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Figure S1. Analysis of the subjects” stance length. a) Subject-wise plot of the time taken to complete
the stances with the significant difference (p<0.05); (b) Results of the ANOVA test on the activation
duration of the VT units. The significant differences (p<0.05) between the corresponding VTs across
the terrains are only displayed (c). The ANOVA results of the spike times corresponding to the last
activation of VT1 and the first activations of VI2 and VT3, representing the lowest resolution of the
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bin size corresponding to 15ms for the PSTH.
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Figure S2. Subject-wise psychophysical results. The presented stimulus is denoted by target class
and response by output class: (a) Confusion matrices of identification of tiles, grass or stones; (b)
Confusion matrices of recognition of even terrain (tiles or grass) with respect to uneven (stones).



Subject 1 Subject 2 Subject 3 Subject 4 All

¢ ¢
TRERIN

Candidacy [%]

20

Subject 1 Subject 2 Subject 3 Subject 4 All
100

6°}{ {{ii

ARRIFR RS

Candidacy [%]

O 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
+ - + - + - + - + -

Figure S3. Effect of VT1 on algorithm performance. Algorithm maximum candidacy and CI for the
VT combinations with (+) and without (-) VT1 for each subject and when considering all of them.
The maximum candidacy when all the input VTs are considered is shown in pink as reference. Top:
Unevenness recognition; Bottom: 3-terrain identification.
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Figure S4. Effect of VT3 on algorithm performance. Algorithm maximum candidacy and CI for the
VT combinations with (+) and without (-) VT3 for each subject and when considering all of them.
The maximum candidacy when all the input VTs are considered is shown in pink as reference. Top:
Unevenness recognition; Bottom: 3-terrain identification.



