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Abstract: The last two decades have witnessed a rich variety of indoor positioning and localization
research. Starting with Microsoft Research pioneering the fingerprint approach based RADAR,
MIT’s Cricket, and then moving towards beacon-based localization are few among many others.
In parallel, researchers looked into other appealing and promising technologies like radio frequency
identification, ultra-wideband, infrared, and visible light-based systems. However, the proliferation
of smartphones over the past few years revolutionized and reshaped indoor localization towards
new horizons. The deployment of MEMS sensors in modern smartphones have initiated new
opportunities and challenges for the industry and academia alike. Additionally, the demands and
potential of location-based services compelled the researchers to look into more robust, accurate,
smartphone deployable, and context-aware location sensing. This study presents a comprehensive
review of the approaches that make use of data from one or more sensors to estimate the user’s
indoor location. By analyzing the approaches leveraged on smartphone sensors, it discusses the
associated challenges of such approaches and points out the areas that need considerable research to
overcome their limitations.
Keywords: indoor positioning; smartphone sensors; pedestrian dead reckoning; Wi-Fi fingerprinting;
magnetic positioning; bluetooth low energy; range measurement-based positioning

1. Introduction
The current decade is marked by the inception and vast expansion of modern mobile devices.
A majority of these mobile devices are smartphones which are replacing personal computers today.
Equipped with increased processing capabilities, such smartphones can perform more complex tasks
than those of personal computers a few decades ago. The vast proliferation of modern smartphones
resulted in the commencement of many new domains and applications including online marketing,
on-the-go services, etc. Smartphone related time spent of the users comprises of social, business,
shopping and finance applications [1,2]. Additionally, the Location Based Services (LBS) industry
accelerated the expansion of smartphone usage as well. LBS utilize smartphones to provide customer
services relevant to their current location. The user’s current location estimation is an imperative
element upon which LBS pivot on. Outdoor positioning is served using many technologies like
Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS), GPS, etc. However, GPS is the most widely used, as it
has the potential to give very accurate location information of up to a few meters [3] in the outdoors.
Despite that, the GPS positioning capacity is crippled in the indoor environment where its frequency is
attenuated by a variety of physical barriers like roofs, walls, and other similar interference sources.
The benefit of using GNNS is access to multiple satellites that can increase accuracy, redundancy,
and availability of localization at all times. If Line of Sight (LOS) is obstructed, the data from multiple
satellites can be utilized to compensate for the localization error. However, unlike GPS or GNSS
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which provide accurate outdoor localization, we do not have any indoor technology which is well
demonstrated and established as a standard.
Modern smartphones are now provided with a variety of sensors that can be adapted for indoor
location estimation. A significant research effort has been dedicated towards indoor localization during
the last decade which emphasizes its importance and potential. A wide range of applications like
finding shops inside a mall, desired items in a store, and locating the people working in emergency
response need precise location information. Smartphones can help achieve the level of localization,
these services require. In addition, other systems that establish a position using installed specialized
hardware (like IR, RF tags, UWB, iBeacon, etc.) can get a refined localization. Such systems
involve the expansive placement of infrastructure in the area where localization service needs to
be provided. The positive side of such systems is that they can provide cm level accuracy. On the
other hand, many systems can be founded on the subsisting infrastructure (like Wi-Fi) and benefit
from Commercial-Off-The-Shelf (COTS) hardware to estimate the user’s indoor position. They mainly
rely on the fingerprinting approach and offers an inexpensive solution to the localization problem.
The current study aims at the following objectives
•
•
•

A brief description of the embedded sensors of a smartphone, their usage concerning localization,
and relevant challenges.
A comprehensive overview of the localization approaches for each smartphone sensor, operational
procedure, limitations, and prospective trends for future research.
A discussion on the accuracy of the localization approaches that utilize smartphone sensors,
probable solutions for enhancing the accuracy, and description of the associated challenges.

The current study is centralized on the description of the sensors present in the smartphone and
how can they be leveraged to find the user’s current location. Section 2 provides a brief introduction
of sensors deployed in a smartphone. Section 3 discusses the localization approaches which are
developed on each of these sensors separately. It also gives an account of the current limitations of
these approaches and discusses possible areas for future research. In the end, Section 4 provides
discussions about localization approaches and conclusion.
2. Smartphone Sensors
Modern smartphones are equipped with a variety of sensors including accelerometer, barometer,
light sensor, etc. This section provides a brief description of sensors present in the smartphone
with their importance to the localization problem. Figure 1 shows all the sensors present in modern
smartphones.
Recent smartphones like Samsung Galaxy S10+, iPhone 11, etc. are provided with a 5G Wi-Fi
gigabit transceiver which can implement IEEE 802.11 Wi-Fi standard. IEEE 802.11 is a Wi-Fi standard
and represents a set of wireless standards developed by the IEEE LAN/MAN Standards Committee.
Currently, this group contains six modulation techniques which follow the same protocol. Different
parts of IEEE 802.11 standard have been presented over time like 802.11b, 802.11a, 802.11g, etc. for
1 to 6 GHz range and 802.11ad, 802.11ay, and 802.11aj for mmWave. The Wi-Fi sensor in the recent
smartphones can implement 3-stream 802.11ac specification which enables speeds up to 1.3 Gb/s.
A single-chip holds a dual-band transceiver that integrates the functional blocks including radio,
baseband, and Media Access Control (MAC). They have a 256-QAM modulation scheme which
increases the data transfer efficiency and possesses Low-Density Parity Check (LDPC) codes to increase
the rate at the range. Android WifiManager Application Programming Interface (API) can provide
information including Basic Services Support Identification (BSSID), Received Signal Strength Indicator
(RSSI), state of the signal, etc. which can be used to formulate Radio Frequency (RF)-based database
for localization.
The camera is another important sensor available in smartphones that can assist in may tasks
including localization. Since the inception of CCD cameras in the 1990s, this technology has undergone
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Figure 1. Smartphone sensors embedded in modern smartphones.

a huge development. However, the big jump was made with the introduction of Complementary
Metal-Oxide-Semiconductor (CMOS) sensor technology which paved the way for the low-cost and
high volume camera phone market. The CMOS cameras are smaller in size, consume low power,
possess lower sensitivity, and are appropriate to be used in small devices. Now CMOS has made its
way into many areas including automotive and transport, medical systems, security and surveillance,
and mobile phones especially. The smartphones are equipped with CMOS Backside illumination (BSI)
cameras with new color filters which can do pixel isolation. These cameras possess High Dynamic
Range (HDR), Extended Depth of Focus (eDoF), and Near IR Capability (NIR). Additionally, they can
do the image stabilization using the Micro Electro Mechanical Systems (MEMS) based inertial systems
present in the smartphones.
Bluetooth is another important sensor in smartphones which can be used for wireless Personal
Area Networks (PAN). It is an industrial specification for wireless PANs also known as IEEE 802.15.1.
Bluetooth makes it possible to connect and exchange information between different devices such as
personal digital assistants (PDAs), mobile phones, etc. This communication is achieved via a secure,
globally unlicensed short-range radio-frequency band. The Bluetooth communication is primarily
based on low power consumption within a short range of 1 m to 100 m depending upon the power
class and low-cost transceiver microchips.
The Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU) consists of multiple sensors including accelerometer,
gyroscope, light sensor, barometer, and magnetometer which are used to sense the inertial state
of the smartphone. The accelerometer provides 3D digital readings of acceleration in m/s2 for x, y, and
z directions [4]. An accelerometer is very helpful to determine the movements of a smartphone user.
A gyroscope helps in determining the angular movement of a smartphone in x, y, and z directions.
The gyroscope readings are given in radians/s and very helpful to determine the heading direction
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of a pedestrian. Accelerometer and gyroscope are often used together to get the short term location
of a user. The magnetometer measures the ambient geomagnetic field value at a given point. It
is used to determine the North and can help to remove discrepancies in the gyroscope readings.
The smartphone’s magnetometer provides the magnetic value in x, y, and z directions which are
further used to calculate inclination, declination, total horizontal intensity, and total magnetic intensity.
The magnetometer is used along with the accelerometer to find the rotation vector of the smartphone
as well. The barometer is an ultra-compact piezoresistive absolute pressure sensor and works as a
digital output barometer. It comprises a sensing element and a communication interface. The sensing
elements detect absolute pressure through a dedicated process. It works on an embedded First In
First Out (FIFO) data output and provides 24-bit pressure data output [5]. The light sensor in the
smartphone allows the accurate sensing of environment light in which the smartphone is currently
operating. The latest light sensor package contains an integrated Ambient Light Sensing (ALS),
proximity sensors, and IR LED which assist in proximity detection and light-sensing behind spectrally
distorting materials [6]. These sensors can operate in a variety of environments including sunlight,
night, and clouds. IMU sensors provided with the smartphones can operate between −40 to +85 ◦ C
and are becoming more accurate and reliable than before.
3. Application of Smartphone Sensor for Indoor Localization
3.1. Wi-Fi Localization
A growing research effort has been observed over the past few years in indoor localization
techniques specifically the techniques that rely mainly on the in-building communication infrastructure
(e.g., Wi-Fi) or the natural phenomenon (e.g., geomagnetism). The predominant techniques in this
category operate on the fingerprinting technique. The fingerprinting technique leverages already
available infrastructure but involves a laborious effort to construct the radio map during the training
phase. The main contribution of the fingerprinting technique is the easy and inexpensive deployment
for localization. It is low-cost because Wi-Fi communications are ubiquitous especially after large and
dense deployment of Wi-Fi Access Points (APs) in buildings and the vast proliferation of smartphones
over the past few years. Thereupon, a lot of research efforts are put in the same course for better and
more stable accuracy results.
Wi-Fi-based localization systems have been researched extensively for the last few decades.
Starting from Microsoft Research pioneering the fingerprint approach based RADAR, it led to the
development of many similar systems which aim to solve positioning and localization problem.
Two techniques broadly known as multilateration and fingerprinting are utilized in Wi-Fi-based
indoor localization. Various fundamental wireless positioning techniques are explained in this regard.
The concept of multilateration or trilateration is to use the signal strength transmitted by the APs to
estimate the position of the receiving device. Time of Arrival (TOA) [7,8], Time Difference of Arrival
(TDOA) [9,10], Angle of Arrival (AOA) [11,12], and their extended forms [13–15] are used for this
purpose. The downside of such techniques is the low accuracy, and high energy consumption.
The fingerprinting techniques are simple and easily adaptable for smartphones and offer an
average accuracy of 2 to 3 m without the need to install and configure expensive hardware. However,
this accuracy is lower in comparison to those offered by Firefly, OPTOTRAK, Sonitor, and similar other
commercially available systems which although expensive, offer a cm level accuracy. We focus here on
Wi-Fi systems that use location fingerprinting as the backbone of the localization system.
Microsoft RADAR [16] pioneered the idea of fingerprinting to utilize the Wi-Fi communications
infrastructure for localization. After that, it has been investigated, refined, and used in many
positioning systems [17–19]. Figure 2 shows the architecture of a Wi-Fi based indoor positioning
system that is based on the fingerprinting approach. The fingerprinting can further be classified
into two approaches: deterministic fingerprinting and probabilistic fingerprinting [18,20]. Location
fingerprinting utilizes already available infrastructure, yet, involves tiresomely effort to build the
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Figure 2. Architecture of a Wi-Fi based indoor positioning system that is based on fingerprinting
approach.

fingerprint during the training phase. During this offline training phase, a radio map of the
environment is built which involves measuring RSSI values at indexed locations. Multiple RSSI
readings at fixed points are taken and then averaged RSSI for each scanned AP are stored with
AP names and indexed locations. In addition to RSSI, other finger representations have also been
investigated including Gaussian model [21,22] histogram [23,24] of an RSS and other complex
distributions [18,25]. One difficulty in using an RSSI as the fingerprint is its varying magnitude from
various phones for the same location. Consequently, other fingerprint variations including Received
Signal Strength (RSS) [26], Hyperbolic Location Fingerprinting (HLF) [27], DIFF [28], an ordered
sequence of RSSIs [29] have been proposed as well. The use of Wi-Fi APs coverage area to mitigate the
impact of RSS change over time is reported as well in [30].
The online phase involves the collection of RSSI from the user’s devices and sending it to a
server (or process locally) to match it with the pre-built fingerprint database. The matching process
may involve simple matching techniques like distance measurement with Euclidean, Manhattan
distance, cross-correlation, etc. However, Nearest Neighbor (NN) and its other variants like KNN
and weighted KNN are quite popular as well [31,32]. Additionally, Maximum Likelihood Estimator
(MLE) [33], machine learning techniques [34,35], and neural networks [36,37] have been applied as
well. The probabilistic fingerprinting considers that storing the simple average of RSS values causes
errors in position estimation. Instead, it is more logical to store the joint distribution of RSS samples
as a fingerprint. The earliest work on the probabilistic approach was proposed by [38]. Once the
fingerprint is made, the position which has a higher probability of resulting in the observed RSS vector
is considered as the estimated position. Bayes’s rule is utilized for this purpose.
Current Challenges and Future Directions
Location fingerprinting is laborious and time-consuming. It becomes tiresomely, especially within
huge buildings with tens of floors. The current accuracy of 2 to 3 m offered by fingerprinting-based
Wi-Fi systems is not sufficient enough for indoor LBS. One underlying assumption of such systems
is that similar wireless conditions pertain during training and positioning phases which is hardly
practical. The data collection and online location estimation circumstances may change drastically due
to dynamic factors including the movement of heavy furniture. It is observed that the movement of
people affects the accuracy of Wi-Fi systems immensely especially at airports, train stations, and similar
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other places with frequent and large movements. Signal’s absorption, fading, and multipath due to
movement of other machinery at airports have a similar effect. The fingerprint databases need to be
updated periodically to compensate for the impact of signal loss over time and signal change due to
internal infrastructure. One future direction to mitigate such effects is the utilization of the Internet
of Things (IoT) sensors that can be placed at fixed points to monitor APs and update the fingerprint
database after a specified time. This way, the database never outdates and the impact of dynamic
factors can also be handled. Another possibility is to use crowdsourcing for updating the database after
a specified time. However, it has a few relevant issues to be investigated first. Crowdsourcing involves
heterogeneous devices with different WLAN capacities which results in varying RSSI for the same
place. Moreover, samples are collected with different phone orientations and in different directions
which also affects RSSI value. Crowdsourcing with other sensors including gyroscope to estimate
the relevant orientation would be a better choice. Throughput and latency are still not resolved for
Wi-Fi-based positioning. When scanning Wi-Fi APs, a mobile device spends a considerable time
scanning all APs which may be up to 100 in a university while it can go to a few hundred at airports.
The longer scanning time increases latency and reduces accuracy too. With the introduction of 5G, new
possibilities and directions can also be investigated to increase current accuracy as well.
3.2. Pedestrian Dead Reckoning
During the recent few years, we have seen a wide proliferation of smartphones that are equipped
with a variety of sensors. These MEMS sensors have become very small in size yet inexpensive and
more reliable to enable the tracking of the smartphone carrying individuals. The original challenge
is now to manipulate these sensors to devise tracking systems that can provide reliable and robust
location information like GPS does outdoors. The ubiquitous deployment of smartphone sensors
has paved the way to utilize the Dead Reckoning (DR) using smartphones. The term DR is derived
from “Deduced Reckoning” which is used to approximate the pedestrian’s relative position against
a definite location which means that it estimates the change from the last known position. It infers
that the Pedestrian Dead Reckoning (PDR) systems do not require any infrastructure to be installed
in the indoor environment which makes it a very befitting solution for indoor localization. Instead,
the inertial sensors like accelerometer, magnetometer, gyroscopes, etc. can be used as input devices to
PDR systems. Figure 3 shows the architecture of a typical PDR based indoor positioning system.

Figure 3. The working architecture of pedestrian dead reckoning.

The PDR systems are categorized into two types: Inertial Navigation Systems (INS) and Step and
Heading Systems (SHS) [39]. An INS usually trails the location of an individual by considering
3D trajectory information at a given time. This technique uses the measurements provided by
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the accelerometers and gyroscopes to track the position, orientation, and velocity of a moving
object concerning its start/previous position. INSs are used to track a variety of objects including
airplanes, missiles, space ships, vehicles, etc. An SHS on the other hand, is specifically related to the
pedestrians and calculates the position by the change in the distance and heading with the help of
steps. The working cycle of an SHS system includes three phases:
•
•
•

The detection of a step/stride in a given data set,
The calculation of the step length,
The estimation of the heading of the detected step.

Although, many step detection techniques including particle filters [40,41] and zero velocity
detectors [42] are used, however, the thresholding-based methods are most common in practice. Many
algorithms which utilize the thresholding technique on accelerometer [43–47] and gyroscope [48–51]
or both [52] exist in literature. In addition, magnetometer thresholding for step detection has also been
tried and reported [53,54]. These methods are reported to have good results and show errors of 0.1%
for accelerometer and 0.2% for gyroscope [53]. These results are, however, for SHS systems which are
based on foot-mounted or waist belt striped systems and assume that at least one of the feet is striking
on the ground. In such cases, it is easy to detect steps as the sensors’ data is very smooth as shown in
Figure 4a.

(b)
(a)
Figure 4. Acceleration data from the Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU), (a) foot mounted [53], (b)
smartphone.

The SHS, which utilizes the smartphone sensors, does not comply with such assumptions. Since
the pedestrian holds the smartphone in his hand, the sensor’s data is not smooth due to handshaking or
the jitter caused by walking as shown in Figure 4b. In addition, there are no zero velocity cases like that
of foot mounted SHS systems. With the smartphone, the pedestrian movements are more complex and
users changing the orientation of the smartphone makes the step detection further difficult. The peak
detection from accelerometer data is the most viable option and has been reported to generate good
results [55–58]. Figure 5 shows the various positions where IMU is mounted in PDR systems [53,59,60].
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(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 5. Examples of IMU placement, (a) foot mounted [44], (b) waist and ankel mounted [59],
(c) chest hung [60], and (d) smartphone embedded.

From the above-mentioned PDR system, the body-mounted sensors packages where the user
mounts the sensors on foot or leg or ankle are easy and show very good performance in terms of
both step detection and orientation measurement. Such deployments are easy and simplify the
interpretation of data, yet not very practical by nature. The convenience lies in the fact that the attitude
of the sensors is fixed and the transformation from the body sensor is constant and well known. Its
practicality is questioned as the mounted sensors cannot remain on the body every time and they
hinder the user’s other activities of work.
Contrary to mounted packages, the PDR systems which utilize smartphone are very practical,
though complicated and difficult. Since the user attitude with the smartphone cannot be predicted, it is
very difficult to cope with such situations. Moreover, the movements of the sensor in 3D fashion makes
the sensor integration more difficult. Body-mounted packages show higher accuracy of positioning
than that of systems that depend on smartphone sensors. Despite that, the PDR systems cannot
function alone to determine the precise location of the pedestrian owing to many inherent limitations.
First, since PDR systems need the starting/initial position at time ti to estimate the location at ti+1 , this
means that the error in the estimation of the starting position is inherent and cannot be compensated
with later calculations unless we have other location correction measures. Periodic WiFi positioning
after a few seconds to correct the PDR is often used to overcome this issue. Second, the location
estimation is the iterative process and the error in localization accumulates over time. If the indoor
path is long and straight, the user may deviate 5 to 10 m from the actual position after a few minutes.
This error, however, can be mitigated using the environmental knowledge [61], map matching [62], or
similar other techniques. Although the addition of other location correcting techniques can improve
the localization accuracy, it may introduce some cost and infrastructure dependency as well.
Current Challenges and Future Directions
Pedestrian tracking based on accelerometer and gyroscope data facilitates continuous localization
in the indoor environment, however, the drift/error is accumulated over time [63]. The foot and
body-mounted PDR systems have shown good performance as the movements are smooth and
controlled. However, PDR systems which utilize the smartphones are more vulnerable and show
poor performance in complex environments. Most systems necessitate the user to hand-hold the
smartphone in a navigation mode which is not very practical [39,64]. Such restrictions, however, prove
to be more accurate in location estimation.
Most of the experiments for smartphone-based PDR are performed in simple indoor environments
like university campuses and labs where the paths are somewhat straight with few turns. It shows
better localization accuracy of PDR-based techniques. In real-life scenarios, on the other hand,
the indoor environment is more complex like in the shopping malls where their efficacy is affected
by many factors [65]. First of all, the navigation environment is complex and includes short spaces
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and more turns. Secondly, due to the dynamic and frequent movements of people, the pedestrians
have to move quickly into various directions which can make smartphone sensors’ data noisy. Thirdly,
although PDR systems show good performance in some scenarios, yet the complex walking styles
of users severely affects their accuracy. Multifarious user movements make it very hard to perform
localization. Additionally, slight errors in the PDR system results in error accrual over time and a major
concern for their real-life implementation. Often they are corrected by opportunistic Wi-Fi localization
to mitigate the error. Another possibility is to use map information of the building to reduce the
error [66]. However, the map information of every building may not be available in many cases which
poses an extra challenge. Research on the identification of user actions has also been underway [67]
where first a user’s action is identified and then a PDR relevant to that action is applied. However, this
task is complicated as well as time-consuming. Moreover, it is not possible to define and identify all
the possible actions of a user and in many situations an action cannot be associated with a particular
class as well.
3.3. Geomagnetic Indoor Localization
Regardless of the localization accuracy of the infrastructure-based systems like RF tags [68],
Bluetooth beacon [69], ultrasound [70,71], etc., their infrastructure installation cost and systems
dependency necessitated the exploration of other alternatives which are comparatively less accurate
yet infrastructure-free and simple. This demand led the researchers to investigate the discipline of the
magnetic field as various animals are reported to follow the earth’s magnetic field for navigation [72–75].
Animals like sea turtles, lobsters, and pigeons can sense the direction using a magnetic field when
navigating to their homes.
The Earth’s geomagnetic field is the omnipresent phenomenon extending from the earth’s interior
until it catches the solar wind. The magnitude of the earth’s magnetic field varies geographically from
25 µTesla to 65 µTesla. During the last few years, geomagnetism has enticed an ample consideration
for indoor localization primarily because of its pervasiveness and secondly due to its infrastructure
independence. Two different attributes of geomagnetism are discussed in the literature regarding its
use for localization: magnetic field strength and magnetic flux density. They are represented by H and
B and calculated in amps per meter (A/m) and Teslas (µTesla or G, 1T = 104 G), respectively.
The Earth’s magnetic field strength is uniform and does not commute abruptly over a small
area of a few meters. However, the presence of ferromagnetic materials including steel-reinforced
concrete, metallic doors, pillars, or steel walls interfere with the natural magnetic field and introduce
disturbances also called anomalies [76,77]. Additionally, electric power lines and appliances are also
reported to sway the geomagnetic field [78]. Such anomalies can be captured using a magnetometer
and can serve as signatures/fingerprints to identify various locations [79]. The magnetic influences can
be measured using a separate magnetometer or a smartphone built-in magnetometer. Traditionally, two
types of magnetometers are used to capture the magnetic field: vector magnetometers and total field
magnetometers [80]. The former measures a single component which contains Bx, By, and Bz while
the latter measures only the magnetic magnitude and no direction. The captured signatures are stored
in the database as a unique fingerprint for each indexed location and later used to identify the location
by matching against the user sent magnetic measurements. Both the natural magnetic field as well as
the artificially generated magnetic fields are reported to be used for localization [81]. A pre-deployed
artificially generated magnetic field using the electric coils is used for localization [82,83] via the
traditional trilateration or proximity detection [84].
A good signature/fingerprint of a location must possess two essential characteristics: spatial
differentiation and temporal stability [85,86]. A large body of research work can be found that studies
the feasibility of using a geomagnetic field for localization [79,87]. This research demonstrates that
the magnetic field exhibits discernible spatial variation and temporal stable deviations that can serve
as location signatures [77,88]. Similarly, research works [58,78] study the long-term behavior of the
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magnetic field by analyzing the changes over months and validate that temporal stability has very
fewer mutations over time and the magnetic field is stable as shown in Figure 6a.
Despite being pervasive, inexpensive, infrastructure-independent, and stable over time,
the magnetic field has numerous inherent challenges we need to investigate before it can serve
as a standardized indoor localization technology. The magnetic field experiences sudden temporal
changes while walking between metallic objects like moving elevators. The moving vehicles close by
also affects its attitude likewise. This effect mainly depends upon the size of the moving metallic object
and its distance from the observer.

(a)
(b)
Figure 6. Magnetic field attitude over various time and smartphones, (a) on different dates with the
same smartphone, (b) various smartphones at the same time.

Another challenge is the varying measurement readings as shown in Figure 6b. Use of various
magnetometers or various smartphones leads to device dependency. Most studies use device
calibration to cope with device dependency [78,89]. Offline calibration also helps to mitigate device
heterogeneity. Recent studies [90] also focus to use the sequential measurements instead of taking
absolute values as the fingerprints. A different approach is to leverage the patterns formed by the
magnetic field strength to use a unique signature for each location. The pattern matching technique
has already been tested in a few studies [58,78,91,92] and proves to be more accurate than the raw
values. The use of magnetic patterns from multiple smartphones is reported in [93] to provide higher
accuracy than that of using the magnetic field data from a single smartphone. In addition to device
dependency, another problem that needs attention is the varying geomagnetic readings at the same
place even by the same smartphone. The nearby metallic objects pose a soft iron effect threat which
may lead to these deviations for the mobile devices, so we need to perform the calibration for each
environment we intend to use the mobile device in. The compass swinging calibration is widely
used for such calibration where the smartphone is rotated around three orientations [94]. One basic
approach to use geomagnetism for indoor localization is through the fingerprinting database approach.
Although three kinds of magnetic field values are used to build the fingerprint database including
3D vector readings, magnetic field magnitude, and horizontal and vertical magnitudes, the latter two
are the most frequent. The geomagnetic field is comprised of seven components in total as shown
in Figure 7. The X, Y, and Z show the magnetic field components for North, South, and vertical
intensities, while H is the total horizontal intensity and F represents the total intensity or magnitude
of the magnetic field at a given point. The D and I are measured in degrees and they represent the
declination and inclination respectively.
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Figure 7. The components of magnetic field.

The magnetic field data-based fingerprinting localization systems work analogous to Wi-Fi-based
systems. However, the fingerprint database making approach is different. Figure 8 shows the
architecture of a typical magnetic field data-based fingerprint approach for positioning. The magnetic
fingerprint database can be prepared by either taking continuous scans of the intended area of
localization or dividing the area into equally spaced grids and taking samples at each grid point. Both
techniques involve several samples and then storing the normalized values of each point. Grid-based
fingerprinting has less labor as compared to continuous scans. The change in phone orientation results
in the various magnitude of the magnetic sample, so, traditionally the normalized total magnetic
intensity is stored as a fingerprint. Research [95] used 3D readings of the magnetic field for localization
however using 3D readings is convenient for localization of a robot due to its fixed orientation, but the
smartphone encounters variations in its orientation during navigation, hence, the use of 3D readings in
smartphone localization is complicated. One solution though is to work with a fixed orientation where
the pedestrian can change the x plane (directions) but not y and z planes. Alternatively, the coordinate
transformation can also be performed from smartphone to earth coordinate systems which are however
error-prone and difficult [96].

Figure 8. The architecture of a magnetic localization system.

Even so, the use of magnetic field magnitude |B| is more suitable for the fingerprint database
instead of using the 3D vector [77] and is used in recent research works [89,97]. This is not advantageous
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over 3D readings because of less dimensionality and proves to be less accurate as a consequence.
Yet, it can serve as a complementary measure with other systems like WiFi systems to enhance the
accuracy of such systems [86]. Another fingerprint is to take into account the horizontal and vertical
components, as it is reported [79] that it provides more positional features than the magnitude alone.
However, it requires the orientation information of the smartphone, and the gravity readings must
be considered as they may influence these components. In the same vein, other studies consider
the use of international geomagnetic reference field (IGRF) as a fingerprint which includes the
magnitude, horizontal component, and inclination angle [98,99]. Apart from fingerprinting approaches,
various filters including particle filters and machine learning approaches are used as well to perform
localization with the magnetic field data [100,101].
Current Challenges and Future Directions
Magnetic field data gathering and making the magnetic map is the key part in the magnetic
field-based indoor localization systems. However, this process can easily be affected due to many
factors. First, the proximity of ferromagnetic materials like iron and nickel may lead to anomalous
readings. Second, device calibration plays an important role during the map-making part. If the
device is not calibrated, the collected magnetic data can be different than when the devices are
calibrated [102,103]. It is important to mention that device calibration involves orientation calibration
as well. MEMS-based smartphone sensors can easily be uncalibrated by the proximity of magnets
and close placements of multiple smartphones. One of the biggest challenges in magnetic field-based
localization is the signal map construction, for which the wardriving is utilized. Although several
techniques [104–106] including crowdsourcing have been proposed, the efficacy of such solutions is
limited. One reason is the diverse nature of the devices used to build the map. The magnetic data
collected from various mobile devices is different depending upon the quality, and sensitivity of the
sensors used in the devices. The MEMS sensors deployed in mobile devices are sensitive and can
easily get noisy. The same mobile device may behave very differently during a different time of data
collection [58,78]. Similarly, the locations from where the magnetic data is crowdsourced needs to be
annotated. The annotations can be done by the user (active fingerprint crowdsourcing) or by exploiting
smartphone built-in sensors (passive fingerprint crowdsourcing) [107]. The location inference can be
inaccurate/wrong due to non-professional surveyors collecting the magnetic data. Another critical
limitation of the magnetic field is its low dimensional/resolution data. Traditionally, the total magnetic
intensity is used to make the magnetic map. Several studies, however, have tried to use the magnetic
field intensity in x, y, and z directions. This, in turn, puts the limit to the device orientation. Hybrid
techniques including inertial measurement and Wi-Fi have also been worked upon which can refine
the position estimation. These techniques, on the other hand, have limitations of their own.
3.4. Camera Based Localization
The upsurge of smartphones during the last few years initiated many new possibilities for
indoor localization primarily due to the availability of a wide range of smartphone embedded sensors
that can be exploited to record a variety of data. The smartphone’s ability to transmit the captured
images imparts the feasibility of utilizing the camera for localization. The robot localization using
vision camera in Artificial Intelligence (AI) has been performed for quite a long time and vision is a
well-studied field as well [108–114]. The adaptation of camera for localization of individuals bearing
smartphones is no surprise. The images can be captured and sent to the server by individuals using
a smartphone just like the robots do. We divide the vision-based research into two broad categories
concerning indoor localization: cameras used for tagged objects and smartphone camera for scene
capturing. Many research works are presented which make the use of physical objects tagged with
visual codes [115–119]. Such objects, when scanned with the camera, provide the information stored
including the location information as well [120].
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The smartphone camera-based indoor localization is a very promising approach as discussed
in [121]. Since the smartphone camera can capture good quality images, these images can be used
for visual location recognition. Contrary to other approaches like WiFi, RFID, etc. it does not require
the addition of expensive infrastructure installment. Predominantly, smartphone camera-based
localization is based on the fingerprinting technique where during the offline phase images from
reference points are captured to make the database. Images require a substantial amount of space
to be kept on the computer, so various features like edges, corners, blobs, ridges, etc., are extracted
from images and stored as the database. Figure 9 shows an example of a traditional smartphone
camera-based localization approach.

??
Camera
Images

Capture
Image (s)

Pedestrian at known position

Pedestrian at unknown position

Feature extraction

Feature extraction

Fingerprints
L1

Feature vector 1

L2

Feature vector 2
…

Ln

Feature vector n

database

Feature matching

Position
estimation
Offline Phase

Online Phase

Figure 9. The architecture of a smartphone camera-based localization system.

Localization methods that perform image analysis rely on the scene analysis captured by the
smartphone camera. Such methods consist of four main stages [122]
1.
2.
3.

The First step is image acquisition using the smartphone camera.
The acquired image is segmented to extract features.
Finding the closest match of extracted features against the database features.

Once an image is captured from the user, feature extraction takes place as a precursor to
the matching process. Feature extraction involves the processing of an image using mathematical
formulation to extract a set of numerical values that can uniquely describe an image. Often image
histograms, edges, blobs, and their spatial relationship can represent an image [122,123]. The selection
of efficient feature extraction technique and an appropriate feature matching measure serves as the
basic components of a good vision-based localization system. Image matching is the process where the
similarity between two images is computed. A large variety of image matching techniques have been
proposed including Scale Invariant Feature Transform (SIFT) [124], Speed up Robust Feature (SURF)
[125], Binary Robust Independent Elementary Features (BRIEF) [126], Oriented FAST and Rotated
BRIEF (ORB) [127], etc., to enhance image matching accuracy. A small change in camera angle may
largely change the captured image which can potentially influence the localization performance for
vision systems. Hence, adding camera angle and orientation in the database and its matching with the
user captured image is often fruitful to enhance the localization accuracy.
The radio frequency band which occupies 3 kHz to 300 GHz is becoming scarce due to the
excessive increase of wireless network traffic and requires optimal management of the spectrum to cope
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with the problem. The other option, the research community is currently working on is the utilization
of appropriate alternatives like Visible Light Communication (VLC). VLC occupies the spectral band
from 400 THz to 800 THz and possesses a great potential to be used for the communication. VLC
systems make use of the modulating scheme of optical source intensity to transmit the information.
Light Emitting Diodes (LEDs) are the most suitable candidate for VLC systems due to a variety
of reasons. LEDs have a very high switching rate which predominates other light sources to be
used in VLC. LEDs are energy efficient whose light sources can be controlled [128] which makes it
very suitable to achieve eco-friendly communication [129,130]. Additionally, since LEDs are energy
efficient, replacing traditional light sources with LEDs would save a substantial amount of energy.
Moreover, the deployment of LEDs is easy and comparatively cheap and a further reduction in cost
is expected as well. For a detailed list of LED features over traditional lighting sources please refer
to [131]. Many survey papers are presented which discuss the basic theory, system components,
architecture of VLC [132], the propagation model [133], indoor and outdoor applications of VLC [134]
and development of VLC for indoor broadband communication [131]. Localization systems that
leverage VLC are grouped into two categories: those who require customized LEDs and those who
function on already deployed LEDs inside the buildings. The latter makes use of LEDs that are densely
put to illuminate large buildings today, so they do not incur an extra cost. The former, on the other
hand, functions with customized LEDs with a high sample rate and incur extra infrastructure costs.
Both techniques use the Complementary Metal Oxide Semiconductor (CMOS) camera as a receiver
that receives data encoded in the optical transmissions. Many VLC localization approaches using
smartphone cameras have been presented and can be put under two categories: that work with RSS
(light intensity in VLC case) [135,136], and multilateration [133,137]. VLC is preferred because contrary
to Radio Frequency (RF) signals, the light signal is less affected by multi-path effect and recently built
buildings with large LEDs deployment provide a potential opportunity to be utilized for localization.
The smartphone camera-based visual localization, though not expensive, has other several
affiliated challenges that can undermine the accuracy of the system. In many situations visual
localization performs very poorly, e.g., in corridors, the features are often indistinguishable and
repetitive which makes it very difficult to find the correct location. The extraction of good and
distinct features is very important to achieve high accuracy [138]. One option is the fusion with other
motion models or sensors to compensate for the error. In addition to that the indoor environment is
dynamic and objects like tables, trash bins may move and doors may be opened or closed during the
database generation and localization which further complicates the visual localization process. One
disadvantage of the vision-based system is the storage capacity required to build the database of the
image that are annotated with the environment map. Additionally, significant computational resources
are also required to do the image matching during the localization process [139]. This makes it very
difficult to implement the system on smartphones and in case of computation on the server, a good
speed network is required to overcome latency issues. Another big challenge for vision systems is
to cope with the problem of low light or dark scenarios as it is reported that a vision-based system
performs poorly in a dark environment [140].
Current Challenges and Future Directions
Efficient feature extraction and a suitable image matching strategy are the two key components
of vision-based localization systems that greatly improve the localization performance. However,
these methods are exposed to many factors. Complex indoor environments that contain narrow
corners and corridors without prominent features make distinct feature extraction and matching very
difficult. Moreover, dynamic indoor environments like shopping malls, train stations, and airports
further complicate this process due to high human mobility. Although a large body of literature is
available that focuses on vision-based robot localization [141–143], its adaptation for human-centric
smartphone-based localization has numerous challenges that require a substantial effort on both
academia and industry. Contrary to robots with a fixed camera position, user activities with the

Electronics 2020, 9, 891

15 of 29

smartphone are multifarious which makes the image matching very difficult. With the rise of deep
learning during the last few years, many research works focusing on the use of Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) for image matching have been proposed [144,145]. However, the use of a camera
image with MEMS sensors has proven to perform better than using it alone. Consequently, it has
been used to identify indoor scene which helps to reduce the database search space and enhance the
overall performance of the system [140,146,147]. Despite the enhanced accuracy of deep learning
models, the computational resources required for such models are high, so they need to reside on
the server-side. User captured images are sent to the server, where the processing takes place and
results are sent back. It requires a communication link between the server and the smartphone and
often introduces latency for real-time systems. VLC localization with smartphone cameras often
requires close contact with LEDs and obstruction and clutter pose a real challenge to the performance
of such approaches as they have to rely on a line-of-sight link between the transmitter and receiver.
Although offering sub-meter accuracy, such approaches are easily affected by the pose and orientation
of smartphones and require a substantial research effort to overcome these issues.
3.5. Indoor Localization Using Bluetooth
Bluetooth was designed for low power consumption wireless communication that operates in the
Industrial, Scientific, and Medical(ISM) band between 2.402 GHz and 2.480 GHz. Although, Bluetooth
has three categories based on the range: class 1 with a range of 100 m, class 2 with a range of 10 m,
and class three with a range of 5 m, the majority of available devices have a short range of typically
10–15 m. Bluetooth is lighter and ubiquitous to be embedded in mobile devices like smartphones. It is
easy to utilize smartphones for Bluetooth-based indoor localization. Bluetooth is based on low-cost
transceiver microchips so it is not expensive to design an indoor localization system that utilizes
Bluetooth [148]. Bluetooth technology leverages two approaches for positioning: triangulation and
fingerprinting. Various signal parameters like Link Quality (LQ), RSSI, Transmit Power Level (TPL),
and Inquiry Result with RSSI are used for this purpose [149]. Fingerprinting is, however, preferred
over the triangulation method that follows a two-phase approach like the Wi-Fi.
One critical factor to be considered for real-time localization technologies is the latency that can
dramatically change the importance and influence of a particular approach and thus be given special
consideration. Bluetooth requires an inquiry phase to discover visible devices within a range before
setting up the network. The delay that is caused by device discovery is called discovery latency. This
introduces the latency and reduces the responsiveness of Bluetooth-based localization. Improvements
to Bluetooth came as Bluetooth Low Energy (BLE) also called Bluetooth 4 or Bluetooth Smart. In
BLE the slave can advertise on any of the three allowed channels to perform discovery of other
devices. The master, on the other hand, scans periodically. Data transfer is in periodic connections
that save energy. As described previously, the Bluetooth inquiry phase takes a relatively long period
for its discovery of Bluetooth beacons, several researchers have investigated BLE for latency [150].
The discovery latency can take 10.24 s on average [151]. Various approaches have been proposed
to reduce discovery latency. For example, authors in [152] proposes an approach to get the optimal
parameter setting to reduce the discovery latency for BLE. The discovery latency can be reduced by
decreasing the collisions and unsuccessful discoveries [153]. Similarly, it can be reduced by changing
the advertising and scanning parameters [154].
Due to ease of use, low-power consumption, and low-cost, many BLE-based methods can be found.
For example authors in [155] use a set of BLE beacons to track the patients in a hospital. BLE systems
have been proposed for people detection [156], route guidance [157], and indoor localization [158].
Concerning the technique used for localization, BLE approaches can be divided into range-based [159],
angle-based [158], and hybrid approaches [160]. Range-based approaches for BLE are based on RSSI
measurement where the value of the wireless channel is estimated. However, such estimation is
crippled by the multipath effect. The fingerprinting approach can be adopted for RSSI measurement at
specified locations to make the fingerprint but the multipath effect still impacts it severely. The adaptive
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range-based approach can be utilized as well to improve the performance of range estimation with
RSSI [161]. An alternative option would be to use Channel State Information (CSI) from BLE beacons
to perform localization [162]. Contrary to range-based estimation, angle-based BLE localization can
provide sub-meter accuracy at room level as reported in [163]. Hybrid approaches that utilized BLE
with either Wi-Fi or smartphone sensors prove more accurate for indoor localization [164,165].
Above-cited works have investigated BLE indoor localization and reported a localization accuracy
of 2 to 3 m. Despite the provided accuracy, BLE localization systems are degraded because of
the drawbacks of radio frequency propagation, especially in complex and dynamic environments.
The effect of such limitations can be mitigated by increasing the number of BLE tags in the localization
intended area. Research proves that an increase in BLE tags increases the localization accuracy [166],
however, this will enhance the accuracy until there is the saturation of iBeacons. Moreover, a large
number of BLE tags in an environment can potentially increase the discovery latency. Another option
is to install the tags on appropriate heights to avoid interference from obstacles and human mobility.
Limitations and Future Directions
Contrary to Wi-Fi systems, BLE-based localization is light, low-cost, and low-power consuming
that makes it preferable. However, it suffers from radiofrequency propagation drawbacks just like
the Wi-Fi. Moreover, it requires the installation of BLE tags in the localization intended area. Despite
the tags inexpensiveness, BLE systems cannot work properly or cannot provide the threshold of
localization accuracy required for indoor LBS, without additional infrastructure. However, owing to
the rapid increase in Internet of Things (IoT) devices, a large number of devices are expected to be
installed inside soon that makes BLE systems favorable over other localization technologies. Advent
approaches are needed to perform more accurate localization with BLE.
Research provides exhaustive results regarding the discovery latency in BLEs and it is estimated
that it is still a challenging issue that needs to be coped with to visualize the localization accuracy
that the BLE can assure. BLE energy consumption, on the other hand, is not fully investigated yet
and requires a comprehensive evaluation as a trade-off is required between energy consumption and
device discovery in BLE localization.
3.6. Lux meter and Barometer
Luxmeter is the device that is used to measure the intensity of light. Smartphones have embedded
lux meter that measures the light intensity and automatically adjusts the screen brightness to optimize
the battery usage [167]. Lux meter provides the intensities of Red, Green, Blue (RGB), as well
as, the white light at any point in lux. Lux meter has been used in many works for indoor to
outdoor transition detection and vice versa as there is a large difference in light intensity for both
environments [168,169]. Similarly, day and night time can be separated based on the light intensity.
Apart from that, recently lux meter has been employed for indoor localization as well. Contrary to
VLC that utilizes LEDs, lux meter adopting approaches are based on the uneven light distribution
in a given environment. Although not customary, building insides are not illuminated evenly and
often have low and highly deployed lighting resources. It leads to uneven light distribution in an
environment that causes the varied light intensity at various indoor locations that can be used as
fingerprints for localization. However, such fingerprints are not unique enough to be used solely for
localization and instead serve as a complementing module to INS or Wi-Fi systems to enhance their
accuracy. For example, research works [170,171] make use of a smartphone light sensor to measure
light at various locations that serve as landmarks that help to elevate the performance in case of sparse
APs distribution.
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Barometer, though it cannot be deployed as an individual sensor for localization, often proves to be
very influential to determine the change in altitude for PDR localization. It measures the atmospheric
pressure and uses the hypsometeric equation to measure the altitude [172]:
1

h=

(( PPo ) 5.257 ) × ( T + 273.15)
0.0065

(1)

where P shows the current atmospheric pressure, Po is the sea-level pressure i.e., 1013.25 hectopascals
(hPa), h is the altitude, and T is the current temperature. When a user moves upward or downward,
the change in atmospheric pressure helps to determine the change in altitude. Along with user
movement, change in altitude can help in localizing the user on a particular floor. Predominantly,
the barometer is used to identify a specific floor in a given indoor environment. For this purpose, largely
two approaches have been utilized. The first approach is to install barometers at each floor that can
measure and transmit the atmospheric pressure to a server at regular intervals or on-demand [173,174].
The localization device can send its reading to the server that can determine the current floor by
comparing the reading with that of the barometers. Such updating of data is essential because the
atmospheric data can change approximately 1.68 hPa in a short time as 15 m only [175]. The second
approach is to put a barometer at any particular floor and use it as a standard to measure the relative
change [176]. For this approach, however, the exact height of each floor should be known in advance
to identify the floors. However, the exact height information of each floor may not be available in
many cases.
There are other alternatives as well to maximize the floor detection accuracy. For example, it is
also possible to use the knowledge of user initial floor information and its barometer data and then
estimate the floor concerning the change in the pressure but it reduces the usability of such systems as
determining the initial floor has its challenges and limitations. Hybrid approaches have proven to be
highly precise and can provide an accuracy of higher than 95% for correct floor detection [175,177,178].
In addition, machine learning approaches including Support Vector Machine (SVM) [179], K Nearest
Neighbor (KNN), and Back Propagation Neural Network (BPNN) [180] have been employed as well
for floor detection. Both hybrid and machine learning approaches need a large data collection for the
training phase that adds laborious work to such approaches. Albeit crowd-sourcing data collection can
be utilized to mitigate or overcome this issue [173], calibration and integration of such data requires a
lot of work.
Current Challenges and Future Directions
Currently, smartphone embedded lux meter is not used as a standalone localization sensor but may
prove very influential. In future buildings, the illumination resources may be deliberately designed to
cause varying illumination to support light-based localization. As we have witnessed the addition of
more and more sensors in recent smartphones, e.g., an increase in cameras from 1 to 4 in iPhone and
Samsung Galaxy, the addition of multiple lux meter may prove helpful to overcome the limitations of
obstruction, angle of incidence measurement, etc. Hybrid barometer and Wi-Fi approaches are not
suitable for floor detection where the floor structure is uneven. However, with the wide proliferation
of IoT devices, barometers will become cheap, energy-efficient, and densely deployed which can help
to elevate the performance of indoor localization.
3.7. Indoor Localization using Multi-Sensor Fusion
Above discussed approaches reveal that no single technology is capable to serve desired indoor
localization accuracy. Hybrid approaches, on the other hand, take advantage of the data from multiple
sensors to mitigate their deficiencies and enhance the performance. The choice of sensors for fusion
depends on a large number of factors like desired accuracy, localization environment, available
computing resources, latency requirements, etc. For example, higher accuracy is possible when
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a smartphone camera, accelerometer, gyroscope, magnetometer, BLE, and Wi-Fi data is used for
indoor localization [140,147]. However, image processing techniques to process the images from
the smartphone camera requires substantial computing resources. For multi-floor buildings where
the user can move between the floors, floor identification can substantially increase the localization
accuracy [181]. Sensor fusion helps to increase the reliability and accuracy of localization systems.
One challenge to achieving higher accuracy from multi-sensor approaches is the fusion process than
often involves the use of filters like particle filter and extended Kalman filter [182]. The accuracy
of a multi-sensor localization system depends on the sensor fusion algorithm [183]. Machine and
deep learning approaches can be adopted as well, however, it is not possible to deploy the trained
models on the smartphone [101]. Moreover, such techniques require a large amount of annotated
data. Knowledge transfer frameworks can be adapted to transfer knowledge from one context to
another for sensor fusion [184]. However, machine and deep learning models reside in the server and
a communication link is used for communication between the smartphone and the server. It increases
latency and raises concerns for real-time positioning systems. Sensor fusion is an active research area
and holds the potential to enhance the localization accuracy by using the data from multiple sensors
embedded in the smartphone.
3.8. Enhanced GPS Based Indoor Localization
GPS technology suffers accuracy degradation for indoor localization due to signal attenuation
by roofs, walls, and similar other obstacles. GPS provided location accuracy does not fulfill the
indoor localization accuracy set for E911 calls. It is because GPS can not provide accurate location
information in severe signal-degraded complex indoor environments. Consequently, improvements to
GPS technology are made to enhance its capability for indoor localization. For example, Assisted-GPS
(A-GPS) is often used to increase GPS location accuracy by improving Time-To-First-Fix (TTFF) of GPS
positioning system [185]. A-GPS enhances location accuracy by augmenting satellite data from cell
tower data and helps to reduce TTFF for GPS [186]. Enhanced-GPS (E-GPS ) augments GPS signals and
ensures faster location fixes. Its implementation cost, as well as power and processing requirements,
are lower than that of A-GPS. It uses cell tower data to provide a coarse location that can be used to
search for GPS signals and acquire satellite information. It can operate in all environments and shows
better location accuracy than that of both GPS and A-GPS [187].
4. Discussion and Conclusions
The rapid expansion and wide acceptance of smartphones led to the inception and introduction
of new service industries during the last decade or so. With an increase in the number and processing
capabilities of the embedded sensors, smartphones can perform the tasks that personal computers
could do a couple of decades ago. Consequently, the smartphone industry with its affiliated services
lay on the center of the consumer market today and many new application areas have commenced that
focus on this market like online marketing, on-the-go services, telemedicine, etc. One of the biggest
services that center around the smartphone is LBS, a group of a variety of customer-oriented services
pivoting on the user’s location. Since the location is the first and foremost component of LBS, accurate
location information helps to provide the right service within the user’s vicinity and increase the
quality of service and user satisfaction.
Unlike the outdoor environments where GPS can provide location information within a few
meters, the indoor environment has no such counterpart to do so. Recent years have seen enhancements
to the GPS positioning for indoor positioning. Assisted-GPS and Enhanced-GPS positioning have
been introduced that aid to minimize time-to-first-fix and enhances the performance of GPS for indoor
environments. These techniques utilize cellular data to augment GPS signals in severely attenuated
satellite signal environments. They provide a coarse position to look for GPS signals and thus reduce
positioning time and increase accuracy. Pervasiveness and infrastructure independence are two most
favorable attributes required from a ubiquitous location perspective and smartphone sensors can be
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utilized to achieve this. Many approaches employing the smartphone sensors are in the limelight and
can be utilized to meet the location standards required for LBS. Despite that, each of these approaches
comes up with their advantages and disadvantages that should be studied well to overcome the
week points and exploit the benefits. The current study discusses the approaches that make use
of smartphone sensors and doing so elaborates on the current challenges of such approaches and
discusses the possible future directions. Figure 10 shows a comprehensive overview of the discussed
approaches for each smartphone sensor.
Wi-Fi has been extensively investigated for indoor localization owing to the large and dense
deployment of Wi-Fi APs in the majority of the buildings. Fingerprinting serves as a potential solution
for complex indoor environments and more attractive than those of AoA, ToA, and TDoA approaches.
However, the Wi-Fi scan throttle introduced in Android 9 and iPhone’s restriction on providing the
APs information put a question mark on its future usage for indoor localization. Consequently, PDR,
magnetic systems and BLE-based location emerge as its substitutes for localization. In principle, PDR
systems need a starting or recent position of the user to locate its current position as they offer only
a relative change in position; hence cannot be used as an independent system. Moreover, based on
MEMS sensors which offer a limited accuracy in data measurement, PDR offers acceptable accuracy
for short time localization as the drift and error in PDR are accumulated over time if not periodically
corrected. Magnetic field-based localization has been examined recently as an appealing candidate
for indoor localization on account of its infrastructure independence, pervasiveness, and magnetic
sensor availability in smartphones. It is still in its infancy and requires a substantial amount of effort in
academia and industry to devise novel approaches to utilize its full potential. The major challenge
is handling the device diversity as a rich variety of smartphones are used today and the precision of
smartphone sensors. BLE has emerged as a low-power, low-cost, and easy to deploy solution for indoor
localization. BLE tags are cheap, small in size, and can be easily adapted for smartphones. Although it
relies on the added infrastructure, yet in the future, more and more IoT sensors are envisioned to
be deployed in the indoor environment which can be leveraged for indoor localization using BLE.
The most noteworthy fact, however, is that the hybrid solutions that combine multiple localization
techniques have proven to perform superior and offer higher accuracy than the use of individual
technology. Multi-sensor fusion approaches can increase the accuracy of indoor localization techniques
as the data from multiple sensors can compensate for the deficiencies of other sensors. However,
the accuracy of multi-sensor approaches depends on the fusion algorithm. Owing to the benefits
of sensor fusion, more hybrid approaches are foreseen as we expect more sensors to be introduced
in the future smartphones for distance and angle measurement. Deep learning approaches provide
elevated accuracy, the computational power they require is not supported yet on the smartphones,
nor it is possible to deploy the trained models on Android or ios; however, it may become possible
soon. Additionally, the launch of 5G with its reduced latency may yet have to show its potential for
indoor localization.
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Figure 10. List of the approaches discussed in the paper against each smartphone sensor.
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