70.108 | 14.852:0.777 | 10.702¢1.046 | -38.774 | 8.995:1.346 | 9.393:0.985 | 4244 | 15.110:1.223 | 11.166:0.719 | -35.314
ROMZ-axis | 11.962:1.459 | 12.904:1.416 | 7.3 | 41.660:88.841 56.070:122.277 25.701 | 33.680:68.179 |41.548+102.441 18.937 | 38.943:93.873 | 33.845:76.223 | -15.063
ROMX-axis | 63.176:1.906 | 6410361491 | 1.445 | 70.553:1.306 | 70.143:2.085 | -0.584 | 54.296:1.555 | 67.237:2.838 | 19.246 | 57.188:3.058 | 55.030:2.635 | -3.922
#nnh\_._ ROMY-axis | 10.539:0.977 | 7.519:0.575 | -40.174 | 15.843:1.060 | 11.567:1.421 | -36.964 | 10.335:0.930 | 13.904:1.465 | 25.668 | 15.116:1.227 | 12.386:1.086 | -22.043
ROMZ-axis |52.219:111.187 |65.127:130.501 | 19.821 | 31.082:73.570 |60.803£106.116| 48.88 |65.5156107.396 |89.535+136.189| 26.827 | 65.964¢111.284 92.638+143.424| 28.794
ROMX-axis | 67.009:1.945 | 67.382:1.628 | 0553 | 70.096:3.683 | 70.785:3.341 | 069 | 81.588:2.609 | 81.360:2.792 | 0281 | 67.352:4.163 | 67.285:4.439 | 0.1
oﬁrﬂ_n\-”_ ROM Y-axis 8.530:2.462 9.406:1.720 9.31 14.178:2.371 | 14.433:1.652 1.765 23.515:2.517 | 23.850+3.276 1.404 15.568+2.225 | 16.043:2.186 2.966
[ROMZ-axis | 0.288:0.089 | 0.397:0.037 | 2751 | 0318:0.040 | 0.372:0.022 | 14394 | 0.380:0.054 | 0.303:0.031 | 2555 | 0.389:0.043 | 0363:0.045 | -7.404
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Gait 6km/h Shank Acc. Magnitud
T T T

T T

variance (at 4 km/h), and level of skew and energy (at 6 2
km/h). Analyzing the decomposed acceleration around the WL -
three components, other useful metrics are provided by the
peak-to-peak amplitude/CV around the vertical axis (for both
3-4 km/h), standard deviation over the sagittal plane (at 3
km/h), mean around the x-axis (at 4 km/h), and the peak-to-
peak amplitude over the x-axis, and the y-axis maximum (at
6 km/h). Finally, also the angular rate over its three
components shows some trends. For example, the peak-to- i
peak amplitude over the sagittal axis is present at every speed, st . © Skewness| |
along with the y-axis standard deviation and PP at 4 km/h.
The minimum over the x-axis is a parameter showing specific § § §¢ § §5 §
trends at every speed as well, together with the x-axis § & £ & & 55 &
maximum/y-axis minimum at 3 km/h. § # &5 F & &3 &

It is also evident how some of those features present a Figure _10. Mean differerjce for different statistical par_ameters i_n_the_ gait

. . . scenario (6 km/h) showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation.

monotonic trend after the second session, showing a relevant Skewness/energy for the acceleration shank magnitude are shown
performance gap between the first two sessions, due to the
impact of the surgery event on the patient’s mobility.
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Py &5 g & § g $ &? showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation. X-axis thigh

) ) ] o ) ) acceleration/y-axis shank acceleration for the hamstring curl/flexion-
Figure 8. Mean difference for different statistical parameters in the gait extension are shown

scenario (3 km/h) showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation.
Mean/skewness/energy for the acceleration thigh magnitude are shown

Finally, biased autocorrelation (e.g., the amplitude of the
first dominant) has also been considered for all the scenarios
(Figure 11). It has been calculated on both acceleration and
angular rate from thigh and shank, but the computation has
5 8 not been carried out on the single repetitions/strides but on
0 hd ° ] the whole recorded session. In the hamstring curl test,
autocorrelation on the x-axis of both acceleration and angular
° rate signals shows specific trends. On the other side, only y-
° axis autocorrelation for the shank acceleration was helpful in
the flexion/extension scenario. Moreover, X-, z-axis
- | autocorrelation in the shank acceleration and y-, z-axis

autocorrelation in the thigh angular rate presented an

’ observable trend in the half squat test. Eventually, in the
: walking scenario, the z-axis autocorrelation in the
acceleration (at 3-4 km/h) was detected as for the thigh, while
the x-axis autocorrelation for the gyro (4 km/h) and the y-axis
Figure 9. Mean difference for different statistical parameters in the gait autocorrelation in the acceleration (at 6 km/h) were noticed

scenario (4 km/h) showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation. on the shank.
Mean/CV for the acceleration shank x-, z-axis are shown
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iii. Kinematics Features

Finally, the kinematic features described in Section 1V
have been calculated as well for each repetition/stride for all
the four WIMUs adopted and for both acceleration and
angular rate signals. Results are summarized for all the
scenarios in the tables in the Appendix and discussed below.
The table related to the ROM calculation is also integrated in
the paper as an example (Table 1V).

In the hamstring curl scenario, most of the detected
features are present on the sagittal plane, given that the
movement is mostly performed on this plane. The ROM over
the x-axis is a clear example, while thigh and shank present
similar results related to all the jerk-measures along the y-
axis, and the fluency metrics over the sagittal plane.
Moreover, the shank shows additional helpful parameters in
the RANG and the vertical acceleration feature.

Similar results are shown for the flexion/extension
scenario. X-axis ROM is one of the key metrics for
highlighting patient progress, together with RANG shared by
both thigh and shank. The thigh is also characterized by other
metrics (in particular, jerk-measures N_MSJ, 1AJ, and
M_MAJ over both the x-, z-axis), while the metrics
associated to the shank can be reduced to most of the jerk-
measures and fluency both along the z-axis, as well as KV.

In the half squat test, again, ROM over the x-axis proved to
be a helpful metrics, together with all the jerk-measures over
the y-axis (z-axis) obtained from the thigh (shank).
Additional metrics were detected in the z-axis stability for the
thigh, and the RANG and vertical velocity for the shank.
Results for these three scenarios are illustrated in Figure 12.

Gait tests have been also analyzed by using the kinematics
variables. While ROM is not always showing particular
trends (except at high speed over the x- and z-axis), there isa
certain similarity among the feature detection at different
speeds. For example, all jerk-measures over the
anteroposterior axis on the thigh present clear convergence
trends for every speed, while RANG and fluency over the
thigh y-axis are more evident at 4-6 km/h, and stability is
instead highlighted at slower speeds (3-4 km/h). Likewise,
regarding the shank, jerk-measures are highly informative at
every speed, especially over the y-axis, even though N_MSJ
and N_MAJ trends are also clear over the x-axis. Finally,
whereas vertical velocity and z-axis fluency metrics show
clear indications at 6 km/h, KV is more impactful at slower
speeds (3-4 km/h). Some of the results for the walking
scenarios are illustrated in Figure 13.

Regularity measures have been also obtained for all the
scenarios (Figures 14-16). While y-axis regularity and x-axis
one were observed in the shank acceleration and angular rate,
respectively, during the hamstring curl, only the thigh y-axis
regularity over the gyroscope was reliable for the
flexion/extension. Regularity calculated in the squat scenario
provides indications when obtained from the thigh data, in
particular the y-axis acceleration, and the x-, y-axis of the
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angular rate. Conversely, in the gait test, the regularity
obtained from the shank are more informative, in particular
the acceleration y-, z-axis (for walking at 3 and 6 km/h
respectively) and the gyro z-axis (when walking at 4km/h).
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Figure 12. Mean difference for different kinematics variables in a number
of scenarios showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation.
ROM/Fluency/RANG on the shank/thigh for the hamstring curl are on the
top, RANG/NMSJ/KV on the shank/thigh for the flexion/extension in the
centre, | AJ/Stability/RANG on the shank/thigh for the squat on the bottom
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Figure 13. Mean difference for different kinematics variables in a number
of scenarios showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation.
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hamstring curl, and y-axis on the gyro thigh for flexion/extension are

shown. Each variable is normalized according to its mean value for
visualization purposes
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Figure 15. Mean difference for regularity variables for half squat scenario
showing the trends of progress during rehabilitation. Y-axis on the thigh
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To summarize, this work analyzed the body-worn
inertial data collected from a patient over the course of
rehabilitation defining which features and metrics are the
most sensitive for better understanding and monitoring
patient’s progress in several test. As per gait metrics,
temporal variables (and, in particular their CV) can be useful
at slower speeds, while clearance-related parameters have
higher impact at faster speeds. However, those metrics cannot
be adopted for other types of movements which, in turn, can
be described through statistical and kinematics variables.
Given the movement typically performed on a 2D plane,
hamstring curl and flexion/extension show a number of
usable metrics obtained from both acceleration and angular
rate of the shank and thigh, while the squat is characterized
by less features. Probably, this can be due to the fact that the
squat test, differently from the other exercises, requires a
simultaneous movement of both legs which may involve
some compensation between the injured and uninjured limbs
not evident when only one leg is involved in the test. Gait can
be also illustrated through metrics extrapolated from the
inertial data collected on the shank, especially when
associated to the sagittal plane. Finally, kinematics variables,
in particular ROM, RANG, jerk-based measures, fluency,
KV and stability, have proved their sensitivity for a different
number of scenarios.

Even though this paper reviewed a large number of
features, there remain opportunities for further analysis. This
work has not considered frequency-domain, entropy-based,
or informatics-theoretic parameters. These parameters should
be also evaluated in future studies with the aim of developing
a complete framework for collecting data and monitoring
patients” progress over the course of rehabilitation.
Moreover, as only one subject has been studied for the
present proof of concept study, an enhanced number of
athletes, with homogeneous characteristics, will also be
tested in future so as to have a more robust base for the study
and further validate the drawn conclusions in statistical terms.
Additional clinical trials are, thus, currently being planned.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This work presented a wearable inertial system equipped
with both hardware and time-domain data analytics for an
objective assessment of lower-limbs in patients over the
course of rehabilitation. The analysis involved body-worn
inertial data collected from thighs and shanks, and the
implementation of a number of gait-related, statistical, and
kinematics features available in literature, with the ultimate
goal of defining which metrics are the most sensitive for
better understanding and monitoring patient’s progress.
Accurate results have been achieved in a number of
scenarios.

An enhanced number of subjects, with homogeneous
characteristics, will also be tested in future so as to have a
more robust base for the study and further validate the drawn
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conclusions in statistical terms. Additional clinical trials are,
thus, currently being planned.

However, the present study proved that inertial-based
time-domain features can be used for a quantitative
biomechanics monitoring and assessment of lower-limbs in
different tests over the course of a nine month rehabilitation
program, also defining which of those features should be
taken into account by clinicians during their analysis.
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