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Adaptive Step Duration for Precise Foot Placement: Achieving Robust
Bipedal Locomotion on Terrains with Restricted Footholds

Zhaoyang Xiang!, Victor Paredes', and Ayonga Hereid!

Abstract— This paper introduces a novel multi-step preview
foot placement planning algorithm designed to enhance the ro-
bustness of bipedal robotic walking across challenging terrains
with restricted footholds. Traditional one-step preview planning
struggles to maintain stability when stepping areas are severely
limited, such as with random stepping stones. In this work,
we developed a discrete-time Model Predictive Control (MPC)
based on the step-to-step discrete evolution of the Divergent
Component of Motion (DCM) of bipedal locomotion. This
approach adaptively changes the step duration for optimal
foot placement under constraints, thereby ensuring the robot’s
operational viability over multiple future steps and significantly
improving its ability to navigate through environments with
tight constraints on possible footholds. The effectiveness of this
planning algorithm is demonstrated through simulations that
include a variety of complex stepping-stone configurations and
external perturbations. These tests underscore the algorithm’s
improved performance for navigating foothold-restricted envi-
ronments, even with the presence of external disturbances.

I. INTRODUCTION

Humanoid and bipedal robots are developed to collaborate
with humans while navigating through human environments
built to perform their daily activities. They are expected to
achieve robust and efficient locomotion similar to humans
as they navigate challenging terrain, such as slopes, stairs,
stepping stones, etc. However, the dynamics of bipedal
robots are inherently high-dimensional, nonlinear, and hybrid
with unilateral contact constraints, which remains a complex
problem for planning stable trajectories ahead.

An efficient approach to characterizing bipedal locomotion
has been using the reduced-order center of mass (CoM)
dynamics models to represent the robot dynamics, which
can then generate walking patterns or lower-limb trajecto-
ries. The most commonly used model, the linear inverted
pendulum model (LIPM), describes the CoM dynamics with
a constant CoM height and underactuated ankles in a linear
form [1], [2]. Kajita et al. use LIPM with zero momentum
point (ZMP) regulations to avoid falling and achieve stable
3D walking on flat ground [3], [4]. Paredes et al. and Xiong
et al. analyze the closed-form orbit behaviors of the 3D
LIPM model and use it to stabilize the walking gaits of more
complex models or real robots [5], [6]. Moreover, the angular
momentum-based linear inverted pendulum (ALIP) model
reportedly improves the representation of linear velocities
of the CoM using the angular momentum of the robot about
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Fig. 1. Digit robot stably walks across a variety of challenging stepping
stone configurations in simulation by dynamically adjusting both step
duration and stepping locations.

the contact point [7], which reduces the error between the
model and real robots and improves the robustness of the foot
placement control [8]. Although most of these works assume
the ALIP model to be on flat ground, it can be generalized
to more complicated terrain. Gibson et al. designed a novel
set of constraints of the ALIP model for slope walking and
formulated a model predictive control (MPC) problem for
foot placement control [9]. Gao et al. extend the ALIP model
to consider swaying rigid surfaces and stabilize the robot
using a feedback linearization-based controller [10].

More specifically, a random and constrained terrain char-
acterized by stepping stones is a typical problem in bipedal
robotic walking. Nguyen et al. pre-computed a gait library
using trajectory optimization for fixed stepping stone pro-
files with various distances and heights and generated the
interpolated gaits online for given stepping stones [11]. Li
et al. follow a similar path but formulate a whole-body
control optimization problem to adapt the gait library to
given stepping stones [12]. Dai et al. consider the orbital
energy of the ALIP model on slopes and use MPC to
generate the CoM trajectory on stepping stones with variable
heights [13]. Nonetheless, it remains a complex question
about how adaptive the walking control algorithms can be
to random stepping stones.

To analyze the stability of LIPM-like CoM dynamics
models, the capturability [14] and the Divergent Component
of Motion (DCM) [15] are introduced to decouple the
stable and unstable dynamics, which provides a criterion
based on the viable states (i.e., states that do not lead to
falling). As those analyses show, a variable step duration
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Fig. 2. (Left) Digit robot and the ALIP model; (Right) Schematic view
of the DCM with step positions and footprints: During the k-th step, the
DCM evolves from (€5) to (€5)~ and is reset to (€57")T in the new
contact frame after the touch-down, and so repeatedly.

can increase the range of viable states and allow robots
to take wider steps to prevent falling. However, allowing
a variable step duration leads to nonlinear and non-convex
problems, which require heavy computing resources and
thus impede its implementation in online controllers. The
aforementioned research [11], [12], [13] all assume variable
step duration to increase the robustness of walking gaits,
but they do not explicitly analyze or optimize it due to the
same reason. As a novel attempt, Khadiv et al. introduce
the DCM offset to represent the viability bounds of the
LIPM model and formulate the desired step position, step
duration, and DCM offset into online quadratic programming
(QP) [16]. This foot placement controller ensures bounded
viable states while seeking an optimal stepping strategy,
improving the walking control’s robustness, especially under
force perturbations. This work is also extended for more
complicated stepping strategies [17] or more challenging
walking perturbation [18], which implies its potential ap-
plication in walking control on stepping stones.

This paper focuses on foot placement planning (also
referred to as high-level control sometimes) on flat stepping
stones with force perturbation, representing a common type
of challenging terrain in the real world. To improve the
robustness of bipedal robotic walking on such terrain, we aim
to plan a swing foot placement that guarantees viable states
of future steps and prevents the robot from falling, given
severe constraints on the step position. Thus, we consider
variable step duration and analyze the DCM based on the
ALIP model. Moreover, one-step-ahead planning strategies
(such as [16], [7]) may not guarantee the viability of the
next step, given the uncertainty in the terrain. Therefore,
we formulate a discrete MPC problem considering N steps
ahead to increase the robustness of walking gaits in future
consecutive steps. To validate our approach, we test our foot
placement planner on the humanoid robot model, Digit, in

the MuJoCo simulation environment [19] with different types
of stepping stone terrains and under force perturbations.

The main contributions of this paper in foot placement

planning are as follows:

1) Derive the discrete dynamics of the initial DCM based
on the ALIP model and prove its boundedness if the
foot placements are chosen from a bounded set.

2) Introduce the N-step-ahead discrete MPC formulation
to increase the robustness of the walking gait given
the terrain information. This yields a nonlinear pro-
gramming (NLP) problem with bilinear constraints and
thus has the potential to be implemented in online foot
placement planning under our construction.

3) Demonstrate the robustness of the foot placement
planner in different challenging scenarios, including
random stepping stones and severe force perturbations.
We also compare this work with [16] to show the
improvement of considering more steps ahead.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section
derives the evolution of the DCM through consecutive steps
and introduces the discrete dynamics of the initial DCM.
We show that the DCM can be bounded by the swing foot
placement of a particular position and duration, which leads
to balanced walking. Section [[IIl formulates a discrete MPC
by considering multiple steps ahead to solve for a foot
placement that maintains the viable states of the following
steps. Section [[V] briefly mentions the whole-body controller
we use in the simulation and explains the computation of the
low-level desired outputs due to the variable step duration.
Section [V] demonstrates the improvement of the robustness
by our planner in four stepping stone profiles and one
perturbation test. Lastly, Section [VIl concludes the paper and
provides some potential topics to improve this work.

II. DIVERGENT COMPONENT OF MOTION ANALYSIS OF
BIPEDAL LOCOMOTION

The complex, high-dimensional dynamics of a bipedal
robot present significant computational challenges for gait
planning. To address these issues, reduced-dimensional tem-
plate models are commonly employed, offering a simpler
representation that mitigates the computational demands of
planning bipedal locomotion.

A. Center of Mass Dynamics of Bipedal Robots

We consider the ALIP model on a flat ground with
an underactuated single-support phase and an instantaneous
double-support phase (see Fig. 2l Left) [7]. Using ., Y, zo
to denote the CoM position in the contact point frame, the
ALIP dynamics are given by

. Ly . L
ICfmian yciimizo’ (1)
Lm = —Mmgyc, Ly = mgZTe,

where z( is the constant CoM height, L® LY are the x,y-
component of the angular momentum about the contact point
(i.e., contact angular momentum), m is the mass of the robot,
and g is the gravitational acceleration constant. Note that L”



is in the opposite direction of . in the right-hand coordinate
system. Compared to the LIP model described in [2], the
ALIP model uses the contact angular momentum L*, LY
instead of the linear velocities of the CoM. As discussed
in [8]-[10], this change maintains the system dynamics in a
linear form while reducing the mismatch between the model
and the real robot state. Thus, we choose this model to
represent the CoM dynamics of the robot in this paper.

B. DCM-based Discrete Dynamics

The ALIP dynamics in (I) can be transformed into a
system that separates the stable and unstable parts of its
dynamics, where the latter is its Divergent Component of
Motion [15]. Using the states of the ALIP model, the DCM
€ in the contact frame is given by

L) e

X mzo
Substituting the ALIP dynamics (I) into (2), we can obtain
the DCM dynamics and solve it as follows

é= o] =[]
£(t) = o™, te0,T], )

where 7' is the step duration, ¢ is the elapsed time (or relative
time) from the beginning of the current swing phase, & is
the initial DCM at ¢t = 0.

The DCM £(t) is an exponential function of the time ¢
through a walking step, which represents the unstable motion
of a walking gait. However, after a swing foot touch-down,
the DCM is reset to an initial value due to the update of the
contact frame (see Fig. [2} Right). Suppose that the current
step is the k-th step (k € N), (¢§)* and (&%)~ are the initial
and final value of the DCM of the k-th step, and (£571)* is
the initial value of the (k+1)-th ste where the superscript
(+/—) represents the moment right after or before the k-th
touch-down. Then, the reset map of the DCM is given by

( §+1)+ = (&%) —php
= (€T — php,

where p& , = [zk, 4% ]7 is the k-th step position in the
current contact frame, T% is the k-th step duration.

In the x-direction, the step length x7p can be positive,
zero, or negative when walking forward, in place, or back-
ward respectively. While in the y-direction, even if the robot
is stepping in place, there will be an alternating step width
wy - in the left or right directiorﬂ Thus, we define the lateral
step position yrp := wy/,. + W, where wy, is a fixed step
width of the left or right swing foot that stands for the in-
place lateral walking, and W is the deviation from w;, that
accounts for the actual lateral movement. For instance, Fig.

(&)

1(£§+1)+ is also referred to as the DCM offset at the end of the k-th
step in [16].

e, w; = w > 0 for the left swing foot and w, = —w < 0 for the
right swing foot, and w > 0 is a fixed step width when stepping in place.

[ (Right) shows a rightward walking in the y-direction with
W < 0 for each step.

For a periodic gait with a constant step position prp =
(L, wy/r + W]T and duration 7T, the nominal value of the
initial DCM &g nom can be derived from as

L

gO,x,nom = 6/\:’17—1’ (6)
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where £y yi/r nom Of the left or right swing foot are solved by
considering two consecutive steps (i.e., one cycle of lateral
walking).

We consider the forward walking in the x-direction as an
example. Given a bounded set D of the feasible step position
and T of the feasible step duration, we can obtain a bounded
set X of the initial DCM computed by the values in D and
T using (6). ie.. &0,o(L,T) : D x T — X, for all L € D,
T € T. We claim that the initial DCM &, evolving from
X using ) can be bounded in X if the robot takes an
appropriate step of a particular position and duration within
the set D x T . To show this, we assume the maximum of the
initial DCM to be £,z max that is obtained by the maximal
step length L.« and the minimal step duration 7;,;;,. Then,
for f{im < €0,2,max, the bound of 55;1 is given by as

E+1 _ ¢k ATF k
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for any PQ,T p €D and T* € T. If the robot takes the next
step of the maximal step length L,,,x and the minimal step
duration 7},;,, then the bound of ggjgl is limited to

L ,
k1 max  Alwin _
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thus proves our proposition above.

The infimum of £y, max 15 also referred to as the oo-
step capturability bound d, in [14] (or viability bound) that
theoretically distinguishes the stable walking gaits from the
unstable ones, and such a bounded evolution of the DCM
represents a walking gait that never falls. Furthermore, it can
be proved that there exists at least one combination of the
step position and duration in D x T such that the initial DCM
§§’w in the interior of X is a contraction map for k € N7,
which implies a convergent evolution of the initial DCM.
The same result also holds for backward walking.

Similarly, we can also compute the boundary values
&0,yl/r,max 10 the y-direction of the left or right swing foot
respectively, and show a bounded evolution of §§$y in one
cycle of the lateral walking. The details of the proof are
omitted in this paper.

Now we define z* := Eé’“ (i.e., the initial DCM of the

(k+1)-th step), uf = p’pr, and oF = eATk, and re-write



(3) as the discrete dynamics of the initial DCM through
consecutive walking steps:

28 =ofzF 1 —uF, k=12, .. (10)

where z° = &} = £€(0) is the initial DCM of the current step.
In other words, during the stable walking, the initial DCM
of the next step z* is determined by the initial value of the
current step z"~!, the step duration represented by ¥, and
the step position u”.

As we discussed above, for a walking gait starting with
an appropriate z°, we can choose the combinations of step
position and duration according to to keep all the z*
and thus the DCM £(¢) bounded such that the robot can
walk stably without falling. Even though there are specific
constraints on D* and 7% for the k-th step, there still exists
at least one swing foot placement that leads to a bounded
zF € X* as long as z°~! € X%, where X* is obtained
by D* and T* using @) This intuitively indicates a foot
placement planning strategy on some challenging terrain
such as stepping stones.

C. Multi-step Ahead Foot Placement Planning

The foot placement planning aims to achieve robust
bipedal walking on random stepping stone profiles, which
can be modeled as a sequence of bounds on each step
position. In that case, the stepping stone profile brings much
more complicated constraints on the viable evolution of the
robot states, where the robot cannot take steps freely just to
maintain balance for the next step. It needs to plan a foot
placement in a bounded region based on the states given by
the previous bounded foot placement and maintain its viable
states to prepare for future bounded foot placements. One-
step-ahead planning algorithms can not meet this requirement
since they are unaware of the constraints of the far future
steps.

The discrete dynamics of the initial DCM (I0) reveals that
the robot can achieve stable walking on a given stepping
stone profile by choosing the appropriate step position and
duration to bound the evolution of the initial DCM, which
can be implemented as an MPC of the decision variables
(z*, 0% u¥) that considers multiple steps ahead to solve
for the optimal foot placement while minimizing the errors
from the desired values. In Section [Tl we compute the
desired and boundary values of the decision variables using
the control targets, the terrain information, and the robot
states and then formulate the foot placement planner as a
discrete MPC. In Section we use an existing whole-
body controller to regulate the robot’s CoM dynamics and
swing foot trajectories to achieve the desired foot placements,
forming a closed-loop walking control framework.

III. SWING FOOT PLACEMENT PLANNING VIA DISCRETE
MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL

In this work, we focus on the foot placements on the
stepping stones with high accuracy and resistance to external
perturbations. We consider N steps ahead to formulate the
MPC based on , and design the constraints on the
decision variables as follows.

1) Step Position: For the Digit robot model with under-
actuated ankles and flat feet, we define the step position
u” as the geometric center of each stance foot. A stepping
stone profile is given as a sequence of fixed positions in the
world frame, while the robot states and variables such as
the DCM and the step position are defined in each contact
frame. Considering the next IV stepping stones, the target is
to minimize the error between the future step position u”
and stepping stone p¥, .. for k = {1,2,.... N}. Thus, the
desired values of each step position are computed as

(1)

1 —
k pstone - pST,Wld? k -
Uges =

T\ ok k—1 _
Pstone — pTD,wld’ k= 2’ ) N

where psr.wia 1s the current contact position in the world
frame, p?‘D{Wld is the expected step position of the future
(k-1)-th step in the world frame. Since the future touch-
downs have not happened yet, p?},lact are unknown during
the current step. However, we can use the previous planning
results to approximate these actual values, which are itera-
tively updated inside the planner. In practice, if the planner
has not returned the first result yet, we use the position of
the k-th stone in the (k-1)-th stone frame to represent each
desired step position u%__.

Moreover, the bound on each step position is defined as
a rectangular area around the u%__, which represents the
physical dimension of the stepping stone.

2) Step Duration: Since we emphasize the accuracy of
the step position and viability of the walking gait, we make
the step duration a slack variable to relax the problem. We
choose a constant desired value 7% = Tyes and a constant
bound [Tnin, Timax] for T%, and assign a small weight for
the step duration term ¢ in the cost function.

3) Initial DCM: The desired value of the initial DCM z*
are computed using (6) by substituting the desired values of
the step position and duration of k-th step. The bounds of the
initial DCM are obtained using the mechanical limits of the
robot model, which rules out all the infeasible states that lead
to the robot falling (see Appendix for the computation of the
z* bounds). However, these bounds alone do not guarantee
foot placements that yield viable states for all the given
stepping stones. Therefore, we choose an appropriately high
weight in the cost term for each z* to track the desired value.
This works as a soft constraint to enforce a viable evolution
of the initial DCM through multiple steps.

Moreover, since this foot placement planner runs multiple
times during a step, we use the measured value of the
instantaneous DCM &0 (t) to estimate the initial DCM of
the current step z° by computing it backward using :

2’ =€) = Emealt)e ™ (12)

where t € [0,T] is the current relative time. Therefore, z°
is updated by the robot states in real-time.

4) Discrete MPC Formulation: Using (10), (TI), (12),
and the other constraints defined above, we can formulate



the discrete MPC problem as follows:
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where k = {1,2,..., N}, and we used the weights af , 3
and % to represent soft constraints on the decision variable:
ol , 5 assigns relative weights on (2", ", u*) for the k-th
future step as we discussed above; while 5* is a decaying
weight on each future step, addressing the importance of
earlier future steps, especially the imminent next one.

Since the discrete dynamics of DCM (10) takes a bilinear
form about the decision variables (z*,o* u*), we arrive
at an NLP problem. It takes a considerably longer time to
solve than QP, but thanks to this discrete formulation, it is
still possible to be implemented in online foot placement
planning. We will explain further in the conclusion that such
bilinear constraints can also be relaxed into linear constraints
and thus yield a QP program.

In addition, this planner formulation is not limited to a
specific type of terrain, it can be implemented in a variety
of flat-ground walking control by designing appropriate con-
straints and weights to represent different control objectives.

IV. ADAPTATION OF VARIABLE STEP DURATION IN THE
Low-LEVEL CONTROLLER

The foot placement planner yields the desired step position
u' and duration T of the next step at a low frequency during
the current swing phase, while the low-level controller is
aimed at approaching that step position with the step duration
at a high frequency (e.g., 25 Hz and 1000 Hz respectively).
In this work, we use a model-based whole-body controller
to track the task space outputs and maintain a stable walking
gaiﬂ The outputs of the low-level controller are defined
using the full-order states g as

torso pitch
base height z
swing foot x
swing foot y
swing foot z
swing foot pitch

Y*q) = (18)

where the desired position of the swing foot is generated as
a polynomial trajectory ending at the desired step position
with the desired step duration.

3For more details about this low-level controller, see [20], [21].
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Fig. 3. Illustration of updating 7(¢) with respect to Tées‘ For instance,
when Tges is updated, 7(t) becomes the linear function that starts from 72

and reaches 1 when t = szes, but it will end at 73 when ¢t = ¢3 and be
updated again. Eventually, 7(¢) will be a piecewise linear function of the
relative time ¢.

Note that the low-level controller uses a dimensionless
phase variable 7 to drive the trajectories of the robot, which
increases monotonically from 0 to 1 during the current swing
phase. If the step duration is fixed, 7(t) is a linear function
of the relative time ¢ with a fixed slope. When we would
like to approach a swing foot placement with a variable step
duration that is being updated during the swing phase, we
need to compute the phase variable 7 accordingly.

Let m be the number of times the planner updates the
desired foot placement during a swing phase, ¢’ and 7 (i =
0,1,...,m) be the relative time and the phase variable at the
i-th planner update. From t° = 0 and 7° = 0, the function
7(t) is given by:

te [ttt (19)

des

where T . is the i-th updated desired step duration. Each
time the planner updates the step duration, 7(t) becomes a
linear function with an updated slope as if it would start from
7¢ and reach 1 when ¢ reaches T} .. However, 7(t) will end
at 7't due to the next planner update at ¢t = ¢'+!, and thus
7*1 is obtained by substituting ¢ = ¢'*! into (19), which is
the initial value of the next piece of 7(¢) (See Fig. [B). This
design of 7(t) guarantees that 7(¢) is still continuous during
each swing phase, and it would eventually reach 1 when
t reaches the last updated step duration, which results in a
timely swing foot touch-down. Moreover, the time derivative
of the phase variable, 7(¢), is used to compute the time
derivatives of the desired outputs ydeS,

1— 7t

= 71 — /L 5
Tdes t

7(t) te [ttt (20)

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

This foot placement planner is tested on the humanoid
robot model, Digit, in the MuJoCo simulation environment.
The simulation runs at 1 kHz, where the low-level controller
runs at the same frequency, and the foot placement planner
runs every 40 millisecond (i.e., 40 simulation steps). The
NLP in the foot placement planner is solved using the
open-source NLP solver IPOPT [22]. As a balance between



the planner performance and computational efficiency, we
choose the number of future steps considered in the MPC as
N = 4, which includes two cycles of bipedal walking. For
all presented simulations, the step position bound is defined
as a rectangular area of dimension 0.2 x 0.1 meters centered
at each uf__. The step duration takes the desired value of 0.5
seconds with a bound [0.35,0.65] seconds. The cost weight
for the k-th step is chosen as af = [led,2e4, 1, led, 2ed]
and % = 10*=F for k = {1,2,3,4}, where we double the
weight in the y-direction because the step position bound in
y-direction is half of that in z-direction.

We design 4 types of stepping stone profiles and a per-
turbation scenario with 4 different perturbations to represent
the challenging terrain on the flat ground, where we compare
our N-step-ahead planner (denoted as ALIP-MPC) with the
one-step-ahead planner (denoted as ALIP-QP) in [16ﬂ

TABLE I
STEPPING STONES PROFILES

Profile No. L (m) W (m)
I constant (0.2/0.4/0.55)  constant (—0.15/0.15)
11 U[0.2,0.5] U[-0.15,0.15]
III (0.2%8,0.5%8)*2 U[-0.15,0.15]
v U[0.2,0.5] (—0.1%8,0.1#8)*2

A. Walking on Stepping Stones

The stepping stone profiles are listed in Table [ Each
profile contains 32 stones with the dimensions [L*, W*] to
compute the stone position as p¥,,,.. = [L*,w;,,. + W],
where wy/, is chosen as £0.28 (meters).

o Profile I contains 6 combinations of fixed L and W;

e Profile Il includes L values that are uniformly dis-
tributed random numbers between 0.2 and 0.5, and W
values those between —0.15 and 0.15;

e Profile III contains 8 consecutive L values of 0.2
followed by 8 values of 0.5 and repeated once, which
emphasizes on abrupt changes of stone positions in the
x-direction;

e Profile IV emphasize on the stone position changes in
the y-direction similar to Profile II1.

In the simulation, the robot is initialized in a standing
posture with zero velocity and then walks 6 steps to approach
the first stepping stone. In this speeding-up phase, we only
control the robot to reach an appropriate x-velocity before
walking onto the stepping stones, thus the y-velocity is near
zero and the step position right before the first stone is not
constrained. This setting provides an uncertain initial condi-
tion for the planner and hence can demonstrate the robustness
of the foot placement planning. In each comparison test
between the ALIP-MPC and ALIP-QP, we make sure that
such initial conditions of either are the same. Therefore, as
we will discuss below, the ALIP-MPC outperforms ALIP-QP
in all the presented simulation results.

“4For the video of the presented simulations, see https://youtu.be/
2jhikP1zZmbEl

ALIP-MPC vs. ALIP-QP (Profile I)
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Fig. 4. Step position RMSE of the ALIP-MPC and ALIP-QP in the test of
Profile I. The ALIP-MPC outperforms the ALIP-QP in these tests, where
the ALIP-QP fails in the tests of large step lengths L = 0.5.
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Fig. 5. Footprints of the ALIP-MPC and ALIP-QP in the test of Profile
II. The green rectangles mark the step position bounds on the gray stepping
stones, the black dots are the actual step positions with the black frames
illustrating the flat feet of the Digit. (Left, ALIP-MPC) The robot walks
stably through the random stones with a bounded DCM; (Right, ALIP-QP)
The robot falls because of a large change in the stone position. The red
frames illustrate the foot placements that violate the step position constraints.

1) Profile I: The root-mean-square errors between the step
positions and stepping stones (abbreviated as step position
error below) are illustrated in Fig. ] For the test of L = 0.2
and 0.4, the ALIP-MPC slightly reduces the step position
errors compared to the ALIP-QP. This is because these tests
all lead to periodic gaits and thus the preview of multiple
steps provides similar information as the one-step preview.
However, in the test of L = 0.55, the step length is very
large and close to the mechanical limit. The ALIP-QP fails to
obtain a feasible foot placement from an earlier step, which
instantaneously results in the infeasibility of the upcoming
steps, while the ALIP-MPC can still complete these tests
with small step position errors thanks to the preview of
multiple steps.

2) Profile II: Tt consists of randomly generated L* and
Wk, which is much more challenging for the ALIP-QP to
handle. The ALIP-MPC controls the robot to walk through
this profile with a step position error of 0.023 meters,
while the ALIP-QP ends with the robot falling due to the
randomness of the stone positions. Fig. [5] compares the
footprints, the CoM, and the DCM trajectories of the ALIP-
MPC and ALIP-QP. The ALIP-QP fails at the 14th step
because the 13th foot placement yields an initial condition
that cannot lead to viable states given the 14th stone position,
which again highlights the importance of the multiple-step
preview. Fig. [f] compares the step duration and initial DCM
in y-direction of two planners, where the ALIP-MPC can
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Fig. 7. The ALIP-MPC in the test of Profile III (Upper) and IV (Lower).

find foot placements with more smooth changes in the step
duration to maintain viable states.

3) Profile IIl and IV: emphasize on the abrupt changes in
the L¥ and W* respectively. The step position errors of the
ALIP-MPC in these two tests are 0.027 and 0.024 meters,
while the ALIP-QP also fails to complete the tests. Fig. [7]
shows the footprints of the ALIP-MPC in both tests. Even
under such challenging stepping stone profiles, the ALIP-
MPC can still find foot placements to maintain viable states.

In all the stepping stones tests, the ALIP-MPC with the
preview of multiple steps shows better foot placement track-
ing and robustness than ALIP-QP, especially when under
large changes of stone positions in the lateral direction.

B. Perturbation Test on Stepping Stones

The perturbations in the z- and y-direction are listed
in Table The test scenario contains 24 steps on the
stepping stones profile [L*, W*] = [0.4, 0] and 4 perturbation
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Fig. 8. The ALIP-MPC in the perturbation test, 4 perturbation forces
are marked by red, , green, and purple circles respectively in the
figures. (Upper Left) The x- and y-velocity changes abruptly due to the
perturbation but is quickly restored; (Upper Right) The step duration is
adjusted in response to the perturbation forces to maintain viable states;
(Lower Left and Right) The initial DCM in both z- and y-direction are
bounded.

TABLE I
PERTURBATION SCENARIO

Perturb. No.  Step No. Force (N)
1 Sth Fpy =150
2 10th Fy = —150
3 15th Fy =175
4 20th Fy =-75

forces in the forward, backward, left, and right direction,
respectively applied at the base (i.e., the pelvis) of the Digit
robot at each specified step. Each perturbation force lasts
from the relative time ¢ = 0.1 to ¢ = 0.2 seconds. The
results are presented in Fig. [8]

Since we choose a stone profile where the robot walks
straightforward, the perturbation resistance of both planners
in the z-direction is similar. When the 1st perturbation force
pushes the robot in the forward direction, the robot takes the
next step faster than usual. The 2nd perturbation in the back-
ward direction causes the robot to slow down and increases
the step duration. Given that the robot has underactuated
ankle joints, as long as the perturbation does not completely
stop the robot or push the robot forward extremely heavily,
both planners can find feasible foot placement to maintain
balanced walking. However, for the perturbations in y-
direction, the foot placements are severely constrained by
the stepping stones, thus the ALIP-QP fails after the 3rd
leftward perturbation. The ALIP-MPC still maintains viable
states and completes the test successfully.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a discrete MPC formulation for multi-
step-ahead foot placement planning that increases the robust-
ness of bipedal robotic walking on challenging terrains. We



choose the ALIP CoM dynamics model to represent the full-
order dynamics of the robot more accurately and analyze its
viability using the initial DCM of each step. By proving
that the initial DCM can be bounded by appropriate foot
placements, we introduce an initial DCM discrete dynamics
that reveals its evolution under the control of step position
and step duration. Then, we formulate the discrete dynamics
into an MPC problem for foot placement planning that con-
siders multiple steps ahead, which can use more information
about the terrain to plan a foot placement that maintains
the viable states through challenging stepping areas. We
test our planner on different challenging stepping stone
profiles and perturbation scenarios, demonstrating improved
robustness than the one-step-ahead planning algorithm. For
future works, we will focus on the bilinear constraints in the
MPC and use existing relaxation methods to convert it into
a QP problem, which will eventually be implemented in the
physical robot experiments.

APPENDIX

We choose the bounds on the mechanical limits of the
Digit robot as

[Tins Tmax] = [0.35,0.65](s), 21
[Limin; Limax] = [~0.5,0.5](m), (22)
(Wi min, Wimax] = —[Wr.max, Wr min]
= [-0.18,0.22](m). (23)
Then, the z* bound is computed using (@) as
Lonas (24)

—z =z L= et
T, min T, max eMmin — 17

The 25 bound of the left or right swing foot is computed by
considering two consecutive steps on the boundary as

Zyl,min = —Zyr,max
—Wimax + WimineTmin
o wq + [,max [,min€ (25)
e)\Trnin =+ ]_ 62)\Txnin — ]_ ’
Zyl,max = —Zyr,min
~Wimin + Wi maxe Toin
o wy + [,min I,max€ (26)
eATInin =+ ]_ 62)\Txnin — ]_
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