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Figure S1. Mean and standard deviation of trunk kinematics in the sagittal, frontal, and transverse planes for
commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted in orange) after the adaptation period
with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S2. Mean and standard deviation of pelvis kinematics in the sagittal, frontal, and transverse planes for
commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted in orange) after the adaptation period
with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S3. Mean and standard deviation of the kinematics of the affected hip, knee, and ankle
joints in the sagittal plane, hip for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO
(depicted in orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S4. Mean and standard deviation of the kinematics of the affected hip joint abduction and
adduction, rotation, and foot progression for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new
AFO (depicted in orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S5. Mean and standard deviation of the kinematics of the less affected hip, knee, and ankle
joints in the sagittal plane for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted

in orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S6. Mean and standard deviation of the kinematics of the less affected hip abduction and

adduction, hip rotation, and foot progression for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the

new AFO (depicted in orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S7. Mean and standard deviation of the moment of the affected hip, knee, and ankle joints

in the sagittal plane for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted in

orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure $8. Mean and standard deviation of the power of the affected hip, knee, and ankle joints in
the sagittal plane for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted in
orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S9. Mean and standard deviation of the moment of the less affected hip, knee, and ankle
joints in the sagittal plane for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted
in orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S10. Mean and standard deviation of the power of the less affected hip, knee, and ankle joints
in the sagittal plane for commonly used AFOs (depicted in blue) and the new AFO (depicted in
orange) after the adaptation period with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S11. Mean and standard deviation of trunk kinematics in the sagittal, frontal, and transverse
planes for commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOLt1) downhill (in green),
level-groundwalking (in blue) and uphill (in red) with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S12. Mean and standard deviation of pelvis kinematics in the sagittal, frontal, and transverse
planes for commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) downhill (in green),
level-groundwalking (in blue) and uphill (in red) with the related SPM analysis.
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Figure S13. Mean and standard deviation of hip kinematics in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during

downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S14. Mean and standard deviation of knee kinematics in the sagittal plane for the affected
and less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1)

during downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with
the corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S15. Mean and standard deviation of ankle kinematics in the sagittal plane for the affected
and less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1)
during downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with
the corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S16. Mean and standard deviation of hip kinematics in the frontal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during
downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S17. Mean and standard deviation of hip kinematics in the transversal plane for the affected
and less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (oldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1)
during downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with
the corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S18. Mean and standard deviation of the foot progression for the affected and less affected
sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during downhill (in
green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the corresponding
SPM analysis.
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Figure S19. Mean and standard deviation of hip moment in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during



downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure §20. Mean and standard deviation of knee moment in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during
downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S21. Mean and standard deviation of ankle moment in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during
downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure S22. Mean and standard deviation of hip power in the sagittal plane for the affected and less
affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOtl) during
downhill (in green), level-ground walking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.

Knee POWER (W/kg)
LESSAFFECTED AFFECTED

oldAFO

-4 1 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10¢ '40 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
EHEVA e — — —— — —
Uphill Vs o0t eog0t = 0,0004 000t
Flat walking Vs Uphill —— _ ————
0 Vs Flat walking [ RS '
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 920 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
4 4
—Downhill
—Flat walking

—Uphill

newCAMOt1

2 2
-4 -4 o
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 920 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100
ANOVA D=D[05 E<UDO| E<000| ﬁ<DDD| =0.0042 ) E<0001 room E<0001
Uphill Vs E<O(X)| E<0w\ ) g(D.U(H
Fietwsibciog el ol _— _ ) '
s Vs Flat walking ro.om 5 E«u,om
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Cycle (%) Cycle (%)

Figure 523. Mean and standard deviation of knee power in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during
downhill (in green), level-ground walking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.
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Figure 524. Mean and standard deviation of ankle power in the sagittal plane for the affected and
less affected sides with commonly used AFOs (0ldAFO) and the new AFO (newCAMOt1) during
downhill (in green), level-groundwalking (in blue), and uphill (in red) conditions, along with the
corresponding SPM analysis.



