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Abstract. Minimax polynomial ECEF to geodetic coordinate transforma-

tion approximations are presented, including often preferable n-vector versions.
The approximations provide tunable computational-cost-to-accuracy trade-off

and an unprecedented low latency down to an accuracy of ∼ 10−5m, which is

demonstrated in an extensive benchmark. This sets a new standard for fast
ECEF to geodetic coordinate transformations and opens up a new realm of

further improvement opportunities and extensions to other geodetic quantities.

1. Introduction

Cartesian earth-centered earth-fixed (ECEF) coordinate {x, y, z} to geodetic co-
ordinates {ϕ, λ, h} (latitude, longitude and altitude, lla) or {n̄, h} (n-vector and
altitude, nva) transformations are integral to geodesy and related modeling and
simulations and, for many applications, constitute a significant computational cost.
The significance of the problem is demonstrated by well over 200 publications span-
ning more than 6 decades Nilsson 2024. However, with its apparent simplicity and
many publications, it may also appear to be a closed chapter, but, somewhat sur-
prisingly, methods based on minimax polynomials, the cornerstone of approximation
theory, are completely lacking. This report fills in this blank and demonstrates how
the complete transformations can be implemented with minimax polynomials, in-
cluding often preferable n-vector versions. (See Gade 2010 for the benefits of the
n-vector representation.) This results in high accuracy-to-computational-cost tun-
ability, straight-forward arithmetic-only separable implementations and unprece-
dented low latency down to an accuracy of at least ∼ 10−5m, at which the Bowring’s
method is equally good. The performance is demonstrated in an extensive bench-
mark of more than 40 methods. This sets a new standard for fast ECEF to geodetic
coordinate transformations (and evaluations) and opens up a new realm of further
improvement and extension opportunities.

The improvement opportunities primarily comes from the resemblance to ele-
mentary function approximations, for which a vast literature and tool sets exist.
For a starting point, see Muller 2006. See also the potential improvement in the dis-
cussion Section 9. The extension opportunities primarily comes from the presented
approximation method being trivially extendable to other (in addition to latitude
and altitude) ellipsoidal z-axis rotation symmetric and xy-plan reflection symmet-
ric or anti-symmetric quantities. The one caveat to it all is that the approximations
are only valid for a preselected altitude range. The range can be large enough to
cover the vast majority of applications with performance figures provided for up to
the altitude range [−5000, 500 000]m. However, significantly beyond that, one may
have to resort to range splitting, which, on the other hand, is normal for minimax
approximations. Further, the presented benchmark is valuable in itself. It is the
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most extensive benchmark to date and the first benchmark including nva transfor-
mations, which arguably provides a superior view of the performance of different
methods. The results indicate that, in contrast to frequent claims of the oppo-
site; in terms of computational efficiency and for altitude ranges and conversion
accuracies reasonable for most applications; there have only been a few marginal
improvements beyond Bowring 1976 + Bowring 1985 method, with Olson 1996,
Fukushima 2006 and Shu and Li 2010 being noteworthy. Similar conclusions have
also been reached in a smaller benchmark Claessens 2019.

If you just want a fast polynomial approximation, skip to Table 1 for pseudo-
code implementations, then skip to the benchmark results in Figure 1 to select
polynomial orders and, finally, get the polynomials from Appendix G. Or take the
long route and start in Section 2 for some history and continue with Section 3
where the enabling initial problem transformation is presented. Section 4 and 5
follows with polynomial approximations of the transformation components and the
complete transformations. Section 6 deals with the implementation, Section 7 with
the benchmark and Section 8 discusses the benchmark results. Finally, general dis-
cussions, caveats, potential improvements and final recommendations are provided
in Section 9. Many details are referred to the Appendices A-G.

2. Background and Novelty

As for most minimax approximations, there are four fundamental components of
the presented method; range reduction, series expansion, polynomial approximation
and range reconstruction; for which some background and general comments are
provided here. First a general comment, there is a significant Soviet Bloc literature
on the coordinate transformation subject. This literature is hard to access and has
largely been ignored but references are listed in Nilsson 2024.

The range reduction aim at reducing the essentially unbounded ECEF coordinate
values to some bounded interval. For polynomial methods, this essentially entail
transforming the ECEF coordinates to the variables of the series expansion and
the polynomial approximation. Similar steps are present in most iterative and
close-form methods. Here, the range reduction is split into a commonly appearing,
but here implicit, geocentric latitude part for the derivation and an explicit but
significantly less expensive coordinate normalization for the actual approximation.

Series expansions are not strictly necessary for polynomial approximation but
often helpful. Polynomial approximation, and particularly series expansions, of
ECEF (geocentric latitude) to geodetic coordinate transformations is nothing new.
Rather it appears to have been the normal way to transform coordinates in the
pre-digital-computers era. Expansions can be found on p40-43 in the standard
reference Helmert 1880. Helmert, in turn, cite even older literature. Further, an
extensive treatment of series expansions can be found in Adams 1921. With the
launch of Sputnik 1 on the 4th of October 1957 and the heightened interest and
requirements of the space race, numerous publications of altitude dependent series
expansions can be found from 1958 and up to 1976 Berger and Ricupito 1960; Hir-
vonen 1960; Morrison and Pines 1961; Gersten 1961; Hirvonen and Moritz 1963;
Pick 1967; Mikhailov 1967; Pavlov 1968; Getchell 1972; Long 1974; Long 1975; De-
prit and Deprit-Bartholome 1975; Sünkel 1976. However, after the seminal Bowring
1976 iterative method, they appear to wane in popularity. Some notable exceptions
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are Eissfeller 1985; Olson 1996; Turner and Elgohary 2013; Guo et al. 2014; Es-
capa and Fukushima 2019. There has also recently been some work on non-altitude
dependent expansions Orihuela 2013; Li et al. 2022; Karney 2023. However, the
series expansions of the literature typically have three fundamental short-comings:
1) They partially rely on inefficient (local) derivative based series expansions. 2)
The series variables are often not directly available. 3) The series are only for
latitude. Here novel general series expansions are presented, directly in ECEF co-
ordinate norm and normalized coordinates for latitude, altitude and the n-vector.
The series expansions contains no derivatives.

The polynomial approximation of the literature methods are, without exceptions,
done by truncating the series expansions. This is convenient but it is well known in
the area of approximation theory that this is typically suboptimal. Rather minimax
approximations should normally be used. The Remez algorithm for computing such
polynomials has been around since Remez 1934 and the field can be described as well
established since the 60s Fraser 1965. However, there is a simple reason minimax
approximations has not been used so far, the coordinate transformation is not a 1-
dimensional problem, making the techniques not directly applicable. Nonetheless,
here it is shown how minimax approximations can be used. Only series which can
be truncated with close to minimax performance are truncated. In all other places,
optimal minimax approximations are used.

Finally, the range reconstruction aim at transforming some intermediate approx-
imated quantity to the final quantities of interest. For most approximation methods
this means transforming some quantity, proportional to trigonometric function of
the latitude, to the final latitude and altitude, i.e. the range reconstruction come in
the form of inverse trigonometric functions. These inverse trigonometric functions
are just as much a part of the coordinate transformation as any other part and
should be approximated with suitable accuracy. Most likely, this is occasionally
done in practice but with some rare exceptions Toms 1996; Toms 1998; Zanevičius
and Keršys 2010 this is not discussed, despite the range reconstruction making
up half the computational cost (as we will see) and suitable approximations being
readily available since at least the 50s, see Hastings et al. 1955. Further, in many
cases, n-vector representation is preferable Gade 2010, and they can be though of
as just a different range reconstruction. Most iterative and closed form methods
are straight-forward to convert. However, most polynomial methods are not, in
a sensible way. Here matched inverse trigonometric function approximations are
provided and dedicated (minimax) approximations for the n-vector representation.

Altogether, the mentioned (novel) components make polynomial approximations
competitive again. Further, the computer development have probably contributed
here too. Modern super-scalar vector CPUs are very good at evaluating polynomi-
als, giving polynomial methods and edge over iterative methods.

Note that iterative methods appear to have been around for a long time as
well. The classical method by Hirvonen was first published in Hirvonen 19591.
Morrison and Pines 1961 states “Various procedures for obtaining a solution of
these equations by iteration techniques exist.” without any further references. In
turn, (published) exact solutions has been around since at least Ecker 1967; Sugai
1967 with more following soon after Tomelleri 1970; Paul 1973; Benning 1974;

1I have not yet managed to access the frequently cited 1958 publication by K. Rinner, or found
any description of its results. Hence, it is not cited just yet.
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Hedgley 1976. (Also Ecker 1967 states that the transformation is normally carried
out by iterative methods.) However, Berger and Ricupito 1960 refers to solutions
by “Lagrange multiplier” and “high-degree algebraic equation”. Further, Vincenty
1985 claims the earliest closed form solution can be found in Dörrie 1948 but, as
pointed out by Bajorek et al. 2014, the latitude equation can be found e.g. on
p49 in the book Analytical Conics Sommerville 1924. Finally, methods for solving
quartic equations are known since Ferrari’s 1545 solution, so exact solutions have
probably been applied before Ecker’s and Sugai’s work.

3. Problem transformation

The multivariate and essentially unbounded nature of the coordinate transfor-
mation makes polynomial approximation techniques not directly applicable. The
unboundedness is handled by the range reduction comprised of the ECEF to geo-
centric coordinates transformations

(1)
ϕc
λc
hc

=
=
=

sin−1(z/p)
atan2(y, x)
p− h0

and n̄c =



x/p
y/p
z/p


 =



r
s
t




where p =
√
x2 + y2 + z2 and where ϕc, λc, hc, h0 and n̄c are the geocentric

latitude, longitude, altitude, reference radius and n-vector, respectively. Note that

(2) n̄ =



cos(ϕ) cos(λ)
cos(ϕ) sin(λ)

sin(ϕ)


 and n̄c =



cos(ϕc) cos(λc)
cos(ϕc) sin(λc)

sin(ϕc)




and that λc = λ. Also note, later on, h0 will be taken to be 0 but hc and p are still
kept separate since a non-zero h0 could be used, or even some other expression for
hc. Clearly, ϕc, λc, r, s and t are bounded and hc is bounded in the sense that an
interval of interest can typically be set. In turn, the multivariate nature is handled
by the following key series expansions derived in Appendix A

(3)
ϕ = ϕc + t

√
1− t2ω(hc, t

2) sin(ϕ) = sin(ϕc)η(t
2, ω(hc, t

2))

h = µ(hc, t
2) cos(ϕ) = cos(ϕc)ρ(t

2, ω(hc, t
2))

where, with the customary (abuse of) notation
∑∞

n=0(·) meaning limN→∞
∑N

n=0(·)
and

∑′
meaning that the zeroth term is to be halved,

ω(u, v) =

∞∑

n=1

n−1∑

k=0

(−1)k
(

2n

2k + 1

)
vk(1− v)n−k−1bn(u)

µ(u, v) = u+

∞∑′

n=0

n∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
2n

2k

)
vk(1− v)n−kcn(u)

η(v, w) = σ(δ(v, w)) + (1− v)τ(w, δ(v, w))

ρ(v, w) = σ(δ(v, w))− vτ(w, δ(v, w))

where bn(·) and cn(·) are altitude dependent Fourier coefficients, encapsulating the
reference ellipsoid properties, and

δ(v, w) = v(1− v)w2

σ(δ) =
∑

l∈Ne

(−1)l/2
1

l!
δl/2 and τ(w, δ) = w

∑

l∈No

(−1)(l−1)/2 1

l!
δ(l−1)/2
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where Ne and No are the sets of all positive even and odd natural numbers. Note,
δ(t2, ω(hc, t

2)) = (ϕ−ϕc)
2, i.e. σ(δ) and τ(w, δ) are polynomials in (ϕ−ϕc)

2. Fur-
ther, note, the only assumption on ϕ and h in the derivation is that they are rotation
symmetric with respect to the z-axis and that they are reflection anti-symmetric
and symmetric, respectively, with respect to the xy-plane, i.e. the expressions are
valid for any such quantities. The quantity specific attributes are carried by bn(·)
and cn(·).

For h no range reconstruction is required while, from (2)-(3), it follows for n as

(4) n̄ ≈



r ρ(t2, ω,(hc, t

2))
s ρ(t2, ω,(hc, t

2))
t η(t2, ω,(hc, t

2))




while for ϕ thre are six reconstruction alternatives

ϕ = sin−1
(
t η(t2, ω(hc, t

2))
)

ϕ = sin−1(t) + t
√

1− t2ω(hc, t
2)

ϕ = sgn(z) cos−1
(
q/p ρ(t2, ω(hc, t

2))
)

(5)

ϕ = sgn(z) cos−1(q/p)+t
√
1−t2ω(hc, t2)

ϕ = tan−1(z/q)+t
√

1− t2ω(hc, t
2)

ϕ = tan−1

(
z η(t2, ω(hc, t

2))

qρ(t2, ω(hc, t2))

)

where q =
√
x2 + y2. sin−1 is the least expensive to approximate but is ill-

conditioned around the poles (the derivative goes to infinity) and using it anywhere
near the poles requires a square root argument reduction. cos−1 requires a square
root and a divide and is similarly ill-conditioned around the equator. tan−1 is well
conditioned for all ϕc but requires a square root, a divide and some more arithmetic
operations compared to sin−1 and cos−1. Similarly, the additive correction is ill-
conditioned around the poles (the derivative of t

√
1− t2 goes to infinity) whereas

the multiplicative correction is well conditioned for all ϕc. See Appendix B for some
figures of what this ill-conditioning means.

As will be shown, for the least accurate approximations, sin−1-expressions are
suitably used. Combining the sin−1 and cos−1 expressions for values around the
poles gives potentially good performance but is a hard combination to tune, among
other things to avoid discontinuous ϕ errors, and gives undesirable conditional code,
and is not further investigated here. See Section 9 for some more discussion on it.
For more accurate approximations, the tan−1 expressions are suitably used.

4. Partial polynomial approximations

The problem transformation of the previous sections reduces the approximation
problem to that of ω(u, v), µ(u, v), σ(δ), τ(w, δ), sin−1, tan−1 and atan2. Naturally,
minimax approximation are sought. The challenge is the two dimensional nature
of ω(u, v) and µ(u, v). Fortunately, µ(u, v), being a Fourier cosine series, is a
Chebyshev series with respect to v and truncated Chebyshev series give close to
minimax approximations Boyd 2001. Similarly, truncation of ω(u, v) gives a close

to minimax optimal approximation with respect to the weighting v
√
1− v2. For
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bn(hc), cn(hc) and σ(δ) and τ(w, δ), explicit minimax approximations are used. Let

{b(M)
n,m : m ∈ [0,M ]} = argmin

{bm:m∈[0,M ]}
max

hc∈[hcmin,hcmax]

∣∣∣∣∣bn(hc)−
M∑

m=0

bmh
m
c

∣∣∣∣∣

{c(M)
n,m : m ∈ [0,M ]} = argmin

{cm:m∈[0,M ]}
max

hc∈[hcmin,hcmax]

∣∣∣∣∣cn(hc)−
M∑

m=0

cmh
m
c

∣∣∣∣∣

{ς(L)
l : l ∈ [0, ⌊L/2⌋]} = argmin

{ςl:l∈[0,⌊L/2⌋]}
max

δ∈[0,δmax]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
σ(δ)−

⌊L/2⌋∑

l=0

ςlδ
l

∣∣∣∣∣∣

{ϑ(L)
l : l ∈ [0, ⌊(L− 1)/2⌋]} = argmin

{ϑl:l∈[0,⌊(L−1)/2⌋]}
max

δ∈[0,δmax]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
τ(1, δ)−

⌊(L−1)/2⌋∑

l=0

ϑlδ
l

∣∣∣∣∣∣

where b
(M)
n,m and c

(M)
n,m are the mth coefficients of the minimax approximation of de-

greeM with respect to hc of the n
th Fourier coefficients. Similarly, ς

(L)
l and ϑ

(L)
l are

the lth coefficients of the minimax approximation of degree ⌊L/2⌋ and ⌊(L− 1)/2⌋,
respectively, i.e. a total degree of the multiplicative corrections of L. The ranges
[hcmin, hcmax] and [0, δmax] are the ranges over which the polynomial approxima-
tions are minimax optimal. See Section 6 for a discussions on [hcmin, hcmax]. In
turn, δmax is defined by [hcmin, hcmax] via

δmax = max
hc∈[hcmin,hcmax]
ϕc∈[−π/2,π/2]

δ(sin2(ϕc), ω(hc, sin
2(ϕc)))

= max
hc∈[hcmin,hcmax]

ϕc∈[0,π/2]

(ϕ− ϕc)
2

Altogether, this gives the (essentially) minimax power series approximations

(6)
ω(u, v) ≈ ωN,M (u, v) σ(δ) ≈ σL(δ)

µ(u, v) ≈ µN,M (u, v) τ(w, δ) ≈ τL(w, δ)

where

ωN,M (u, v) =

N∑

n=1

n−1∑

k=0

(−1)k
(

2n

2k + 1

)
vk(1− v)n−k−1

M∑

m=0

b(N)
n,mu

m

µN,M (u, v) = u+

N∑′

n=0

n∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
2n

2k

)
vk(1− v)n−k

M∑

m=0

c(M)
n,mu

m

σL(δ) =

⌊L/2⌋∑

l=0

ς
(L)
l δl and τL(w, δ) = w

⌊(L−1)/2⌋∑

l=0

ϑ
(L)
l δl

Minimax approximations are also naturally used for sin−1, tan−1 and atan2;
math library functions are typically minimax approximations. Many different ap-
proximations are conceivable. The focus here is not these approximations for which
a vast literature and tool sets exist, see e.g.Muller 2006; Muller 2020; Darulova and
Volkova 2019; Brunie et al. 2015. However, to exemplify the performance, basic
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approximations are used based on the sub-range ([0, 1] and [−1, 1]) approximations

{α(I)
i : i ∈ [0, I]} = argmin

{αi:i∈[0,I]}
max
x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣∣sin
−1(x)− π

2 +
√
1− x

I∑

i=0

αix
i

∣∣∣∣∣

{β(J)
j : j ∈ [0, J ]} = argmin

{βj :j∈[0,J]}
max

x∈[−1,1]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
tan−1(x)−

J∑

j=0

βjx
2j+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣

and the resulting polynomials

χ′
I(x) =

I∑

i=1

α
(I)
i xi and ξ′J(x) =

J∑

j=0

β
(J)
j x2j+1

These approximations are mapped to the full ranges by the following conditional-
free bit-twiddling transformations

sin−1(x) ≈ χI(x) = copysign
(

π
2 −

√
1− |x|χ′

I(|x|), x
)

tan−1(y, x) ≈ ψI(y, x) = copysign
(

π
4 + ξ′J

(
|y|−x
|y|+x

)
, y
)

∀ x ≥ 0

atan2(y, x) ≈ ξJ(y, x) = πd(y, x) + copysign
(

π
4 + ξ′J

(
|y|−|x|
|y|+|x|

)
, x⊕ y

)
(7)

where d(y, x) = (((x∧y) ≫ (sizeof(x)·8−2))∧−2)∨(x≫ (sizeof(x)·8−1)), and -
2 within it, are Two’s complement integers of the size of x and y implicitly converted
to real in the multiplication with π and where copysign(·, ·) and sizeof(·) have the
obvious (C/C++) meanings. Further, all logical operators (⊕ is xor) are bit-wise
and ≫ and ≫ are bit shift with and without sign extension, respectively. Note,
≈ ψI(0, 0) contains a 0/0. Most atan2 implementations would return 0 but λ is
not defined for the poles so it is acceptable. Note the two argument version of
arctangent tan−1(y, x). In contrast to atan2(y, x), the second argument is limited
and the output is in the range [−π/2, π/2]. The fact that the tan−1 argument can
be split in a dividend and a positive divisor is instead used to make the mapping
from [−1, 1] conditional free at the cost of two extra additions. Further, note that
the bit manipulations of the real values, which are typically implementation defined
for most programming languages, only rely on the real value representation having
an initial leading sign bit, so it is most likely possible to implement on almost all
platforms but may require some extra care.

5. Complete polynomial approximations

Combining (2), (3), (5), (6), (4) and (7) gives the four latitude approximations

ϕ ≈ χI(t) + t
√

1− t2 ωNϕ,Mϕ
(hc, t

2)(8)

ϕ ≈ ψI(z, q) + t
√
1− t2 ωNϕ,Mϕ

(hc, t
2)(9)

ϕ ≈ χI(t ηLϕ
(t2, ωNϕ,Mϕ

(hc, t
2)))(10)

ϕ ≈ ψI

(
z ηLϕ

(t2, ωNϕ,Mϕ
(hc, t

2)), qρLϕ
(t2, ωNϕ,Mϕ

(hc, t
2))

)
(11)
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and the longitude, n-vector and altitude approximations

λ ≈ ξJ(y, x)(12)

n̄ ≈



r ρLn(t

2, ωNn,Mn(hc, t
2))

s ρLn
(t2, ωNn,Mn

(hc, t
2))

t ηLn
(t2, ωNn,Mn

(hc, t
2))


(13)

h ≈ µNh,Mh
(hc, t

2)(14)

From these follow the four lla ({ϕ, λ, h}) approximations

fsin+,{Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) = {(8), (12), (14)}
ftan+,{Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) = {(9), (12), (14)}

fsin×,{Lϕ,Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) = {(10), (12), (14)}
ftan×,{Lϕ,Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) = {(11), (12), (14)}

(15)

and the nva ({n̄, h}) approximation

(16) fn̄,{Ln,Nn,Mn,Nh,Mh}({x, y, z}) = {(13), (14)}
for finite index limits I, J , Lϕ, Ln, Nϕ, Mϕ, Nn, Mn, Nh and Mh.

6. Implementation

Implementing (15) and (16) entail computation of the coefficients, suitable poly-
nomial transformations and arithmetic sequences for the polynomials and auxiliary
quantities. For an application, a specific approximation with specific index lim-
its, giving the best performance for a given platform for the desirable accuracy or
computational cost design constraints, also have to be selected, i.e. a benchmark
as exemplified in the next section should be carried out. (Even though many ap-
plication will probably get away with just selecting an approximation from this
report.)

Further, the reference radius h0 and the range [hcmin, hcmax] are parameters of
the approximations. Given minimax approximations, h0 is of less importance and
can be chosen as h0 = 0, which eliminates an addition for each transformation.
If other polynomial approximations, i.e. Taylor, Padé, etc., are used, h0 will be
of importance. [hcmin, hcmax] should cover all hc values of an application. For
most applications, it is easier to set an altitude range [hmin, hmax] which gives
[hcmin, hcmax] = [hmin+b−h0, hmax+a−h0], where a and b are the reference ellipsoid
semi-major and semi-minor axes. Note, even a zero altitude range still requires
a geocentric altitude range of a − b ≈ 21385m. For the benchmark, the limits
hmin = −5000m and hmax = 100 000m are primarily used but results for larger and
smaller ranges are also provided in Appendix D. Given minimax approximations,
h0 is of less importance and can be chosen as h0 = 0, which eliminates an addition
for each transformation.

The computations of the coefficients ς
(L)
l , ϑ

(L)
l , α

(I)
i and β

(J)
i only depend on

arithmetic and elementary functions. Hence, they were trivially computed with the
Remez exchange algorithm implementation of Sollya 8.0 Chevillard et al. 2010. In

contrast, the computations of the coefficients b
(M)
n,m and c

(M)
n,m were surprisingly hard.

They appear numerically ill-conditioned and include numerical solutions of inte-
grals making corresponding proper interval arithmetic challenging to implement.
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Instead, they were computed with a straight-forward basic Remez exchange algo-
rithm implementation. However, to ensure that the linear system of the algorithm
iterations were non-singular for the higher polynomial degrees and higher order
Fourier coefficients, it had to be implemented with arbitrary precision arithmetic.
Consequently, the integrals of bn(hc) and cn(hc) had to be solved numerically with
arbitrary precision. This in turn requires reference transformations implemented in
arbitrary precision. For the arbitrary precision arithmetic, the GMP Granlund and
the GMP development team 2012 (linked against), the MPFR Fousse et al. 2007
(basic arbitrary precision arithmetic) and the MPLAPACK Nakata 2022 (over-
loaded operators and arbitrary precision linear algebra) libraries were used. For
the reference transformation, the closed-form transformation by Vermeille 2004
was used. For the integrals, the Composite Simpson’s 1/3 rule was used with 128
sub-intervals. (In principle something more suitable such as Clenshaw-Curtis in-
tegration should be used but, in practice, the integrals are benign enough to use
Simpson’s.) All computations were done with 200 bits of precision. The Remez
algorithm termination criteria was set to ratio of the maximum and minimum error
being less than 1 + 1e−5. This gave coefficient values with ∼20 decimal digits of
precision, giving some more precision than the ≤17 digits of double precision to
handle final polynomial coefficients computations of ωN,M (u, v) and µN,M (u, v),
which were done with GiNaC 1.8.7 2023.

Beyond the coefficients, the polynomial evaluation has many degrees of freedom
and even if arithmetic trees of minimal size could be found, in practice, they will
typically be suboptimal due to instruction parallelism of modern superscalar pro-
cessors and, in general, a large number of permutations has to be benchmarked for
each polynomial order to find the best evaluation, a daunting task. See Ewart et al.
2020 for a glimpse of what throughout optimization entails. And even an optimal
evaluation, put in the overall arithmetic sequence, may not be optimal anymore.
That said, Estrin’s schema has been used as a middle-of-the-road approach. Only
marginal differences has been observed in comparison with other general evaluation
schema such as direct evaluation or Horner-2. The power factors of the schema were
constructed by starting from the smallest power and solving the minimal change-
making problem with respect to the already computed powers.

With the polynomials at hand, a reasonable overall arithmetic tree and an overall
arithmetic sequence (traversal of the overall arithmetic tree/graph) of the polyno-
mials and the auxiliary quantities is straight-forward to find. Pseudo-code of the
approximations, defining such sequences are found in Table 1. The approximations
of Table 1, as well as the literature methods, have been implemented in C++, using
IEEE-754 double precision. (Note, an ulp of IEEE-754 single precision at sea level
is roughly 0.5m making it insufficient for most applications.) Polynomial coeffi-
cients were pre-computed and other derived constants computed at compile time.
The implementations were compiled with gcc 11.4 with -O3 -march=native. -O3

enables auto-vectorization and -march=native enables AVX instructions for the
benchmark platform, which is beneficial for the polynomial evaluations. Results
without AVX instructions are also provided in Appendix D.
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fsin+,{Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) ftan+,{Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z})
p =

√
x2 + y2 + z2

t = z/p

t2 = tt

ϕ = χI(t) + t
√
1− t2 ωNϕ,Mϕ

(p, t2)

λ = ξJ(y, x)

h = µNh,Mh
(p, t2)

return {ϕ, λ, h}

p =
√
x2 + y2 + z2

q =
√
x2 + y2

t = z/p
t2 = tt

ϕ = ψI(z, q) + t
√
1− t2 ωNϕ,Mϕ

(p, t2)

λ = ξJ(y, x)

h = µNh,Mh
(p, t2)

return {ϕ, λ, h}
fsin×,{Lϕ,Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z}) ftan×,{Lϕ,Nϕ,Mϕ,Nh,Mh,I,J}({x, y, z})
p =

√
x2 + y2 + z2

t = z/p

t2 = tt
ω = ωNϕ,Mϕ

(p, t2)

δ = t2(1− t2)w2

σ = σLϕ
(δ)

τ = τLϕ
(ω, δ)

ϕ = χI(t(σ + (1− t2)τ))

λ = ξJ(y, x)

h = µNh,Mh
(p, t2)

return {ϕ, λ, h}

p =
√
x2 + y2 + z2

q =
√
x2 + y2

t2 = (z/p)2

ω = ωNϕ,Mϕ
(p, t2)

δ = t2(1− t2)w2

σ = σLϕ
(δ)

τ = τLϕ
(ω, δ)

ϕ = ψI

(
z(σ + (1− t2)τ), q(σ − t2τ)

)

λ = ξJ(y, x)

h = µNh,Mh
(p, t2)

return {ϕ, λ, h}
fn̄,{Ln,Nn,Mn,Nh,Mh}({x, y, z})
p =

√
x2 + y2 + z2

t = z/p

t2 = tt
ω = ωNn,Mn

(p, t2)

δ = t2(1− t2)w2

σ = σLn(δ)

τ = τLn(ω, δ)

ρ′ = (σ − t2τ)/p

n̄ =
[
xρ′, yρ′, t(σ + (1− t2)τ)

]

h = µNh,Mh
(p, t2)

return {n̄, h}

Table 1. Pseudo-code implementation for the five different ECEF

({x, y, z}) to geodetic ({ϕ, λ, h} or {n̄, h}) coordinate transformations. Equal-

ity sign imply assignment. Powers are assumed implemented inline unless
available as a left hand side variable. Note that h0 = 0 and has been elimi-

nated. A selection of polynomials can be found in Appendix G.
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7. Benchmark

The performance of the coordinate transformation methods are quantified with
pairs of computational cost and error measurements. The desirable way to mea-
sure error may vary significantly for different applications. Hence, the result of
multiple error measures are presented. In contrast, for most applications, the most
interesting measure of computational cost, and the only one presented, is latency.

Normally, measuring anything but mean latency for algorithms is difficult, espe-
cially for the current algorithms since the latencies are in many cases data depen-
dent. Hence, the mean has to be with respect to data. To separate the algorithm
from the system influence, the minimum mean latency of multiple tests is used.
The latency results were obtained with Nanobench Leitner-Ankerl 2022 using the
minimum of the mean latency per sample of sets of 1000 samples repeated 10 000
times. This gave stable results for all methods. For further details of the latency
measurements, see Appendix F.

Error measurements were separately computed with 5 ·108 uniformly distributed
ECEF samples (ignoring elliptical effects) {x◦k , y◦k , z◦k } and geodetic references
{ϕk, λk, hk} and n̄k over the volume of the respective altitude ranges, see Rosca
2010 for details. The surface area of the earth is ∼ 5 · 108km2 so it means one
sample per km2. Extra samples were added around the poles, where methods fre-
quently have sharp error peaks. All error computations were done in the Intel
80-bit extended precision format (long double on Linux), ensuring that the limits
of the IEEE-754 double precision can be observed. Let flla/nva(x, y, z) denote the
transformation to be evaluated and the corresponding lla and nva transformation
samples

{ϕ̃k, λ̃k, h̃k} = flla(x
◦
k , y

◦
k , z

◦
k ) and {ñk, h̃k} = fnva(x

◦
k , y

◦
k , z

◦
k )

respectively. Further, for the nva, latitude and longitude values are computed with

ϕ̃k = atan2(nkz,
√
nk2x + nk2y)

λ̃k = atan2(nky, nkx)

with extended precision, where ñk = [nkx;nky;nkz]. Let eα(ϕk, ϕ̃k, λk, λ̃k, hk, h̃k)

and eα(ϕk, ϕ̃k, λk, λ̃k, hk, h̃k, n̄k, ñk) denote α error measures for lla and nva trans-
formations, respectively. See Appendix C for the definitions of the errors measures.
The accuracy of flla/nva(x, y, z) is then quantified with the maximum error

max
k

(|eα(ϕk, ϕ̃k, λk, λ̃k, hk, h̃k)|)

max
k

(|eα(ϕk, ϕ̃k, λk, λ̃k, hk, h̃k, n̄k, ñk)|)

respectively. (However, with the uniform samples, any statistics of the errors could
be computed.)

For the polynomial approximations, the number of possible index limit combi-
nations are too great to be exhaustively benchmarked. Initial narrowing of index
limits is discussed in Appendix B. This still gives a test set of ∼ 3000 index limit
combination. Therefore, only results for selected approximations are labeled. The
nva approximations have distinct error levels corresponding to different N . Con-
sequently, the selection process is rather straight forward. In contrast, the lla
approximations demonstrates an almost continuous range of errors. Consequently,
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a simple selection of lla approximations matching the selected nva approximations
is used. The selected, in the charts labeled and in Appendix G provided (corre-
sponding polynomials) approximations are:

fn̄,{0,0,0,0,0} The simplest possible nva approximation corresponding to a spherical earth. The

maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors are 2.1 · 104m, 2.1 · 104m and
1.1 · 104m, respectively.

fn̄,{1,1,0,1,0} N = 1 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are 85m, 85m and 13m. Note that there is a significant n-vector magnitude error
of 2.8 · 10−6. This gives an equivalent gravity error which is order of magnitude

the same as typical gravity anomalies.
fn̄,{2,2,1,2,0} N = 2 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are 0.44m, 0.44m and 0.10m, respectively. The magnitude error is 9.9 · 10−12.

Note that there are faster approximations with roughly the same Euclidean error
but with a significant magnitude error. The selected approximation gives the

lowest relative gravity error of 6.8 · 10−8 for the range, well below typical gravity

anomalies.
fn̄,{3,3,2,3,2} N = 3 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are 1.2 · 10−3m, 1.2 · 10−3 and 4.8 · 10−4m, respectively. The magnitude error is

6.7 · 10−13.
fn̄,{3,4,3,4,2} N = 4 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are 4.7 · 10−6m, 4.7 · 10−6m and 1.2 · 10−6m, respectively. The magnitude error is

again 6.7 · 10−13.
fn̄,{4,5,4,5,3} N = 5 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are 2.1 · 10−8m, 2.1 · 10−8m and 4.1 · 10−9m, respectively. The magnitude error
is at the numerical limit at 2.9 · 10−16. Note, L = 3 gives a marginally faster

approximation with essentially the same Euclidean error but the magnitude error

become significant giving worse g approximation. (However, as noted, such g errors
are below typical gravity anomalies.)

fn̄,{4,6,4,5,3} N = 6 approximation with the maximum Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors

are just above the numerical limits at 5.5 · 10−9m, 5.3 · 10−8m and 4.1 · 10−9m,
respectively. The magnitude error is at the numerical limit at 2.9 · 10−16. Note

that the altitude approximation only has N = 5.

fsin×,{0,0,0,0,0,2,3} The simplest possible lla approximation. The Euclidean, horizontal and
altitude errors are 2.0 · 104m, 2.0 · 104m and 1.1 · 104m, respectively.

fsin+,{1,0,1,0,4,5} N = 1 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors of
114m, 113m and 13m, respectively.

fsin+,{2,1,2,0,7,8} N = 2 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors of

0.41m, 0.40m and 0.10m, respectively.
ftan+,{3,2,3,1,12,12} N = 3 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors of

1.2 · 10−3m, 1.2 · 10−3m and 4.8 · 10−4m, respectively.

ftan×,{3,4,3,4,2,14,14} N = 4 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors of
7.9 · 10−6m, 7.9 · 10−6m and 1.2 · 10−6m, respectively.

ftan×,{4,5,4,5,3,17,17} N = 5 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude errors of

2.5 · 10−8, 2.5 · 10−8 and 4.1 · 10−9, respectively.
ftan×,{4,6,4,5,3,18,18} N = 6 approximation with Euclidean, horizontal and altitude error of

8.2 · 10−9, 7.7 · 10−9 and 4.1 · 10−9, respectively. Note that the altitude

approximation only has N = 5.

The results of the literature methods, against which the approximations are
benchmarked, are labeled with numbers. These numbers and the corresponding
methods are listed in chronological order below, together with short comments
about the implementation and the results. Note that all iterative methods have
been implemented without trigonometric function evaluations in the iteration loop!
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Methods of which trigonometric functions within the iteration loop has not been
avoidable, e.g. Jones 2002, simply have much longer latencies and have not been
included in the benchmark.

0 Spherical earth approximation. Not including any elementary function approxima-

tions, i.e. direct implementation of (1). This is in many ways the fastest (and least
accurate) conceivable approximation and a special case of the presented method.

1-6 Iterative method by Hirvonen 1959 with increasing number of iterations. The re-

sults start with zero iterations, using only the suggested initialization. Note that the
method is often referred to as Hirvonen and Mortiz’s since it appear in publications

bearing both names Hirvonen and Moritz 1963. Further, it is also often referred to

as Heiksanen and Mortiz’s since it appears in their 1967 book Heiskanen and Moritz
1967. Similarly, the same methods is also referred to as Torge’s, e.g. Voll 1990, since

it appears in Torge 1975. Implemented without trigonometric function evaluations in

the iteration loop.
7 Series expansion method by Morrison and Pines 1961. All but the necessary arctan:s

have been replaced with multi-angle formulas and small angle approximations. The

altitude formula has been replaced by that of Bowring.
8 Method by Gersten 1961.

9-11 Method by Baird 1964. It performs poorly around the poles and, therefore, the max-

imum errors levels out. Closer than 6cm from the poles, it returns NaN and this area
has been replaced with a spherical approximation.

12 Method by Paul 1973. It performs poorly around the equator, hence, the poor per-
formance.

13-14 Original method by Bowring 1976 with one and two iterations.

15 Closed form method by Heikkinen 1982.
16-18 Bowring 1985 iterative method with refined altitude calculations and increasing num-

ber of iterations.

19 Method by Ozone 1985. Poor conditioning makes the method perform poorly around
the poles, hence the poor results. Except for the poles it achieves the numerical

precision.

20-26 Iterative method by Wei 1986 starting from zero iterations.
27-33 Second iterative method by Wei 1986 starting from zero iterations.

34-37 Method by Goad (1987) retrieved from Voll 1990 with increasing number of iterations

starting from zero.
38 Closed formula method by Borkowski 1987 excluding inside evolute handling.

39 Closed formula method by Zhu 1994.
40-42 Iterative method by Lin and Wang 1995 with increasing number of iterations. The

results start with zero iterations, using only the suggested initialization.

43 Approximation method by Olson 1996. No n-vector method is implementable since
the algorithm works directly on the latitude.

44 Single iteration Bowrings’s method optimized by Toms 1996. The method is not

suitable for n-vector implementation.
45-50 Iterative method by Sjöberg 1999 with increasing number of iterations starting from

zero. The suggested polar region iterations are not implemented but rather only the
adapted altitude formula Wahlberg 2009.

51-56 Iterative method by Sjöberg 1999 with altitude computations according to the
Bowring’s 1985 update Bowring 1985.

57-62 Iterative method by Fukushima 1999 with increasing number of iterations.
63 Sofair’s revised 2000 method Sofair 2000. It does perform particularly poor at the

poles but not particularly good anywhere.
64-67 Iterative altitude first method by Pollard 2002 with increasing number of iterations.

The results start with two iterations. Less iterations gives error outside the plot.
68-71 Iterative latitude first method by Pollard 2002 with increasing number of iterations.

The results start with zero iterations, using only the suggested initialization.

72-74 Method by Wu et al. 2003 with 0 to 2 iterations. One square root is avoided by

reformulating the inverse cotangent to an inverse tangent and for the n-vector version,
the altitude and n-vector normalization is done jointly, avoiding an extra square root.
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75 Closed formula method by Vermeille 2004 with n-vector version by G.H. and K. 2007.

76 Iterative method by Fukushima 2006. Note, with more than one iteration it is possible

to find points for which it diverges. It also been noted for high altitudes by Ward Ward
2020 but it may also happen for low altitudes.

77 Close form method by Sjöberg 2008.

78-83 Iterative method a.2 by Feltens 2008 with increasing number of iterations starting
from zero iterations.

84-89 Iterative method b.1 by Feltens 2008 with increasing number of iterations starting

from zero iterations.
90-91 Method by Shu and Li 2010.

92 Closed formula method by Vermeille 2011 excluding inside evolute handling.

93-95 Method I by Ligas and Banasik 2011 with one to three iterations.
96-97 Method II by Ligas and Banasik 2011 with one and two iterations.

98 Method by Karney 2011 provided in GeographicLib but with special handling for
non-WGS84 spheroids removed. Note, this is an adaptation of Vermeille 2004.

99 Closed formula method byOsen 2017.

100-102 Perturbation method by Hmam 2018 with increasing (3rd, 4th and 5th) order of the
approximation.

103,104 Method by Sampson 1982 and modified version by Claessens. Implementations

from Claessens 2019.
105,106 Method by Uteshev and Goncharova 2018 and modified version by Claessens. Imple-

mentations from Claessens 2019.

107 Bowring’s method modified by Claessens 2019.
108 Spherical by Claessens 2019.

109-111 Method by Dave Knopp found in the Peridetic code base Knopp 2021 with 1-3 itera-

tions.

In Figure 1 to 3, the latency versus the different error measures are shown for
a nominal altitude range of [−5000, 100 000]m. Additional results for smaller and
larger altitude ranges as well as result without AVX instructions are provided in
Appendix D.

8. Benchmark discussion

The most important aspect of the benchmark is naturally correctness. As dis-
cussed in Appendix F, there are many factors influencing the results which together
warrant a level of doubt in any benchmark results of this kind. Therefore, to min-
imize this doubt, in Appendix E, the benchmark machinery is cross-validated by
reproducing results published elsewhere. It also contains some discussions about
other benchmarks found in the literature, specifically note Ward 2020Voll 1990.

About the results, the first thing to note are the outer bounds. The apparent
lower numerical limits of the Euclidean, horizontal, altitude, latitude, longitude
errors are comparable to the numerical precision (ulp) of IEEE-754 double precision
of ulp64(a) ≈ 9.3 · 10−10. A further detailed numerical analysis is beyond the scope
of this report. The upper limits are comparable to the difference between the major
and minor axes, a − b ≈ 2.14 · 104. The lowest latency measurements ∼ 10 clock
cycles can be expected from a square root and a handful of arithmetic operations
of the spherical transformation approximation. The upper values of ∼ 200 clock
cycles can be expected from numerous square and cubic roots and a large number
of arithmetic operations. Naturally, all these limits only changes marginally with
varying altitude range.

The second thing to note is that the nva latencies are roughly half that of the lla
latencies, i.e. inverse trigonometric functions make up roughly half the cost of an lla
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k
||n̄

k
|)

43

17

18 15

1

2

3

4

5

6

40

41 42

10
0

10
1

10
2

61

62

76

99
39

64

65

67

69

70 71

0

38

75 92

10
9

11
0

11
1

90 91

93

94

95

96

97

10
3
10

4

10
5

10
610

7

10
8

98

8
9

10 11

12

72

73

74

34

35

36

37

19

77

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

13

14

63

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

7

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

f s
in
×,
{0
,0
,0
,0
,0
,2
,3
}

f t
an
×,
{3
,4
,3
,4
,2
,1

4,
14
}

f t
an
×,
{4
,5
,4
,5
,3
,1

7,
17
}

f t
an
×,
{4
,6
,5
,5
,4
,1

8,
18
}

f s
in

+
,{

1,
0,

1,
0,

4,
5}

f s
in

+
,{

2,
1,

2,
0,

7,
8}

f t
an

+
,{

3,
2,

3,
1,

12
,1

2}

Maximum horizontal error (lla)

literature methods

key approximations

fsin×,{Lφ,Nφ,Mφ,Nh,Mh,I,J}

ftan×,{Lφ,Nφ,Mφ,Nh,Mh,I,J}

fsin+,{Nφ,Mφ,Nh,Mh,I,J}

ftan+,{Nφ,Mφ,Nh,Mh,I,J}

101 102

computation latency (cycles)

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100

102

104

106

(√
1

+
e2
/(

1
+
e2

co
s2

(φ
k
))

+
h
k
)|ñ
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Figure 1. Total (Euclidean distance), horizontal (latitude error arch

length), and vertical (altitude) maximum absolute error over the volume of

the altitude interval [−5000, 100 000]. See Appendix C for detailed definitions.
Grey points are the complete set of tested polynomial approximations. Cir-

cled and labeled points are approximation of particular interest. Black points

are the indicated literature methods. Clearly, the suggested approximations
improves on the achievable computational cost over the full accuracy range.
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Figure 2. Latitude and longitude (arch length) and n-vector (magnitude

and direction) maximum absolute error over the volume of the altitude inter-

val [−5000, 100 000]. See Appendix C for detailed definitions. Grey points are
the complete set polynomial approximations. Black points are the indicated
literature methods. Clearly, even though the polynomial approximations in-

troduces a magnitude error of the n-vector, they still improve on the achievable
performance on the gravity computations.
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Figure 3. Fractional gravity (Euclidean distance) maximum absolute error

over the volume of the altitude interval [−5000, 100 000]. See Appendix C for
detailed definitions. Grey points are the complete set polynomial approxima-

tions. Black points are the indicated literature methods. Clearly, even though

the polynomial approximations introduces a magnitude error of the n-vector,
they still improve on the achievable performance on the gravity computations.

method. The vast majority of lla methods contains the same inverse trigonometric
functions, see Olson 1996 for an exception, and, hence, the most relevant latencies
are those for the nva methods. The differences between methods are simply easier
to observe when not diluted by common trigonometric components. However, the
methods by Feltens Feltens 2008, Gade G.H. and K. 2007 and Knopp Knopp 2021
are actually described in nva form but converting most of the methods is rather
straight-forward but, as noted, not possible for all of them, so lla latencies are still
relevant when comparing such methods, and for determining the computational cost
for applications requiring lla representation. Note that latencies for trigonometric
functions may vary significantly from implementation to implementation, e.g. see
CORE-MATH benchmark The CORE-MATH project 2022, requiring care when
making comparison of absolute lla latency measurements from different sources.

From the lla results, it may appear that the presented approximations provide
superior performance over the full accuracy range. However, the matched trigono-
metric approximations may be introduced to any method and, considering the nva
result, a more balanced conclusion is rather that matched trigonometric approx-
imations should be employed for any transformation method. Instead, the nva
results, suggests that the presented approximations provide significantly improved
performance down to ∼ 10−5m accuracy. Of course, the exact number depend on
the considered altitude range and may vary from platform to platform. For at hint
of the variability of the results, see Claessens 2019.

Note, for the current approximations, the pattern that 1) the most preferable
combination have identical Nϕ and Nh values, 2) the Euclidean errors are normally
almost identical to the horizontal errors and 3) the altitude errors are smaller than
the horizontal errors, can be expected. From Fig. 4, the altitude is less expensive
to compute and, hence, for a given minimum maximum Euclidean error for a com-
putational latency, the altitude error can be expected to be smaller. Further, for
identical Nϕ and Nh, the latitude and altitude errors are out-of-phase, which is
preferable from an Euclidean error point of view. Combined with the fact that the
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altitude error can be expected to be smaller, the maximum Euclidean error can be
expected to be dominated by the horizontal error.

Apart from the presented methods, below 10−5, the following set of methods
are within expected platform variability in terms of computational cost: Bowring
1976 with modifications of Bowring 1985, Olson 1996 (only lla), Fukushima 2006
and Shu and Li 2010. Beyond that, the benchmark results speaks for themselves.
The horizontal, vertical, latitude and longitude errors can be viewed as basic error
components and the Euclidean and g-errors can be viewed as examples of common
application specific combined error measures. The n-vector errors are special errors
primarily relevant for the presented method (containing explicit n-vector approxi-
mations).

9. Discussions

A set of fundamentally new ECEF to geodetic coordinate transformation ap-
proximations based on minimax polynomials have been presented. The benchmark
results show that these approximations improves the achievable computational cost
down to an accuracy of ∼ 10−5m. Corresponding improvements are also seen in
other presented error measures and are large enough and shown in a convincingly
large benchmark to be labeled significant despite natural uncertainties associated
with the latency measurements. The improvements comes with the caveats that

• The approximations are valid over a preselected altitude range [hmin, hmax]
which has to be selected before the transformation are implemented. One
cannot just iterate until convergence. Note that, a zero-range still imply
an approximation range of a− b ≈ 21385m.

• For the n-vector approximations, a magnitude error is also introduced.
• The performance of the methods is relatively improved by vector (AVX)
instructions, especially for high order polynomials. Non-AVX results are
provided in Appendix D.

On the other hand, for the vast majority of applications, the exemplified ranges
will likely suffice and potential improvements below contains several remedies for
the problem. Further, even considering the magnitude errors, the approximation
improves the achievable performance for e.g. gravity computations for which the
n-vector magnitude enters directly. In addition to the improved performance, the
approximations are attractive in that

• They resemble traditional polynomial approximations of elementary func-
tions and related tools and techniques may be used to improve implementa-
tions and even to implement fixed-point versions, see e.g. Mouilleron et al.
2014.

• They are easy to specify and implement with straight-forward unbranching
code only requiring regular arithmetic operations and the simplest elemen-
tary function, i.e. square-root, giving minimal dependencies on standard
libraries. No special handling around the poles, the equator, etc. is re-
quired.

• The latitude, longitude, altitude and n-vector approximations are naturally
separable making it possible to obtain only individual values at a lower
computational cost.
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• They are highly tunable in that a specific approximation may be selected
to fulfill a computational cost or accuracy requirement. Especially, the
horizontal and vertical accuracy can be set independently.

• Although only exemplified with WGS84 latitude and altitude, the method
is extendable to a wider set of rotation symmetric and equatorial plan
reflection symmetric and antisymmetric properties and the underlying series
expansions may have a wider applicability within other geodesy problems
enabling similar results to be obtained for these.

• The polynomial, separable and extendable nature of the components of
the transformation approximation makes them amenable to vectorization
(SIMD instructions) making them suitable for modern computational plat-
forms.

In contrast, the greatest drawbacks of the approximations are that

• A large number of coefficients need to be precomputed to arrive at an actual
approximation implementation, making such an approximation somewhat
hard to use out-of-the-box. Changing the preselected altitude range requires
all coefficients to be recomputed.

• The convergence rate with respect to a greater number of coefficients in-
dicates that the approximations becomes inefficient for accuracies beyond
double precision, i.e. other methods have better error convergence rates.

However, coefficients covering most regular use-cases are provided in this report
and applications requiring more than double precision, i.e. subatomic accuracy, are
rare.

Clearly, the presented approximations sets a new standard for fast ECEF to
geodetic coordinate transformations. Further, their polynomial nature opens up a
new realm of further improvements. Specifically, note the following overall areas of
potential improvement

• Lookup tables It is well known that many elementary functions are often
implemented with a combination of minimax polynomials and coefficient
lookup tables rather than just a single polynomial. Diverging from clean
arithmetic code, for many platforms, such strategies could probably be
employed to further improve the approximation performance for the geo-
detic power series approximations. For the inverse trigonometric function
approximations, this is definitely the case.

• Evaluation optimization The expression trees of the individual (multivariat)
polynomials have numerous degrees of freedom and the naive employed
Estrin’s schema are probably suboptimal, both in a number of operations
sense and in a latency sense for a given platform. Hence, it may be improved
upon both in a general sense, see e.g. Kuipers et al. 2013, and in a platform
specific sense, see e.g. Ewart et al. 2020. The fact that the ωN,M (·, ·) and
µN,M (·, ·) polynomials are Bernstein polynomials with respect to t2 ∈ [0, 1]
could potentially be exploited, see e.g. Chudy and Woźny 2021. However,
changing the individual evaluations schema may come in conflict with the
following improvement option.

• Cross polynomial evaluation optimization The approximations are com-
prised of multiple polynomials with common factors and terms. This is
only exploited through the polynomial arguments. However, more common
components may be separated out and computed jointly in order to reduce
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the overall number of required arithmetic operations. For example, for
specific N and M , joint evaluation schema for µN,M (u, v) and ωN,M (u, v)
with less arithmetic operations than the Horner scheme can be constructed.
Further, as the results with and without AVX show, vectorization is impor-
tant for performance. For platforms with vector operations, any evaluation
schema has to take this into account and manual vectorization could poten-
tially improve the latency. Furthermore, since the presented method can
be extended to other geodetic quantities, vectorized method computing nu-
merous such quantities at no extra cost may be constructed.

• Alternative polynomial approximations In general, regular minimax approx-
imations provide good accuracy-to-computational-cost performance. How-
ever, weighted (relative) minimax, rational minimax, Padé or similar ap-
proximations may provide better performance. See Turner 2009Turner and
Elgohary 2013 for examples. Other approximations may also give a differ-
ent error growth relative some nominal h0 which may be preferable for some
applications.

• Full coefficient optimization The polynomial approximations are split over
inner and outer polynomials, with one assuming no errors in the other.
Further, latitude, longitude and altitude errors are only connected via the
index limits selection. This is clearly suboptimal and coefficients could po-
tentially be adjusted to provide better overall approximations, i.e. higher-
dimensional minimax approximations. Potentially, a low hanging fruit
would be to replace the minimax optimization over hc with the same over
a first order altitude approximation.

• Combined sin-cos approximations Polynomial lla transformation approxi-
mations with accuracies below ∼ 10−4m combining sin−1 and cos−1 approx-
imation for different t ranges with better performance than the presented
approximations can easily be constructed. Note, in this case, neither the
sin−1 nor the cos−1 approximations require a square root argument reduc-
tion. However, for a proper implementation, errors at the range extrema
have to be matched to avoid error discontinuities. Further, approximation
orders and ranges have to be optimized. This is, overall, a challenging but
doable task.

• Series expansions for coefficient calculations The coefficients bn(u) and
cn(u) are rather cumbersome to compute and, therefore, computing the
corresponding minimax approximations is also cumbersome. The problem
is that the integrals cannot be solved analytically and one has to resort
to numerical integration. This could be circumvented by using series ex-
pansions for the differences. See for example Long 1974. The series sum
could then be moved out of the integral and each term solved analytically
resulting in a new series which would be much easier to implement and ap-
proximate with plain truncation. In turn, this would enable use of standard
tools for computing the minimax approximations.

However, these are all very different technical areas from the work presented here
and are left for future improvements.

Based on all the results of this report, my final recommendations are: Before
selecting a ECEF to geodetic coordinate transformation method, review the actual
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transformation requirements of the application. Favor nva representation. In com-
parison with lla, the computational cost is roughly half. If lla representation is
required, make sure to use matched trigonometric function approximations. When
it comes to the method selection, it is easier to list when possibly not to prefer the
presented methods

• If the altitude range cannot be bounded at all, instead consider methods
by Bowring 1976 + Bowring 1985 or Shu and Li 2010 and make a look-up
table in p for number of iterations until convergence. Avoid Fukushima
2006 since it has numerical problems at very high altitudes. Alternatively,
especially if handling of points inside the earth’s evolute is required consider
closed-form methods by Vermeille 2011 and Karney 2011 (GeographicLib).

• If the required accuracy is below ∼ 10−5m, for nva representation, also con-
sider methods by Bowring 1976 + Bowring 1985, Fukushima 2006 or Shu
and Li 2010 and, for lla representation, also consider the mentioned meth-
ods and Olson 1996.

If computational resources are scarce and there is plenty of time and human re-
sources, consider the areas of potential improvement mentioned above. High alti-
tude ranges can be handled and there is likely more performance to be found.
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Appendix A. Power series expansions

To handle the multivariate nature of the coordinate transformation, the approach
is to express the difference between (1) and ϕ, h and n̄ in Fourier (Chebyshev) series,
with respect to ϕc and with hc dependent coefficients. This separates the depen-
dencies and enable truncation of the series with close to minimax properties.To
start, relations between ϕ and ϕc and h and hc are required. The actual analyt-
ical relations are of less importance and it is sufficient that they are numerically
evaluable. Hence, let

ϕ = f(x, y, z)

h = g(x, y, z)

be some reference ECEF-to-geodetic coordinate transformation of choice, e.g. seeVer-
meille 2004. (Note, the opaque nature of the reference means that the following
derivation may be carried out for any x = y = 0 rotation symmetric and z-plane
reflection symmetric and anti-symmetric properties.) The geocentric to geodetic
coordinate transformations follows as

ϕ = fc(ϕc, hc)

= f((hc + h0) cos(ϕc), 0, (hc + h0) sin(ϕc))

h = gc(ϕc, hc)

= g((hc + h0) cos(ϕc), 0, (hc + h0) sin(ϕc))

fc(·) and gc(·) are naturally defined for ϕc ∈ [−π/2, π/2] and, hence, the differences
between the geocentric and the geodetic coordinates, fc(ϕc, hc)− ϕc = ϕ− ϕc and
gc(ϕc, hc)−hc = h−hc, are continuous and may be viewed as periodic with period
π. Obviously, ϕ − ϕc is antisymmetric and h − hc is symmetric around ϕc = 0.
Hence, they may be expressed as the Fourier sin and cos series

ϕ− ϕc =

∞∑
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bn(hc) sin (2nϕc)
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where

bn(hc) =
2

π

∫ π/2

−π/2

(fc(ϕc, hc)− ϕc) sin (2nϕc) dϕc

and

h− hc =

∞∑′

n=0

cn(hc) cos (2nϕc)

where

cn(hc) =
2

π

∫ π/2

−π/2

(gc(ϕc, hc)− hc) cos (2nϕc) dϕc

Further, from the multi-angle formulas

sin(2nϕc) =

n−1∑

k=0

(−1)k
(

2n

2k + 1

)
sin2k+1(ϕc) cos

2n−2k−1(ϕc)

= sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)

n−1∑

k=0

(−1)k
(

2n

2k + 1

)
sin2k(ϕc)(1− sin2(ϕc))

n−k

cos(2nϕc) =

n∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
2n

2k

)
sin2k(ϕc) cos

2n−2k(ϕc)

=

n∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
2n

2k

)
sin2k(ϕc)(1− sin2(ϕc))

n−k

It may not be obvious why a Fourier series expansion would be suitable but the fact
that the differences are smooth and periodic gives a hint that a few series terms
could be sufficient to make a good approximation of the differences. Further, from
the multi-angle formulas, it can be seen that the Fourier series can be expressed as
a power series in sin(ϕc) = z/p, which can easily be computed. Combining it all
gives the expressions for the additive corrections to ϕ and h

ϕ = ϕc + sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))

= ϕc + t
√

1− t2ω(hc, t
2)

h = µ(hc, sin
2(ϕc))

= µ(hc, t
2)

(17)

where ω(·, ·) and µ(·, ·) are the power series

ω(u, v) =

∞∑

n=1

n−1∑

k=0

(−1)k
(

2n

2k + 1

)
vk(1− v)n−k−1bn(u)

µ(u, v) = u+

∞∑′

n=0

n∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
2n

2k

)
vk(1− v)n−kcn(u)
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Further, from (17) and the Taylor series of sin(ϕ) and cos(ϕ) around ϕc

sin(ϕ)

sin(ϕc)
=

sin

(
ϕc + sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))

)

sin(ϕc)

=

∞∑

l=0

∂l

∂φl

sin(φ)

l!

∣∣∣∣
ϕc

(
sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))

)l

sin(ϕc)

=
∑

l∈Ne

(−1)l/2
1

l!

(
sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))

)l

+
∑

l∈No

(−1)(l−1)/2 1

l!

cos(ϕc)

sin(ϕc)

(
sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))

)l

=
∑

l∈Ne

(−1)l/2
1

l!
(sin2(ϕc))

l/2(1− sin2(ϕc))
l/2ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))
l

+
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l∈No

(−1)(l−1)/2 1

l!
(sin2(ϕc))

(l−1)/2(1− sin2(ϕc))
(l+1)/2ω(hc, sin

2(ϕc))
l

cos(ϕ)

cos(ϕc)
=

cos

(
ϕc + sin(ϕc)

√
1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin
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)

cos(ϕc)

=
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∂φl

cos(φ)
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(
sin(ϕc)
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1− sin2(ϕc)ω(hc, sin
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)l

cos(ϕc)

=
∑
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1
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(
sin(ϕc)
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(
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l

where Ne and No are the sets of all positive even and odd natural numbers. Let

δ(v, w) = v(1− v)w2

σ(δ) =
∑

l∈Ne

(−1)l/2
1

l!
δl/2 and τ(w, δ) = w

∑

l∈No

(−1)(l−1)/2 1

l!
δ(l−1)/2

and

η(v, w) = σ(δ(v, w)) + (1− v)τ(w, δ(v, w))

ρ(v, w) = σ(δ(v, w))− vτ(w, δ(v, w))
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Then, multiplicative sin and cos corrections follow as

sin(ϕ) = sin(ϕc)η(t
2, ω(hc, t

2))

cos(ϕ) = cos(ϕc)ρ(t
2, ω(hc, t

2))

Appendix B. Reasonable index limit combinations

The polynomial orders determines the absolute errors and computational costs.
Hence, they will, to some extent, be application and platform specific and will ulti-
mately have to be set by benchmarking different combinations, which is done in the
next section. Unfortunately, the combinations {I, J, Lϕ, Nϕ,Mϕ, Nh,Mh} ∈ N7 or
{I, J,Nϕ,Mϕ, Nh,Mh} ∈ N6, for the lla approximations, and {Ln, Nn,Mn, Nh,Mh} ∈
N5, for the nva approximations, are too many to be tested exhaustively. Therefore,
the combinations have to be narrowed down based on their relative errors which is
here made based on the three assumptions

• Applications typically have a horizontal accuracy requirement rather than
separate latitude and longitude accuracy requirements. Hence, {I, J, Lϕ/n,
Nϕ/n,Mϕ/n} are narrowed down jointly.

• Applications may have vastly different requirements on horizontal and ver-
tical accuracy. Hence, {I, J, Lϕ/n, Nϕ/n,Mϕ/n} and {Nh,Mh} are narrowed
down independently.

• A part from position error, Ln also affect n-vector magnitude errors, which
are hard to compare and significant for Lϕ ≤ 3. Hence, for Lϕ ≤ 3 the
limitations set by Lϕ are ignored.

Starting from sufficiently high limits, to attain horizontal (latitude and longi-
tude) and altitude errors at the numerical limits of the IEEE-754 double pre-
cision implementation, and lowering one limit at at a time gives the maximum

error shown in Fig. 4. Let Efi
K (·) denote the values shown in Fig. 4 for the re-

spective approximation fi and index limit K. Start with complete sets of index
limit value combinations {L,N, ...}. Split according to the assumptions. Let

Efi
max = max({Efi

K (X) : X ∈ {L,N, ...}} be the maximum error for such a set.
Then reject the combinations if either

• K > Kmin and Efi
K (K − 1) < Efi

max and Efi
K (K) < Efi

max0.25

• K > Kmin and Efi
K (K) < 0.95Efi

K (K − 1)

The first conditions handles the potential constructively or destructively inference
between errors, meaning the combinations cannot be reduced to the index limits
providing limiting errors closest to each other. The second condition handles in-
creasing index limits not reducing the errors more. 0.25 and 0.95 are trade-offs
between ensuring that all reasonable combinations are captured and limiting the
total number of tested combination. 0.25 and 0.95 give ∼ 3000 combinations to
test for the benchmark.

Appendix C. Error definitions

The errors used in the comparison of different approximations and literature
methods are defined as follows. Throughout, the Earth’s prime-vertical radius of
curvature is Ñk = a2(a2 cos2(ϕ̃k) + b2 sin2(ϕ̃k))

−1/2 and Earth’s meridional radius

of curvature M̃k = (1− e2)/a2Ñ3
k . Note, for {x, y, z} = {0, 0, 0} only altitude error

is well defined but this is not repeated for every measure.
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Figure 4. Maximum error (latitude arc error, longitude arc error and alti-

tude error) of the labeled approximation and index limit set to the indicated
value and the remaining index limits set to I = 20, J = 20, Lϕ/n = 6,
Nϕ/h/n = 8, Mϕ/h/n = 6. This provides an approximate achievable lower
maximum error limit given individual index limits. The leveling out of some
of the curves above the numerical limit of 10−1 is caused by poor numerical

conditioning and corresponding errors of sin−1, i.e. χI , and t
√
1− t2 around

the poles.

• Euclidean error in meter. This will be

e↔ =
√
(x̃k − x◦k )

2 + (ỹk − y◦k )
2 + (z̃k − z◦k )

2
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where

x̃k =
(
Ñk + h̃k

)
cos(ϕ̃k) cos(λ̃k)

ỹk =
(
Ñk + h̃k

)
cos(ϕ̃k) sin(λ̃k)

z̃k =
(

b2

a2 Ñk + h̃k

)
sin(ϕ̃k)

• Geodetic horizontal error in meter. Computing the error is equivalent to
the inverse geodetic problem. However, since the errors (distances) can be
assumed small, sufficient accuracy can be achieved with a local spherical
approximation which can be further simplified

e⌢ = (
√
1 + e2/(1 + e2 cos2(ϕk)) + hk) atan2(|ñk × n̄k|, ñk · n̄k)

≈ (
√
1 + e2/(1 + e2 cos2(ϕk)) + hk)|ñk × n̄k|/(|ñk||n̄k|)

where
√
1 + e2/(1+ e2 cos2(ϕk))+hk is the local spherical curvature radius

and e2 = (1− b2/a2) is the Earth’s eccentricity.
• Latitude error arch length in meter. This in general requires a numerical
solution of the meridian arc but for small error ϕ̃k−ϕk, relative the change
in curvature of the earth, it can be approximated with

eϕ = (ϕ̃k − ϕk)(a+ hk)/aM̃k

• Longitude error arch length in meter

eλ =

{
ϕk = π/2 0

otherwise (λ̃k − λk) cos(ϕk)(a+ hk)/aÑk

Longitude is not defined for the polar axis and the errors there is always 0.
• Altitude error in meter

eh = h̃k − hk

• Fractional gravity vector error based on Somigliana’s (WGS84) gravity for-
mula with second order free-air anomaly correction Torge 2001

g(ϕ, h) = γa
1 + κg sin(ϕ)

(1− e2 sin(ϕ))−1/2
(1− (κ1 − κ2 sin(ϕ))h+ κ3h

2)

where
– κg =

bγb

aγa
− 1

– γa = 9.780 326 771 5 m/s
2
is the gravity at the equator

– γb = 9.832 186 368 5 m/s
2
is the gravity the poles

– κ1 = 2(1 + f +m)/a = 3.157 04 · 10−7m−1

– κ2 = 4f/a = 2.102 69 · 10−9m−1

– κ3/a
2 = 7.374 52 ·−14 m−1

giving the error

eg = ||g(ϕ̃k, h̃k)ñk − g(ϕk, hk)n̄k||/|g(ϕk, hk)|
• N-vector magnitude error

e|n| = 1− ||ñk||
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• N-vector orientation error in radians

earg(n) = atan2(|ñk × n̄k|, ñk · n̄k)
This may be implemented as

earg(n) = sin−1(|ñk × n̄k|/|ñk|n̄k|)
≈ |ñk × n̄k|/(|ñk||n̄k|)

for angles below π/2 and small angles, respectively.

Appendix D. More benchmark results

Additional results for smaller and larger altitude ranges as well as for methods
compiled without AVX support are provided in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, respectively.
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Figure 5. Euclidean error for the altitude ranges [−5000, 32 000]m and
[−5000, 500 000]m. Comparing with the Euclidean errors for the altitude range
[−5000, 100 000]m shown in Fig. 1, it can be observed that the errors are
stretched relative the maximum error of ∼ 104 but that the overall picture

is the same. Note that some methods have numerical problems at very large
altitudes Ward 2020.

Appendix E. Other benchmarks and benchmark cross-validation

The results can only partially be compared with other results found in the lit-
erature. Foremost, there are no other benchmarks considering nva performance.
Further, the only extensive modern benchmark found in the literature is Ward
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Figure 6. Euclidean error for all methods compiled without AVX support

(compiler flag -mno-avx). The error results are essentially identical but the

latency results are worse, especially for the polynomial methods, i.e. the poly-
nomial methods can to a large extent be vectorized and the lack of SIMD

operations favor other methods. However, SIMD operations has been preva-

lent on CPUs over more than a decade and CPUs without SIMD might have
different arithmetic performance profiles. Therefore, too certain conclusions

shouldn’t be drawn from these results.

2020. There is also an early interesting benchmark Voll 1990 but it is somewhat
too old and has too poor code standard to be of general interest. Worth mention-
ing is also the solid but narrow benchmark Bajorek et al. 2014. Frequently cited
is the benchmark Gredan 1999 but it is too small to be of general interest. In
addition, a few more benchmarks can be found Amiri-Simkooei 2002 and Fok and
Iz 2003. However, they are of such poor quality that they can largely be ignored.
A small benchmark can also be found in Wahlberg 2009 (Swedish) and a review of
methods in Burtch 2006. Further, most articles presenting transformation methods
comes with some benchmark but they are generally too small to draw far reaching
conclusions.

Absolute timing results are scarce in the literature. A comparison of latency
measurements of transformation methods overlapping with those of Ward 2020 is
provided in the first plot of Fig. 7, together with a least squares line fit. Performance
variation figures presented in Claessens 2019 indicate that differences of 5-10%
can be expected even for identical implementations. Hence, the deviation from
the linear fit can be expected. Further, the latencies was measured on an Intel
Core i7 1185G7 (current) and on an Intel Core i9 13950HX (Ward). From CPU
single core benchmark results, the difference can be expected to be +45% which
is in line with 0.65 (+54%). Finally, the small constant part indicate that the
measurement overhead is low. Altogether, this provides an additional confidence
in the latency measurements. Some other timing results can also be found in the
literature. In Fukushima 2006, latencies are provided for 8 methods but they are
in the range [500, 5000] and clearly too old to be comparable.

Maximum error results are more common and results from Ward Ward 2020,
Claessens Claessens 2019, Ligas and Banasik Ligas and Banasik 2011 and Lin and
Wang Lin and Wang 1995 are compared against error results produced by the
current benchmark machinery in the second plot of Fig. 7. The results are a mix
of Euclidean distance, latitude errors and altitude errors, all converted to distances
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in meter. Ideally all results should fall on the y = x line included in the plot. Most
results are spot on while some results deviate considerably. Specifically

- All altitude error results, except those of Heiskanen and Moritz 1967, pre-
sented in Ligas and Banasik 2011 appear to be off by a factor 1000. From
comments in the code from Ward 2020, others appear to have hade the
same experience. The results are included in the plot corrected for this.

- Altitude error results of Heiskanen and Moritz 1967 presented in Ligas and
Banasik 2011 are roughly a factor of 8 off. There is no obvious explanation
for this and the results have been excluded not to bloat the plot.

- Results of Fukushima 1999 presented in Ligas and Banasik 2011 appear to
have one more iteration than stated. The results are plotted against the
apparent correct number of iterations in the plots.

- Multiple error results for Borkowski Borkowski 1987 are considerably higher.
This is likely because the presented benchmarks ignore or miss the poor
performance of the method very close to the poles.

- Methods by Sampson 1982 adapted in Claessens 2019 have a considerably
lower performance than expected. Code is provided so likely something is
wrong in the original description.

Other small variations can be explained by slight implementation differences and the
sampling not capturing the largest errors. Altogether, this provides an additional
confidence in the error measurements.
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Figure 7. Latency measurement comparison of the current benchmark and

latency measurements for Ward 2020. The latency measurements are not
those of the article but rather the latest measurements retrieved from https:

//github.com/planet36/ecef-geodetic at 2023-12-11. Further, a latency of
atan2 of 75 clock cycles has been subtracted from the latency measurements
of the current benchmark to compensate for longitude not being computed. A

least squares fit line is also shown.

Appendix F. Some more comments about the benchmark

The intention of this report is not to be a review and benchmark of methods
for ECEF to geodetic coordinate transformations. Hence, it is rather brief when it
comes to benchmark details. Nonetheless, it contains the most extensive published
benchmark of said methods which makes the benchmark valuable in itself, and due

https://github.com/planet36/ecef-geodetic
https://github.com/planet36/ecef-geodetic
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to the scarcity of benchmarks in the literature, some further comments about the
benchmark are appropriate:

• The benchmark methods have been selected from a combination of com-
monly cited methods and methods with expected good performance. FromNils-
son 2024, it can clearly be seen not to be an exhaustive set. However, com-
mon methods are included. Poorly described methods without a clear im-
plementation have been excluded. For example, the promising method Turner
2009 is lacking some coefficients. I hope I am doing better in this report.

• Micro-benchmarking on modern superscalar CPUs with modern compilers
is challenging to say the least. To mention a few challenges:

– Different cores typically provide different performance. Scheduling is
correlated over at least seconds. Hence, just looping over benchmark
methods from first to last will not give stable results. Rather the
benchmarks methods will have to be looped over multiple times and
results aggregated. We loop 100 times over the benchmark methods.

– Many modern CPUs have dynamic frequency scaling. This makes
latency measurements sensitive in terms of time dependent on the
thermal and power supply state of the CPU and make conversion to
clock cycles more difficult. Further, some instructions like AVX may
be more impacted than others.

– To avoid branch prediction, the provided data have to be unpredictably
drawn from a pre-generated set. Unfortunately, to make it unpre-
dictable, the base set may not fit in the L1 cache which will intro-
duce infrequent L2 fetch latencies of 10 clock cycles. So the data set
will have to be large enough but not too large to introduce significant
L2/L3 cache misses and the sample drawing has to be randomly gener-
ated at runtime to avoid the compiler seeing through it. We have used
214 = 16384 base samples with randomly shuffled indices to retrieve
them.

– Regular CPU clocks have a typical accuracies of tenth to hundreds of
ns, roughly the time of a transformation. This means sets of transfor-
mations has to be measured. On the other hand, these measurement
sets cannot be too large since then system interruption may corrupt a
large portion of the measurements. We have used measurement sets of
1000 samples repeated 10 000 times (with different samples) for every
benchmark methods loop.

– Modern compilers are very good at removing unused code and it may
interleave multiple transformations. To avoid this, some benchmark
loop logic need to be made dependent on the result. We have used
the micro benchmarking framework Nanobench Leitner-Ankerl 2022
to handle this. Coding your own benchmark harness is a challenging
task. Don’t do it!

• Many iterative methods only require one or a handful of iterations to reach
numerical accuracy for reasonable altitude ranges. Iterating such methods
until convergence, rather than a fixed number of iterations, possibly depen-
dent on p, will incur a significantly higher computational cost. Iterating
until convergence and using an altitude range tuned for the convergence of
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a particular method is a good way to make that method appear better than
all other methods. Don’t iterate until convergence when benchmarking!

• Clearly, different transformation methods do demonstrate different accu-
racies, both in terms of absolute Euclidean error and in terms of different
latitude and altitude errors, and applications do have varying accuracy re-
quirements. Hence, the accuracy has to be taken into account when compar-
ing the computational cost of methods. Further, since the relation between
computational cost and latency is roughly logarithmic, it should be plotted
in logarithmic scale. Interpreting just commonly provided tabulated values
is hard!

• Comparing lla and nva coordinate transformations, as noted, it can be seen
that lla methods are dominated by the evaluation of inverse trigonometric
functions. This means that the core computational cost of methods are
mixed by less relevant common components. As a result, nva versions
should preferably be compared.

• Standard library trigonometric functions are typically implemented with
some lookup tables. This means that they are cache sensitive. Conse-
quently, different sample orders can give significantly different performance
values. The same goes for branch-prediction, as discussed above, which to
a lesser extent can affect values. As a result, one has to be very clear on
what and in what order samples are provided to the methods, and simply
be aware of that the results will depend on how the benchmarking is done,
which is another reason to favor nva methods.

• Longitude has a singularity at the poles, which is another reason for fa-
voring comparison of the n-vector versions. However, in practice, this is of
less concern when using double precision. First, the likelihood of randomly
sampling a problematic point is minimal (the pole would naturally be sam-
pled with quasi-random sequences but atan2(0, 0) is well defined for most
implementations). Second, the problem is inherent to longitude and can
trivially be solved by simply ignoring samples too close to the poles. On
the other hand, some methods have poor latitude accuracy at the poles, see
e.g. Fukushima 1999, and some methods demonstrate narrow maximum er-
ror peaks at other points, see e.g. Osen 2017. Hence, when benchmarking
with respect to maximum error, pure random or quasi-random sampling
cannot be used but some points will have to be manually identified and
added.

• It may appear surprising that the accuracy for longitude vary between
methods. This is probably because the C standard (since C99) allows float-
ing point contraction, see Section 6.5 of ISO 2011. GCC enables contraction
by default and different contractions will result in different numerical re-
sults which is manifested in different maximum errors. These differences are
of little practical importance but it demonstrates to what length the com-
piler goes to optimize the compiled methods. Consequently, benchmarking
should be done in some low level language such as C/C++ and one has to
be clear on the compiler and compiler options.

Few, if any, benchmarks found in the literature comes close to considering the above
points. See Appendix E for some more comments.
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Appendix G. Labelled approximations

In the following Table 5 to Table 7, the polynomials of the key approximations,
labeled in the result plots, are provided.

σ0(d) = 9.9999716626081590·10−1

σ1(d) = 9.9999716626081590·10−1

σ2(d) = 9.9999999999933083·10−1 − 4.9999952770986831·10−1d

σ3(d) = 9.9999999999933083·10−1 − 4.9999952770986831·10−1d

σ4(d) = 1.0000000000000000 − 4.9999999999989962·10−1d + 4.1666643052156936·10−2d2

τ0(w, d) = 0.0

τ1(w, d) =w9.9999905541991507·10−1

τ2(w, d) =w9.9999905541991507·10−1

τ3(w, d) =w(9.9999999999986617·10−1 − 1.6666657220863013·10−1d)

τ4(w, d) =w(9.9999999999986617·10−1 − 1.6666657220863013·10−1d)

Table 5. Approximation polynomials of labelled ECEF to geodetic coor-
dinate approximations as implemented with Horner-2. The coefficients are

computed for h ∈ [−5000, 100 000] and h0 = 0. The inverse trigonometric

functions approximations are provided in Table 7.
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µ0,0(u, v) =−6367431.3222291581 + u
µ1,0(u, v) =−6378123.6318397466 + u + 21384.619221178389v

µ2,0(u, v) =−6378136.9666263694 + u + 21491.297514157781v − 106.67829297939183v2

µ3,1(u, v) =−6378136.9994595172 + 0.99999999993245003u + (21635.897371183597

−2.2448844415581047·10−5u)v + (−255.12110929990945 + 2.2892370728809709·10−5u

+(3.9094878910461248 − 4.4352564908397368·10−7u)v)v2

µ4,2(u, v) =−6378136.9999909624 + 0.99999999999763889u + 1.5802065572606207·10−19u2

+(21780.894277501458 − 6.7654346288251749·10−5u + 3.523327586518059·10−12u2)v

+(−405.06255735505755 + 6.9626677884681548·10−5u − 3.6418186823541659·10−12u2

+(9.0523504657800462 − 2.0213005835652036·10−6u + 1.2163741069533121·10−13u2)v)v2

+(−0.19833376155550902 + 4.897368096169858·10−8u − 3.1466289533477168·10−15u2)v4

µ5,3(u, v) =−6378136.999999837 + 0.99999999999993427u + (9.0086894408412461·10−21

−4.1721771358431153·10−28u)u2 + (21926.846232683445 − 0.0001359137163728073u

+(1.4164341421699455·10−11 − 5.529324196314687·10−19u)u2)v + (−557.90712954128696

+0.00014110897616511272u + (−1.4785186246301743·10−11 + 5.7903314015836112·10−19u)u2

+(16.200215643865732 − 5.3621764869014012·10−6u + (6.4221743608384831·10−13

−2.7041524201192779·10−20u)u2)v)v2 + (−0.46569261099818271 + 1.7163926304246266·10−7u

+(−2.2001911719684914·10−14 + 9.6932580539601789·10−22u)u2 + (0.01212864332278238

−4.7225675478058751·10−9u + (6.2930011258784072·10−16 − 2.8522125189628692·10−23u)u2)v)v4

µ5,4(u, v) =−6378136.9999995893 + 0.99999999999977973u + (4.5142727491369904·10−20

−4.1725151386930229·10−27u)u2 + 1.4635120955670929·10−34u4 + (22073.775734502189

−0.00022753572483565161u + (3.5589046523527045·10−11 − 2.7795229385686731·10−18u)u2

+8.6774096768703165·10−26u4)v + (−713.77257463984938 + 0.00023830325013161956u

+(−3.7512900428756296·10−11 + 2.9410407690609742·10−18u)u2 − 9.2051543802841124·10−26u4

+(25.535665117187818 − 1.1183565979926647·10−5u + (2.0034813315984979·10−12

−1.6851285921853015·10−19u)u2 + 5.5133913606023886·10−27u4)v)v2 + (−0.87962551332934436

+4.2975946940615239·10−7u + (−8.2360392773041159·10−14 + 7.2421780503870395·10−21u)u2

−2.4446464398246533·10−28u4 + (0.026555348121184361 − 1.3718782035050124·10−8u

+(2.7329656904472876·10−15 − 2.4714925716231548·10−22u)u2 + 8.5203151372608724·10−30u4)v)v4

ω0,0(u, v) = 0.0
ω1,0(u, v) = 0.0066677813753770136

ω2,1(u, v) = 0.013446184736230014 − 1.0515236264437181·10−9u + (−0.00022196483792195034

+2.4231357903357331·10−11u)v

ω3,2(u, v) = 0.02023800884030541 − 3.1689947923483929·10−9u + 1.6503606600562022·10−16u2

+(−0.00047856006021247579 + 1.0339367946779417·10−10u − 6.1276159848868637·10−18u2)v

+(1.2255186842036269·10−5 − 2.9789880393313049·10−12u + 1.8956055600526669·10−19u2)v2

ω4,3(u, v) = 0.027074537946419158 − 6.3663290353839142·10−9u + (6.6347135933514977·10−16

−2.5899885739079588·10−23u)u2 + (−0.00082614540139308665 + 2.6591180000141378·10−10u

+(−3.1458081288862306·10−17 + 1.3160531764922644·10−24u)u2)v + (2.7326402303242933·10−5

−9.9255846855924077·10−12u + (1.2611748377621174·10−18 − 5.524714330136761·10−26u)u2

+(−8.3406214314548869·10−7 + 3.2207409051958092·10−13u + (−4.2673520748401045·10−20

+1.9262444612240382·10−27u)u2)v)v2

ω5,4(u, v) = 0.033956858269743512 − 1.0657992633478044·10−8u + (1.6670252730549704·10−15

−1.3019553810283226·10−22u)u2 + 4.0645825278533089·10−30u4 + (−0.0012704734728483523

+5.4298359021842561·10−10u + (−9.6247756886895796·10−17 + 8.0493882503509578·10−24u)u2

−2.6240930039793388·10−31u4)v + (5.0407946329043319·10−5 − 2.4311236288225156·10−11u

+(4.6237683172662731·10−18 − 4.046026381146591·10−25u)u2 + 1.3611682445895033·10−32u4

+(−1.9142270212250502·10−6 + 9.8416784098310913·10−13u + (−1.9547420630659842·10−19

+1.7642687942146882·10−26u)u2 − 6.074031842567329·10−34u4)v)v2 + (6.3806316097197935·10−8

−3.4050334493087929·10−14u + (6.9509879641250328·10−21 − 6.4057707012819846·10−28u)u2

+2.2416300605419168·10−35u4)v4

ω6,5(u, v) = 0.040885295839059019 − 1.6058512798514048·10−8u + (3.3508256373764818·10−15

−3.9268407514331456·10−22u)u2 + (2.452407337947089·10−29 − 6.3787271347333624·10−37u)u4

+(−0.0018135837610434001 + 9.6632292183719524·10−10u + (−2.2823864407320369·10−16

+2.8625533791616239·10−23u)u2 + (−1.8662042533586911·10−30 + 5.0002116900156677·10−38u)u4)v

+(8.3959005641911052·10−5 − 5.0462939089357817·10−11u + (1.2777379582642763·10−17

−1.6756621695205854·10−24u)u2 + (1.1268286476356885·10−31 − 3.0887598999489422·10−39u)u4

+(−3.6754339736361957·10−6 + 2.3558477370497502·10−12u + (−6.2286650409724249·10−19

+8.4234421419378366·10−26u)u2+(−5.7956335293000243·10−33+1.6169761725178128·10−40u)u4)v)v2

+(1.5042738265816568·10−7 − 1.0030850101437109·10−13u + (2.7300583918580043·10−20

−3.7741601218646458·10−27u)u2 + (2.6418278049580857·10−34 − 7.473104708913223·10−42u)u4

+(−5.2615868937848073·10−9 + 3.5969760005163239·10−15u + (−9.9797774889619664·10−22

+1.4008066097662379·10−28u)u2 +(−9.926763165672736·10−36 +2.8366680915535596·10−43u)u4)v)v4

Table 6. Approximation polynomials of labeled ECEF to geodetic coor-

dinate approximations as implemented with Horner-2. The coefficients are
computed for h ∈ [−5000, 100 000] and h0 = 0. The inverse trigonometric

functions approximations are provided in Table 7.
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ξ3(x) =x(9.9535795470534027·101 − 2.8869023791774234·101x2 + 7.9339041370619872·102x4)

ξ5(x) =x(9.9986632904710004·101 − 3.3030478126799267·101x2 + (1.8015928178377459·101
−8.5156335459610334·102x2)x4 + 2.0845107810858079·102x8)

ξ8(x) =x(9.9999933557895379·101 − 3.3329860785866898·101x2 + (1.9946565664948636·101
−1.3908629610769453·101x2)x4 + (9.6421974777848821·102 − 5.5912328807716874·102x2

+(2.1862959296299865·102 − 4.0545676075818409·103x2)x4)x8)

ξ12(x) =x(9.9999999943022189·101 − 3.3333327040718965·101x2 + (1.9999793539915971·101
−1.4282551389892477·101x2)x4 + (1.1083671099533618·101 − 8.9411184337301530·102x2

+(7.1430746289771899·102 − 5.2514556999956749·102x2)x4)x8 + (3.2232566609514774·102
−1.4721216068835910·102x2 + (4.2936462844677191·103 − 5.8769992093623553·104x2)x4)x16)

ξ14(x) =x(9.9999999998328136·101 − 3.3333333086677668·101x2 + (1.9999989164783083·101
−1.4285491033770566·101x2)x4 + (1.1108488389521914·101 − 9.0713495063830683·102x2

+(7.5933101852628750·102 − 6.3109521418777435·102x2)x4)x8 + (4.9445357766039380·102
−3.3981220148545598·102x2 + (1.8820607710988513·102 − 7.6115686823698953·103x2)x4

+(1.9542989485087399·103 − 2.3593188960412083·104x2)x8)x16)

ξ17(x) =x(9.9999999999991586·101 − 3.3333333331539649·101x2 + (1.9999999885901307·101
−1.4285710866597597·101x2)x4 + (1.1111052308663949·101 − 9.0902614649300906·102x2

+(7.6874146803011537·102 − 6.6400996804419749·102x2)x4)x8 + (5.7751981894433748·102
−4.9340121701547388·102x2 + (3.9762413378979828·102 − 2.8629853703447561·102x2)x4

+(1.7310365496208254·102 − 8.2096187905995513·103x2 + (2.8093457170694520·103
−6.0940031581488599·104x2)x4)x8)x16 + 6.2436108681934464·105x32)

ξ18(x) =x(9.9999999999998558·101 − 3.3333333332990472·101x2 + (1.9999999975665970·101
−1.4285713471275124·101x2)x4 + (1.1111095442381502·101 − 9.0907156394328137·102x2

+(7.6906649156526998·102 − 6.6566100086412207·102x2)x4)x8 + (5.8364603332581473·102
−5.1030977240766378·102x2 + (4.3267805093829844·102 − 3.4100063401437874·102x2)x4

+(2.3697852281270090·102 − 1.3702546920513891·102x2 + (6.1837955998122361·103
−2.0101395373502504·103x2)x4)x8)x16 + (4.1436296328711983·104 − 4.0407586855442829·105x2)x32)

χ2(x) = 1.5702116976458603 − 2.0212058400388336·101x + 4.6707077880155363·102x2

χ4(x) = 1.5707878616372565 − 2.1412466400217967·101x + (8.4666692360295800·102
−3.5756539685967685·102x)x2 + 8.6486772213302613·103x4

χ7(x) = 1.5707963049952714 − 2.1459880383418343·101x + (8.8979049893930584·102
−5.0174715212327148·102x)x2 + (3.0893053197591073·102 − 1.7089810809721586·102x
+(6.6712932596193130·103 − 1.2628309167103800·103x)x2)x4

χ12(x) = 1.5707963267933006 − 2.1460183603240527·101x + (8.9048588758505052·102
−5.0792024609074237·102x)x2 + (3.3671622816568150·102 − 2.4303153862137010·102x
+(1.8329796462243492·102 − 1.3751038185856593·102x)x2)x4 + (9.5272136428286426·103
−5.5320203601637119·103x + (2.4008869075915833·103 − 6.6857373783667137·104x)x2

+8.7773781127018793·105x4)x8

χ14(x) = 1.5707963267948586 − 2.1460183658456538·101x + (8.9048621136695723·102
−5.0792770716881518·102x)x2 + (3.3680571282738509·102 − 2.4367246446961202·102x
+(1.8626098028204800·102 − 1.4676637467188599·102x)x2)x4 + (1.1531109639172660·102
−8.5675083245346239·103x + (5.6003920887711281·103 − 2.9601736597984054·103x)x2

+(1.1466969584531041·103 − 2.8304614323065713·104x + 3.2965787399023498·105x2)x4)x8

χ17(x) = 1.5707963267948965 − 2.1460183660245246·101x + (8.9048622536943916·102
−5.0792814046672612·102x)x2 + (3.3681275570828086·102 − 2.4374172925348297·102x
+(1.8670862830280291·102 − 1.4876918953706647·102x)x2)x4 + (1.2172747383436669·102
−1.0071291531222582·102x + (8.2100842886296591·103 − 6.3278993837482987·103x)x2

+(4.3671279910859448·103 − 2.5369588366614161·103x + (1.1590307122361844·103
−3.8309521446820528·104x)x2)x4)x8 + (8.0476117495016973·105 − 8.0043584568231787·106x)x16

χ18(x) = 1.5707963267948966 − 2.1460183660253421·101x + (8.9048622545903351·102
−5.0792814434974340·102x)x2 + (3.3681284430401487·102 − 2.4374295730838710·102x
+(1.8671988159799984·102 − 1.4884115235275848·102x)x2)x4 + (1.2206039463975348·102
−1.0185410804411290·102x + (8.5042859077692046·103 − 6.9026076875376219·103x)x2

+(5.2181956820067259·103 − 3.4855347796590377·103x + (1.9414549204238104·103
−8.4603434241738747·104x)x2)x4)x8 + (2.6620763505161977·104 − 5.3242183459453063·105x
+5.0486339748452772·106x2)x16

Table 7. Inverse trigonometric function approximation polynomials of la-
beled ECEF to geodetic coordinate (lla) approximations as implemented with

Horner-2.
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