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Experiment Collection Intent Recognition

 Augmentative exoskeletons ftraditionally address L S s
Steady-state locomotion and repetitive tasks.

* In dynamic environments where surrounding threats
exist, The kinematic and kinetic behavior of rapid,
evasive movements have not been studied in order

 The biomechanical response was also characterized

1’» 0° through estimation of direction of travel and the
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motion start of such movements.

* Intent recognition architecture: feature extraction
(Table 2), dimension reduction (Flg 4) and sensor
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* Sensors: Motion capture |
Hip 1.11 175 2.19 402 . .
mal’kerS, ||V|US, EMG, Knee 1.93 373 1.17 390 AnaIyS|S and CO"CIUS'O"S
GRF. Sensor locations Ankle] 296 019 2.33 620 Preliminary Findings:
are illustrated in Fig. 2. o, —Hip  — Knee . » Trailing limb is dominant with great contribution from knee
= 0° and ankle, while leading limb completes cycle fastest.
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