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Abstract—Data-driven methods enable online assess-
ment of error states in magnetic-array-type current
sensors, and long-term measurement stability can be
enhanced through further self-error correction. How-
ever, when the magnetic-array-type current sensors are
applied to multi-conductor systems such as multi-core
cables, the time-varying correlations among conductor
currents may degrade the performance of multi-latent-
variable data-driven models for error evaluation. To
address this issue, this paper proposes a robust self-
error correcting method for magnetic-array-type cur-
rent sensors even under significant variations in phase
current correlations (e.g., large fluctuations in three-
phase current imbalance). By incorporating phase
current decoupling and principal component analysis
(PCA), the correlation analysis of multi-latent vari-
ables (i.e., multi-conductor currents) is transformed
into a single-latent-variable (corresponding to single
phase current) modeling problem. Experimental results
demonstrate that the proposed method effectively de-
tects error drifts of magnetic field sensors as low as
2x 1072 in relative error and 2 x 1072 rad in phase error.
Accurate evaluation and correction of each magnetic
field sensor’s error drifts substantially eliminates the
overall error drift in the magnetic-array-type current
sensor, validating the feasibility and effectiveness of the
proposed self-error correcting method.

Index Terms—Magnetic-array-type current sensor,
multi-core cables, measurement error drift, data-
driven, self-error correction.

I. INTRODUCTION

ULTI-CORE CABLES are pivotal in medium-
and low-voltage urban power grids and indus-
trial distribution systems, boosting power transmis-
sion/distribution reliability with advantages of space ef-
ficiency and easy installation [1], [2]. Accurate measure-
ment of individual conductor current in multi-core cables
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is critical for load balancing, overload prevention, and
power distribution optimization. However, conventional
techniques (e.g., electromagnetic current transformers, Ro-
gowski coils, zero-flux current sensors) [3], [4] require
stripping the cable sheath for separate conductor current
measurement, posing significant barriers to distributed
and wide-area current sensing for multi-core cables.

Magnetic-array-type current sensors can achieve non-
contact current measurement for multi-core cables without
cable sheath stripping. This type of current sensors detects
the cable surface magnetic fields and directly computes
the individual conductor current through inverse calcula-
tions [5]-[8], which have been extended to current mea-
surement scenarios like overhead transmission lines [9]-
[11], rectangular busbars [12]-[14], and even multi-strand
superconductor cables [15].

Measurement stability serves as the cardinal perfor-
mance metric for quantifying an instrument’s long-term
operational reliability. To accurately reconstruct the phase
current in multi-core cables, it is essential to ensure
the measurement accuracy of all magnetic field sensors.
However, environmental factors (e.g., temperature) can
cause significant error drifts in some magnetic field sen-
sors, thereby degrading current measurement accuracy.
The long-term stability of current measurement can be
significantly improved if the error-prone magnetic field
sensors can be self-corrected online.

To evaluate the error state of the magnetic-array-type
current sensor online, a calibration method based on phys-
ical standards can be employed. For instance, a standard
current sensor capable of live-line installation may be
used to calibrate the magnetic-array-type current sensor.
However, the implementation requires the design of an
online installation standard current sensor [16], making
the hardware structure more complicated and costly. An
alternative solution is to deploy standard magnetic field-
generating coils at each magnetic field sensor location to
excite a standard magnetic field at a frequency different
from that of the power line. However, this method requires
precise coil size design and a highly stable reference current
source, thereby increasing the complexity and cost of the
current sensing system.

The data-driven approach shows significant promise for
the online evaluation of error states in magnetic-array-
type current sensors. Through a self-supervised strategy,
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it can perform self-error correction for each magnetic field
sensor, providing the notable advantages of high sensitivity
and low cost. The efficacy of those methods has been
demonstrated in various scenarios, including industrial
process monitoring [17], [18] and metrology performance
evaluation for energy metering instruments [19], [20].

For industrial process monitoring, in [21], a deep PCA-
ICA latent variable model is presented and its effective-
ness is validated through the Tennessee Eastman process.
A. Gandhimathinathan et al. [22] propose a deep learn-
ing approach and achieved a 98.2% recognition rate for
anomalous error states of sensors in a nuclear power plant.

For metrology performance evaluation of electricity
metering equipment, in [23], an improved backpropaga-
tion neural network-based parameter estimation method
is adopted to solve measurement error parameters of
distributed smart meters. In [24], under the condition
that the three-phase voltage imbalance remains relatively
stable, a PCA-based method successfully achieves error
status evaluation of 0.2-class CVTs. However, in practical
operation, the correlation constraints of the three-phase
voltage are often violated due to supply fluctuations and
time-varying loads, ultimately compromising the accuracy
and sensitivity of the proposed data-driven method.

The essence of data-driven methods is to ensure that
the trained model consistently matches the correlation
constraints among latent variables throughout the mon-
itoring process. In [25], an adaptive multi-mode method
is proposed to achieve adaptive matching across multiple
modes. Due to the stochastic and time-varying nature of
three-phase loads, the correlation among phase currents in
multi-core cables may vary continuously, making it infea-
sible to accurately model these correlations using a limited
set of discrete modes. In [26], a rigid constraint condition
is established based on the measurement consistency of co-
phase CVTs, and then a PCA-based single-latent-variable
model is constructed, which significantly enhances the
error state evaluation accuracy for CVTs.

The feasibility of applying data-driven methods to the
online error evaluation of magnetic-array-type current
sensors is first explored in [27] for single-phase current
measurement. A single-latent-variable model is developed
based on PCA, in which measurements of all magnetic
field sensors are correlated solely with the single-phase
current. This model enables self-error correction through
online detection and elimination of error-drifted magnetic
field sensors. When magnetic-array-type current sensors
are applied to multi-core cable current measurement, the
dynamic correlation variations among phase currents pose
challenges to error evaluation.

Inspired by [25], [26], if the multi-latent-variable cor-
relation analysis can be transformed into a single-latent-
variable modeling framework, the resulting error evalu-
ation model could avoid interference from time-varying
multi-latent-variable correlations. Based on the above, the
innovations of this paper are summarized as follows:

o This paper proposes to transform the correlation

analysis of measurements by the magnetic sensor

array into a correlation analysis of in-phase currents
derived from different sub-combinations of magnetic
field sensors. Even under significant variations in
phase current correlations, the proposed method can
robustly detect error-drifted magnetic field sensors
and quantify the error drift magnitude.

e An identification method for error-drifted magnetic
field sensors is proposed. Each error-drifted magnetic
field sensor is determined by iteratively removing it
and assessing whether the variation patterns of the @
statistic curves for in-phase current amplitudes and
phases change significantly.

e The evaluation of the drifts in the relative and phase
errors of magnetic field sensors is transformed into a
bi-objective optimization problem. By incorporating
intelligent evolutionary algorithms, the error drift
amounts of all magnetic field sensors are solved,
thereby achieving self-error correction of magnetic-
array-type current sensors.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows.
Section II introduces the proposed method for self-error
correction of magnetic-array-type current sensors. Section
IIT presents the experimental study aimed at demonstrat-
ing the validation of the proposed data-driven approach.
Finally, the conclusion is given in Section IV.

II. METHOD FOR SELF-ERROR CORRECTING UNDER
DyYNAMIC VARIATIONS IN MULTI-CONDUCTOR
CURRENT CORRELATION

A. Self-Error Correcting Principle of Magnetic-Array-
Type Current Sensors Applied to Multi-Core Cable Current
Measurement

As shown in Fig. 1, as an example, a magnetic sensor
array is used for three-core three-phase current measure-
ment. In the long-term current measurement, the cor-
relation between phase currents could vary significantly
due to the random phase load changing, resulting in the
linear correlation variation between the measurements of
all magnetic field sensors. Directly applying a traditional
multi-latent-variable model to analyze the magnetic sen-
sor array measurements proves inadequate for achieving
satisfactory performance. To achieve self-error correcting
of magnetic field sensors under significant time-variation
linear correlation for multi-conductor currents, this paper
presents a data-driven self-error correcting method that
analyzes linear correlations in derived multiple currents
per phase using measurements from different magnetic
field sensor sub-combinations. As shown in Fig. 2, the
proposed method consists primarily of a training and
testing phase.

For the training phase, all magnetic field sensors operate
under normal error conditions, and their measurements
are collected as training data. These magnetic field sen-
sors are grouped into multiple sub-combinations, and the
three-phase fundamental current phasors can be derived
from each sub-combination’s measurements. PCA is then
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Fig. 1. Non-contact current measurement for multi-core cables using
a magnetic sensor array, with rectangles representing magnetic field
sensors and arrows indicating their sensitivity orientations.
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Fig. 2. Principle of the proposed self-error correcting method for
magnetic-array-type current sensors applied to multi-core cables.

applied to construct a data-driven model for the amplitude
and phase of these current phasors per phase.

In the testing phase, all magnetic field sensors are
similarly grouped to obtain multiple fundamental current
phasors for each phase. Based on the constructed data-
driven model in the training phase, the @ statistic for
both amplitude and phase of the derived in-phase cur-
rent phasors is calculated. If the @) statistic exceeds the
predefined threshold, it indicates the presence of error-
drifted magnetic field sensors in the magnetic sensor array.
All the error-drifted magnetic field sensors are identified,
and their error drift values are then quantified for error

compensation through an error estimation algorithm. The
phase currents are subsequently recalculated using the
compensated magnetic field measurements to ensure cur-
rent measurement accuracy. In cases where the () statistic
remains within the acceptable range, the phase currents
are computed directly from the raw magnetic field sensor
measurements without specific error correction. The de-
tailed implementation methodology will be systematically
presented in subsequent sections.

B. Phase Current Linear Correlation Variation Analysis
Caused by Error-Drifted Magnetic Field Sensors

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the three-phase current phasors
and the output voltage phasor of each magnetic field
sensor exhibit the following relationship
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where I, I, I3 respectively represents fundamental cur-
rent phasor of phase a, b, and c. V,, denotes the fundamen-
tal voltage phasor of the nth magnetic field sensor, N is the
total number of magnetic field sensors. The coeflicient k,;
quantifies the complex proportionality between the output
voltage phasor V,, and the current phasor fj (j=1, 2, 3)
when only the jth conductor carries current. The complete
coefficient matrix formed by all k,,; elements is defined as
the transfer matrix K.

Following the calibration and determination of the
transfer matrix K, the current phasor for each phase
are reconstructed based on the measured voltage phasors
from all magnetic field sensors, according to the governing
equation as follows

1= (K'K) K"V (2)

where I and V are column vectors composed of the
current phasors and the output voltage phasors of the
magnetic field sensors, respectively. Furthermore, we de-
fine the magnetic field-current correlation matrix as M =
(KTK) K",

Using the measurements from any three magnetic field
sensors in the magnetic-array-type current sensor, the
phase current phasors can be calculated according to (2).
Taking the g-th, h-th, [-th, and s-th magnetic field sensors,
for instance, they are grouped into sub-combinations of
three, and the phase currents can be further derived
using the measurements of each sub-combination. If the
g-th magnetic field sensor exhibits an error drift of Aeg,



the resulting error drift in phase-a current for each sub-
combination can be expressed as

AIP™® = mi*ViAe,

AP = gﬁh*llesg )
AIPY = mi*ViAe,

A[h ls _ 0

where AI?™* represents the error drift of the phase-a
current derived from the measurements of the g-th, h-th,
and s-th magnetic field sensors. m{ "% denotes the element
in the first row and first column of the magnetic field-
current coefficient matrix corresponding to the magnetic
sensor array formed by the g-th, h-th, and s-th magnetic
field sensors. Other symbols follow similar definitions.

The magnetic field-current coefficient matrix varies
across different sub-combinations due to the different spa-
tial arrangements of magnetic field sensors. This implies
that the coefficients m%*, m%™!, m%}* in (3) are un-
equal, leading to different error drifts in the computed
phase-a currents, indicating the linear correlation varia-
tion between the derived in-phase currents. Thus, specific
error-drifted magnetic field sensors can be identified by
analyzing variations in the linear correlation of in-phase
currents obtained from different sub-combinations of mag-
netic field sensors.

C. FEvaluation of Measurement Error Status of Magnetic-
Array-Type Current Sensor by Detecting Phase Current
Linear Correlation Variation

Principal component analysis is an effective method
for handling linear correlation analysis problems, capable
of transforming linearly correlated high-dimensional vari-
ables into a few independent principal components that
characterize the data features [28]. Based on this method,
the measurement data composed of several data channels
operating in a non-error-drifted state are used as training
data to learn the principal component subspace P, with
specific implementation details provided in reference [27].
The data-driven modeling of the column vector x com-
posed of measurement data from different data channels
is given by the following equation

z = PP’ (4)

where & represents the projection of & onto the principal
component subspace.

When none of the data channels exhibit an error drift,
the linear correlations among the elements in  remain
consistent, and the & computed from (4) will be ap-
proximately equal to . Otherwise, significant deviations
between & and x will occur. The @ statistic, also known
as the Squared Prediction Error, quantifies the squared
length of the projection of an observed data vector onto the
residual subspace. Essentially, it serves as a quantitative
measure of the discrepancy between the observed data and
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Fig. 3. Illustration of phase currents derivation from measurements
of different sub-combinations of magnetic field sensors.

the predicted values by the data-driven model. The Q-
statistic is employed to quantify such variations in linear
correlation, defined as

Q= |z — =3 ()

When the @ statistic significantly exceeds its control
threshold Q., it indicates a change in the linear correla-
tions. The definition of Qc, is as follow [29]

1/h,
. cﬁw/zegho | Baho(ho — 1) ’
ctr — 0 (6)
01
where 0; = YN 1 (0)7(i = 1,2,3), ho = 120105/ (363),

Cp is the critical value of the normal distribution at
a significance level of (8 0.99, and m denotes the
number of principal elements, which can be obtained using
cumulative variance contribution rate method.

The analysis in Section II-B indicates that error drifts
of magnetic field sensors may disrupt the linear correla-
tion among multiple current values of a certain phase,
which are calculated from measurement data of differ-
ent magnetic field sensor sub-combinations. Accordingly,
this paper proposes to achieve an error status evaluation
of magnetic-array-type current sensor by detecting the
linear correlation changes between the multiple currents
for each phase. As shown in Fig. 3, all magnetic field
sensors are grouped into C'}; sub-combinations, where C};
represents the number of possible n-element (3 < n <
N) sub-combinations that are selected from a set of N
distinct magnetic field sensors. Si..;...;... denotes a sub-
combination containing n magnetic field sensors, including
the 1st, ith, and jth magnetic field sensor. Using the
output voltage phasors from all sub-combinations, C};
currents per phase are obtained, such as the phase-a
currents Il.“z...]...’ o ’Ii...]...N



If a linear correlation change is detected among the
derived currents for a certain phase, the @) statistic for the
amplitude or phase of these currents is checked against
its control threshold. This allows for evaluating whether
any magnetic field sensor exhibits an error drift in the
magnetic-array-type current sensor.

D. Identification of Error-Drifted Magnetic Field Sensors
by Comparing QQ Statistic Curves Variation Trend

Upon detecting an abnormal error state of the magnetic-
array-type current sensor, further discrimination of error-
drifted magnetic field sensors is required. Given the het-
erogeneous error drift characteristics of magnetic field
sensors and the stochastic, independent nature of these
drifts, magnetic field sensors with abnormal error states
typically exhibit distinct drift patterns and magnitudes.
The variation trends of the () statistic essentially reflect
the error drift patterns of magnetic field sensors. Any error
drift occurring in a magnetic field sensor will inevitably
manifest as significant alterations in the @ statistic varia-
tion trend. In this study, we employ a sequential exclusion
method, systematically eliminating individual magnetic
field sensors to assess their impact on the morphological
characteristics of the Q statistic curve, thereby enabling
the identification of error status in the individually ex-
cluded magnetic field sensor. The identification of error-
drifted magnetic field sensors includes the following steps,
which is presented in Fig. 4.

First, all magnetic field sensors are grouped into combi-
nations of three, yielding C3; sub-combinations. For each
phase, a total number of C%, fundamental current phasors
can be obtained using the output fundamental voltage
phasors of the corresponding sub-combinations according
to (2). Subsequently, the @ statistic curves of either the
amplitude (Q,) or phase (Q,) of these C3;, fundamental
current phasors are computed for each phase using (5).
These resulting @) statistic curves are then employed as
reference.

Subsequently, each magnetic field sensor is sequentially
excluded from the magnetic sensor array, and the remain-
ing N — 1 magnetic field sensors are grouped into sub-
combinations of three, yielding C% _, sub-combinations.
For each phase, the fundamental current phasor corre-
sponding to each of the C%_; sub-combinations is cal-
culated according to (2). Further, the @ statistic curves
of the fundamental current amplitude and phase for each
phase are computed based on (5). Comparing the variation
trend of these curves with the reference curves obtained
in the first step, if the variation trend remains essentially
unchanged, the excluded magnetic field sensor is identified
to be in a normal error state, otherwise, it is determined
to exhibit an error drift.

E. Quantification of the Error Drifts of Magnetic Field
Sensors by Solving a Bi-Objective Optimization Problem

After localizing all magnetic field sensors with an abnor-
mal error state, a @ statistic minimization-based approach
is proposed for quantification of the error drift.
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Fig. 4. Flow chart for identification of the error-drifted magnetic
field sensors.

For any magnetic field sensor in an abnormal error
state, let Aa and A¢ represent the unknown magnitude
and phase error drifts, respectively. Each of the identified
error-drifted magnetic field sensors and all magnetic field
sensors in a normal error status are grouped into sub-
combinations of three. Using (2), the magnetic field mea-
surements from each sub-combination are used to compute
the phase currents. When a sub-combination contains the
error-drifted magnetic field sensor, its measurement data
is first compensated using A« and A¢ before performing
phase current calculation. This process yields multiple
fundamental current phasors for each phase, with the
number of current phasors being equal to that of the sub-
combinations.

The @ statistics of both amplitude and phase are cal-
culated for the multiple current phasors of each phase,
denoted as Q.,; and Q4 ;, respectively. These phase-
specific @) statistics are then summed across all phases,
ie.,

{%(Aa, A9) = ¥y 10aGQas(Bade)

Qs(Aa, Ag) = Ej:1,273 Qs,j(Ac, Ag)

From (7), the values of Q. and Q4 are determined by the
error drifts of both amplitude and phase of the abnormal
magnetic field sensor. When A« and A¢ can effectively
compensate for the magnetic field sensor error drifts,
the linear correlation among multiple current phasors for
each phase will be minimized. Therefore, the objective of
evaluating the error drifts is to minimize @, and @4, which
leads to the following bi-objective optimization problem

Minimize [Qq(Ac, Ag), Qp(Aa, Ad)]
st |Aal < as, (8)



Multi-objective optimization methods are primarily cat-
egorized into traditional approaches and modern intel-
ligent optimization techniques. The fundamental princi-
ple of traditional methods involves transforming multi-
objective functions into single-objective functions, thereby
enabling efficient solutions through techniques such as
the gradient descent method. However, these methods are
more suited to scenarios where the objective functions are
well-defined analytically and require careful weight selec-
tion. Modern intelligent optimization methods represent
the mainstream approach to multi-objective optimization,
being suitable for optimization problems where the objec-
tive function is non-analytic. The objective function in this
paper, following phase current decoupling and principal
component decomposition steps, is non-analytic.

Thus, the non-dominated sorting genetic algorithm
(NSGA)-based multi-objective optimization method is
used to solve the problem formulated in (8). The algorithm
effectively handles conflicts between objective functions
through non-dominated sorting and crowding distance
computation, yielding a well-distributed Pareto optimal
solution set without requiring gradient information. Upon
obtaining the error drift parameters (Aa, A¢) for the mag-
netic field sensor with abnormal error status and applying
compensation, the measured current is reconstructed ac-
cording to (2), thereby achieving self-error correction of
the magnetic-array-type current sensor.

Analysis indicates that, when applying the proposed
method for self-error correction of magnetic-array-type
current sensors in a three-phase current measurement
system, the magnetic array must contain at least five
magnetic field sensors, with at least three magnetic field
sensors working in their normal status. To achieve bet-
ter self-error correction performance, the magnetic field
sensors in a normal error status should preferably be
uniformly distributed around the multi-core cable, and
this point will be demonstrated in Section III-E.

III. EXPERIMENTAL VERIFICATION
A. Ezperimental Test Platform

To validate the effectiveness of the proposed self-error
correcting method, experimental verification is performed
on a magnetic-array-type current sensor applied for cur-
rent measurement of a three-phase three-core cable. The
overall schematic of the current measurement experiment
and corresponding physical test platform are illustrated in
Fig. 5(a) and (b), respectively.

As shown in Fig. 5(a), a three-phase standard current
source generates independently adjustable phase currents,
which pass through the magnetic sensor array via a three-
core cable. A multi-channel acquisition card simultane-
ously samples reference current signals from the high-
accuracy current sensors integrated in the standard cur-
rent source, and output voltage signals of all magnetic field
sensors. The sampled data is transmitted to a LabVIEW-
based host computer for subsequent processing and anal-
ysis.

Fig. 5(b) displays the physical test platform, where
the magnetic sensor array comprises eight tunneling
magnetoresistance (TMR) sensors with a product No.
TMR2102 [30] equally spaced on a 35 mm-radius circum-
ference. The operational principle of each magnetic field
sensor is illustrated in the inset at the bottom-left of
Fig. 5(b). The differential output signals from the TMR
sensing elements are first converted to single-ended signals
via an instrumentation amplifier AD8220, then processed
through a low-pass filter to obtain the output voltage V,
which is subsequently sampled by the multi-channel data
acquisition card.

During current measurements, the test current fre-
quency is set to 10Hz to eliminate interference from
ambient power-frequency (50/60 Hz) magnetic fields, en-
abling a more precise evaluation of the proposed self-
error correction method. This strategy of employing a
specific frequency to avoid power-frequency interference is
commonly adopted in laboratory instrument calibration.
In practical applications, if interference from external mag-
netic fields of the same frequency is severe, appropriate
magnetic shielding methods must be employed to guaran-
tee measurement accuracy, such as the design of a shielding
structure [5]. The 16-bit multi-channel acquisition card
features a £5V input voltage range and its sampling rate
is set 100 Sa/s. Phase-locking is performed on non-integer
period data (e.g., 0.101s) to extract fundamental voltage
phasors from each channel. This methodology enables the
acquisition of dynamically varying phase data within the
[—7, 7] range, thereby establishing a robust foundation
for data-driven modeling of phase dynamics. In contrast,
integer-period phase-locking would yield essentially static
phase information, where observed variations stem solely
from acquisition card sampling jitter or voltage signal
noise.

When all magnetic field sensors operate under normal
error conditions, the transfer matrix K in (2) is first cali-
brated. To determine the coefficients between phase-a cur-
rent I; and individual magnetic field sensor Vn, the three-
phase standard current source outputs an 1 A sinusoidal
current through phase a. The reference current signal of
phase a and the output voltage signals of all magnetic
field sensors are synchronously acquired. Through phase-
locking processing, the fundamental current phasor and
each magnetic field sensor’s fundamental voltage phasor
are extracted. The corresponding coefficients are then
calculated as follows
j— Vn

I

The coefficients for the remaining two phase currents
with respect to each magnetic field sensor can be deter-
mined using a similar methodology, thereby completing
the calibration of the magnetic-array-type current sensor.

According to (2), the uncertainty components primarily
arise from the transfer coefficient matrix and the uncer-
tainty of the fundamental voltage phasor of the magnetic
field sensors. The elements in the transfer coefficient ma-

kn1 (9)



{Data acquisition ] ‘[ LabVIEW J

* Three-core cable

Magnetic sensor array

A
B

c
Standard
current
source

Internal current signal

4

I Magnetic sensor

-

1 = L3N |
Multi-channel data |,
acquisition board

|
I.; / \‘
" |

Constant voltage supply

Schematic diagram of the
TMR sensing unit

Fig. 5. Schematic of the self-error correction experiment and corre-
sponding physical test platform (b).

trix are determined by the relative position between the
magnetic field sensors and the measured conductor, as well
as the sensitivity of the magnetic field sensors. A ”fix-then-
calibrate” procedure is adopted. After installation, the
uncertainty introduced by the relative position between
the magnetic field sensors and the conductor is neglected.
The temperature coefficient of the magnetic field sensors is
0.06%/°C. With the laboratory temperature range of 20°C
to 30°C, and assuming a uniform distribution, the relative
standard uncertainty contributed by sensitivity is 0.17%.
The built-in current sensor of the standard current source
has an accuracy class of 0.05, contributing an uncertainty
of 0.05%/+/3 ~ 0.029% to the transfer coefficient matrix.

The uncertainty in the output voltage signal of the mag-
netic field sensors stems from the magnetic field sensor’s
intrinsic noise, the multi-channel acquisition board, and
the Fourier transform. The fundamental amplitude error
due to noise does not exceed 10 mV, following a uniform
distribution. When the measured three-phase current has
an RMS value of 10 A, the relative standard uncertainty
of the measured current, evaluated using the Monte Carlo
method, is less than 0.8%.
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Fig. 6. Modulated three-phase currents in time domain for self-error
correcting experiment.
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Fig. 7. Amplitude variation curves of the modulated three-phase
currents for self-error correcting experiment.

B. Training and Testing Data Preparation

While performing the self-error correcting experiments
for the magnetic-array-type current sensor, the three-
phase standard current source generates modulated output
three-phase currents with an 120° phase difference. The
modulated three-phase currents in time domain are pre-
sented in Fig. 6. The current amplitude of phase a follows
a sinusoidal modulation, while phases b and ¢ currents ex-
hibit sinusoidal decay variation in current amplitude with
distinct exponential attenuation coefficients. It can be seen
that the three-phase currents are strictly asymmetric, and
the linear correlation between them changes drastically
over time. The fundamental current phasors are computed
every 0.101s and the amplitude variations of three-phase
currents are shown in Fig. 7 with a total of 2900 sampling
points.

In the first 500-sample period, all magnetic field sensors
are working in a normal error status and their output
fundamental voltage phasors served as the training data.
During the period of samples 501-2900, the correspond-
ing output voltage phasors of all magnetic field sensors
constitute testing data with certain magnetic field sensors
exhibiting an error drift.

Using (1), the reference voltage signal for each magnetic
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correcting model training, (b) Measurements of all magnetic field sensors with S1, S2, and Sg having an error drift for self-error correcting
method validation. Subplots (i) and (ii) represent the fundamental voltage amplitude and phase, respectively, for each magnetic field sensor.
Subplots (iii) and (iv) show the relative error and phase error, respectively, of each magnetic field sensor, derived from the output reference

currents of the standard three-phase current source and the calibrated magnetic field-current coefficients matrix using (1).

field sensor can be obtained based on the measured refer-
ence currents and the pre-calibrated coefficient matrix K,
making it available for monitoring the error drift of each
magnetic field sensor. When all magnetic field sensors are
in a normal error status, the amplitudes and phases of
their fundamental voltage components as training data
are shown in Fig. 8(a) (i) and (ii), respectively. It can
be observed that the variation trends of the fundamen-
tal voltage amplitudes are generally consistent across all
magnetic field sensors, and the phases exhibit a sawtooth-
like variation within the range of [—m, 7.

The relative error (denoted as €,) and phase error
(denoted as d4) are obtained to visualize the error drift
of each magnetic field sensor, as shown in Fig. 8(a) (iii)
and (iv). From Fig. 8(a) (iii), due to its lower sensitivity
and poorer signal-to-noise ratio, magnetic field sensor Sy
exhibits relative and phase error in the ranges of (—10 ~
—2) x 1072 and (-8 ~ 3) x 10~3rad, respectively. In
contrast, the relative error and phase error of the other
magnetic field sensors are confined within (—3 ~ 3) x 1073
and (=3 ~ 0) x 1073 rad, respectively. The fundamental
amplitude and phase data of all magnetic field sensors, as
shown in Fig. 8 (a) (i) and (ii), are used as training data
for data-driven modeling of the amplitude and phase of
each magnetic field sensor.

During the testing phase, the fundamental amplitude
and phase of the output voltages for all magnetic field
sensors are shown in Fig. 8(b) (i) and (ii), respectively. To
emulate the error drifts of certain magnetic field sensors
during long-term operation, S;, Ss, and Sg are heated
to alter their sensitivity. The resulting shift trends in
relative error and phase error for all magnetic field sensors
are illustrated in Fig. 8(b) (iii) and (iv), respectively. As
shown in Fig. 8(b) (iii), due to the negative temperature
coefficient characteristic of the TMR sensing elements,
S; exhibits the most significant error drift. Its relative

error shifts in a negative direction from —5 x 1073 toward
—15x 1073, and its phase error changes from —2x 1073 rad
to —12 x 1073 rad, as shown in Fig. 8 (b)(iv). In compar-
ison, Se and Sg display smaller error drifts, both trending
toward negative values with drift amounts of —2x 1073 rad
and —4 x 1073rad, respectively. The core objective of
following work is to identify the magnetic field sensors
presenting error drifts and accurately quantify the error
drift amounts, thereby enabling self-error correction of the
magnetic-array-type current sensor.

C. FEvaluating Measurement Error Status of Magnetic-
Array-Type Current Sensor

Measurement error status of the magnetic-array-type
current sensor can be evaluated by detecting the lin-
ear correlation variation of multiple fundamental current
phasors of per phase, with detailed method illustrated
in Section II-C. To illustrate the variation in the linear
correlation of the calculated currents corresponding to
the different sub-combinations of magnetic field sensors
caused by error-drifted ones, the sensors are grouped into
sub-combinations of six. Using the fundamental voltage
amplitude and phase of each sub-combination, as shown
in Fig. 8 (a)(i) and (ii), the fundamental current phasors
per phase are calculated according to (2). Taking phase ¢
as an example, a total number of C4; fundamental current
phasors are obtained, with their amplitudes presented in
Fig. 9(i). Since all magnetic field sensors are working in
their normal error status, the linear correlation between
the obtained fundamental current amplitudes are essen-
tially consistent over the training period.

Using the fundamental voltage amplitudes and phases
of all magnetic field sensors shown in Fig. 8 (b)(i) and
(ii) as testing data, the magnetic field sensors are again
grouped into sub-combinations of six. According to (2),
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Fig. 9. Comparison of linear correlations in phase ¢ current am-
plitudes for magnetic field sensors under normal and error-drifted
conditions. Subplots (i) and (ii) show the amplitudes of the calculated
phase ¢ currents derived from the training data and testing data,
respectively, of C?\, sub-combinations of the magnetic field sensors.

a total number of C%, fundamental current phasors for
each phase are obtained. The amplitudes of the obtained
fundamental current phasors for phase ¢ are illustrated in
Fig. 9(ii). Compared with Fig. 9(i), due to the error drifts
in S1, So, and Sg, deviations arise among the fundamen-
tal current amplitudes calculated from different magnetic
field sensor sub-combinations, indicating a change in their
linear correlation.

To accurately evaluate the measurement error status
of the magnetic-array-type current sensor, all magnetic
field sensors are grouped into sub-combinations with three
sensors each, and a total number of C% fundamental
current phasors for data-driven modeling and testing are
obtained. To detect the linear correlation of fundamental
current phasors, a data-driven model is constructed for
the amplitudes and phases of the C3; fundamental current
phasors. According to (5), the @ statistics for both fun-
damental current amplitudes and phases calculated from
the testing data for each phase are obtained, as shown in
Fig. 10(a).

As observed from Fig. 10(a), the @ statistic for the
amplitude of phase a remained below the corresponding
control threshold during the first half of the test period
but exceeds it in the latter half. The @ statistic for the
phase of phase a remains within the control limits. This
shows that the error drifts of magnetic field sensors might
affect only the linear correlation of the amplitudes or the
phases of the fundamental current phasors. For phases b
and c, their @ statistics for both amplitude and phase
all significantly exceed their control thresholds. Through
the determination of the @) statistic, it can be sensitively
assessed whether magnetic field sensors with an error drift
are present in the magnetic-array-type current sensor. For
any given phase, if the @ statistic for the amplitudes or
phases of the fundamental phase currents derived from
different sub-combinations significantly exceeds their re-
spective control thresholds, it can be concluded that error
drift has occurred in one or more magnetic field sensors

within the magnetic-array-type current sensor.

D. Identifying Error-Drifted Magnetic Field Sensors by
Comparing @ Statistic Curves Variation Trend

Upon detecting an abnormal error status in the
magnetic-array-type current sensor, all magnetic field sen-
sors presenting an error drift can be further identified by
applying the methodology outlined in Section II-E, which
includes two steps.

First, all N magnetic field sensors are grouped into
C3; sub-combinations, from which the same number of
fundamental current phasors for each phase can be ob-
tained based on (2). Fig. 10(a) shows the @) statistic curves
for both amplitude and phase of the resulting per-phase
fundamental current phasors. These () statistic curves are
used as a reference to identify the error status of each
magnetic field sensor by @) statistic curves variation trend
comparison.

Second, by iteratively excluding one magnetic field
sensor from the magnetic sensor array, the remaining
N — 1 magnetic field sensors are grouped into C3_;
sub-combinations. From these sub-combinations, C%_,
fundamental current phasors per phase are obtained. The
corresponding @ statistics for both amplitude and phase
are then derived using (5). Fig. 10(b) shows the Q statis-
tics obtained by excluding Sg from the magnetic sensor
array. The @ statistic curves in subplots (i), (v), and
(vi) of Fig. 10(b) exhibit significantly different variation
trends compared to their corresponding reference curves in
Fig. 10(a). The variation trends in subplots (iii) and (iv)
of Figs. 10(a) and (b) are fundamentally similar. From
the above @ statistic variation trends comparison, the
error drift in Sg significantly alters the linear correlation
of the phase-a current amplitude, as well as the amplitude
and phase of the phase-c currents. If other magnetic field
sensors operating normally are individually excluded, the
resulting @ statistic variation trends are similar to those
in Fig. 10(a) and these results are not given for clarity.

The measurement error status of each magnetic field
sensor can be individually identified following the above
procedure. This process provides a foundation for quanti-
fying the error drift amounts in Section III-E.

E. Quantifying Error drifts of Magnetic Field Sensors by
Solving a Bi-objective Optimization Problem

Upon identifying the error status of all magnetic field
sensors, their error drift magnitudes are evaluated accord-
ing to the methodology presented in Section II-E. As a
representative case, we evaluate the error drift amount
of magnetic field sensor S; using the testing data from
Fig. 8(b). The fundamental voltage amplitude a; and
phase ¢; for S; are compensated by their corresponding
error drift amounts (Aa; and A¢y, respectively), i.e.,

ap = o + Ay
{ b1 = o1+ Ady 10)
where o and ¢, are respectively compensated fundamen-
tal voltage amplitude and phase.
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Fig. 10. @ statistics and their control thresholds for evaluating the linear correlations of multiple fundamental current phasors per phase.
Qa,j and Qg ; (j = a,b,c) represents Q statistics for fundamental current amplitude and phase for each phase, respectively and Qcir,j
denotes the corresponding @ statistic threshold. Since it is only necessary to evaluate whether the @ statistic exceeds its control threshold,
without needing to know its specific magnitude, the @ statistic associated with its control threshold is normalized to the range of [0,1], the
Q statistic curves in the subsequent sections are processed in the same manner. (a) Q statistics for per-phase fundamental current amplitude
and phase derived from CJ?{, sub-combinations of magnetic field sensors, (b) @ statistics for per-phase fundamental current amplitude and

phase derived from 013(,71 sub-combinations of magnetic field sensors with Sg excluded from the magnetic sensor array.

A new magnetic sensor array is constructed by com-
bining S; with all the magnetic field sensors working in
a normal error status and is then organized into multiple
sub-combinations, with each consisting of three magnetic
field sensors. The fundamental current phasors for each
sub-combination can be derived using (2) . Specifically,
for sub-combinations containing Si, the fundamental cur-
rent phasor computation utilizes the compensated output
fundamental voltage parameters (o} for amplitude and ¢}
for phase) of the error-drifted magnetic field sensor.

The @ statistics for the amplitude Q«,; and phase Qy ;
of all fundamental current phasors per phase are computed
via (5) and aggregated to form the composite metrics Q,
and Q4 represented by (7).

When the compensated error drift of a magnetic field
sensor precisely equals its actual value, the linear corre-
lation among fundamental current phasors derived from
the compensated magnetic field measurements remains
essentially unaffected, resulting in the minimization of the
@ statistics @, and Q4. Thus, quantification of the error
drift amount of S; is naturally converted to optimize the
defined bi-objective optimization problem in (8). In the
case study of evaluating amplitude and phase error drift
of S7 at its 1000th sampling instant, the solution of this bi-
objective optimization yields the Pareto front and the cor-
responding Pareto set are respectively shown in Fig. 11(i)
and (ii). Specially, the values of both objective functions in
Fig. 11(i) are normalized to a range of [0,1]. During solving
the bi-objective optimization problem using NSGA, the
population size and iteration number are respectively set
as 300 and 50. Solving a single data point takes 4 seconds
on a computer with a 12th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-
12700F (2.10 GHz) processor and 16 GB of memory.
In practical measurements, with readings taken every 15

(i) Pareto front (ii) Pareto set

16 -7
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Fig. 11. Bi-objective optimization results for self-error correction of
magnetic field sensor Sg at its 1000th sampling point. The @ statistics
for both amplitude Qo and phase Qg, are normalized to the range
of [0,1]. (a) Pareto front, (b) Pareto set. The magenta pentagram
in (a) indicates the closest point to the coordinates, formed by the
bi-objective optimal values, and its corresponding Pareto-optimal
solution, denoted as a magenta pentagram in (b), is chosen as the
final solution.

minutes, this is sufficient for self-error correction. However,
if faster response times are required, further research is
necessary into more efficient algorithms for solving the bi-
objective optimization problem, such that the proposed
method can be integrated into a microcomputer system
for industrial or smart grid applications.

As shown in Fig. 11(ii), the final solution is graphically
denoted by a pentagram marker. This final solution’s
bi-objective coordinates, marked by the corresponding
pentagram in Fig. 11(i), demonstrate minimal Euclidean
separation from the utopia point (square marker) formed
by the individual objective minima.

The amplitude and phase error drifts of magnetic field
sensors S1, So, and Sg are individually determined using
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Fig. 12. Initial error and corrected error for both magnetic field sens

ors and derived per-phase currents using the proposed method in the

paper. (a) The initial and corrected values for relative error €q,s (s = 1,2,8) and phase error d4 s of magnetic field sensors S1, S2, and Sg,

(b) The initial and corrected values for relative error €q,; (j = a,b,c)
phase.
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Fig. 13. Self-error correction results for relative error of S; using
different combinations. (i) Corrected results for combination (S1, Ss,
S4, Ss), (ii) Corrected results for combination (S1, S3, S5, S7), and
(iii) Corrected results for combination (Si, Ss, S4, S5, Se, S7)

the aforementioned methodology. Fig. 12(a) presents the
comparative results of relative error and phase error before
and after compensation. As evidenced by Fig. 12(a), the
compensated relative and phase errors of Si, Sy, and Sg
demonstrate significant restoration to their nominal error-
state levels. It can be seen from Fig. 12(a) that both the
relative error and phase error of Sg can be accurately
detected and corrected even when their drifts reach values
as low as —2 x 1073 and —2 x 1073 rad, respectively. This
demonstrates a high error drift detection sensitivity of the
proposed method for magnetic field sensors.

It should be noted that the number of magnetic field
sensors working in a normal status and their placement
will have an impact on the error drift quantification
performance. Experiments demonstrate the magnetic field
sensors in their normal status are preferably distributed
uniformly around the multi-core cable to get higher error

and phase error dy4 ; of fundamental current amplitude and phase per

drift quantification accuracy. Fig. 13 (i), (ii) and (iii) re-
spectively show the self-error correction results for relative
error of S; using combinations (Ss, S4, S5), (Ss3, S5, S7) and
(Ss, S4, Ss, Se, S7). As shown in Fig. 13(i), when employing
the adjacent magnetic field sensor combination (S3, S4,
Ss) for self-error correction, the corrected results exhibit
significant uncertainty. In Fig. 13 (ii) and (iii), when using
the uniformly distributed magnetic field sensors (Ss, Ss,
S7) across the cable surface, the error corrected results
is consistent with those obtained using all magnetic field
sensors in a normal error status.

F. Self-Error Correcting of Magnetic-Array-Type Current
Sensors

Upon accurately quantifying the error drift amounts of
all magnetic field sensors working in an abnormal error
status, the self-error correction of the magnetic-array-
type current sensor can be achieved by calculating phase
currents using (2) with the compensated measurements
of the magnetic sensor array. Fig. 12(b) compares the
relative errors (e,) and phase errors (d,) of the three-
phase currents before and after implementing the self-error
correction procedure.

As shown in Fig. 12(b), before self-error correcting, the
relative error of phase-a current has a significant positive
drift, altering from —2x 1072 to 6x 1073, Both the relative
error and phase error of phase ¢ show a significant nega-
tive drift, finally reaching approximately —20 x 10~2 and
—20 x 1073 rad, respectively. After performing self-error
correction, the corresponding relative error and phase
error curves are restored to a horizontal state. The phase
error of phase a and the relative error of phase b remain
essentially unchanged before and after error compensation.
However, the variation trend of the phase error in phase
b does not revert to a horizontal line after compensation,



12

Initial error Corrected error Initial error Corrected error
2 = 2 2— g 20—
DA IO () DA ) ()
=0 S 0 =5 0 S 0
“ 2 w2 2 <2
2 1 2 = 2
P (i) o ) DN (i) o iv)
=, 0 S 0 =5 0 WWWWWW =0
oS Ty o )
1 | 2 w2
1 2 1 2 = 2 -
U W) & (vi) DN ) o (vi)
S T ¢ s
s -1 Y2 2
0 1200 2400 0 1200 2400 0 1200 2400 0 1200 2400
Sample index Sample index Sample index Sample index
(a) (b)

Fig. 14. Initial error and corrected error for both magnetic field sensors and derived per-phase currents using the PCA-based multi-latent
variable method. (a) The initial and corrected values for relative error eq,s (s = 1,2,8) and phase error d4 s of magnetic field sensors S1,
S2, and Sg, (b) The initial and corrected values for relative error €5 ; (j = a,b,c) and phase error d ; of fundamental current amplitude

and phase per phase.

which may be caused by fluctuations in the inherent noise
of the magnetic field sensors.

These results demonstrate that when specific magnetic
field sensors undergo an error drift, the relative and phase
error drifts exhibit different degrees of deviation across
different phases. For instance, the phase error of phase a
[Fig. 12(b) (ii)] and the relative error of phase b [Fig. 12(b)
(iii)] exhibit slight drifts, with no significant change before
and after error correction.

To further validate the efficacy of the proposed method,
a PCA-based multi-latent-variable model [27] is employed
for a comparative study. By minimizing the @ statistics for
amplitude and phase of the fundamental voltage phasors
of the magnetic sensor array, the relative error and phase
error before and after correction for S;, So, and Ss are
presented in Fig. 14(a). Compared with Fig. 12 (a), it
is evident that the corrected relative error and phase
error exhibit significant fluctuations due to changes in the
correlations among the multiple latent variables. Based
on the corrected magnetic field measurements, self-error
correction is performed for current measurement error.
The pre- and post-correction results are depicted in Fig. 14
(b). Compared with Fig. 12 (b) (i) and (vi), it also presents
substantial fluctuations in the corrected relative error for
phase a and phase error for phase c. This fluctuation arises
because the constructed PCA-based multi-latent-variable
model fails to track changes in the correlations between
multiple latent variables.

IV. CONCLUSION

The magnetic-array-type current sensor facilitates syn-
chronous current measurement in individual conductors
within multi-conductor systems, such as multi-core cables,
providing a reliable and straightforward non-contact sens-
ing solution without requiring modification or adjustment
of the measured circuit. To ensure long-term measurement

stability, continuous monitoring and data-driven correc-
tion of error drift in each magnetic field sensor are essential
for this current sensor architecture.

This paper develops a data-driven single-latent-variable
model for measurement error monitoring. By decoupling
phase currents, the correlation analysis of multi-latent
variables (i.e., multi-conductor currents) is transformed
into single-latent-variable modeling (individual phase cur-
rents). This approach enables the model to maintain
stable error evaluation performance even under significant
variations in multi-conductor current correlations, such as
fluctuations in three-phase current imbalance.

An experimental validation platform is established in
this study, in which a certain number of magnetic field
sensors are heated to simulate error drift phenomena. The
proposed self-error correcting method accurately identifies
magnetic field sensors exhibiting error drift. On this basis,
a bi-objective optimization-based approach is introduced
to quantify the error drift, followed by error compensation
to restore each magnetic field sensor’s error state to its nor-
mal condition. Furthermore, the current calculation is per-
formed using the compensated magnetic measurements,
successfully correcting the overall measurement error of
the magnetic-array-type current sensor to a normal level.

The core principle of the self-error correction method
is to use the trained model as a reference. Should the
magnetic-array-type current sensor have drifted during the
training phase, to ensure long-term measurement accu-
racy, the current sensor must first be calibrated. Subse-
quently, the self-error correction is performed to guarantee
the sustained accuracy of current measurements. When
applying the proposed method for current measurement
in three-core cables, the magnetic array must comprise
at least five magnetic field sensors, with at least three
operating in a normal error status. Better self-error cor-
rection performance can be obtained when the error-drift-



free magnetic field sensors are distributed relatively uni-
formly around the multi-core cable. Due to the mechanical
stress, the relative position between the magnetic array
and the conductor may shift. This alters the transfer
coefficient matrix, which consequently affects the accuracy
of error assessment. Therefore, an effort should be made
to ensure that the magnetic array remains in a fixed
position. Otherwise, the transfer coefficient matrix will
require recalibration.
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