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Geomagnetic navigation leverages the ubiquitous Earth’s magnetic signals to nav-

igate missions, without dependence on GPS services or pre-stored geographic maps.

It has drawn increasing attention and is promising particularly for long-range navi-

gation into unexplored areas. Current geomagnetic navigation studies are still in the

early stages with simulations and computational validations, without concrete efforts

to develop cost-friendly test platforms that can empower deployment and experimen-

tal analysis of the developed approaches. This paper presents a hardware-in-the-loop

simulation testbed to support geomagnetic navigation experimentation. Our testbed

is dedicated to synthesizing geomagnetic field environment for the navigation. We

develop the software in the testbed to simulate the dynamics of the navigation envi-

ronment, and we build the hardware to generate the physical magnetic field, which

follows and aligns with the simulated environment. The testbed aims to provide

controllable magnetic field that can be used to experiment with geomagnetic navi-

gation in labs, thus avoiding real and expensive navigation experiments, e.g., in the

ocean, for validating navigation prototypes. We build the testbed with off-the-shelf

hardware in an unshielded environment to reduce cost. We also develop the field

generation control and hardware parameter optimization for quality magnetic field

generation. We conduct a detailed performance analysis to show the quality of the

field generation by the testbed, and we report the experimental results on perfor-

mance indicators, including accuracy, uniformity, stability, and convergence of the

generated field towards the target geomagnetic environment.
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1 Introduction

Geomagnetic navigation has been extensively investigated as an alternative to GPS-based nav-

igation [1, 2], especially in long-range missions where the navigation area is unexplored and

GPS services or pre-store geographic maps are inaccessible [3–5]. Geomagnetic navigation uses

the ubiquitous Earth magnetic field signals to navigate missions [6, 7], and recent works have

demonstrated its performances close to the navigation supported by reference maps or INS

devices [8, 9]. While theoretical analyses on geomagnetic navigation approaches are sufficient,

the developed approaches can be subject to real world constraints. E.g., the magnetic contour

matching (MAGCOM) method [10] and the iterative closest contour point (ICCP) method [11] -

which are considered theoretically highly reliable - cannot be applied in real missions due to the

changing magnetic field that is supposed to be static in their method design. Geomagnetic nav-

igation is largely confined in its early stage with modeling and simulations, and the stability of

various approaches, e.g., LDUGN method [12], the EVO [13] method, and the 2-D method [14],

remains uncertain when it comes to interferences in real-world navigation environments. There

is a need of real-world experiments to validate and refine the developed geomagnetic navigation

approaches, so as to generate concrete insights for application and deployment. Nevertheless,

real navigation experiments, e.g., for underwater missions, can be expensive, and it is impracti-

cal to conduct massive real experiments with diverse navigation conditions to gain generalized

geomagnetic navigation models. Therefore, there is an urgent demand for a low-cost, config-

urable, and reusable laboratory testbed to evaluate the impact of real geomagnetic conditions

on the performance of geomagnetic navigation.

This paper looks into the design of a laboratory testbed facilitating geomagnetic navigation

experimentation. Particularly, we examine the synthesis of geomagnetic field environment [15]

by a testbed. We consider a dynamic field as the target of the field generation, since the geo-

magnetic dynamics significantly impacts the geomagnetic navigation performance [16]. Though

synthesizing geomagnetic field seems promising in facilitating navigation experiments in lab, it is

challenging to configure and control the magnetic field following reference dynamics and quality

indicators. In the following, we review existing approaches in generating magnetic environments

and analyze their merits and disadvantages.

Magnetic field can be generated by a coil with well-controlled fed-in current [17]. The current

is controlled over time to produce the magnetic field with specific strength and direction [18].

Helmholtz coils have served as established devices for producing a region of nearly uniform

magnetic field [19, 20]. Amongst different types of coils, square Helmholtz coils can avoid the

loss of uniformity of the generated field compared with circular Helmholtz coils [21], and square

Helmholtz coils can generate more compact magnetic field in a lab environment [22]. Hurtado

et al. [23] demonstrated that using square Helmholtz coils can provide superior magnetic field

uniformity compared to their circular counterparts, while avoiding the nontrivial coil product

alignment. They also unveiled that the magnetic field uniformity - which determines the homo-

geneousness of the field distribution within a specific area - of the coil depends on its diameter

and the spacing between the coils. Cao et al. [24] proposed a combination of Maxwell coil and

circular Helmholtz coil for magnetic field synthesis, where they generate strong magnetic field

with low current that leads to lower costs. Huang et al. [25] introduced a square Helmholtz
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system designed for electromagnetic interference resistance analysis. Their system requires a

shielding environment to avoid instability of the generated field caused by environmental noise.

Jiang et al. [26] developed a closed-loop control for circular Helmholtz coil to promote mag-

netic field generation accuracy using model predictive control [27] and super-twisting sliding

mode observers. Nevertheless, their control approach demand heavy computation that limits

its capacity in generating magnetic field with rapid dynamics. Liu et al. [28] designed square

Helmholtz coils to generate magnetic field to compensate the geomagnetic anomalies and cali-

brate the navigation information. They use the coils to generate a stable and static magnetic

field to confine environmental disturbances. Nevertheless, the coil’s ability to dynamically ad-

just the magnetic field is not analyzed. Ponikvar et al. [29] employed adaptive least mean

squares (LMS) to compensate the current fluctuations in square Helmholtz coils for stable and

accurate magnetic field generation. However, the convergence of their generated field is compro-

mised by the steady-state errors induced by the fixed step size in LMS. The Aerospace CubeSat

project [30–32] leveraged square Helmholtz coil in designing testbed to support geomagnetic

navigation deployment, where they developed geomagnetic navigation testbed using Helmholtz

coils in synthesizing magnetic field. Their coils are enclosed in a magnetically shielded room,

where the generated magnetic field is free from interference from the external environment.

However, the construction of a shielded laboratory room is expensive due to the incorporation

of precious materials like mu-metal [33].

Beyond studies on accurate field generation, there are works looking into uniformity of the

generated field by Helmholtz coils. Li et al. [34] proposed a parameter design approach for

circular Helmholtz coils, where they transfer the coil parameter design problem to a multi-

objective optimization problem, and provide optimal parameters for the coil to mitigate field

uniformity degradation. However, the experimental performance of the coil with optimized pa-

rameters is not discussed to validate the optimization. Lu [35] et al. established the relationship

between coil parameters and the field uniformity. They verified their approach through finite

element method (FEM) simulations, yet their work neglects the field dimension in the uniform

region. Lu et al. [36] proposed an optimization for square Helmholtz coils, where they employed

Taylor series expansions for the magnetic field to enhance the uniformity of the target field.

They transformed the coil design into a constrained optimization problem, from which they

obtained the optimal coil parameters by particle swarm optimization algorithm. Nonetheless,

their design is confined within a magnetically shielded barrel, resulting in a limited area of

uniformity. Moreover, their work ignores magnetic disturbances from the environment which

requires additional current compensation measures. Batista et al. [37] investigated the design

and testing of a voltage-controlled current source (VCCS) for square Helmholtz coils. They

demonstrated that VCCSs constructed with low-cost, commercially available components can

meet the requirements for uniform field generation in lab. However, their work focused on

VCCS design without analysis on target magnetic field generation. Chen et al. [38] developed a

multi-square Helmholtz coil magnetic field generator with an expanded uniform region. Though

their method significantly enhances the uniform area of the magnetic field, the field strength

fluctuates considerably due to the absence of magnetic interference suppression. Furthermore,

their use of multiple coils increases installation cost and complexity.

The analyzed studies above show the dominance of square Helmholtz coil in magnetic field
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generation. Yet issues exist with Helmholtz coils regarding coil parameter optimization, rapid

response, and the uniformity, stability, and convergence of the field generation due to inefficient

coil control. Without a proper control, the coil cannot generate the magnetic field pertinent

to the requirements in geomagnetic navigation experiments. However, it is nontrivial to de-

sign a control that simultaneously coordinate and balance the quality indicators like accuracy,

stability, and convergence [39–43]. Furthermore, though there exist one testbed that has been

developed in supporting geomagnetic navigation, it is costly to build such a testbed with shield-

ing environment thus jeopardizing its widely adoption in facilitating experimentation.

In this paper, we aim to address those challenges by designing a testbed with efficient coil

parameter optimization and field generation control for magnetic field generation, in an un-

shielded lab environment. To this end, we build a hardware-in-the-loop simulation testbed that

empowers geomagnetic navigation experiments in lab. We design the testbed in a way that it

can synthesize both stable and rapidly varying magnetic fields, the latter of which commonly

exists in geomagnetic anomalies. Particularly, in the software part of our testbed, we simulate

a geomagnetic field induced by a virtual square Helmholtz coil using finite element method

(FEM) [44]. We determine the coil parameters fed to FEM by designing a parameter optimiza-

tion approach, which guarantees that the coil can maximize a uniform field area. The hardware

part of our testbed is a physical counterpart of the virtual Helmholtz coil. To adjust the mag-

netic field generated by the physical coil and make it aligned with the virtual field by FEM,

we develop a convex combination control approach for the Helmholtz coil. We adopt a convex

combination approach to concurrently coordinate the accuracy, stability, and convergence for

the field generation. The developed control can adjust the current fed to the coil in generating

a magnetic field following reference dynamics, while compensating the interferences from the

external environment without an expensive shielded environment. We build our testbed with

off-the-shelf hardware like micro controller units and magnetometer sensors, and we provide

mathematical proofs for the stability and convergence of the generated field towards the tar-

get value. We conduct comprehensive experiments and detailed analyses to demonstrate our

testbed regarding the quality of generated field, and we compare our designed coil control with

existing Helmholtz coil control approaches. Note that while our ultimate goal is the experi-

mentation of geomagnetic navigation with a testbed in lab, we in this paper demonstrate the

design, deployment, and validation of our testbed on magnetic field generation, along with the

developed coil optimization and control that underpin a quality field generation. We summarize

the contribution of this work as follows.

1. We design and build a cost-friendly testbed with off-the-shelf hardware in an unshielded

laboratory environment to support repeatable geomagnetic navigation experiments, thus

avoiding expensive real navigation missions in validating navigation prototypes.

2. We build our testbed in a hardware-in-the-loop architecture, where the software is a digital

twin of the hardware part that work together for magnetic field synthesis. The hardware

and software are aligned with each other to guarantee that a target virtual navigation

environment in the simulation is generated physically and precisely by the hardware.

3. We design the square Helmholtz coil parameter optimization approach to fit the coil design
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for different carriers, e.g., with different requirements on the magnetic field size. Further-

more, we propose a convex combination coil control method for quality field generation.

The proposed control provides a proofed convergence of the synthetic field towards the

target value that ensures rapid response, stability, and accuracy of the magnetic field

generation.

The rest of this work is organized as follows. Section 2 explains the design and implementation

of square Helmholtz coils under Biot-Savart law, along with the coil parameter optimization.

Section 3 introduces the convex combination coil control method for our testbed and provides

proof of its convergence and stability. Section 4 validates the magentic field generation by our

testbed and examines the performance of the convex combination coil control method. We

conclude this work in Section 5.

International Geomagnetic 

Reference Field

(1) Micro Controller 

Unit (MCU)

(2) Voltage Controlled 

Current Source (VCCS)

(3) Square Helmholtz with 

BlueROV

(4) Digital Magnetometer 

Sensors

USB Converter 

RS-232

Set Target Magnetic 

Field Strength d(n)

Input Signal x(n)

Output Signal y(n)

Compensation 

Current for The Coil

Rapid Control 

Prototyping

Hardware in The Loop

Finite Element Method 

Simulation (FEM) Model 

(5) Control 

Computer

Software in The Loop

  

Figure 1: A system architecture of the proposed Hils testbed.

2 Hardware design, implementation, and parameter optimization

We present the architecture of the designed Hardware-in-the-loop simulation (Hils) testbed

in Fig. 1. The testbed contains five main components: (i) a microcontroller unit (MCU)

equipped with coil control that transmits and translates the control signals for the adjust-

ment of field generation (ii) a voltage-controlled current source (VCCS) that generates the

corresponding current to regulate the magnetic field strength (iii) a square Helmholtz coil to

generate a uniform magnetic field, the uniformity of which is crucial for testing geomagnetic

navigation performance (iv) digital magnetic sensors that measure the actual magnetic field

strength and feed the measurement to the MCU to feedback the error (v) a control computer

that generate the virtual navigation environment with target magnetic field, and communicates

with the MCU for field synthesis. Note that all the components displayed in Fig. 1 are off-the-
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shelf and are mature products that meet the metrics like accuracy and resolution required in

the testbed design.

Beyond the hardware, we also have a digital twin [45] of the physical Helmholtz coil that

is connected to the simulated navigation environment by the control computer. The virtual

Helmholtz coil is simulated by finite element method (FEM), and is aligned with the physical

coil in magnetic field generation. The FEM model simulates the ideal field excited by a well-

controlled current under the configuration of the physical coil, while the physical Helmholtz

coil requires the control for quality field generation and compensating the interferences from its

surrounding environment. Below we explain how the magnetic field can be generated following

Biot-savart law, and we demonstrate how to determine the coil parameters that fits a carrier

with its specifications in geomagnetic navigation.

2.1 Magnetic field generated by a coil

The current flowing through a conductor can induce a magnetic field near the conductor, fol-

lowing the Bio-Savart law. Fig. 2(a) depicts the strength and direction of the induced magnetic

field dB⃗Q at Q(x, y, z) in space in a conductor under the Bio-Savart law, which is calculated by

dB⃗Q = N
µ0Id⃗l

4π|r⃗|3
× r⃗, (1)

where Id⃗l denotes the current, µ0 = 4π×10−7 T ·m/A represents the permeability of free space,

r⃗ is the vector pointing from the current element Id⃗l to point Q, N is the number of turns in

the coil and in the case in Fig. 2(a) N = 1. below we illustrate how to calculate the magnetic

strength around the coil.

x

I

y z

/ 2L

a

φ̂

2θ

1θdl

θ

r

Q

QB

(a)

x

z
y

d
L

1 2H H

Q Q QB B B= +

dl

θ

1H

2H

Current 
Direction

oB

Q

r
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(b)

Figure 2: The schematic diagram for magnetic field strength calculation in the Hils testbed. (a)

Field strength calculation at point Q for the magnetic field generated by the current

element parallel to the y-axis (b) field strength calculation at point Q for a square

Helmholtz coil.
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We consider a part of the square Helmholtz coil shown in Fig. 2(a), where d⃗l = dyŷ denotes

the length of the conductor along the y-axis, r⃗ = aâ+yŷ is the vector pointing to point Q, ŷ and

â represent the unit vectors along the y-axis and a-axis, respectively. The a-axis is orthogonal

to the current Id⃗l, and a denotes the distance from the conductor to point Q. Applying the

cross-product rule [23] yields:

d⃗l× r⃗ = dyŷ × (aâ+ yŷ) = ady(ŷ × â) = adyϕ̂, (2)

where ϕ̂ represents the unit vector that is perpendicular to the y-a plane. Substituting (2)

to (1) yields:

dB⃗Q = N
µ0I

4π

adyϕ̂(√
a2 + y2

)3 . (3)

Note that we have y = a cot(θ) from Fig. 2(a). By substituting y = a cot(θ) to (3), we have

dB⃗Q = −N
µ0I

4π

a(−acsc2(θ)dθ)ϕ̂(√
a2 + a2cot2(θ)

)3 . (4)

Through the integration of dB⃗Q from θ from θ1 to θ2, the total magnetic field B⃗Q at point

Q can be obtained by:

B⃗Q = −N
µ0I

4πa
ϕ̂

∫ θ2

θ1

sin θdθ = N
µ0I

4πa
(cos θ2 + cos θ1)ϕ̂. (5)

2.2 Magnetic field generated by Helmholtz coil and coil parameter optimization

Fig. 2(b) shows the structure of a Helmholtz coil, which is made up of basic elements as shown

in Fig. 2(a). Assume that the two square coils in Fig. 2(b) are perfectly parallel with a distance

d. We segment the coils are into two components for the magnetic field calculation, namely

the horizontal coils parallel to the y-axis and vertical coils parallel to the x -axis. The magnetic

field strength at a point Q results from the cumulative effect of the fields generated by both the

horizontal and vertical coils. Below are the detailed calculations.

We first look into the element Id⃗l in coil H1 that is parallel to the y-axis, as shown in

Fig. 2(b). We define ah as a projection distance of Q on the x -z plane, obtained by

ah =

√
(x− L

2
)
2

+ (z − d

2
)
2

. (6)

We then define the unit vector ϕ̂h for the horizontal plane as

ϕ̂h = cosϕhẑ + sinϕhx̂, (7)

where cosϕh = (x− L
2 )/ah and sinϕh = (z − d

2)/ah.

Similar to (5), we express cosθ1 and cosθ2 for the horizontal plane by

cos θ1h =
L
2 + y√

(L2 + y)
2
+ a2h

, (8)
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cos θ2h =
L
2 − y√

(L2 − y)
2
+ a2h

. (9)

Substitute (8) and (9) into (5), and we gain the strength of the magnetic field of the

horizontal plane as

B⃗
H1

Qh=N
µ0I

4πah
(cos θ2h + cos θ1h)ϕ̂h

=N
µ0I

4πah
(cos θ2h + cos θ1h)(cosϕhẑ + sinϕhx̂)

=N
µ0I

4πah
(cos θ2h + cos θ1h)

(
x− L

2

ah
ẑ +

z − d
2

ah
x̂

)
.

(10)

In the same way, we can then obtain the magnetic field strength generated by the vertical

part of the coils parallel to the x -axis. We define av as a projection distance between the point

Q and the y-z plane as

av =

√
(y − L

2
)
2

+ (z − d

2
)
2

, (11)

where the unit vector ϕ̂v is defined by:

ϕ̂v = cosϕv ẑ + sinϕvŷ, (12)

where cosϕv = (y − L
2 )/av and sinϕv = (z − d

2)/av.

Similar to (5), we define cosθ1 and cosθ2 for the vertical plane as

cos θ1v =
L
2 + x√

(L2 + x)
2
+ a2v

, (13)

cos θ2v =
L
2 − x√

(L2 − x)
2
+ a2v

. (14)

Substitute (13) and (14) into (5), and we can obtain magnetic strength for the vertical

plane as

B⃗
H1

Qv = N
µ0I

4πav
(cos θ2v + cos θ1v)(

z − d
2

av
ŷ +

y − L
2

av
ẑ). (15)

With the magnetic field strength of the horizontal and vertical plane obtained for the coil

H1, we can gain the field strength B⃗Q at the point Q(x, y, z) as

B⃗
H1

Q = B⃗
H1

Qh + B⃗
H1

Qv, (16)

and we can also obtain the field strength generated by the coil H2 at Q(x, y, z) as B⃗
H2

Q in the

same way.
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Experimentation with the magnetic field requires the uniformity of the generated field within

a certain area, e.g., an area that can cover the size of a carrier like an autonomous underwater

vehicle. Below we show how to optimize the coefficients of the Helmholtz coil such that the

uniformity of the generated field at the centre of the coil can be maximized.

The uniformity of the magnetic field at the point Q can be calculated as:

H[%] =
B⃗Q − B⃗o

B⃗o

× 100, (17)

where B⃗o is the magnetic field strength at the origin (0, 0, 0) and the field strength at point Q

under the joint effect of coils H1 and H2 shown in Fig. 2(b) can be calculated as:

B⃗Q = B⃗
H1

Q + B⃗
H2

Q (18)

Note that though the magnetic field and its uniformity are of three dimensions (x-, y-, and

z-axis directions), the field strength near the center of the Helmholtz coil is almost constant in

the x- and y-axis direction, while the field strength in the z-axis direction varies in proportion

to the current flowing through the coils [46–48]. Therefore, we only analyze the field strength

and uniformity in the z-axis direction. This analysis is fully applicable to the case of three-

dimensional uniformity where additional coils are placed in the x- and y-axis direction.

According to (10), (15) and (16) the magnetic field strength at the point Q in the z -axis

direction generate by the coil H1 can be calculated as:

B⃗
H1

Q (z)=
2Nµ0I

π

 (L2 )
2

((L2 )
2
+(z−d

2)
2
)

√
2(L2 )

2
+
(
z−d

2

)2
ẑ. (19)

Similarly, the field strength at point Q in z-axis direction generated by the coil H2 can be

obtained by

B⃗
H2

Q (z)=
2Nµ0I

π

 (L2 )
2

((L2 )
2
+(z+d

2)
2
)

√
2(L2 )

2
+
(
z+d

2

)2
ẑ. (20)

then we conduct the Taylor expansion of B⃗Q(z) by (18) at z = 0 and it yields

B⃗Q(0)≈B⃗Q(0)+z′B⃗
′
Q(0)+z2

B⃗
′′
Q(0)

2!
+z3

B⃗
(3)

Q (0)

3!
+z4

B⃗
(4)

Q (0)

4!
. (21)

Since B⃗Q(z) = B⃗Q(−z) and B⃗Q(z) is an odd function, it holds that zB⃗(0) = z3B⃗
(3)

Q (0)/3!. We

assume that L = nd in (21), and the second derivative for B⃗
′′
Q(0) can be obtained by

B⃗
′′

Q(0)=
64INµ0n

2
(
−5n6+11n4+18n2+6

)
πd2
√
d2 ·(2n2+1)(4n10+16n8+25n6+19n4+7n2+1)

ẑ, (22)

and the optimized n can be obtained by solving B⃗
′′
Q(0) = 0, that is

−5n6 + 11n4 + 18n2 + 6 = 0. (23)

Based on (23), the uniformity of the magnetic field for a square Helmholtz coil is optimal

when n = 1.8365. With the optimal value, we can determine the optimal distance between the

coils in the Helmholtz coil that leads to maximized uniformity near the center of the coil.
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3 Convex combination coil control

To ensure that the magnetic field at the center of the Helmholtz coil can accurately and rapidly

follow a target magnetic field, this section develops a coil control to adjust the current flowing

through the coil. The designed control is capable to compensate the current in real-time to

mitigate the interference from the surrounding environment. Furthermore, we provide the

convergence and stability proofs for the magnetic field generation under the designed coil control.

3.1 Coil control method description

We adopt a convex combination approach [49] to coordinate multiple control objectives con-

currently. We design a convex combination coil control with two control loops shown in Fig. 3.

Control loop 1 in the figure adjust the control signal slowly to achieve a high accuracy and

stability of the generated field, while control loop 2 compute control signals faster and adap-

tively to ensure rapid convergence and response of the generated field toward the target field.

The proposed coil control uses adaptive weight transfer techniques to balance multiple objec-

tives for quality magnetic field generation. Particularly, the proposed control aims to achieve a

balance between convergence, stability, and accuracy of the generated field for both slow and

high precision control by control loop 1 and fast yet low precision control by control loop 2,

without increasing computational complexity. Below we explain how the designed control works

in details.

Adapt Control 
Loop 1

Adapt Control 
Loop 2

( )x n

1( )y n

1( )w n

2 ( )w n

∑

∑

∑

+

+

+

-

-
2 ( )y n

IGRF 13th ∑
+-

Helmholtz 
Coil

( )y n

( )d n + -

( )e n

∑

Magnetometer 
in the coil

+

B

( )nγ

1 ( )nγ−

( )nυProvide objective field

Provide fast yet low precision control

Provide slow but high precision control

The control signal 
is connected to the 
coil through VCCS

Magnetometer 
outside the coil

Noise in the 
environment

Figure 3: The schematic diagram of the convex combination coil control method. The Inter-

national Geomagnetic Reference Field (IGRF 13th) block in the figure provides the

reference geomagnetic field for a specific location on the Earth.

The proposed control includes six main processes shown below.

3.1.1 Control signal output

We use x(n) to represent the magnetic field strength measured by the magnetometer outside

the coil. x(n) acts as the environmental disturbance for the field generation by the coil. d(n) is
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the target field strength provided by the IGRF 13th [50] model at a specific location, w1 and w2

are weight vectors representing the controller in the control loop 1 and 2, respectively. y(n) is

the control signal that combines the outputs y1(n) and y2(n) from the two controllers through

a convex combination. y(n) is used to adjust the current flowing through the Helmholtz coil.

The control signals from the two controllers are calcualted by

y1(n) = w1
T (n)x(n) +B, (24)

y2(n) = w2
T (n)x(n) +B, (25)

B = kx(n) + b, (26)

y(n) = γ(n)wT
1 (n)x(n) + (1− γ(n))wT

2 (n)x(n) +B, (27)

d(n) = B+ υ(n) = wo
Tx(n) + ε(n), (28)

where B is the target value of the magnetic field, the input is a linear relationship with k and

b denoting the magnetic field fitting coefficients, υ(n) represents the noise from the sensors and

surrounding environment, ε(n) aggregates the noises from all sources. Both υ(n) and ε(n) are

assumed to be zero-mean Gaussian white noise.

3.1.2 Error estimation

The errors between the outputs of the two controllers and their corresponding target values are

calculated by

e1(n) = d(n)− y1(n), (29)

e2(n) = d(n)− y2(n), (30)

e(n) = d(n)− y(n) = γ(n)e1(n) + (1− γ(n))e2(n), (31)

where e(n) represents the total error for sensor measurements, γ(n) is the coupling coefficient

and 0 < γ(n) < 1.

The key of the convex combination method lies in harmonizing the performance of the two

controllers. We obtain this harmonization via dynamically modifying the interaction between

the two controllers by renewing the update factor b(n) and the coupling coefficient γ(n). In this

paper, we define γ(n) as logistic function to ensure a smooth and bounded transition. Its mono-

tonicity and convexity make it suitable for use as an expression for the coupling coefficient [51],

which can be update as follows

γ(n) =
1

1 + e−b(n)
. (32)
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3.1.3 Learning rate update

We employ both nonlinear and linear learning rates to enable the two controllers to approximate

their target concurrently. This facilitates the balance between accurate approximation and rapid

convergence of the generated field toward the target value. We explain the learning rate update

below

µ1(n)=β(
1

1+ exp(−α |e1(n)e1(n−1)|+ σ |e1(n)|)
−0.5), (33)

µ2(n) = C, (34)

where µ1(n) is the learning rates for controller 1 that adapts dynamically to the error, µ2(n) is

the learning rate that is fixed for controller 2, a represents the sensitivity coefficient for error

variation, β is the intensity coefficient for error change, σ is the regularization parameter for

the learning rate of controller 1.

3.1.4 Controller weight vector update

To enable the two controllers to adjust their weights based on error e(n) dynamically and

enhance system stability, we introduce a weight update regularization parameter φ to prevent

overfitting during the weight update process. We show the update of the controller weight below

w1(n+ 1) = w1(n) +
2µ1(n)e1(n)x(n)

φ+ xT (n)x(n)
, (35)

w2(n+ 1) = w2(n) + µ2e2(n)x(n). (36)

where w1 and w2 denote the weight vectors for controller 1 and 2, respectively. They are

dynamically updated to minimize the overall error e(n).

3.1.5 Controller weight transfer

The two controllers in Fig. 4 can compete with each other is they are not well coordinated

and lead to reduced convergence of the control. To coordinate the controllers and improve the

convergence of the entire coil control, we define a coupling coefficient λ(n) to facilitate the weight

transfer between the controllers, as illustrated in Fig. 4. The weight transfer aims to adjust

the two controllers to harmonize their performance as a whole toward the control objectives.

We assume that the linear controller exhibits a faster convergence, and we define the weight

transfer as

w2(n+1)=

{
w1(n+ 1), if γ(n) >γo and n mod To=0,

w2(n+ 1), otherwise,
(37)

where To represents the weight update period specified according to the magnetometer sample

rate. It holds that the longer the update period is, the slower the weight transfer will be. γo is

the weight transfer threshold and 0 ≪ γo < 1. Note that when the coupling coefficient is larger

than the threshold, the controller weight vectors will undergo a transfer.

12
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Figure 4: The schematic diagram for the weight transfer in the proposed coil control.

3.1.6 Update factor iteration

We renew the update factor to reflect the interaction between the two controllers over time. We

trigger the renew of the update factor b(n) when the weight transfer threshold γ(n) >γo is met.

We conduct the update iteratively using the least mean squares method [52], and the update

factor is calculated as follows

b(n+1)=b(n)+µbsign{e(n)}(y1(n)−y2(n))γ(n)(1−γ(n)), (38)

where µb is the learning rate of the iteration coefficient, and sign is the sign function.

Note that by integrating the error that indicates how the generated field diverges from the

target value, the designed coil control can compensate the current against disturbances from

the surrounding environment.

With the six processes, the convex combination coil control can provide the current flow-

ing through the coil that leads to stable and accurate magnetic field generation with sound

convergence. We provide convergence and stability proofs in the following sections.

3.2 Convergence proof

Proof: Assume that both the desired signal d(n) and input signal x(n) are of stationary random

processes. We also assume the optimal controller weight vector to be wo. The input signals

x(n) and x(n + 1) are hypothesized to be independent and uncorrelated. The weight error

v(n), learning rate µ(n), and weight vector w(n) are considered to be linearly independent

and mutually independent. To ensure the convergence of the magnetic field generation, the

maximum learning rate µ of the controllers must satisfy the following condition [53]:

0 < µmax <
2

λmax
, (39)

where λmax is the largest eigenvalue of an input autocorrelation matrix Rxx = E[xT (n)x(n)].

Given that the learning rate of controller 2 is a constant while that of controller 1 is updated

iteratively, the condition in (39) can be satisfied if the learning rate of controller 1 holds

for (39). Let µ̄(n) = µ1(n)/(φ + xT (n)x(n)) and v(n) = w(n) −wo denote the learning rate

13



and weight error, respectively, where wo represent the optimal weight. Then, substitute these

variables into (35) and it yields

v(n+1)=v(n)+2µ̄(n)e(n)x(n)

=v(n)+2µ̄(n)(xT (n)wo+ε(n)−xT (n)w(n))x(n)

=v(n)−2µ̄(n)xT (n)x(n)(w(n)−wo)+2µ̄(n)ε(n)x(n)

=v(n)(I−2µ̄(n)xT (n)x(n))+2µ̄(n)ε(n)x(n).

(40)

Taking the expectation of both sides of (40) and assuming that E[ε(n)] = 0 yields

E [v(n+ 1)] = E [v(n)] (I− 2µ̄(n)E
[
xT (n)x(n)

]
). (41)

Since xT (n)x(n) is an autocorrelation matrix, there exists a unitary matrix Q such that the

following equation holds

Rxx = E[xT (n)x(n)] = QTΛQ, (42)

where Λ=diag[λ1,λ2,. . .λN], and λ denotes the eigenvalues of autocorrelation matrix Rxx.

Substitute Rxx into (41), and we obtain

E [v(n+ 1)] = E [v(n)] (QTQ− 2µ̄(n)QTΛQ)

= E [v(n)] (QT (I− 2µ̄(n)Λ)Q).
(43)

Applying the L2 norm to (43) and using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality [54] yields

∥E [v(n+1)]∥2 ≤
∥∥QT

∥∥
2
∥I−2µ̄(n)Λ∥2 ∥Q∥2 ∥E [v(n)]∥2

= ∥I− 2µ̄(n)Λ∥2 ∥E [v(n)]∥2 ,
(44)

I−2µ̄(n)Λ=


1−2µ̄(n)λ1 0 · · · 0

0 1−2µ̄(n)λ2 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...

0 0 · · · 1−2µ̄(n)λN

, (45)

where when |1− 2µ̄(k)λmax| < 1, it holds that

0 <
β

φ+ xT (n)x(n)
≤ 2

λmax
. (46)

Thus, the proposed method can ensure convergence of the field generation under the proposed

coil control, by adjusting the values of error variation intensity coefficient β and weight update

regularization parameter φ.

3.3 Stability proof

In the learning rate update in (36), the controller 1 is adapted according to the error value

e1(n) , which includes noise ε(n) and offset weight ∆w(n) = w(n) − w∗. Note that sudden

changes in noise might induce unstable control by controller 1. Therefore, we need to ensure

stability of the field generation when updating the learning rate.
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Proof: From (31), we can obtain

e(n) = ε(n)− xT (n)∆w(n), (47)

e2(n)=ε2(n)−2ε(n)xT(n)∆w(n)+∆wT(n)x(n)xT(n)∆w(n), (48)

e(n− 1) = ε(n− 1)− xT (n− 1)∆w(n− 1), (49)

thus, it holds that

e(n)e(n−1) = ε(n)ε(n−1)−ε(n)xT (n−1)∆w(n−1)

−x(n)∆w(n)ε(n−1)+xT(n)∆w(n)xT(n−1)∆w(n−1).
(50)

Since noise ε(n) is a zero-mean Gaussian noise and is independent of input x(n), taking the

expectation of (48) and (50) yields:

E[e2(n)] = E[ε2(n)] + E[∆wT (n)x(n)xT (n)∆w(n)], (51)

E[e(n)e(n− 1)] = E[∆w(n)x(n)xT (n− 1)∆w(n− 1)]. (52)

According to (51) and (52), updating the learning rate of controller 1 based on the value of

error e(n)e(n − 1) can reduce the influence of noise ε(n) on the control over time and lead to

stability of the controllers, resulting in a stable field generation. ■

4 Testbed implementation and validation

This section implements and validates the Hardware-in-the-loop simulation (Hils) testbed fol-

lowing the designed coil parameter optimization and convex combination coil control. We build

the Hils testbed for geographic navigation using off-the-shelf hardware, and we test the testbed

and analyze the quality of the magnetic field generation regarding uniformity, accuracy, stabil-

ity, convergence, and rapid response the field generation. we also evaluate the coil control of

the testbed in comparison with existing coil control methods.

4.1 Testbed hardware settings

Following the theoretical design presented in Section 2, we construct the Helmholtz coil of the

Hils testbed as shown in Fig. 5(a). The coil supports are crafted from a 20 mm-thick bakelite,

where each side of the coil is 840.4 mm, and the spacing between the two coils is 457.6 mm. The

coil support has grooves on the outer side, which are 6 mm in depth and 9.5 mm in width. The

winding wire is made of QZ/155 grade modified polyester enameled copper wire. To prevent

the coil from overheating after long periods, we use a copper wire with a diameter of 1.2 mm,

which can handle the peak current of up to 5 A. The coils are wound densely in a total of four

layers, with six turns per layer, and are also secured and sealed with insulating tape. The final

coil resistance is 3.11 Ω, and the inductance is 5.20 µH.
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: (a) The Helmholtz coil built in this study (b) Measurement diagram that records the

field strength by the Helmholtz coil.

Following the testbed system architecture in Fig. 1, in the constructed testbed, the control

computer (Dell Inspiron 14 Plus) sends the target commands to the microcontroller via RS232.

The microcontroller (model STM32F4-Discovery) receives the magnetic field data returned by

the feedback magnetic sensor (PNI RM3100). Then the control signal for the coil is calcu-

lated by measuring the difference between the current and target magnetic field strengths and

implementing the convex combination control. The voltage-magnetic fitting curve is used to

compute the control signal for the input digital-to-analog converter (analog devices AD5780).

The voltage-controlled current source (Texas Instruments OPA549) is used to generate the

current fed to the coils. This current then generates the uniform and stable magnetic field

required by the geomagnetic navigation. The entire system was powered by two 12-V power

sources (Mean Well LRS-100-12). We provide the specifications of all the components in the

Hils testbed in details in Table 1.

4.2 Validation of magnetic field uniformity

This section evaluates the uniformity of the magnetic field generated near the center of the

Helmholtz coil in the designed testbed. We also examine how the generated field by the coil is

aligned with its virtual counterpart, simulated by Finite Element Method (FEM). Particularly,

we use the Ansys Maxwell Electronics FEM to simulate a uniaxial square Helmholtz coil in

three-dimensional model. We employ the magnetostatic solver to simulate the magnetic field

distribution in FEM. We list the configuration discrepancies between the virtual and physical

coil in Table 2, which is inevitable due to measurement errors and a limited choice of real

materials in constructing the Helmholtz coil. The results show discrepancies of field uniformity

between the field generated by Helmholtz coil and its virtual counterpart by FEM, but such
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Table 1: Specifications of the testbed components

Subsystems Model Parameters

Voltage-controlled

current source

Texas Instruments

OPA549 (1 Pc.)

Peak Output current: 10 A

Transconductance: 1 S

Power supply: ±4 V to ±30 V

Microcontroller
STM32F4-

Discovery (1 Pc.)

Model type: ARM Cortex M4

Clock Freq: 180 MHZ

Power supply
Mean Well

LRS-100-12 (2 Pc.)

Output voltage: 12 V

Output power: 100 W

Output current: 0–8.5 A

Digital-to-

analog converter

Analog devices

AD5780 (1 Pc.)

Resolution: 18 Bit

Power supply: ±3.5 V to ±16.5 V

Differential Nonlinearity: ±1 LSB

Reference voltage: ±5 V

Magnetic sensor

PNI

RM3100 (2 Pc.)

Sensitivity: 13 nT

Measurement range: ±800 uT

Noise: 15 nT

Max sample rate: 200 Hz

Pixhawk 2.4.6

HMC5883L (2 Pc.)

Sensitivity: 435 nT/LSB

Measurement range: ±800 uT

Noise: 200 nT

Max sample rate: 75 Hz

Control computer
Dell Inspiron

14 Plus (1 Pc.)

CPU: I5-13420H

Graphic: RTX 3050

discrepancies is confined in a narrow range. Below we elaborate the field uniformity validation

and result analysis.

We present the virtual field generate by FEM in Fig. 6, where we observe that the magnetic

field lines are parallel near the center of the coil. The magnetic field strength across sections

indicated that a uniform magnetic field is generated across the XOY, XOZ, and YOZ planes, as

shown in Fig. 6(b), Fig. 6(c), and Fig. 6(d). The field strength in all three planes is orthogonal

and no coupling is observed.

We also measure the field strength distribution across the three directional planes, as shown

in Fig. 7. We observe the magnetic field distribution in the Y -axis direction is slightly different

from the X -axis and Z -axis. Around the coil center spanning 0.75 m − 1.25 m, the field

strength is greater than 120 µT and is relatively uniform in its distribution, which meets the

design requirements for the size of the carrier (a Pixhawk 2.4.6 controller with the size 80 mm×
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 6: Field strength of the virtual coil simulated by FEM. (a) The simulated coil with its

magnetic field near the coil, (b) Field strength on the XOY plane, (c) Field strength

on the XOZ plane, (d) Field strength on the YOZ plane.
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Table 2: The parameters of the virtual coil by FEM and those of the physical coil.

Parameter FEM Settings Actual Hils

Coil length L (mm) 840.4 846.0

Coil spacing d (mm) 457.6 458.0

Current I (A) 2.94 2.93

Coil turns N (Turn) 24 24

Material Copper QZ/155

Series inductance (µH) 4.72 5.20

Calculate region (%) 200 -

Maximum number of passes 30 -

Percent error (%) 0.1 -

Refinement per pass (%) 30 -

50 mm× 15 mmin this study). Below we analyze the field generation of the physical Helmholtz

coil and check its alignment with the virtual field by FEM.
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Figure 7: The magnetic flux density distribution across x-, y-, and z-axis directions.

We place the physical Helmholtz coil at the geographic local at (108.946466 E◦, 34.347269N◦).

We define the magnetic field in the northward direction as positive along the x -axis, and we

define the eastward direction as positive along the y-axis, and the vertically upward direction as

positive along the z -axis. We measure the actual field strength at the determined location, and

the intensity of the Bx component is 29,950.1 nT, the By component is 21,290.2 nT, and the

Bz component is -51,917.4 nT. We place sensors on three planes, and we record the measured

field strength data at 25 points on each plane. We take 200 data points per point and take their

average to reduce anomalies. The Helmholtz coil is oriented eastward during the measurement

(along the y-axis). We put and fix the magnetic sensors at the center of the coil. We conduct
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the field measurement using the PNI RM3100 tri-axial magnetic sensor, employing the data

recording approach shown in Fig. 8.

x

y

x

x

y

XOZ
Plane

XOY 
Plane

YOZ
Plane

(0.10,-0.10,0)

(0.10,0,-0.10)

(0,0.10,-0.10)z

Z

Z

y

Figure 8: The field strength measurement schematic diagram for the physical coil.

This study used the digital-to-analog converter module to output driving voltages within the

range from zero to 3 V. The driving voltage determines the current fed to the coil. The magnetic

field generated by the coil is continuously recorded for 1 s, and the average value of 200 data

points during the recording is taken as the final result. The By component of the magnetic

sensor is recorded when the current flowed through the coil. Since the strength of the magnetic

field generated by the coil is directly proportional to the driving voltage, a linear relationship

between the control voltage and the target magnetic field is determined through linear fitting ,

as shown in Fig. 9.

Following our designed coil control, the values of parameters k and b were obtained using

(26). The fitting parameters are determined as k = 46.333 and b = 1.7623 for Fig. 9(a) where

the voltage increase, and k = 46.253 and b = 1.8935 for Fig. 9(b) where the voltage decreases.

Based on the measurement and fitting results, the uniformity of the magnetic field generated by

the Helmholtz coil is analyzed. We obtain the field uniformity on Plane B by (17) and display

it in Table 3. In the table, x represents the distance from the central origin to the test point on

the x -axis, y is the distance from the central origin to the test point on the y-axis, and d is the

space between the two coils. The magnetic field strength contour intensity on the XOY plane

obtained from actual measurements is displayed in Fig. 10.

The results in Table 3 indicates that near the center of the Helmholtz coil in our Hils testbed,

the area with 5% uniformity of the field strength can cover an area of approximately 467 mm×
467 mm, which is sufficient for a carrier (in our design, we consider an autonomous underwater

vehicle of BlueROV with the size of 457 mm × 338 mm × 254 mm). Though we observe the

uniformity variations along the x -axis and y-axis, those variations exist only at the edge of
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Figure 9: Fitted curves for the mapping between voltage and magnetic field strength. (a) Fitted

curve with ascending trend, (b) fitted curve with descending trend.
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Figure 10: (a) Field strength contour on XOY plane, (b) Field strength distribution in a three-

dimensional space.
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the uniformity area and they are considered to have a minimal impact on the experimentation.

These discrepancies are attributed to the deviations during the assembly and manufacturing

processes. The FEM and physical coil measurements align well with each other, with a maximum

magnetic field error of 3%, indicating that the actual manufactured coil works closely to its

virtual counterpart. Furthermore, the field uniformity of the our testbed within an 80 mm ×
80 mm around the center is less than H ≤ 0.5%, which is sufficient to accommodate the the

controller (in our design, we use Pixhawk 2.4.6 controller with the size of 80 mm × 50 mm ×
15 mm).

Table 3: Summary of the Helmholtz coil magnetic field uniformity.

D

H
0.1% 0.5% 1% 5% 10% 20%

±x/d 0.059 0.125 0.319 0.515 0.602 0.720

±y/d 0.058 0.122 0.316 0.513 0.599 0.715

4.3 Field generation validation in a shielded environment

This section conduct experiments with our testbed and examines the field generation in a

shielded lab. We check how the testbed works without external inference, and we look into

the field generation regarding the quality indicators of accuracy, stability, and convergence, and

rapid response under the proposed convex combination coil control. We also compare our coil

control with the state-of-the-art coil control approaches, including the LMS [53], SVS [55] and

ATLMS [56] methods. Amongst those methods, LMS serves as the baseline for assessing conver-

gence and stability; SVS is characterized by its variable step-size adaptation that can promote

robustness and adaptability against dynamic noise conditions in the surrounding environment;

ATLMS utilizes an arctangent function for step-size modulation that can mitigate the impact

of noise in the surrounding environment.

We carry out this experiment in an electromagnetic shielding room, as shown in Fig. 11(b).

The data collection process was performed using the HMC5883L embedded in Pixhawk 2.4.6.,

which is equipped with an autonomous underwater vehicle (BlueROV). We set the target field

as (i) from 120, 000 nT to zero shown in Fig. 12(a), and (ii) an ascending curve from zero to

120, 000 nT shown in Fig. 12(b). We set the dynamic target field to test how the generated

field can rapidly respond and follow the target field. We set the parameters of the control

approaches to their optimal values according to the conditions of a high SNR of 30 dB, as

displayed in Table 4. We visualize the field generation in Fig. 11 and we provide the numerical

results in Table 5.

We observe from the results in Fig. 12(a) that, the proposed coil control can track the shifted

target field in 0.43 s. After the field strength stabilized at 1.5 s, the proposed control obtains

an average magnetic field strength of −16.12 nT, with a Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE)

of 269.36 and fluctuations between −780 nT and +598 nT. We also observe LMS achieves a

higher accuracy with lower residual average of 22.81 nT and lower RMSE of 138.23 with less
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(a) (b)

Figure 11: Experiments of field generation in different environments: (a) An unshielded labo-

ratory, (b) a shielded environment.
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Figure 12: The magnetic field control results. (a) Controlled field strength with the target

from 120, 000 nT to zero, (b) controlled field strength with the target from zero to

120, 000 nT.
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Table 4: The experiment parameter settings

SNR Method Parameters

30 dB

LMS µ=0.005

SVS α=4, β=0.15

ATLMS α=500, β=0.01, m=900, n=500

Convex α=500, β=0.01, γ(0)=0.5, γo=0.55

fluctuations, however, LMS is slow in convergence and it requires 1.12 s to reach the target.

SVS is the fastest in convergence that tracks the shifted target field in 0.35 s, but it is with the

average residual field strength of −18.91 nT and the highest RMSE of 696.08, with significant

fluctuations from −2, 002 nT to +1, 976 nT, indicating low stability and accuracy in field

generation. ATLMS follows the target field in 0.42 s with a residual average of 25.57 nT and

a high RMSE of 665.41. Its magnetic field fluctuates between −1, 911 nT and +1, 612 nT,

indicating low field generation accuracy and stability.

Table 5: Numerical results of the coil control in a shielded environment.

Hils

control

target

Method

Reach

target

time (s)

Mean magnetic

field

strength (nT)

RMSE

Steady-state

fluctuation

range (nT)

120 uT to

zero

LMS 1.12 22.81 138.23 -338 to +390

SVS 0.35 -18.91 696.08 -2,002 to +1,976

ATLMS 0.42 25.57 665.41 -1,911 to +1,612

Convex 0.43 -16.12 269.36 -780 to +598

zero to

120 uT

LMS 1.32 119,999.75 141.54 119,665 to 120,289

SVS 0.48 119,971.54 698.71 118,248 to 122,447

ATLMS 0.52 120,012.88 671.05 117,923 to 121,628

Convex 0.55 119,991.95 272.66 119,275 to 120,601

We observe from the results in Fig. 12(b) that, the proposed control follows the change in

field strength within only 0.55 s. After the field generation stabilized, the proposed control

achieves an average field strength of 119, 991.95 nT with an RMSE of 272.66, with fluctuations

between 119, 275 nT and 120, 601 nT. LMS provides an average field strength of 119, 999.75nT

and an RMSE of 141.54 with fluctuations ranging from 119, 665 nT to 120, 289 nT, indicating

higher accuracy and stability in the field generation. However, LMS takes 1.32 s to converge

from zero to 120 µT. SVS method achieves an average field strength of 119, 971.54 nT with an

RMSE of 698.71 and field fluctuations from 118, 248 nT to 122, 447 nT, and it converges to the

target field in 0.48 s, demonstrating a fast convergence yet low accuracy and stability in the

field generation. ATLMS obtains an average field strength of 120, 012.88 nT with a high RMSE

of 671.05, and fluctuations ranging from 117, 923 nT to 121, 628 nT, indicating an inaccurate

field generation.
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The experiment results demonstrate that the proposed convex combination coil control en-

ables the magnetic field generation with rapid response, accurate and stable field generation

with fast convergence in a shielded environment. In the next section, we will conduct another

experiment in an unshielded environment to check how the designed testbed works with noises

in the surrounding environment.

4.4 Field generation validation in an unshielded environment

We conduct the field generation in an unshielded environment to test how the designed testbed

works with noises from the surrounding environment. In this experiment, we consider the noise

in the magnetic field measurement x(n) and the noise υ(n) from the sensors and surrounding

environment. For both x(n) and υ(n), we use the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) values of 10 dB

and 30 dB, as suggested in [57,58]. We compare our coil control with LMS, SVS, and ATLMS,

and the parameters of those control approaches are set to their optimal values. The weight

update period in the proposed control is set as To = 2, and the initial controller weight for the

convex combination method is ω = [0.8, 0.5]T . The full parameter settings for the experiments

are shown in Table 6.

Table 6: The experiment parameter settings

SNR
Input

Interference
Method Parameters

10 dB

x(n)∼N(0, 1)
LMS µ=0.01

SVS α=6, β=0.2

v(n)∼N(0, 1)
ATLMS α=1000, β=0.08, m=1000, n=500

Convex α=1000, β=0.08, γ(0)=0.5, γo=0.55

30 dB

x(n)∼N(0, 1)
LMS µ=0.005

SVS α=4, β=0.15

v(n)∼N(0, 1)
ATLMS α=500, β=0.01, m=900, n=500

Convex α=500, β=0.01, γ(0)=0.5, γo=0.55

We first conduct the experiment under the low-SNR environment of 10 dB. We visualize

the MSE curve for this experiment Fig. 13(a), and detail the numerical results in Table 7.

The results indicate that all approaches converge. In comparison, LMS converges more slowly

and requires more iterations than the remaining, but it achieves a lower MSE and shows a

stable field generation with less fluctuations. SVS provides the fastest convergence but exhibits

significant fluctuations with the highest MSE. Compared to SVS, ATLMS improves with less

fluctuations and lower MSE. The MSE curve under the proposed convex combination coil control

demonstrates better convergence and lower MSE, indicating its advantages in balancing the

convergence and stability in achieving accurate field generation. Note that when the noise is

reintroduced after stabilization of the field generation at the 2500-th iteration, the proposed

coil control can still converge rapidly and maintain stability with accurate field generation.

We then conduct the experiments under a high signal-to-noise ratio of 30 dB. We visualize
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Figure 13: MSE of the controlled field generation under different SNR: (a) SNR = 10 dB, (b)

SNR = 30 dB.

the experiment results regarding the MSE between the target field strength and the measured

strength in Fig. 13(b), and we provide the numerical results in Table 7. We observe from the

results that LMS takes 1271 iterations before it converges, which is significantly longer than the

remaining approaches. Even though, LMS provide the least MSE thus is the most accurate one

in feild generation. Compared to LMS, SVS, and ATLMS, the proposed convex combination

method demonstrates better convergence with low MSE without demanding large number of

iterations, while maintaining stability when there is inference in the surrounding environment.

Table 7: Numerical results of the coil generation under an unshielded environment.

SNR Method Order Iteration number MSE

10 dB

LMS 2 261 0.0896

SVS 2 22 0.1210

ATLMS 2 26 0.1143

Convex 2 33 0.0904

30 dB

LMS 2 1, 271 3.881× 10−4

SVS 2 44 5.192× 10−4

ATLMS 2 49 4.909× 10−4

Convex 2 55 3.942× 10−4
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5 Conclusions

This work designs, optimizes, builds, and validates a hardware-in-the-loop simulation testbed

to facilitate geomagnetic navigation experimentation. The designed testbed can rapidly, ac-

curately, and stably generate the magnetic field that meets the geographic navigation require-

ments. The designed testbed generates a uniform magnetic field by a square Helmholtz coil,

where the field generation is determined by our proposed convex combination coil control. Our

coil control ensures a balance between convergence and stability of the filed generation toward

an accurate magnetic field synthesis. Based on our results, we suggest future works to extend

and generate three-dimensional magnetic field. While such a field is fully fledged in supporting

geomagnetic navigation, it is challenging to synchronize all the algorithms and hardware for the

field generation considering the quality indicators like accuracy, convergence, and stability of

the field generation. It will also be interesting to check how the improvement in geomagnetic

navigation algorithms can tolerate imperfections in field synthesis in lab conditions.
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