Sensor Field Localization: A Deployment and Empirical Analysis
Kamin Whitehouse, Fred Jiang, Chris Karlof, Alec Woo, David Culler
{kamin,xjiang,ckarlof,awoo,culler@cs.berkeley.edu}
Computer Science, UC Berkeley
UC Berkeley Technical Report UCB//CSD-04-1349
April 9, 2004
Abstract
This paper presents a deployment methodology
for sensor field localization systems. To deploy our ultrasound based localization system,
we first create a simulation environment that captures real-world ranging characteristics. The localization system can then be designed against
the ranging noise of a particular environment and
ranging implementation. The simulation environment can also be used to estimate the localization
accuracy and probability of successful localization before the deployment actually takes place.
We evaluate this methodology through the empirical deployment of a 49 node, 8 hop network in
which the system achieves an average accuracy
of about 50cm.

1 Introduction
This paper presents a sensor field localization deployment, in which nodes in an ad-hoc wireless
sensor network locate themselves with respect to
a fixed coordinate system. Most localization systems such as GPS and Cricket [6, 11, 2, 4] use
single-hop localization in which each node must
be directly connected to at least several anchor
nodes with known locations. In a sensor field,
however, most nodes are not in contact with any
anchor nodes. Sensor fields must use multi-hop
localization in which each node obtains information about anchor nodes through its neighbors.
Designing algorithms for multi-hop localization
is an active area of research.
In this paper, we do not present a new localization algorithm. Instead, we use an existing
algorithm and explore the process of taking it
through the stages of hardware design, software
implementation, and final deployment. We provide an empirical evaluation of many ideas in the
literature, serving as a proof-of-concept in some
cases and revealing tacit assumptions or unexpected problems in others.
To estimate the distance between nodes we use
ultrasonic ranging for high accuracy and a conical reflector to achieve omni-directionality in a
plane. To perform localization, we created a
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completely distributed implementation of the Adhoc Positioning System (APS) DV-distance algorithm. In this paper we describe both implementations.
The principle contribution of the paper, however, is not the implementation of the system but
the iterative methodology we use to deploy it.
The framework of our deployment methodology
is a realistic simulation environment. We found
the typical simulation environment for localization to be very different from the real deployment environment. We designed a data collection technique that captures a complete profile of
the physical environment and the particular ranging implementation. These profiles are then used
to create simulation environments that accurately
capture real-world ranging characteristics.
Given a realistic simulation environment, we
can design the system against the particular noise
characteristics of our environment and ranging
implementation. In our case, outliers and ranging
loss were identified as dominant sources of error
in our environment that are not captured in traditional ranging models. In simulation, we could
specially design a filter for the outlier distribution and implement what we call range sharing to
ameliorate the effects of loss. The realistic simulation environment can be used to iteratively evaluate and redesign these techniques.
After the system is designed, our realistic simulation environment is used again to estimate the
probability of successful localization in a given
deployment scenario. This pre-deployment verification step can help identify, for example, the
correct network density and number of anchor
nodes that should be used without requiring days
of trial and error in the field. These deployment
parameters can be tuned to balance deployment
costs with localization accuracy and probability
of successful localization. This will be increasingly important for large or mission critical deployments that can only be deployed once.
In this paper we follow this methodology
through an actual deployment and evaluate where
it successfully improved the deployment process
and where it did not. The deployment itself is

also compared with our simulation environment
to evaluate how well the simulations predict realworld behavior of a localization system. The final deployment was a 49 node network deployed
over a 144 square meter (1600 square foot) area
and localized all nodes with a median error of
.53m (1.7 feet).
In Section 2 we describe the hardware and software implementation. In Section 3 we describe
the process of collecting empirical profiles of the
environment and ranging implementation and using them for simulation. In Section 4 we describe
the process of designing the system against specific environmental sources of error. In Section 5
we describe pre-deployment verification in which
we estimate localization error the likelihood of
successful localization before deployment. In
Section 6 we detail unexpected problems encountered during deployment. In Sections 7 and 8 we
present the results and analysis of the final deployment.

2 System Implementation
Figure 1: Sensor Node The white enclosure contains a Mica2Dot and battery and supports a reflective cone above the ultrasonic transducer that
protrudes from the top.

The implementation of this system builds upon
and improves some of the best hardware designs
and algorithms from several existing systems to
create a unified system that is specially tailored
to this localization problem. In this section, we
detail our implementation and explain our motivations for each design decision. The focus of
this paper, however, is neither the ranging and
localization techniques used nor their implementations but rather the methodology presented in
following sections that we use to actually bring
these techniques to deployment.

2.1

Ultrasonic Ranging

Our ultrasound hardware combines and improves
ideas from several ultrasound implementations.
Our ultrasonic transducer circuitry is derived
from that of the Medusa node [14], except that
we add a switchable circuit so that a single transducer could be used to both transmit and receive.
Our nodes measure ultrasonic time of flight by
transmitting the acoustic pulse simultaneously
with a radio message so that receivers can measure the time difference on arrival (TDOA) as described in Cricket [11]. When the transducers are
face to face, our implementation can achieve up
to 12m range with less than 5cm error. Comparable implementations were able to achieve proportionally similar results of 3-5m range with 1-2cm
accuracy [14, 13, 8]. The differences in magnitude are due in part to our design decision to reduce the center frequency of the transducer from
the standard 40kHz to just above audible range
at 25kHz, which increases both maximum range
and error.
Ultrasound transducers are highly directional,
and small variations from a direct face to face orientation can have large effects on error and con-
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nectivity. Two solutions have been proposed to
use ultrasound in multi-hop networks: aligning
multiple transducers outward in a radial fashion
[13] or by using a metal cone to spread and collect the acoustic energy uniformly in the plane of
the other sensor nodes [8]. We implemented the
latter solution as shown in Figure 1. In this configuration, our nodes achieve about 5m range and
90% of the errors are within 6.5cm. A comparable implementation achieved about 3m range [8].
The ultrasound transducer is connected to an
Atmel Atmega8 1MHz microcontroller which is
used for both transmitting and receiving ultrasound signals. The output of the transducer is
wired to the analog comparator on the microcontroller for detecting incoming signals through
simple threshold detection which can be controlled in software through a digital potentiometer. The input of the transducer is wired to a
PW line on the Atmega8, which directly keys the
25KHz signal. Both the transducer and the microcontroller are mounted as a separate board attached to the Mica2Dot [5], which consists of a
ChipCon CC1000 FSK 433Mhz radio and an Atmel Atmega128 4MHz microcontroller. Because
the radio and ultrasonic transducer are controlled
by different microcontrollers, a single interrupt
line is used for precise time synchronization between them. The two microcontrollers exchange
timing and ranging information through an I2C
communication bus. The schematics for this de-

sign are freely available at [1].
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For localization we used the Ad-hoc Positioning System’s (APS) DV-distance algorithm [9],
which is representative of a large class of distributed localization algorithms that use shortestpath [16, 12, 20] or bounding-box [19, 15] approximations. APS uses a distance vector algorithm to approximate the shortest path distance
through the multihop network from each node to
each of the anchor nodes. Each shortest path distance approximates the true distance to the anchor, reducing the multi-hop localization problem to a single-hop localization problem with a
more complex range estimate. The approximate
distance to each anchor is then used with the anchor node positions to triangulate the position of
each node using linear least-squares.
APS has been shown to yield comparable results to the other distributed localization algorithms [7] and, intuitively, all of these algorithms
suffer from the same two sources of error: they
will overestimate distances in sparse networks
and underestimate distances in the face of large
ranging noise.
In our implementation, the APS algorithm runs
in three fully decentralized phases. When the anchor nodes are given their positions, they trigger
a ranging phase in which all nodes estimate the
distance to each of their direct ranging neighbors.
The anchors then initiate a shortest path phase,
in which anchors initiate a tree broadcast, allowing each node to determine its shortest path to
each anchor in a distance vector manner. When
all broadcasts are complete, each node estimates
its position in the localization phase. After the
anchor nodes were given their positions, the entire process was automated with no human intervention or central computer and completed in less
than five minutes for each deployment. All ranging estimates, shortest paths and estimated locations were stored in RAM on the nodes and were
collected by an automated script after each run.
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Figure 2: Error Model Evaluation The black
dots with numbers are the true node positions and
the “X”s are the anchor nodes. The dark arrows
show the localization error vectors when using
simulated ranging data with 5m maximum range
and 20cm Gaussian noise. The light arrows show
the errors when the same algorithm is executed
using empirical data with similar characteristics.

ments to yield accuracy four to five times worse
than predicted by simulation. Figure 2 compares
the errors in simulation resulting from data generated by parametric functions versus empirical
data, using the same algorithm on the same topology. Nodes could localize with an average error
of only about 35cm with parameterized ranging
error but saw almost 300cm error with empirical
data.

3.1 Statistical Sampling
We developed an alternative simulation technique
based on statistical sampling where we generate
data for simulation by randomly drawing measurements from an empirical data set. Define
the distribution M (δ, ²) to be the empirical distribution of all observed ranging estimates for distances in the interval [δ − ², δ + ²]. We generate a
ranging estimate dˆij for simulation by using the
error of a random sample from M (dij , ²). For
example, if d˙ is the empirical estimate selected
from M (dij , ²), then

3 Generating Realistic Simulations
In traditional simulation, data is generated from a
parametric function. For example, ranging noise
is often modeled as Gaussian noise with the function N (dij , σ) and connectivity is modeled as
a Unit Disk using the inequality dij ≤ dmax .
For traditional simulation to be meaningful, the
model parameters dmax and σ must be estimated
from empirical ranging data. The typical data
collection technique for ranging is to place a
transmitter and receiver at several known distances and measure the response [18, 10, 13].
However, we found that this commonly used
simulation technique yields optimistic predictions of how well the localization system will actually perform; we have observed true deploy-
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dˆij = dij + (d˙ − d˙a )

3

(1)

where d˙a is the actual distance at which d˙ was
measured. Because d˙ ∼ M (dij , ²), the simulation is using empirical distributions for signal
noise and connectivity as long as M (dij , ²) accurately represents ranging characteristics at dij .
The set M (δ, ²) can include ranging failures,
which are instances when a pair of nodes failed
to obtain a ranging estimate. Ranging failures are
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Figure 3: Data Collection a) This specially generated topology with 25 nodes measures 300 different
distances with at least 1 distance every .025m between 0.4m and 5.2m. b) A histogram of the distances
measured.

to include 400 empirical measurements
Unlike the conventional pairwise data collection technique described above, the empirical
measurements in M (δ, ²) are taken with dozens
of transmitter/receiver pairs, capturing a broad
spectrum of node, antenna, and orientation variability. Furthermore, the measurements are taken
over several different paths through the environment, capturing variability due to dips, bumps,
rocks or other environmental factors. Finally,
this technique captures connectivity characteristics by fixing the number of transmissions and
measuring the number of readings at each distance. In contrast, the conventional pairwise technique described above requires the experimenter
to take readings at every possible distance, hiding the degradation of ranging connectivity with
distance.
Thus, the data generated by this data collection technique represents a complete empirical
profile of the physical environment, the ranging implementation, and the interaction between
the two. Because of the high resolution of
the data, this empirical profile can be used to
generate a very accurate simulation environment
through the statistical sampling techniques described above. The rejection sampling algorithms
required on average twelve hours to compute the
topology and node mappings. Each data collection process required approximately 6 hours to
complete, with the bulk of the time needed for
data collection and to precisely measure out the
special topology.

necessary to correctly model ranging connectivity.

3.2

Empirical Profiling

The challenge in using this sampling technique
is to collect ranging error and connectivity data
with a high enough resolution so that small values of ² can be used. For example, if we want
to use ² = 2.5cm and ultrasound ranging has a
maximum range of 10m, we must take empirical ultrasound measurements at 400 different distances. Instead of measuring each distance with
a single pair of nodes,
√ all measurements can be
taken at once with 400 = 20 nodes in a topology where each pair of nodes measures a different distance. By adding a few additional nodes,
we can get multiple pairs at each distance. We
generated such topologies using rejection sampling, i.e., we generated thousands of topologies
until one of them exhibited the desired properties.
For example, we used the topology in Figure 3.a,
which required 25 nodes to obtain 2.5cm resolution over 5m, to characterize ultrasound. Figure 3.b shows the distribution of the distances that
are measured by that topology.
All nodes are placed at random orientations in
this topology and each node transmits 10 times
in turn while all other nodes receive. To remove the bias of each distance being measured
by only two pairs of nodes (the reciprocal pairs
A/B and B/A), we repeated this procedure five
times with different mappings of nodes to the
topology locations. These mappings were generated using rejection sampling to ensure that the
same distances were not always measured by the
same pairs. The procedure generated 100 total measurements at each distance with 10 different transmitter/receiver pairs. Therefore, with
² = 0.05m (two inches) the set M (δ, ²) is likely

4 Designing for Real-world Errors
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No ranging data will exhibit perfectly disk-like
connectivity or gaussian noise. Given a simulation environment that can capture the subtleties
of our environment and ranging implementation,

we can design our localization system against
the ranging characteristics that fall outside of our
parametric model of ranging. Furthermore, we
can use simulation to design and evaluate techniques that are specifically tailored to our environment.
In the environments we tested, ranging characteristics differ in many ways from the theoretical ranging models but only a few will affect our
localization algorithm. The APS localization algorithm in general is particularly sensitive to two
conflicting forces. On one hand, the shortest path
between a node and an anchor is almost never
a straight line, and the zig-zag nature of these
paths serves to lengthen them. On the other hand,
the Bellman-ford algorithm selectively chooses
range estimates with negative errors, so as the
magnitude of errors increases the shortest path
estimates become shorter. Whether the shortest
path estimates underestimate or overestimate the
true distances depends on the balance between
the denseness of the connectivity graph and the
amount of error in the ranging estimates.
Given this, the two aspects of our environmental noise that predominantly affect the APS algorithm are outliers and loss. Outliers are ranging
estimates with error well outside the mean. This
serves to shorten the shortest paths beyond that
predicted by theoretical ranging models. Loss is
the failure of two nodes closer than the maximum
range of ultrasound to generate a distance estimate. This reduces connectivity and increases the
zig-zag nature of the shortest paths.
In this section, we discuss the analysis of outliers and loss and the techniques we use to ameliorate their effects on the APS algorithm. Figure 4 depicts the average localization accuracies
at several network densities. The top line indicates error when the bare APS algorithm is simulated against an empirical profile. The two middle lines indicate error when the algorithm is augmented to handle outliers and loss, respectively.
The bottom line indicates error when APS is simulated against theoretical ranging data derived
from a parametric function.
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Figure 4: Effect of Density median localization
error from 100 simulations on a 12m x 12m area
at each of four network densities. Error bars indicate upper and lower quartiles of error. The four
lines from top to bottom represent simulation on
empirical data, empirical data with medianTube
filtering, empirical data with range sharing, and
theoretical data drawn from an error model of 5m
range and 10cm error.

While the mean range estimate is sensitive to
outliers, the median is not. One way to eliminate
outliers is to take multiple samples and to eliminate all readings too far from the median. Because time of flight has a bias toward having positive errors, we choose the minimum value that
falls within a predefined range of the median to be
the point estimate of the entire time series. This
non-linear filter is thus designed specifically for
the outlier distribution observed with our ranging
implementation.
We call this filter medianTube and have found
through testing in simulation that a tube width of
about 10 centimeters performs significantly better than a simple median filter. The maximum error is reduced from nearly 2 meters to about 0.4
meters, and the upper quartile of the error is about
10 centimeters. Both the averaged and filtered estimates are shown in Figure 7, and the effect of
medianTube on localization is shown as the second line from the top in Figure 4. MedianTube
reduces average localization error over all densities by approximately 20cm, beginning to close
the gap between the theoretical simulation results
and the empirical simulation.

Outliers

The normality plot in Figure 5 shows that our
ultrasonic ranging data has heavy tails and both
positive and negative outliers 1 . Figure 6 shows
a time series of ranging estimates between two
nodes that are one foot apart. The negative outliers are false positives; they represent detections
of ultrasound before the ultrasound actually arrived, possibly due to random noise such as keys
jingling or a car door slamming. The positive outliers are detections well after the signal has arrived, possibly caused by a low signal to noise
ratio.

4.2 Loss

1 in

a normality plot, if the data is Gaussian distributed it
will fall in a straight line

Mean Filter
MedianTube Filter
Range Sharing
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5

In our environment and with the APS algorithm,
loss is a much more significant source of localization error than outliers. Figure 8 shows that
the probability of receiving a ranging estimate decreases over distance, as measured in four differ-
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Figure 7: MedianTube Results a) Distance estimates after averaging 10 readings. b) Distance estimates after running medianTube on 10 readings.
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ent environments: grass, pavement, carpet, and
free space. This loss can reduce network connectivity by a factor of two or more and therefore has a dramatic effect on the APS algorithm.
Furthermore, the differences between the curves
indicates that APS will perform differently in different environments.
To ameliorate the effects of loss, Calamari introduces a phase of range sharing between neighbors. After all ranging has completed, each node
transmits its set of distance estimates to all neighbors. If two nodes already have distance estimates to each other, they both use the minimum
of the two estimates since the higher one is more
likely to be an outlier. If only one of the two
nodes has an estimate to the other, both nodes
use the same estimate. Range sharing increases
ranging connectivity by leveraging the duplicated
ranging between all pairs of nodes. Evalution in
simulation shows that this asymmetrical sharing
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Figure 8: Loss Rates This graph shows the loss
rates over distance in four different environments.
The differences in the curves indicate that our algorithm will behave differently in each environment.
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Effect of Uniformity

protocol performs better with our particular noise
distribution than more straight forward averaging
of distance estimates.
Range sharing alleviates the effect of loss with
only one or two extra messages per node. The
effect of range sharing is more pronounced than
the effect of outlier filtering, which speaks to the
sensitivity to loss of this particular localization
algorithm. As shown in Figure 4, range sharing reduces the error of empirical simulation results to just above that of theoretical model-based
localization. More importantly, the variation in
errors after range sharing is up to three times
smaller than results with mere outlier filtering.
Thus range sharing is a critical step in achieving
predictability.
Instead of using an upper bound to characterize
range, we can use what we call effective range,
defined as
Z rmax
Π ∗ r 2 ∗ p(S|r)
effective range ,
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Figure 9: Anchor Density Effect Simulations
on empirical data reveal that, for networks of 50
nodes in a 12m x 12m area, more than 4 anchors
nodes do not significantly improve results.

r=0

Pursuer-Evader Game, in which the sensor network assists an autonomous robot in pursuit of
another robot who’s position is being tracked by
the network [17]. Before deployment, we need
to determine how many nodes to deploy and how
many anchor nodes are required.
Figure 4.a summarizes the results of our system simulated on 30, 40, 50, and 60 node networks against an empirical profile of ranging on a
paved surface. Each point represents the median
error of 100 simulations and the error bars indicate upper and lower quartiles of error. Results
indicate that we need 50 nodes to yield approximately a 75% chance of achieving 0.5m median
error. Similarly, Figure 4.b summarizes the results of simulations with 3, 5, 7, and 9 anchor
nodes. Results indicate that localization accuracy
does not improve with more than 4 anchor nodes.
These results determined the deployment parameters used in the deployment presented in Section 7. Similar simulations were run to determine
the best environment and deployment pattern for
the deployment.
It is important to note that simulations against
ranging data generated from theoretical models
yielded optimistic predictions of system performance. For example, from Figure 4.a we see that
theoretical data would suggest that we deploy our
system with only 30 nodes to achieve 0.5m accuracy. Actually doing so would have resulted in
1.25m error, 150% more than expected.

where p(S|r) is one minus the probability of loss
at distance r. This definition is essentially an integral over the probability of obtaining a neighbor
at a given distance. This metric is derived from
the intuition that it is the total number of neighbors or node degree that influences localization,
not the distance of the farthest neighbor.

5 Pre-deployment Verification
Deployments are very costly and time consuming. Even for a small deployment, we would like
to estimate the probability of success before deployment actually takes place. This is increasingly important for extremely large networks or
mission critical situations that can only be deployed once.
Sensor networks are often deployed in pseudorandom patterns such as a grid formation with
Gaussian noise on each grid location or uniformly at random over a square region. Because
random distributions can result in very diverse
topologies, some of the resulting networks will
localize well while others will not. We can predict the probability that a deployment will succeed by generating hundreds of topologies from
the same random parameters. On each topology, we then simulate the localization algorithm
against the empirical profile of the deployment
environment. If, for example, 60% of the topologies localize to the desired level of accuracy, we
say that the deployment has a 60% chance of success.
This simulation technique can also be used to
choose deployment parameters to maximize localization accuracy and the likelihood of successful localization. For example, in Section 7, we
will need to localize a network over a 13x13m
area to an accuracy of about 0.5m. These specifications are suitable for applications such as the

6 Unexpected Problems
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While our simulation environment captures realword ranging characteristics, it does not capture
all aspects of a deployment. In this section we describe two problems we encountered during the
deployment that were not predicted by our simulation.

’B’ Received

1

|∆t| < 17ms the packets collide and neither
packet should be expected to be received. However, B’s messages are still received at C with almost 100% reliability. This means that B’s messages are being received during a collision with
A’s messages.

’A’ Received
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Capture presents a serious problem for detecting ultrasound collisions. We implemented an
application-level MAC protocol in which each
node sent ranging messages in batches of twenty
with a small random delay between each message. Thus, the probability that every message in
a batch from one node collides with every message in a batch from another node decreases exponentially as the length of the batch grows. This
allows receiving nodes to discard data from ranging collisions: any node that hears messages from
two overlapping batches can discard all ranging
messages from both batches. Furthermore, if a
node hears another node sending a ranging message, it backs off for the entire duration of the
batch, not just the ranging message. With this
technique, all messages toward the end of each
batch can usually be sent without any collisions.

20

Figure 10: Shadowing Nodes A and B both
transmit with a time difference of ∆t. When
|∆t| < 17, the messages overlap but a third node
can still hear B’s message with almost 100% reliability.

6.1

Ranging Collisions

Raw ultrasound pulses are not differentiable and
collisions between them cannot be detected. Several techniques have been proposed to avoid ranging errors during collisions. For example, each
node could encode a signature in the ultrasound
pulse with frequency or amplitude modulation,
allowing the detection of ultrasound collisions
and even allowing the reception of multiple ultrasound signals simultaneously, as seen in [3]. Another solution is to envelope the ultrasound pulse
in a radio message such that a collision between
ultrasound signals can be detected through the
collision in radio messages. This technique, first
proposed in [11] and used in many ultrasound
ranging implementations since, relies on the fact
that no messages are received during a radio collision, in which case all ultrasound information is
ignored.
Calamari initially employed the second of
these techniques because of its simplicity. However, collisions were still a problem because with
the FSK radio used on the mica2dot, radio collisions are not always detectable; when two nodes
transmit simultaneously, a third node will often
receive one message but not the other, even if
both are received with almost the same signal
strength. In other words, with FSK radios, RF
collisions do not always result in corrupted packets. This phenomenon is known as capture as described in [21] and is possible though very uncommon in ASK radios such as those used in
[11].
To test the extent of this phenomenon, we performed an experiment in which three nodes A, B,
and C were approximately one meter from each
other. We monitored the reception of messages
at C while both nodes A and B would transmit with a time difference of ∆t. ∆t was varied from -20ms to 20ms. As shown in Figure 10,
the messages from both nodes are received when
|∆t| > 17ms, the length of the packet. When

6.2 Correlated Errors
One limitation of the simulation techniques described in Section 3 is that it does not capture the
possibility of correlated errors. For example, tree
in the center of the network or a dead or error
prone node would cause ranging errors that are
all correlated in space. A period of strong wind
or rain would cause ranging errors that are correlated in time. Correlated errors are not captured
in our data collection process and, even if they
were, the correlations are not accounted for by
our statistical sampling process used in simulation. Because we are deploying in a open space
at a known time, we expected this limitation to be
inconsequential.

8

Our final deployment of 49 nodes, however,
was large enough that a 5% hardware failure rate
became significant. Of the 49 nodes in the deployment, only 46 of them were fully functional.
Some nodes would always estimate a distance of
zero to all other nodes, even those on the other
side of the network. A single such node would
wreck havoc in the shortest path algorithm and
all such nodes were turned off. Other nodes did
not receive any ranging estimates from any other
nodes, leaving holes in the connectivity graph
and increasing all shortest path estimates. Incorporating dead and erroneous nodes into the simulation might have suggested using higher density networks to compensate for dead nodes, and
any node with suspicious ranging estimates could
have been designed to simply cut itself out of
the network. This is currently reserved for future
work.
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Figure 12: A Single Deployment The top graph is a kernel smoothing of the error distribution and the
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anchor nodes are indicated by “X”’s and the gray lines indicate ranging connectivity. Nodes 33, 16,
and 43 were dead nodes. The median error for this run was 47.8cm.
Empirical Error Distribution (kernel smoothing)
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Figure 13: Predictions and Observations The ’+’s and ’x’s indicate observed average error before
and after range sharing, respectively. The three curves represent the errors distributions seen in simulation using 1) empirical data with medianTube 2) empirical data with range sharing and 3) theoretical
ranging data generated from a model with 5m maximum range and 10cm noise.
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model-based prediction
medianTube prediction
medianTube observed
range sharing prediction
range sharing observed

Lower Quartile (cm)
11.0
43.1
42.6
17.8
32.5

Median (cm)
20.6
69.7
85.2
29.6
53.4

Upper Quartile (cm)
37.7
107.3
140.8
45.4
86.8

Table 1: Localization Errors This table presents the localization error quartiles predicted by theoretical ranging data with 5m maximum range and by empirical data with and without medianTube and
range sharing. The error quartiles observed during the 8 deployments, both with and without range
sharing, are shown in bold.

model-based prediction
medianTube prediction
medianTube observed
range sharing prediction
range sharing observed

Lower Quartile (cm)
7.5
11.9
18.5
5.1
11.0

Median (cm)
17.7
38.9
45.5
12.8
30.5

Upper Quartile (cm)
32.1
82.2
106.0
28.8
67.5

Table 2: Shortest Path Errors This table presents the shortest path error quartiles predicted by theoretical ranging data with 5m maximum range and by empirical data with and without medianTube and
range sharing. The error quartiles observed during the 8 deployments, both with and without range
sharing, are shown in bold.

Figure 11: Final Deployment The final deployment involved 49 nodes over a 13x13m area on a
paved surface.

7 Experimental Results
We performed a real deployment to evaluate how
well the empirical simulation techniques could
predict the actual outcome of a real deployment,
and to test whether the deployment methodologies that we were using actually help produce
localization results that meet our application requirements.
To avoid doing this single deployment test on
an especially good or bad topology, we generated 100 random topologies and chose the one
that yielded median average error in simulation.
These topologies were generated for network
with 49 nodes and 4 anchors in a 13x13m grid
with random noise added to the grid. The hop

10

count of the longest shortest path in the selected
topology network was 8, although longer paths
appeared in the real deployment.
The main deployment took place outdoors in
the parking lot shown in Figure 11 under weather
conditions similar to those in which the original ranging data was collected. After we measured the topology and placed the nodes, we executed the localization system on the network
eight times, each time calculating shortest paths
and positions both with and without range sharing. The sixteen final results are shown in Figure 13 against a backdrop of prediction made by
simulations with several different types of ranging data. The results of a single run after range
sharing are shown in Figure 12 for closer analysis.
The median of the observed deployment errors before and after range sharing are 85cm and
53cm, respectively. Using this same topology,
100 simulations predicted errors of 70cm and
30cm. While a strong correlation is evident, the
predicted statistics do not match the observed behavior exactly. While this could be an artifact
of the small sample size, it could also be an indication that there are still factors that are unaccounted for in the simulations.
A deeper analysis reveals that the loss rates in
the deployment are slightly higher than those in
the simulations. Before the range sharing, the
median degree (number of neighbors) of each
node in simulation and in the real deployment
were 7 and 5, respectively. Over all, the simulated topologies had an average of 362 edges in
the ranging connectivity graph while the real de-
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ployments only had 271. After the range sharing, the node degrees were bumped up to 10 and
7, respectively. Consistency checking added an
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8 Discussion
In this paper we present a deployment process
used for an ultrasound-based localization system.
We take an existing localization algorithm and
carry it through the steps of hardware implementation, distributed software implementation and
final deployment. The framework for our deployment methodology is a combination of new data
collection and simulation techniques that make it
possible to simulate a localization system in the
context of real-world noise. This enables the design and evaluation of a system with respect to
the noise of a specific environment. Furthermore,
these simulations can be used to choose deployment parameters and estimate the probability of
successful localization before the deployment actually takes place. This is especially important
for very large or mission critical deployments in
cases where field experimentation is not possible.
While we evaluate these simulation techniques
in the context of the deployment of an ultrasoundbased localization system, the scope can easily be
extended to other contexts. The techniques extend in a straightforward way to other ranging
modalities and would also extend to algorithm
evaluation in non-deployment contexts. Most localization algorithms today have only been tested
in traditional simulation environments and it is
difficult to know how well the simulations predict the behavior of the algorithm in the face of
real-world noise. The techniques presented in
this paper can be used to evaluate and compare
the many localization algorithms in the literature.
Similarly, most networking simulations today use
theoretical radio models to model radio collisions
and connectivity. These simulations could benefit from empirical profiling of RF communication
channels in outdoor environments.
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