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ABSTRACT

This report describes the target detection performance of an airborne surface surveillance radar in
the presence of medium grazing angle sea-clutter. In the absence of frequency agility, the temporal
correlation of the sea-clutter can be significant and if it is not accounted for in the radar model,
the required signal to interference ratio for a given probability of detection, Py, will be incorrect
by several dB, resulting in over-estimated performance. This report describes a robust method for
calculating the Py for both K and Pareto compound sea-clutter distributions. Empirical models of
the amplitude distribution and the speckle correlation are used to determine the expected detection
performance given different collection geometries and environmental conditions with the output
used to determine the minimum detectable target radar cross section in a detection scenario.
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Radar Detection Performance in Medium Grazing Angle
X-band Sea-clutter

Executive Summary

This report summarises the target detection performance of an X-band surface surveillance radar
operating at medium grazing angles in the maritime environment. A number of different
detection scenarios are explored with variations in the collection geometry, sea-state and
polarisation. Two sea-clutter distributions are considered: the popular K-distribution and the
Pareto distribution which has recently been shown to be a better match to the distribution tail.
Consequently, detection performance results using the Pareto distribution have been chosen as
‘truth’ in the report.

To test these scenarios, a number of parameter models are required to relate the radar and
environmental characteristics to the mean backscatter and distribution shape values. Appropriate
models are therefore presented along with a full mathematical description of the different target
fluctuation models. A major contribution of the report is a full derivation of the Ward, Tough and
Watts detection algorithm for correlated clutter with a modification to make the technique robust
for high clutter to noise ratios.

The sea-clutter and target detection models are then used to analyse the probability of false alarm,
P, probability of detection, Py and the minimum detectable radar cross section (RCS) for a given
set of radar parameters. The P, results show a big difference in the horizontal polarisations (HH
and HV) with the K distribution underestimating the threshold by up to 5 dB, while there is only
a minor difference in the vertical channel (VV). The effect of non-coherently integrating pulses is
to reduce the threshold.

A comparison of the target fluctuation models reveals that the Py curve is steeper for the chi-
squared distribution model than the exponential model. Increasing the target correlation reduces
the slope for both models, with the effect being more pronounced for the exponential model. Using
a distribution model also allows us to extrapolate down to lower P, levels than could be used in a
real detection scheme. By comparing P, levels, it is found that for the HH polarisation, there is
a larger difference in the signal to interference ratio between the K and Pareto distributions. This
mismatch also got larger as the P, reduced.

Further analysis of the detection performance with varying azimuth, grazing and sea-state reveals
that the choice of model is critical to accurately determine the detection performance. There
is significant mismatch between the K and Pareto distribution results, particularly for the HH
polarisation. Other large discrepancies are observed in the cross wind direction and at lower
grazing angles. The mismatch for the VV polarisation is typically very small.
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The final result looked at the minimum detectable target RCS given a set of radar parameters. For
the lower grazing angles in the HH and HV channels, there was a large difference between the K
and Pareto distributions, which reduced as the grazing angle increased. The two distributions gave
almost identical results for the VV channel. In terms of detectability, the Pareto result shows that
the HV polarisation has the smallest target RCS, then VV and HH.
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1 Introduction

This report is concerned with quantifying the detection performance of an X-band surface
surveillance radar in the maritime environment. The results are based on data from DST Group’s
Ingara radar which has collected 12 days of fine resolution fully polarimetric sea-clutter data in a
circular spotlight mode covering all azimuth angles and focussing on the medium grazing angle
region, 15° — 45°. This data has been used to characterise the statistical properties of the
sea-clutter in order to accurately quantify target detection performance. These include the mean
radar backscatter [Crisp et al. 2008], amplitude distribution [Dong 2006, Rosenberg, Crisp &
Stacy 2010b, Weinberg 2011a, Rosenberg & Bocquet 2015, Rosenberg, Watts & Bocquet 2014]
Doppler spectrum [Rosenberg 2014] and sea spikes [Rosenberg 2013].

These studies then led to a number of empirical models which take into account different
combinations of the polarisation, collection geometry and environmental conditions. Relevant
models include the imaging radar systems group (IRSG) mean backscatter model [Crisp
et al. 2008], the short-time temporal correlation [Rosenberg 2014] and the K distribution shape
parameter [Rosenberg, Crisp & Stacy 2009, Crisp, Rosenberg & Stacy 2015]. To effectively
model the effect of sea-spikes, the latter model has also been modified and applied to the Pareto
distribution shape [Rosenberg et al. 2015]. These empirical models are described in Section 2 of
the report.

Parametric modelling is a useful tool to predict a radar’s target detection performance given a
statistical description of the environment. Once a clutter model has been chosen and its
parameters determined, a threshold can be determined based on the desired probability of false
alarm, Pk, to ensure a CFAR (Constant False Alarm Rate). Any backscatter response above the
threshold is then declared to be a potential target. Using this threshold, a probability of detection
Py can be calculated for a given target fluctuation model to determine the required signal to
interference (clutter and noise) ratio (SIR). Subsets of the empirical parameter models have
previously been used to analyse target detection performance in K and KK distributed sea clutter
[Rosenberg & Crisp 2010a] and to study the impact of temporal correlation with different
fluctuating targets [Rosenberg 2012, Rosenberg & Bocquet 20135]. These studies found that if
the correct distribution was not used to model the tail of the distribution and if the temporal
correlation was not accounted for, then the required SIR for a desired Py can be over-estimated
by up to several dB.

The main contribution of this report to provide a comprehensive mathematical description of the
modelling framework and to extend the previous results using the newly developed Pareto shape
model. Section 3 describes the modelling framework for different fluctuating targets using
different sea-clutter distributions. A full derivation of the Ward, Tough & Watts [2013] detection
algorithm for correlated clutter and /or targets is then presented with the modification [Rosenberg
& Bocquet 2013b] which makes the technique robust for high clutter to noise ratios (CNR).

The final Section 4 then uses the empirical models to quantify the detection performance for a
number of different geometries and environmental conditions. Due to its good fit to the Ingara
sea clutter data [Rosenberg & Bocquet 2013a], the Pareto distribution is used as a proxy for the
data with the K-distribution results showing the mismatch that would be expected in a detection
scenario. These results are then fed into the radar range equation to determine the minimum
detectable radar cross section (RCS) for a given set of radar parameters.
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2 Sea-clutter models

To comprehensively characterise target detection performance, [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013] state
that knowledge of the following sea-clutter, radar processing and environmental characteristics is
required:

e mean backscatter

e amplitude statistics

e temporal correlation or spectrum
spatial characteristics and correlations
discrete clutter spike characteristics
carrier frequency

polarisations

spatial resolution

use of frequency agility
grazing angle
wind-speed and direction
sea-swell and direction

To this end, a number of experiments were conducted using the Ingara X-band radar to collect sea-
clutter covering as many different combinations of these parameters as possible. A description of
the trials and the collected data is presented in Section 2.1.

Detection performance requires an accurate representation of the amplitude or intensity
probability distribution function (PDF). The most commonly used PDF model for sea-clutter is
the K-distribution as it captures the bulk of the sea-clutter PDF very well. It was first applied to
modelling probability distributions of sea-clutter by Jakeman & Pusey [1976] and was later put
into a Bayesian or compound formulation by Ward [1981]. This allows a more meaningful
understanding of the two main components - these being the temporal or fast varying component
and the slowly varying texture component. The fast component is commonly known as speckle
and is the result of constructive and destructive interference effects between multiple scatterers. It
is typically associated with the small local wind-driven ripples (capillary waves) on the ocean
surface. The texture component represents changes in the large and medium scale waves which
modulate the speckle. In terms of scattering processes, reflections off the wind-driven ripples are
known as Bragg (or resonant) scattering, while the non-Bragg scattering can be described as a
combination of whitecaps and discrete sea-spikes [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013]. It is these
sea-spikes which cause the K-distribution model to break down, particularly at finer resolutions
where the average backscatter reduces and the sea-spikes cause higher levels of backscatter
relative to the mean, hence extending the tail of the distribution.

In order to better model this effect, the KA [Middleton 1999], KK [Dong 2006, Rosenberg, Crisp &
Stacy 2010b], Pareto [Balleri, Nehorai & Wang 2007, Farshchian & Posner 2010, Weinberg 20115,
Rosenberg & Bocquet 2015] and K+Rayleigh [Lamont-Smith 2000, Rosenberg, Watts & Bocquet
2014] models have been proposed. The KA model was originally proposed by Middleton [1999]
and then specifically applied to spiky sea clutter by [Ward & Tough 2002, Ward, Tough & Watts
2013]. A comparison of this model and the KK distribution has been applied to the Ingara data
[Dong 2006]. The KK distribution offered a better fit, but relied on fitting up to five parameters.
A number of optimal and sub-optimal detectors have also been proposed, but they are difficult
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to implement in practice [Weinberg 2012a]. This led to the Pareto model which is described
by two parameters, yet can reasonably model the long tails present in the sea-clutter distribution.
The Pareto distribution also has significantly simpler optimal and sub-optimal detectors [Weinberg
2012b, Weinberg 2014].

Clearly the PDF must account for the different elements of the sea-clutter as well as the thermal
noise in the radar. Therefore, the first element required for modelling is the CNR which is
described in Section 2.2. This is determined using the thermal noise power and clutter power
(radar range) equations [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013] with the IRSG mean backscatter model
[Crisp et al. 2008] used to provide variation with the viewing geometry, sea state and polarisation.
The K and Pareto distributions are then described in Section 2.3, with details on how each of the
shape parameters were estimated. The newly developed shape model for these distributions
[Rosenberg et al. 2015] is also presented in this section.

To improve the probability of detection, a radar will typically average returns from multiple looks
- pulses and/or scans. This reduces the variance of the random interference and increases the mean
separation with the target signal component. In the absence of frequency agility, there may be little
difference in the radar return when looking at the same clutter patch closely in time. This effect
is known as temporal correlation and is often characterised from its Fourier transform or in this
context, its radar Doppler spectrum. There is a large body of literature focussed on understanding
the radar Doppler spectrum [Long 2001, Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Plant 1997]. From this
analysis came two significant models describing the line shape of the mean Doppler spectrum
from low grazing angles [Lee et al. 1995, Walker 2001]. The former uses a Gaussian component
to model the Bragg scatterers and a Lorentzian and/or Voigtian for the non-Bragg components. A
simpler model was later presented by Walker [2001], who uses a combination of three Gaussians
to describe the Bragg, whitecap and sea-spike components of the Doppler spectrum. At medium
grazing angles, a modified two component model was presented by Rosenberg [2014] to model
the Ingara data. This led to a simple model for temporal decorrelation as a function of the wind
speed and wave height. This final empirical model is presented in Section 2.4 with details on how
to account for platform motion and antenna scanning.

2.1 Trials background

The trial data was obtained with Ingara on two separate occasions and at two distinctly different
regions. The first ‘sea-clutter’ trial was conducted in 2004 (SCT04) in the Southern Ocean
approximately 100 km south of Port Lincoln, South Australia [Crisp, Stacy & Goh 2006]. The
site chosen was at the edge of the Australian continental shelf where there was little chance of
shallow water affecting the wave field. During the trial, ocean backscatter was collected for a
range of different geometries on eight separate days with different ocean conditions. The second
‘maritime surveillance’ trial was conducted in 2006 (MASTO06) in littoral and open sea
environments near Darwin in the Northern Territory. Again, data was collected for a range of
different geometries and ocean conditions. In this trial, a total of four days data were collected:
two of the days were in the littoral zone approximately 25 km north of Darwin and the other two
days were in the open ocean approximately 200 km west of Darwin.

During the ocean backscatter collections, Ingara was operated in the circular spotlight-mode.
Figure 1 shows the collection geometry for this mode, where the aircraft flies a circular orbit in
an anti-clockwise direction (as seen from above) around a nominated point of interest, while the
radar beam is continuously directed toward this point. Radar echo data is continuously collected
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during the full 360° orbit, with the instantaneous pulse repetition frequency (PRF) appropriately
adjusted to maintain a constant spatial pulse separation between pulse transmission positions.
Once collected, the echo data may be processed either immediately (in real-time) or subsequently
(off-line) to produce either range-compressed profiles or spotlight synthetic aperture radar (SAR)
images of the scene at various azimuth angles. Further, owing to the continuous nature of the data
collection, the images can be formed at any desired azimuth look direction. Each collection of
data in this mode is referred to as a ‘run’ and there may be several complete orbits in a single run.

TR e -~ - Orbit

!/ ) . North

| Radius __..--"1 S

Radar A'““’“\Azimuth

___________________________ angle
Slant
range
Grazing llluminated

angle scene

Figure 1: Circular spotlight mode collection geometry used for both Ingara sea clutter trials.

In order to examine the effect of grazing angle on ocean backscatter, runs were made with different
altitude and orbit diameters. For both the SCT04 and MASTO6 trials, data was collected at the
centre of the spotlight for the nominal grazing angles of 15° to 45° in 5° increments. Owing to
the finite beam width of the radar, its footprint on the ocean surface has a significant range extent.
This means that the grazing angle varies across the footprint. It follows that, with appropriate
range compression and data processing, the variation in backscatter with grazing angle across the
range extent of the radar beam footprint can be measured. In this way, backscatter measurements
for most grazing angles in the range from 15° to 45° could be extracted from the data.

The aircraft speed was approximately 200 knots and so a 1.5 nautical mile (NM) radius orbit took
approximately 3 minutes while a 1.9 NM radius orbit took about 4 minutes. The total collection
across all grazing angles took approximately 90 minutes. It is reasonable to assume that over
such short time intervals, the ocean surface conditions are relatively unchanged and that mean
backscatter variations are mostly due to the changing imaging geometry rather than changing
ocean conditions. Nevertheless, it is possible that wind gusts and changes of wind strength and
direction may have affected the measurements. Table 1 shows the wind and wave ground truth for
the data used in this report.

Finally, using the geometry in Figure 1, the azimuth resolution can be calculated approximately
by R¢s3qp, where R is the slant range and ¢34p is the measured two-way azimuth antenna 3 dB
beam width equal to 1.02° for the horizontal transmit, horizontal receive (HH) channel and 0.99°
for the vertical transmit, vertical receive (VV). Table 2 shows the geometry for collections at a
range of grazing angles and slant-ranges for a beam width of 1°. Over these nominal parameters,
the average azimuth resolution is 62.7 m. However since each collection spans a range of grazing
angles, the actual azimuth resolution will always differ slightly.
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Table 1: Wind and wave ground truth. Directions are “from” not “to”.

Trial Flight | Date Wind Wave
Speed | Direction | Height | Direction | Period
(m/s) ) (m) ) (s)
SCTO04 F33 9/8/04 10.2 248 4.9 220 12.3
SCT04 F34 | 10/8/04 | 7.9 248 3.5 205 11.8
SCT04 F35 | 11/8/04 | 10.3 315 2.6 210 10.4
SCT04 F36 | 12/8/04 | 13.6 0 32 293 8.8
SCT04 F37 | 16/8/04 | 9.3 68 2.5 169 9.7
SCTO04 F39 | 20/8/04 | 9.5 315 3.0 234 114
SCT04 F40 | 24/8/04 | 13.2 22 3.8 254 12.2
SCT04 F42 | 27/8/04 | 8.5 0 4.3 243 12.5
MASTO06 F2 17/5/06 | 8.5 115 0.62 112 3.1
MASTO06 F4 19/5/06 | 3.6 66 0.25 35 2.6
MASTO06 F8 23/5/06 | 3.5 83 0.41 46 4.0
MASTO06 F9 24/5/06 | 10.2 124 1.21 128 4.6

Table 2: Nominal geometric parameters of circular spotlight-mode collections.

Grazing angle (°) | Altitude (m) | Radius (NM / m) | Slant range (m) | Azimuth res. (m)
15 932 1.9/3519 3643 63.54
20 1353 1.8/3334 3548 62.80
25 1522 1.8/3334 3679 63.97
30 1711 1.6 /2963 3421 59.72
35 2073 1.6 /2963 3617 63.11
40 2314 1.5/2778 3626 63.10

2.2 Clutter and noise mean power

Simulating radar performance requires accurate models for the mean power of the clutter, noise

and target. To measure the performance, the target power is typically varied with respect to the

interference or clutter plus noise power. The mean clutter power, p. is determined by the radar
range equation:

_ PG*X\o.T,B

Pe = U3 RIL, L,

where P; is the transmit power, G is the one-way gain on transmit and receive, \. is the radar
wavelength, R is the slant range, o, is the sea-clutter RCS, L, and L represent the atmospheric
and system losses respectively and pulse compression adds a gain given by the pulse length -
bandwidth product, 7T}, B. The thermal noise power in the radar can be defined as,

)

DPn = kool ToBF, (2)

where kpoli, 1s Boltzmann’s constant, 7j is the reference temperature and F;, is the radar noise
figure. The next section gives further detail of the parameters in Equation 1. Section 2.2.2 then
presents the Imaging Radar Systems Group (IRSG) mean backscatter model which captures the
mean backscatter as a function of azimuth, grazing and wind speed. These are then all brought
together with a model for the CNR in Section 2.2.3.
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2.2.1 Parameter description

There are many parameters in Equation 1 which are required to accurate represent the CNR. The
values chosen for this analysis are now described in more detail:

Transmit power, P, The peak power of a typical airborne radar is 20 kW.

Radar wavelength, \. For an X-band radar with a centre frequency, f. of 10 GHz, the
wavelength is 3 cm.

Antenna gain, G The one-way antenna gain is related to the wavelength and the effective area of
the antenna aperture. For the modelling in this report, an antenna gain of 35 dB has been
used.

Slant range, R The slant range is related to the altitude of the radar, h, the grazing angle, 6 and
the mean radius of the earth, R, = 6.4 x 10% km. The earth radius is typically multiplied
by 4/3 to account for the average effect of atmospheric refraction, giving an effective radius
E = 4/3R.. The slant range to the sea surface is obtained by solving equation (12.10) of
[Ward, Tough & Watts 2013] for R:

R=+VE2sin20 + 2Eh + h? — Esinf
_h(1+h/E)

" sinf+ h/E’ )

The flat earth approximation is R ~ h/sinf, which is quite accurate unless the grazing
angle is small. For example, if the radar altitude is 10 km (33.1 thousand feet) and the
grazing angle is 30°, the flat earth approximation for the slant range is 20 km, whereas the
more accurate calculation gives a result just 35 m less than this.

Sea-clutter RCS, 0. The radar cross section' can be described in terms of the mean backscatter
oo within a given resolution cell with area Ay,

Oc = UOAcell- “4)

The mean backscatter is modelled using the IRSG model described below, while the ground
plane area, A is given by the slant range and azimuth resolutions, A, A, projected onto

the ground,
Acen = Az Ay sect 5)
with range and azimuth resolutions given by,
v
A, = =
2B’ (6)
Ay~ Rosyp

where v, is the speed of light. For a bandwidth of 200 MHz, the range resolution is 0.75 m.
For the azimuth resolution, with a beam width of 1°, the resolution varies according to the
grazing angle. For the Ingara flight trials, the azimuth resolution was approximately 63 m
(see Table 2).

"Note that the propagation factor is inherently included in this definition. Atmospheric losses have been included in
the loss term, L.
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Atmospheric loss, L, The atmospheric loss, L, describes all the losses in the atmosphere. A loss
of 2 dB has been chosen for this analysis.

System loss, L., The system loss, L is a bulk term which describes all the losses in the radar
system. A loss of 5 dB has been chosen for this analysis.

Pulse compression gain, 7,,B Pulse compression adds a gain to the radar range equation based
on the pulse length, 7}, and the system bandwidth. For a pulse width of 5.5 and a bandwidth
of 200 MHz, the gain is 1000.

Temperature, 7y The ambient temperature is set to 290 K.

Noise figure, F,, The system noise figure is a measure of the degradation of the signal to noise
ratio caused by components in the RF signal chain. A typical value is 4 dB.

In addition to these parameters, the models for the mean backscatter and Pareto shape require the
wind speed and significant wave height as inputs. For modelling purposes, it is desirable to specify
a single parameter to represent these sea conditions. The Douglas sea-state, S can be related to
both wind speed and significant wave height using the following relationships [Technology Service
Corporation 1990]:

U = 3.26%8, (7)
Hy3 = 0.024U°. (8)

2.2.2 IRSG mean backscatter model

There are a number of existing models for the mean backscatter, although only a few cover the
medium grazing angle region. The two most suited are the Technology Services Corporation
(TSC) and Masuko models, [Technology Service Corporation 1990, Spaulding, Horton & Pham
2005, Masuko et al. 1986], however they are both unable to capture all the variations with the
weather conditions and azimuth and grazing angles. This led to a new empirical model presented
by [Crisp et al. 2008] known as the imaging radar systems group (IRSG) model. The model is
applied independently to each polarisation in the log domain and uses relationships taken from
[Ulaby, Moore & Fung 1982, Shimada, Kawamura & Shimada 2003]. It includes a power law
model for variations in the wind speed, a linear model for the grazing and a two element Fourier
series to model azimuth. The principle behind this model is that the small scale waves which
are responsible for Bragg scattering from the ocean surface are directly dependent on the surface
wind speed. The stronger the wind speed, the larger the capillary waves and hence the larger the
backscatter. The model is valid over 20°-45° in grazing, 360° in azimuth and wind speeds from
3-14 m/s.

The first component of the IRSG model captures the variation in backscatter with grazing angle
6 and wind speed U and is defined for the upwind, downwind and crosswind directions. If o,
represents the mean backscatter in one of these azimuth directions, then the relationship is given
by

ob(0,U) = ag + a10 + az log,(U). 9)
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where the three sets of coefficients ag, a; and as have been determined by model fitting over the
12 days of the Ingara data. The second stage is to combine these three backscatter results into new
coefficients,

bo(6,U) = [0,(0,U) + 0y(0,U) + 20,(6,U)] /4,
b1(0,U) = [(0,,(0,U) — aq(0,U)] /2, (10)
b2(97 U) = bO(ea U) - 02(97 U)a

where o/,(+), o/j() and o.(-) are the upwind, downwind and crosswind values of o(,(-). The final
step takes these new coefficients and includes the azimuth variation, ¢, in a two element Fourier
series,

00(¢,0,U) =bo(0,U) + b1(8,U) cos ¢ + ba(0,U) cos (2¢) (11)

Implementing the model requires calculating Equation 9 for each wind direction using three sets of
a coefficients for each azimuth direction. The mean backscatter is then determined by substituting
the angle specific backscatter values into Equation 10 and then using that result in Equation 11.
The 9 coefficients required to implement the model are given in Table 3 for each polarisation.
Figure 2 shows an example of the F35 data set with the wind speed taken from Table 1. Clearly
the trends have been well captured in the model with a sinusoidal variation across azimuth and
increasing mean backscatter as the grazing angle increases.

Table 3: Mean backscatter coefficients.

Azimuth ap ai as

Upwind -60.03 | 23.39 | 22.65
HH | Downwind | -67.80 | 28.58 | 23.92
Crosswind | -67.09 | 23.12 | 24.71
Upwind -66.65 | 9.72 | 25.46
HV | Downwind | -68.74 | 14.17 | 24.47
Crosswind | -73.09 | 14.85 | 26.66
Upwind -50.18 | 12.41 | 25.15
VV | Downwind | -50.16 | 12.30 | 23.92
Crosswind | -52.60 | 12.30 | 22.09

2.2.3 Clutter to noise ratio

To demonstrate the modelling of these parameters, the CNR has been calculated using parameters
representative of the F35 flight with the mean backscatter determined from the IRSG model.
Figure 3 shows the result which demonstrates a good match with appropriate variation in both
azimuth and grazing.

2.3 Probability distributions

Statistical models of the PDF are used to model the spread of received backscatter values. A
number of them have been used to model sea-clutter in the past with varying degrees of success
[Dong 2006, Rosenberg, Crisp & Stacy 2010b, Weinberg 2011a, Rosenberg & Bocquet 2015,
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Figure 2: Mean backscatter comparison with varying azimuth and grazing using the IRSG model,
left - Ingara F35 data, right - model output with wind speed, U = 10.3 m/s.
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Figure 3: CNR comparison with varying azimuth and grazing: left - Ingara F35 data, right -
model using parameters matched to data and mean backscatter determined from the
IRSG model.
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Rosenberg, Watts & Bocquet 2014]. The first model considered is the K-distribution which is
used to characterise the bulk of the PDF. To understand the development of the K-distribution,
consider a radar receiving in-phase and quadrature data from an external clutter source with its
amplitude defined by Gaussian statistics with zero mean and variance, x. In addition, thermal
noise from within the radar will add a component p,, which is included by offsetting the variance
x. The PDF of the clutter and noise is then given by,

1
Po(Elt,pn) = ————— exp [—

E2
} (12)
27 (x + pn)

2(z + pn)

with the envelope of these components, y = 4 /Efp + Eguad, then determined by a Rayleigh PDF,

) y2
P n) = SN 1
y(yle, pn) T+ Py P [ 2(x —I—pn)] (13)

In the target detection analysis, the received pulses are often converted to power (square law),
z = y? and then summed to improve detection performance. Consider the sum of M exponential
random variables,

M
Z=> m. (14)
m=1

If the returns from successive pulses are uncorrelated, the received power is then described by a
gamma PDF,

P (Zla) = — 2 4 15
21(210) = o [—Hpn] (15)

2.3.1 Compound distributions

The distribution in Equation 15 models the speckle component of the sea-clutter. To include the
texture component which modulates the speckle, a compound distribution can be used,

P(Z)= /000 Py o(Z|x) Py(z)dx (16)

where P, (z) is the distribution of the texture component. To achieve a K-distribution, the texture
is also gamma distributed

P.(x) = ' rexp[—bx], v,b>0 17
with shape given by v and scale, b = v/p, related to the mean power, p.. For the Pareto
distribution, the texture has an inverse gamma distribution

P, (x) = - x= Lexp[—c/x], a>1,c>0 (18)

where a is the shape and ¢ = p.(a — 1) is the scale. In general, numerical integration is required to
evaluate the compound distributions. However, if thermal noise is not present (p,, = 0), analytic
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forms of the distributions can be derived. With a gamma distributed texture, the K-distribution is
obtained,

P(Z) = %(bZ)@ F(Ml)r(y)K”M (2v02) (19)

where K,/ (-) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind with order v — M. If the texture
is inverse gamma distributed, the general solution is a compound gamma distribution
ZM -1 ar (M
P(Z) = cT'(M +a) 7
(c+ Z)M+aT(M)I'(a)

a>1,c>0 (20)

which reduces to the generalised Pareto type II or Lomax distribution for M = 1,

ac®

P(Z)= W 2n
The result in Figure 4 shows the time domain PDF and the complementary cumulative distribution
function (CCDF) for the F35 dataset (in intensity) with the Pareto distribution fit overlayed in
black. For comparison, the equivalent fit for the K distribution is shown in red and is clearly
under-fitting the data, particularly in the HH channel. Thermal noise is assumed for both models
with the recently published 2z log z shape estimation method used to estimate the shape values
[Bocquet 2015].
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Figure 4: Time domain intensity distributions - upwind 30° grazing. Data in blue, K-distribution
fit in red, Pareto distribution fit in black.
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2.3.2 Shape model

Until recently, the only model suitable for modelling the K-distribution shape was for low grazing
angles [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013]. Using the Ingara data set, there have now been three iterations
of models designed to model the shape at medium grazing angles with all three applied separately
to each polarisation. The first was designed to model only the geometry for an individual day
[Rosenberg, Crisp & Stacy 2009]. This was then extended by Crisp, Rosenberg & Stacy [2015]
to include extra components for the environmental conditions and resolution. These are combined
into a global model comprising 24 coefficients at the finest resolution (0.75 m range x 63 m
azimuth). The third iteration is a variation designed to better model other parameters of interest
which have a stronger component due to the swell [Rosenberg et al. 2015]. It was also applied
to model the Pareto shape and offers a slightly better fit to the estimated K-distribution shape.
Consequently, this third iteration is used in the report. The validity of the model parameter bounds
are determined by the input data. This includes a CPI of 64 pulses, a resolution of 0.75 m range x
63 m azimuth, all azimuth angles and linear polarisations, sea-states 2-6 and grazing angles from
15° — 45°.

If X is a generic parameter to be modelled, then the geometric relationship can be written as the
weighted sum of two components which represent the wind and swell directions. Assuming the
data has been rotated so upwind is now at 0°,

X(0,¢) = apd” [1 + a) cos ¢ + aly cos(2¢) + a cos(¢p — ) + a) cos(2(¢ — ¢))] (22)

where 9 is the swell direction relative to upwind and 7, aj), . .., a} are the model coefficients.
Representing the ocean conditions is difficult and the shape model uses only the wind speed and
the significant wave height Hy /3,

Y = by + by logyo(U) + byHy /3 (23)
/

where by, b/, b, are the model coefficients. To relate these two models, the coefficients in Equation
22 must be altered so they are independent of grazing angle. This is achieved by introducing a
normalisation factor, 6 and then redefining Equation 22 as

.
X(0,9) = (;()) [ag + 1 cos ¢ + g cos(2¢) + ag cos(dp — 1) + aq cos(2(¢p — )] (24)

where the new coefficients are related by

/ ! ! ! !
ao = agfy, a1 =apaily, ..., as=agayb]. (25)

Implementing the model involves matching + and each of the « coefficients to Equation 23. This
in turn requires 6 sets of the b’ parameters or 18 coefficients in total for each polarisation. These
model coefficients for K and Pareto distributions are presented in Table 4. Once the new
coefficients in Equation 25 are evaluated, they can be substituted into Equation 24 with the
normalising grazing angle  set to 30° to derive the final model value.

Finally, it has been observed that shape values less than 2 can result in bad fits to the Ingara data.
To enforce this lower bound with the new shape model, the model coefficients have been derived
for a modified shape, a — 2, with the final shape value then increased by 2 to compensate. Figure
5 shows the variation of the Pareto shape over grazing and azimuth for the F35 run with a model
created with the same input parameters. Clearly, the model captures the main trends quite well.
These include a include a linear increase with grazing and sinusoidal variation in azimuth with a
peak in the upwind and downwind directions.
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Figure 5: Pareto shape parameter model comparison with varying azimuth and grazing: left -
shape estimated from F35 data set, right - model output with wind speed, U = 10.3 m/s,
significant wave height, Hy 3 = 2.6 m, wind swell angle, ¢ = 0°.

2.4 Temporal correlation

To accurately capture the correlation due to the speckle, platform motion and antenna scanning, a
model is required which relates both the sea conditions and the relevant radar parameters. In the
following sections, different Gaussian models are used to model each of the components in the
frequency domain with their overall spread spectrum given as their convolution:

exp <_(f‘f°)2> (26)

Cl) =7 52

where fj is the mean and the total variance is the sum of the component variances,
2 2 2 2
0" =05+ Opm + Ogcan- (27)

The combined temporal auto-correlation function (ACF) is then found by taking the Fourier
transform

. t
C(t) = exp(—j2m fot) exp <— T’2> (28)
with the overall decorrelation time given by

1

T = .
V2o

(29)
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Table 4: K and Pareto distribution shape coefficients.

K shape Pareto shape
0 b | b it b b
v | 11.52 | -8.72 | -0.11 134 -10.15 | -0.064
ap | -1.37 | 418 | -0.078 || -0.93 | 3.00 -0.11
HH | o | -0.38 | 0.11 | 0.050 | -0.39 | 0.15 0.065
ag | -0.14 | 0.80 | 0.024 | -0.31 | 0.89 -0.028
a3 | -0.018 | -0.19 | 0.043 || 0.32 -0.49 | 0.050
a4 | -0.51 | 068 |0.019 || -0.62 | 1.01 0.00037
v | 4.83 -3.33 | 0.054 || 8.34 -6.64 | 0.061
oo | -5.78 | 11.52 | -0.39 || -5.68 | 10.75 | -0.40
HV | a; | 417 | 638 |-024 | -3.55 | 5.36 -0.21
o9 | -0.89 332 | -0.033 || -0.52 | 2.72 -0.21
a3 | 1.98 -2.59 | -0.030 || 2.96 -4.35 | 0.080
a4 | -0.16 | 0.12 | 0.40 0.41 0.48 0.22
v | 0.28 -0.38 | 0.11 0.28 -0.39 | 0.11
ap | 14.06 | 19.11 | -4.06 13.43 | 18.78 | -4.06
VV | ap | -6.00 | 3.80 | 0.60 -71.37 | 5.61 0.64
ag | 0.93 8.25 | -0.80 1.41 7.29 -1.03
a3 | -0.72 | 0.15 | 0.16 2.47 -2.49 | 0.095
a4 | -391 | 5.56 | 040 -10.87 | 16.67 | -0.41

2.4.1 Clutter width

As the sea state becomes greater, the wind speed, wave height, wave length and the Doppler
bandwidth all increase. Regarding the latter, Hicks et al. [1960] have shown experimentally that
the Doppler spread at high grazing angles is proportional to the wave height divided by the wave
period. Previous analysis of the bi-modal Doppler spectrum [Rosenberg 2014] found only minor
trends in azimuth and grazing angle and hence the model is only a function of wind speed and
wave height. The model represents the temporal decorrelation which is measured at the point
where the absolute value of the ACF decays to 1/e. It is described by three sets of coefficients,
one for each polarisation. Note that this model only considers the real part of the correlation and
hence assumes that the Doppler spectrum is centred at 0 Hz. The model is given by

T = (po +p1U + p2Hy3) x 1077 (30)

with the model coefficients given in Table 5. Figure 6 shows the model fit for the two component
model where the trend is that the mean decorrelation times are longer when the wind speed and
wave height are smaller. The RMS errors for the HH and VV channels are 1.1 and 0.74 ms
respectively. The HV decorrelation time is modelled as the average of the HH and VV model
outputs.

A Gaussian model can then be used to represent the correlation,

t2
Aft) = exp [—T} , G1)
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Table 5: Decorrelation model parameters

HH | VV
po | 16.67 | 17.13
p1 | -0.68 | -0.40
po | -0.87 | -0.91

—_
(=)

16

e e
S N

HH mean decorrelation (ms)

VV mean decorrelation (ms)

Co o ®

. WL e e
Wlndspeed 20 0 1
sg) wave height (m) (/g wave height (m)

Figure 6: Mean temporal decorrelation as a function of wind speed and wave height. Left - HH,
Right - VV.

with the spectrum found by taking a Fourier transform

A(f) = VT exp (—*f°T?)

_ 1 ex <_fg> (32)
0027 P 20?2
where o = 1/(vV2rT).

2.4.2 Platform motion

Antenna beampatterns are typically defined in an angular domain with specifications for the
minimum sidelobe level and two-way 3 dB azimuth beam width. To simplify the modelling, we
will assume a Gaussian beam pattern with azimuth angle, ¢,

%6

G(¢o) = exp [— : (33)
(2In2)¢345

Assuming that the elevation beam pattern does not change significantly over the clutter patch, the

Doppler frequency can be related to the beam pattern by

__ 2up00] sin ¢p| cos e

f= \ (34)

where ¢y, is the antenna azimuth direction relative to the platform velocity and 6 is the elevation
angle. The azimuth angle can then be related to the Doppler frequency and hence the platform
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velocity by substituting

= 20y Sinj;ﬁt\ oS g (35)
into Equation 33, giving
G(f) = exp <_2£ ) G6)
pm
where
Tom = 1 wp[sin ¢p|¢3ap cos el
V2In2 h\
~ 0.85 Up| sin ¢b|f3dB 08 B¢l ‘ )

2.4.3 Antenna scanning

Although the Ingara radar did not scan during the sea-clutter collections, antenna scanning can be
modelled using the relationship in Skolnik [2008],

v 2 ln 2 ¢Scal'l
Oscan —
2T @34B
~ 0' 19 ¢Scan
?3dB

(38)

where ¢scqn 1S the antenna rotation rate in rad/s.

UNCLASSIFIED
16



UNCLASSIFIED
DST-Group-TR-3193

3 Detection probability framework

The problem of target detection is commonly presented with two hypotheses, Hy - clutter plus
noise is present in the radar return and H; - a target is present with the clutter and noise. Figure
7 shows the case for non-coherent detection where two histograms are shown which correspond
to these hypotheses. The premise of target detection is to select an acceptable probability of false
alarm, P, and determine the threshold, Y based on the clutter plus noise model. Any backscatter
response above the threshold is then declared a potential target. If a detector can measure or
estimate the clutter distribution parameters and set the corresponding threshold, then the detector
can be considered CFAR. The P, and the probability of detection, P4 can be defined as

Pu(Y) = Prob(Z > Y |Hy) = /oo P.(2)dZ (39)
Y

Py(Y) =Prob(Z > Y|H;) = /Oo P(2)dZ (40)
Y

where P.(Z) represents the clutter plus noise PDF and P;(7) the target plus clutter and noise PDF.
Also in this figure, P, denotes the miss probability.

0.7 71

0.6 /" ™ clutter plus noise

o5t /N /
fl‘ 3

04 /

target plus clutter and noise

Probability

03 f
02t/

0 | 2 3 4 5 6
threshold

Relative backscatter level

Figure 7: Detection probabilities showing distributions for the clutter plus noise and the target
plus clutter and noise. The threshold determines the three regions: Py, Py, and Py.

The theory of optimal target detection is well summarised in Ward, Tough & Watts [2013, Chapter
10]. The principle of finding an optimal Py for a fixed P is known as the Neyman-Pearson
criterion and can be written as the ratio of the interference and target plus interference PDFs

_k(2)
- R(2)

A(z) >Y. 41
Expressions for compound PDFs are generally quite complex, particularly when correlation is
included and the signals are treated coherently. Also CFAR control remains difficult when
estimates of the covariance are required and the sea-clutter is non-stationary. This has led to
non-coherent schemes which are often sub-optimal and may or may not be CFAR. These
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practical detectors are typically easier to compute and require adjustment of the threshold to
maintain a constant false alarm rate. Some of the latter include the cell-averaging, single-sided
and ordered statistic CFAR [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Chapter 13]. This report only considers
detection with a constant or fixed threshold and with non-coherent integration as the mathematics
are more tractable. We assume that a threshold is applied after pulse-to-pulse integration and
there is a CFAR system to adjust the threshold for a specified Py,. The exact analytic expressions
then represent the performance results which would be expected if the clutter parameters are
known and are useful as a benchmark for other detection approaches.

This section provides details of the FPr and Py calculations for a target present in clutter and
noise (interference). The first Sections 3.1-3.2 assume that the clutter and target distributions
are uncorrelated, such as would be the case in a sufficiently frequency agile radar. Section 3.1
considers a constant target present in Gaussian interference covering a ‘local area’. The solution
for the Py is known as a Marcum model and was first described by Marcum [1960]. However,
the RCS of a target will typically fluctuate and Section 3.2 describes a method for representing
this fluctuation in terms of generalised Weinstock fluctuations, [Weinstock 1964] and Swerling
models, [Swerling 1960].

Some level of temporal correlation will typically be present on both the target and the speckle
component of the clutter. For the former, it is commonly assumed to be either totally correlated
or uncorrelated and fluctuate around a mean level with an exponential distribution (Swerling
cases 1 and 2) or chi-squared distribution (cases 3 and 4). However, an early study by Edrington
[1965] found that radar echoes from a number of aircraft were in the fact partially correlated and
that performance prediction models needed to be modified. Barton [1969] looked at the target
correlation and calculated an effective number of independent looks based on the correlation time
relative to the total observation time. With this approach, the Py can then be determined using the
traditional solution for totally correlated targets. A subsequent study by Kanter [1986] then
derived the exact Py for exponential fluctuating targets rather than with an effective number of
looks. Weiner [1988] then did the same for chi-squared fluctuating targets.

Regarding the speckle component, there are a number of approaches in the literature which can
be used to account for different levels of correlation. Ideally, an approach should be able to model
the ACF through its representation of the Doppler spectrum of the received signal, which is
related through a Fourier transform. The simplest method was presented by Farina et al. [1996]
and is based on an improvement factor which can be used to modify the required SIR in the Py
calculation. However, it assumes a Gaussian Doppler spectrum and hence cannot be used to
model more complex spectra with components due to breaking waves and discrete spikes. A
second approach which is only suitable for exponential fluctuating targets was presented by Hou
& Morinaga [1988]. This result allows both partially correlated targets and speckle with exact
representations of their ACF’s, but suffers from numerical instabilities and is not generalised for
all Swerling target models. The final approach from the literature by Ward, Tough & Watts
[2013] (WTW) treats the speckle, thermal noise and target separately. By using an estimate of the
‘effective’ number of looks for the speckle, it can overcome the numerical problems of Hu and
Morinaga. While this method is useful, it becomes very computationally intensive as the CNR
gets higher and fails completely when there is only clutter present. This led to a modification by
Rosenberg & Bocquet [20135] which overcomes this limitation by allowing any positive number
of looks for either the speckle or target. Thermal noise has also been included in this formulation,
with the caveat that it will be correlated with the speckle and is therefore not as accurate at low
CNR. A tradeoff is therefore proposed, where the WTW method is used for low CNR and the
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modification used for larger CNR. These algorithms are described in Section 3.3 with the last
Section 3.4 outlining how the models can be extended to a compound representation where the
local area is now augmented by a ‘global’ fluctuation. This ‘texture’ is assumed to be
uncorrelated and hence the results presented here may not be completely accurate for
scan-to-scan radars where a longer time between looks may result in a variation of the texture.

3.1 Detection with a constant target

The first model represents a target with a non-fluctuating or constant RCS present in Gaussian
interference and is known as a Marcum model or Swerling case 0. In the intensity domain, the
PDF for a single pulse is given by a Rice distribution, [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013],

2
exp<_2+A>Io<2A\/E) 42)

T+ pn T+ pn

P(z|z,pn, A) = Iy
n

where the target power is given by A2 and Iy(+) is a modified Bessel function of the first kind,
order 0. For the following derivations, it is useful to define the local received signal and the target
power as being normalised to the interference power (i.e. the local SIR),

M

1
= Zms (43)
x+pnmzz:l "
1 M
s = A2 (44)
fc+pnmz::1 "

where x and p,, are the speckle and thermal noise means and M is the number of looks or non-
coherent averages. The PDF describing the interference is then given by,

M-—1
P(p) =t et (45)

and the P, can be determined by calculating

Pu(rln) = [ " Py

I'(M,7)
= ——" 46
(M) (46)
where T is the normalised threshold related to the ‘true’ threshold Y
Y
T = (CY))
T+ pn

and T'(M) = (M — 1)! and T'(M, 7) is the upper incomplete gamma function which can be
evaluated for integer M using the following series [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §3.351/2 and
68.352/2]:

—_

I‘(M,T):/ pM—te=Hay
T N Tk
=T(M)e™ Y - (48)
k=0
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For the total received signal, the PDF becomes a multi-look Rice distribution,

Plujs M) = () exp (< + ) Laas (209

) (M-1)/2 & 1 () M= 128)/2

_ o) R
¢ ( < BID(M + k)

S

= 1

—(u+s) M—-1+k _k

Z e y

i e ,u'uMJrk 1 p—sgk 49)
—~ (M +k—1)! &

where the Bessel function is expanded using the series [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.445]:

I 1 L+2k 0
RD(L+k+ 1) 5) (50)

If the SIR for a constant target is given by

M (A?)
T+ Pn

S = D

where (-) denotes the expectation. If K denotes the fluctuation parameter of a chi-squared
distributed target presented below, then the probability of detection for a constant target, Py x
(where K — o0) can be given in terms of the normalised threshold 7 with s = .5,

Pae(r1S.M) = [ P(ulS, M)y

— e st 1 /OOGHMM+k1d,u
k' (M +k—1)! ),
k=0
N m)!
m=0
> e*SSk ., MZ_I g MERC 17'
= e _—
k! m' m)!
k=0 m=0
M-1 k 00 _9 ok M-‘rk 1
B T e S T
=D Tt Z o
k=0 k=0 m=M
M-—1 k o) k k=M _ g aom
B T T e S
=N ¢ EJFZe k!<1—z — > (52)
k=0 k=M m=0

where the relationship in Equation 48 was used to evaluate the integral and the manipulation of
the series makes use of the identity

k
s 1. (53)
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The series in Equation 52 is difficult to evaluate, but effective methods were devised by Shnidman
[Shnidman 1976, Shnidman 1989]. Fy o, can also be expressed in terms of the generalised Marcum
Q-function [Shnidman 1976],

Pi (7|8, M) = Qur (V2MS, V27 ) (54)
where . - ) )
Qr(m,n) = mM—l/ 1M exp <_,u+2m> Ing—1(mp)dp. (55)

The solution for the P, in Equation 46 can be recovered by setting S = 0 in Equation 52. For
most radar targets of interest however, the target reflection will not be constant. The following
section looks at a generalisation of this model.

3.2 Detection with a fluctuating target

A target will typically fluctuate over the integration period and from scan to scan (different
integration periods). Shnidman [1995] describes four different fluctuation models including
chi-square, log-normal, Weibull and Ricean distributions. The chi-square distribution is the most
popular however as it can be used to represent the well known Swerling models. With this model,
the target fluctuation with parameter K is given by

P(s|S, K) = ;I(?) <[;)Kexp (—?) . (56)

To include this in the probability of detection calculation, it is multiplied with the target plus noise
PDF and then the product is integrated over the random variable s,

Pusc(r[S,0) = [ P(sIS.K) [ Plals, Myduds
0 T
:/ P(s|S, K)Pyoo(T|s, M)ds. (57)
0

A general solution is given by Shnidman [1995],
m
PdKT‘SM ZeT +Ze7'7

o r mzi”r(K+n) 1 \%/ s/k \" 58)
o n!l'(k) 1+S/K 1+S/K
where the P, is identical to the non-fluctuating target case. This series is also difficult to evaluate,
but an effective method is given by Shnidman [1995].

There are also a number of special cases depending on the choice of the parameter K. For example,
when K' — oo this equation reverts back to the constant target case from the previous section.
Other studies have looked at the region where 0 < K < 1, where the models are known as
Weinstock fluctuations, [Weinstock 1964]. These represent slowly fluctuating targets and have
been shown to accurately model the fluctuation from objects which are cylindrical in shape. Four
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other special cases of this model are when K = 1, M, 2 and 2M. These are known as the
Swerling models 1-4 and were originally proposed by [Swerling 1960] and detailed in the books
by [Meyer & Mayer 1973, Briggs 2004]. These models are able to capture the majority of target
RCS fluctuations and are popular due to their physical interpretation, either representing the target
fluctuation pulse to pulse or scan to scan, [Allen & Urkowitz 1993].

Examples of the four Swerling models are shown in Figure 8 for three values of the SIR. Cases 1
and 3 are clearly more spread out due to the larger number of scatterers being observed over the
slower observation time. Conversely, cases 2 and 4 have narrower distributions due to the faster
change of RCS. As the SIR increases, the distribution becomes more spread and shifts to the right.

5dB

S=-

S=0dB

5dB

S

Figure 8: Swerling model comparison for three different values of SIR: (—) case 1,(-.-) case 2,
(- -) case 3, (—) case 4, top: S = —5 dB, middle: S = 0 dB, bottom: S = 5 dB.

Swerling model - case 1, (K = 1)

The first two Swerling cases relate to targets with an exponential fluctuation. They represent
several independently fluctuating reflectors of approximately equal area. This would apply to
objects which are large compared to the radar wavelength (and not shaped too much like a sphere),
[Swerling 1960]. For the first case, a constant RCS is assumed during a single scan (group of
pulses) with changes from scan to scan. It is suitable for modelling targets viewed with a high
PRF and scan rate. The F; solution is given by,

(M —1 1\ Mt
Py1(T|S, M) = T —1,7) + <1 + )

T(M—1) S
x <1 -T (M —1, H(TI/SJ JT(M — 1)) exp <_IIS> . (59)
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Swerling model - case 2, (K = M)

The Swerling case 2 also assumes the targets have an exponential fluctuation, but now with
independent fluctuations from pulse to pulse. It is suited to scenarios where targets are viewed
with a low PRF or when small changes in orientation cause significant changes in the illuminated
area. The latter can arise from reflections from a long thin object subjected to a high frequency
signal, [Meyer & Mayer 1973]. For this case, the Py solution is given by,

T

Pyp(7]S,M)=1-T (M, 1+S/M> JT(M). (60)

Swerling model - case 3, (K = 2)

The target models defined by cases 3 and 4 represent a chi-square distribution with 4 degrees of
freedom and hence there is not as much randomness as the first two cases. The model effectively
represents one large reflector combined with a number of small reflectors or just one large reflector
subject to small changes in orientation. Case 3 represents a target with constant RCS during a
single scan with changes from scan to scan. The Py solution is given by,

(exp (—CT) (M —-2)C

e (1- e o). M=
(M -1,71) rM-1=Cry e O
PaalrlSAD =3 ror—n T ar-ar T o
(M - 2)C T(M —1,7(1 - C)) .

\ X (1 — W + CT) (1 — T — 1) > , otherwise

where 1

¢= 1+ 5/2° (1)

Swerling model - case 4, (K = 2M)
This case is similar to the previous but now represents a target with independent fluctuations from
pulse to pulse. The F; solution is given by,

M
P S M) =DV

M! (1—D>M_k1“(2M—k,DT) €2

M —k)! D (2M — k)
where
1
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3.3 Detection in correlated clutter

In many radar systems, there will be correlation between pulses. There have been a number
of different attempts to model the correlation of both the clutter and the target, but by far the
most useful is the method by Ward, Tough & Watts [2013, Section 12.4] (WTW). The technique
accounts for the correlation by defining 1 < L < M as a measure of the effective number of
independent clutter samples. L is not necessarily an integer, and ranges from 1 for completely
correlated clutter up to the number of pulses M for completely uncorrelated clutter. Section 3.3.1
describes two definitions of L which have been used in the literature. Section 3.3.2 then presents
the full derivation of the WTW detection method with implementation details in Section 3.3.3.
The final Section 3.3.4 then shows how the WTW detection method can be supplemented with a
different calculation method when the CNR is high.

3.3.1 Effective number of looks

The WTW detection method requires a way to relate the ACF to an ‘effective number of looks’.
There are two alternative methods which have been proposed in the literature. The first is by
Barton [1969] who just considered the ratio of the correlation time to the observation time. Kanter
[1986] derived the effective number of looks from this ratio in terms of the correlation value, p,

L' =min[M,1— (M —1)In(p)]. (64)

where 0 < p < 1is a single parameter used to relate the de-correlation time model to a correlation
value. This can be derived from a Gaussian ACF. Consider the discretised ACF for the n™ pulse,
where the sample rate is the PRF, fprp

2

n 2
Pn=€xp | =55 | =P - (65)
" [ f}%RFTZ:|

The second method is the ratio of the squared mean to the variance for correlated gamma random
variables and relates to the ACF directly. The result was originally obtained by Kotz & Neumann
[1963] and later derived independently by Kanter [1986]. If the values of the ACF are represented
by pn, the effective number of looks L < M is given by

M2

I — ) (66)
M + 230N (M = n)|pa]?

This expression has a better statistical justification and is more general since all the correlation lags
are used. For comparison, Figure 9 shows the number of effective looks for each case using the
Gaussian ACF. Although both offer similar results, the second expression has a smoother response
as the correlation increases.
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Figure 9: Effective number of looks comparison with varying correlation level and number of
looks, M : left - L, right - L.

3.3.2 Ward, Tough and Watts calculation method

The WTW calculation method is described in [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Section 12.4] and
provides a way of calculating the detection probability for both uncorrelated and correlated clutter
with independent noise and target returns. The algorithm introduces the quantity 3 as the target
plus clutter summed over L independent looks. If the SIR parameters s and .S are now normalised
by only the noise power p,,

AQ

m)

(67)

M=

5

m=1

(4%)

Pn

1
Pn
M

(o)
I

(63)

and the speckle mean power, x is re-normalised according to

_M:L’

= Ion (69

(67

then the probability density function of 3 is an L pulse Rice distribution [Ward, Tough & Watts
2013, Equation 12.33]

(L-1)/2 ~ _
=33 o () ()

(6] S [0
_ 548 - 1 <k aL—1+k . —L—2k
- P < a > ,;0 ROk D@ 70

where the Bessel function was expanded using Equation 50. With this normalisation, the target,
clutter speckle and noise returns are given by

1 M
i=—> m (71)
VX —
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with the PDF given by [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Equation 12.36]:

(-2
P(ilB, M) = <“> e—w+mIM;1(2vﬁB)

B
(M-1)/2 o
o~ (+6) 1 (73) M 1+28)/2
ﬂ — ET'(M + k)
_ e 1
— o~ (at8) - pM-l+kgk
° Z < RID(M + k)" b
®© i~ M+k 1 ,—Bgk
e " B (72)
0 (M+k-1)! k!
Once the fluctuations due to 5 and § are included, the PDF then becomes
P(AM LS. K) = [ [ PGB AP, 0 PGS K)dsds 73
o Jo

where the target fluctuation, P(3|S, K) is given in Equation 56. The solution of this PDF for
the cases of correlated clutter and noise and a target present in correlated clutter can be found in
Appendix A. It is also not immediately obvious that this PDF is equivalent to the uncorrelated
case when the effective number of looks L equals the number of pulses M. Appendix B presents
a consistency check for a non-fluctuating target which verifies that these two PDFs are in fact
equivalent.

Calculating of the probability of detection therefore requires the following integral to be evaluated

&mmmz/me@m&mm

S —i—Ze (1—§<65§m>> (74)

m=0

k=0

where the threshold, 7 is now normalised by only the noise power and does not depend on the
mean clutter power .
F=Y/pp. (75)

For the general fluctuating target case, the expectation in Equation 74 can be expanded as [Ward,
Tough & Watts 2013, Equation 12.38 and 12.39]

<55m> // —ﬁﬁm (I3, a, L) P(3]3, K)d3ds

_ a1\ (KN g (kK -1) a3 )
_/O exp( B o ><g> kzom!k!F(L-Fk)F(K) <5'+04K>

> BL+m+k_1OJ_L_2kdﬁ (76)

where the definite integral [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §3.351/3] has been used:

[o.¢]
/ e dx = mla” ™1 77
0
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The second integral can then be evaluated as

() - DR () ()

k=0
g ( oK )Ki(kJrKl)!(LerJrkl)! g *
Comlla+ DEm\S oK) & EIT(L + k)D(K) (S +aK)(a+1)
_ (L+m—1)! o ak \*
- oml(L-1)! (a+ 1)k (§+aK>
[(k+ K)T(L +m + k)T(L) S *
prd EID(L + k)T (K)T(L 4+ m) oK) (o + 1)

3
_ (Ltm-=1) a™ oK \*
 oml(L-1)! (a+1)Ltm (§+C¥K) 2F1

S
(K’L L e et 1)) (78)

where the hypergeometric function o F] is obtained from [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §9.14 and
§9.131/1]:

= K+k: (L+m+ k(L) 4
(K, L L
2F1(K, LA, L) kzzo KIT(FK)T(L + m)D(L + k)
N L+m k
k=0
= ; Fi | K, L,—— (79)
TR AT 77—1
withn = — and (-)j is the Pochhammer symbol, (), = I'(x + k)/T'(z). With

(S+aK)(a+1)
this manipulation, Equation 78 can be written as

5B\ (LAm-1)! o™ Ka+1) \* — -3
< m'> m!(L —1)! (a+1)L+m(S+K(a+1)> 2F1<K’ ’L’a(S+K(a+1))>'

(80)

If the recurrence relation for the hypergeometric function [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §9.137/3]
is compared with the recurrence relation for the function ¥ [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Equation
12.40], it can be established that ¥ (m, L, K, z) = o F1 (K, —m, L, —z).

For the constant target case, P(53|S,a, L) is obtained from Equation 70 with 5 = S and the
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expectation in Equation 74 becomes

<@5m> | et a Ly

m!
> a+1 Ske5/a Ltmtk—1  —L—2k
— _ mtk—1,—L=2k g
/0 eXp< = >kzom!k:!F(L+k)ﬂ “ b

L+m+k
Z (L+m+k—1) Ske—g/a< a N\

— m!EID(L + k) a+1 “
_(L+m-—1! o™ S/az D(L)T(L +m+ k) S ’
m!(L —1)! (a+1)L+m “KID(L+ KL +m) \ a(a+1)

_(L+m—l)! o™ e_g/aZ(L—l—m)k 5’ ’
 oml(L—1)! (a+ 1)L+m — ENL) \ala+1)

)
B (L+m—1)! a™ ~5/a, S
ml(L — 1) (a+ 1)L+m® e <L+mL (a—l—l))

_EAm=D o™ Sy (o .S
- oml(L-1)! (a+ 1)L+me thy | —m, L ala+1) ®1)

where 1/ is the confluent hypergeometric function and the relationship [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik
1994, £§9.212/1] has been used:

1P (e, 73 2) = e 1P (y — o, 75 —2). (82)
If the recurrence relation for the function ® [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013, Equation 12.42] is

compared with the recurrence relation for the confluent hypergeometric function [Gradshteyn &
Ryzhik 1994, §9.212/4], it can be established that ®(m, L, z) = 1 F1(—m, L; —z).

This result can also be expressed in terms of a Laguerre polynomial by using the relationship
[Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.972/11]:

m+n
ce) = (") iR+ ), 53)
With this relationship, Equation 81 can be written as

_gB" o™ Sty e [ S
< m! > (a+ 1)L+me L ( ala+ 1)) ' 4

Then the identity [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.975/1]

Z £ (z (1—2)" Lexp <2m1> (85)

0o B am
Z<em[f >= - (36)

m=0

can be used to verify that
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3.3.3 Evaluating the detection probability

Before evaluating the detection probability, Chernoff bounds [Shnidman 1976, Wozencraft &
Jacobs 1965] are first calculated to check whether the result can be approximated as either O or 1.
Otherwise, the detection probability in Equation 74 can be evaluated by re-writing it as the sum
of the product of two series, A, and C,,,:

(718, M) = ZA Crm (87)

m=mg

where mg and m; are the lower and upper summation limits. Details of both the Chernoff bounds
and the upper and lower limits are given in Appendix C. The first series in the sum is given by

Ay =exp(moIn7 — 7 —InT'(mo + 1)),

88
A1 = FAm/(m + 1) (88)

and does not need to be recalculated for different values of = since the threshold 7 is independent
of the clutter power x. The second series is

1, m< M
C = e 89
" 1— Z By, m>M ®9)
k=0
where By, denotes the expectation
e BBk

The coefficients for the two target cases in Equations 80 and 81 can be evaluated using recurrence
relations [Ward, Tough & Watts 2013]. For the fluctuating target in Equation 80,

By | (~Km+1lJK’

(a+ 1)L\ S+ K(a+
o Kz

Bi=1L 1 B 91

! a+1< * L> 0 Ob
Bii= ——— % ((L42k+(h+K)D) B (L—1+k)G+1) (-2 B

M Tk la+1 =)k : at+1)

i S . :

where z = . For the constant target case in Equation 81,

o 7
B =1L 1+2 B (92)
! a+1< JrL) 0

1 o = o
Byy1 = —— L+2 Z|)Bp,—(L—-1 —— | B—
k+1 k+1a—|—1<( + 2k + ) k= ( +k)<a+1> I<:1>
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where Z = m Even with high precision arithmetic, the series in Equations 91 and 92
oo

are prone to underflow for large S /a. To avoid this, a method suggested in Section IV-A of
[Shnidman 1995] is used. First In(By) is calculated separately and stored in a variable vy. The
series is started at 1 and each term is checked to see if it exceeds e?°. If it does, all terms are
divided by €2° and 25 is added to vy. Once all required terms have been computed, the sum of the
series is multiplied by exp(vp). In the constant target case the recurrence for By, is the g-function,
and in the fluctuating target case the h-function, both defined by Shnidman [1995]. However the
application of these functions is different here. The clutter model of [Shnidman 1995] is compared
with the compound K distribution in [Shnidman 2005].

Note that this calculation method can also be used to calculate the Py, by setting S =0 and using
the coefficients:

1
By— —
O7 (a+ 1)L ©3)
B _L—I—k Q
k+1_k‘—|—10¢+1 k-

3.3.4 Detection at high CNR

As the CNR increases, the method of Ward, Tough & Watts [2013] becomes computationally
intensive and fails completely when there is only clutter present. The method of [Shnidman 1976,
Shnidman 1989, Shnidman 1991] can be used if it is modified for a real effective number of
looks I > 1 in place of an integer number M. Consider a constant target where the target plus
interference PDF is described by Equation 49. The probability of detection is then given by

Palria, L) = [ Pluls, Lydu

e sk 1 /OO I
Sy o
|
= k' T(L+k)
e sF (L + k,7)
= . 4
Z k! T(L+k) ©4)

If L =1+ 0, where | = floor(L), then using an identity for the incomplete gamma function
[Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.356/5]:

X eSg I+k—2 e~ Tr0+n+1
B e (0+1 T)
Palrle.1.6) =3~ ( T+ 1) Z iy 5+n+2)> ©3)

k=0
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Then by making the substitution m = d + n + 1, where the index m is a real number, gives

X p—sgk 5+1 L+k—-1 e m
Pd(ﬂw’L’é):Z k! ( 5+1 Z Fm+1>

k=0 =5+1
B 2 ek <F((5 +1,7) Lz_:l e’ n LJrzk:_l e T )
B = k! L(0+1) =, Dm+1) I'(m+1)
_To+1,7) N Ll e i —sgk Lil “Trm
r'@+1) el im+1) & k! I'(m+1)
reo+1,r Ll erm = e T sk
- 1£(5++1))+ 25;1 ( +1)+kzzor(m+1) (1_;:0 k! ) ©6)

This expression differs from the original summation in Equation 52 in two respects: the first term
is new and the index m is a real number rather than an integer, beginning at m = § 4+ 1 and
incremented by 1 for each successive term in the sum. When L is an integer, § = 0 and the first
term is just e”” as in the original series. For large 7 the original sum must be started at some term
ng > 0 to avoid underflow and loss of significance (see Appendix C.2 for details). In this case the
first term in Equation 96 is negligible and the sum is started at my = ng + 9.

The same modification can easily be applied to the series in Equation 58 for a fluctuating target.
Note that the target fluctuation parameter K is the same as for detection in uncorrelated clutter, so
for example K = M for a Swerling 2 target in both cases. Figure 10 shows the effect of varying
the clutter to noise ratio on the probability of detection for a Swerling 2 target in exponentially
distributed clutter with M/ = 10 and L = 1.5. The dashed black line is calculated using the
method described here for clutter only (infinite CNR) and the other curves are calculated with the
method of Ward, Tough and Watts.

To determine the optimal CNR for switching between methods, the maximum SIR error between
the WTW and the modified Shnidman method has been measured. As described in the following
section, both of these calculation methods can be extended to compound distributions. The Pareto
distribution has been used to model the clutter with a shape of 3 and the number of looks, M = 5.
To establish the worst error, the speckle is totally correlated with p = 1 and hence L = 1. Fig.
11 shows the maximum SIR error and the mean run time averaged over 3 runs as a function of
the CNR. As expected, the SIR error is 0.7 dB when the CNR is at -10 dB due to the incorrect
modelling of the correlated thermal noise. However, this quickly reduces and becomes less than
0.1 dB at 0 dB. While the WTW detection method is more accurate, it is far more computationally
intensive. At the same transition point when the CNR is 0 dB, the run time is around 10 s and
increases to 70 s at 10 dB. For comparison, the mean run time for the modified Shnidman algorithm
with any value of CNR is 0.14 s. From this result, a realistic transition point between algorithms
would be at 0 dB or when the clutter starts to dominate the interference.
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Figure 10: Py with different clutter to noise ratios for a Swerling 2 target in exponentially
distributed clutter and noise after non-coherent integration of 10 pulses with a Py,

of 1074, The effective number of independent clutter samples is 1.5.
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Figure 11: Maximum SIR error between detection algorithms (top) and mean run time for WTW
algorithm (bottom).
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3.4 Detection in compound clutter

Thus far the clutter power x has been treated as a constant. In the compound model z is a random
variable with a PDF P, (z). The global probability of detection Pj is obtained by integrating the
local Py over this PDF. The effect of this ‘smoothing’ is to degrade the non-coherent integration
by up to 20 dB when compared to homogeneous Gaussian clutter [Allen & Urkowitz 1993].

With this extension, the local SIR, S is now replaced by a global SIR, S” and the local threshold.
7 by a global threshold, 7/,

M { A2
S = (A% : 97)
Pc+ Pn
Y
= (98)
Pe + Pn
These can both be rewritten in terms of the short scale definitions,
S/
T+ Pn
/
ro Tt pn) (100)
T+ Pn

The Py solution is determined by multiplying the PDF of the mean speckle power, P, (x) and then
integrating over z,

> "(pec +pn) S’ (e + Pn)
Pl (|8, M :/ P,(2)P, <T(p“ n cTPn) A da. 101
d,K(7'| ) . (z) Paxc z + pn z + pn €L (101)

To the authors’ knowledge, there is no documented analytic solution to this integral and numerical
integration must be used for evaluation as described in Section 2.3 of [Bocquet 2012]. Different
target fluctuations can be modelled by changing the value of K as in the previous section. The
solution for P; can be expressed in terms of 7/,5” and the CNR, C’. If the integration variable is
redefined as u = z/p,

o0 / ! !/ !/
Pi[((T/’S/,M, Cl) — / fo <ﬂ7> Pd’K <T (C + 1) ‘ S (C + 1) M> da;
0

De o z/p.C' +1 z/p.C'+ 1’
o 7(C"+1) S(C"+1)
— [ PP M 102
/0 (u) d’K<uC’+1|uC’+1 du (102)

where P,(u) = 1/p.Py(x/p.) and dz = p.du.

The probability of false alarm can be calculated similarly,

1 > 7(C"+1
Pf/a,K(T/|M; C/) = 1—‘(]\4)/0 Pu(u)F (M, 1L(C”—|—1)> du (103)

where again numerical integration can be used for evaluation.

For the WTW method, the same procedure is applied, except that the parameters S and 7 are
normalised by the noise power alone and hence are independent of x. If these parameters are
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renormalised by the sum of clutter and noise powers we obtain

- S
ortr (104
F = C,T+ - (105)
The dependence on z is only through the parameter a,
M M
o= LT)”“’ = FuC'. (106)
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4 Detection performance analysis

This section presents target detection performance results using the empirical models from Section
2. In these results, the Pareto distribution acts as a proxy for the data as it has been shown to
match extremely well, [Rosenberg & Bocquet 2013a]. By accounting for temporal correlation
and comparing the differences in detection performance between the K and Pareto distributions,
this analysis also highlights the importance of using the correct model when assessing detection
performance. The outcome of this section is an accurate description of the detection performance
given a variety of target fluctuation models, collection geometries and environmental conditions.

As a basis for the modelling results, a common set of radar parameters are described in Table
6. The modelled outputs described in Section 2.3.2 are then shown in Tables 7-9 for a variety
of geometries, polarisations and sea-states. The trends for the shape parameters include a linear
increase with grazing angle, an increase with sea-state and a maximum in the upwind direction.
Also, due to the effect of the platform motion, the overall decorrelation time, T’, from Equation 29
is typically smaller than the temporal decorrelation, 7', from Equation 30. The clutter correlation
is determined using the overall decorrelation time with the Gaussian model in Equation 65 and the
effective number of looks is determined with Equation 66.

The first section 4.1 shows the false alarm rate for the K and Pareto distributions. Section 4.2 then
describes the Py results for a selection of fluctuating target models, false alarm rates, geometry
and sea-states. This then leads into the final Section 4.3 which looks at the minimum detectable
target RCS.

Table 6: Common simulation input parameters

Parameters Symbol | Value
Centre frequency fe 10 GHz
Bandwidth B 200 MHz
Pulse width T, 5 us
PRF JPRF 500 Hz
Peak transmitted power P, 20 kW
Antenna gain (one way) G 35dB
Combined losses L,+ Ls | 7dB
Noise figure E, 4 dB
Reference temperature To 290 K
Azimuth beam width two-way 3 dB | ¢3q4p 1°
Doppler spectrum mean fo 0O Hz
Platform velocity Up 100 m/s
Slant range R 20 km
Elevation / grazing angle 0 30°
Azimuth angle 0] 0°
Wind swell angle W 0°
Sea-state S 3
Number of looks M 10
Probability of false alarm Py 107°
Probability of detection Py 0.5
Polarisation HH
Target fluctuation model Swerling case 2
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Table 7: Calculated model parameters for varying azimuth angle with 30° grazing, sea-state 3.

Polarisation | Azimuth angle | CNR (dB) v a T (ms) | T/ (ms)

Upwind 14.60 2.62 | 4.10

HH Crosswind 9.23 1.51 | 2.86 | 10.11 4.66
Downwind 10.68 329 | 4.53
Upwind 3.22 7.18 | 8.15

HV Crosswind 0.63 1.36 | 2.53 11.43 478
Downwind 2.68 5.62 | 791
Upwind 20.92 31.77 | 34.94

\'AY Crosswind 15.73 16.52 | 16.55 | 12.75 4.86
Downwind 19.79 36.07 | 37.12

Table 8: Calculated model parameters for varying grazing angle with sea-state 3, upwind

direction.
Polarisation | Grazing angle | CNR (dB) v a T (ms) | T" (ms)
20° 10.16 0.60 | 2.37 4.37
HH 30° 14.60 2.62 | 4.10 10.11 4.66
45° 21.61 11.40 | 14.05 5.43
20° 1.27 324 | 4.20 4.46
HV 30° 3.32 7.18 | 8.15 11.43 4.78
45° 6.74 15.88 | 19.20 5.61
20° 18.40 30.60 | 33.70 4.53
\'AY% 30° 20.92 31.77 | 3494 | 12.75 4.86
45° 25.05 32.99 | 36.23 5.75

Table 9: Calculated model parameters for varying sea state with 30° grazing, upwind direction.

Polarisation | Sea state | CNR (dB) v a T (ms) | T" (ms)
1 5.96 042 | 2.37 14.22 4.98
HH 3 14.6 2.62 | 4.10 | 10.11 4.66
6 20.1 4.13 | 5.15 3.65 3.00
1 —6.40 0.37 | 3.05 14.94 4.96
HV 3 3.32 7.18 | 8.15 11.43 4.78
6 9.45 10.82 | 10.25 | 5.74 3.88
1 11.32 22.07 | 23.06 | 15.63 4.98
\'A" 3 20.92 31.77 | 3494 | 12.75 4.86
6 26.98 29.92 | 32,17 | 17.83 4.36

4.1 Probability of false alarm

The probability of false alarm is related to the CCDF as shown in Equation 39. In a detection
scheme, the desired P, is specified and the threshold must be found by inverting this equation.
Using the parameters above, Figure 12 shows a comparison of P for the K and Pareto
distributions. A range of looks, M (non-coherent sum of pulses) has also been shown to
demonstrate the effect of correlation.
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There is a clearly a big difference in the HH and HV results with the K-distribution having a
lower threshold by approximately 5 dB and 2 dB respectively at 107, while there is only a minor
difference in the VV channel. The effect of non-coherently integrating pulses is to reduce the
threshold. This effect is more pronounced in the VV polarisation where the threshold is reduced
by 6 dB with 50 pulses integrated.

M=1 M=10 M =50

HH
10915(Pa)

HV
109 5(P.)
G bbb loh bbb hohhbh o
d
7~

o’
-
-

\AY%
109,4(Pr,)

f f f f f f f f f i\ f f
-5 0 5 10 15 20 -5 0 5 10 15 20 -5 0 5 10 15 20
Normalised threshold (dB) Normalised threshold (dB) Normalised threshold (dB)

Figure 12: Py, comparison with number of looks: (—) K, (- -) Pareto.

4.2 Probability of detection

Once a P, is chosen and the threshold is found, the detection probability, Py can be calculated as
a function of the Signal to Interference Ratio (SIR). The next set of results in Figures 13-17 show
variations in the target model, number of looks, geometry and sea-state.

The target fluctuation models can all be derived from the chi-squared distribution model in
Equation 56. A non-fluctuating Marcum target model is found when K — oo. Using the Pareto
distribution, the Py result is shown along the top row of Figure 13 for M = 1,10 and 50 looks
and a Py, of 107°. As the number of looks increases, the curve shifts to the left and the required
SIR for a contant F; is reduced. The Swerling fluctuation models 1 and 2 refer to the cases where
K = 1and K = M and the target model becomes an exponential distribution. Similarly, the
Swerling models 3 and 4 refer to a chi-squared distribution with K = 2 and K = 2M. To
account for target correlation, an effective value B < M can be determined using the relationship
in Equation 66 with an appropriate target ACF. For targets with an exponential distribution, the
fluctuation parameter is related by K = B, while for chi-squared distributions, the relationship is
K = 2B. If a Gaussian ACF is assumed for the target as in Equation 65, then the detection
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performance can be calculated as a function of the target correlation, p;(n) = ﬁ?z for
n=20,...,M — 1. For p; = 0, the target is uncorrelated and B = 1, while p; = 1 implies total
correlation and B = M. Figure 13 shows a comparison for both exponential and chi-squared
target models as the number of looks increases. The increasing number of looks has again shifted
the curves to the left, while an increasing target correlation reduces the slope of the curve. In all
cases, the chi-squared result has a slightly steeper slope than the exponential fluctuation. Since
the target correlation cannot be known in advance, only the uncorrelated exponential fluctuation
(Swerling 2) model is used for the remainder of these comparisons. Table 10 shows the minimum
required SIR fora Py = 0.5.

Using a model also allows us to extrapolate down to lower P, levels than could be used in a
real detection scheme. The result in Figure 14 shows the K and Pareto distribution results for a
P, of 1074, 107 and 1075, For both the HH and HV polarisations, there is a clear difference
between the two distribution models which increases as the Py, reduces. For the HH polarisation,
the difference in the SIR at a Py of 0.5 is up to 5.4 dB, while this difference is reduced for the
cross-pol polarisation and almost zero for VV. Table 11 shows the required SIR for each result
measured at a Py of 0.5.

The next three results show a comparison with geometry and sea-state. Figure 15 first shows the
variation in azimuth direction. The biggest variation between the K and Pareto distributions is
found for HH and HV crosswind directions where the SIR difference is up to 7.4 dB. There is little
difference in the VV polarisation, where the Pareto matches the K distribution result. Table 12
shows the required SIR for each result measured at a Py of 0.5.

Figure 16 shows a comparison of 20°, 30° and 45° grazing. The biggest difference between the
distributions is found in the HH polarisation where the SIR difference is up to 5.1 dB for 20°
grazing. The mismatch is reduced for the VV polarisation and also when the grazing angle gets
higher. Table 13 shows the required SIR for each result measured at a Py of 0.5.

The final result in Figure 17 shows the variation in sea-state. The largest mismatch of 5.1 dB
is found for the lowest sea-state in the HH polarisation. The mismatch reduces as the sea-state
increases and is very small for the VV polarisation. For the lowest sea-state, the CNR for the
HYV channel is very low and both distributions are approximately exponential giving the same
performance results. Table 14 shows the required SIR for each result measured at a Py of 0.5.

Table 10: Required SIR (dB) at a P; of 0.5. Variation in target model and number of looks
corresponding to Figure 13.

M 1 10 50
Marcum 16.66 | 14.54 | 13.50
Exponential, p; = 1 (Swerling 1) | 18.23 | 16.11 | 15.07
Exponential, p, = 0 (Swerling 2) | 18.23 | 14.67 | 13.51
Chi-squared, p; = 1 (Swerling 3) | 17.40 | 15.28 | 14.24
Chi-squared, p; = 0 (Swerling 4) | 17.40 | 14.60 | 13.50
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Figure 13: Py variation with target model and number of looks. Variation with target correlation:
pe: (—) 0, (—) 0.5, (—) 0.9, (—) 1.
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Figure 14: P;variation with polarisation and false alarm rate: (—) K, (—) Pareto.
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Table 11: Required SIR (dB) at a Py of 0.5. Variation in false alarm rate corresponding to Figure
14.

Pn=10""% Pn=10" Pn=10""°
K | Pareto K Pareto K Pareto
HH | 937 | 11.99 | 10.71 | 14.67 | 11.82 | 17.24
HV | 6.76 | 7.61 7.88 9.20 8.82 | 10.66
VV | 6.10 | 6.16 7.10 7.22 7.94 8.11

Pol.

Table 12: Required SIR (dB) at a P; of 0.5. Variation in azimuth angle corresponding to Figure

15.
Pol Upwind, ¢ = 0° | Crosswind, ¢ = 90° | Downwind, ¢ = 180°
oh K Pareto K Pareto K Pareto
HH | 10.71 14.67 | 11.80 18.16 10.03 13.65
HV | 7.88 9.20 10.28 17.63 8.11 9.15
VvV | 7.10 7.22 7.66 8.28 7.01 7.16
Upwind Crosswind Downwind
I
T
5 0.5
0
1
7
. 05
el
o
0
1
S
5 0.5
o
0
0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30
SIR (dB) SIR (dB) SIR (dB)

Figure 15: P, variation with polarisation and azimuth angle: (—) K, (—) Pareto.
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Figure 16: Py variation with polarisation and grazing angle: (—) K, (—) Pareto.
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Figure 17: Py variation with polarisation and sea-state: (—) K, (—) Pareto.
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Table 13: Required SIR (dB) at a P; of 0.5. Variation in grazing angle corresponding to Figure
16.

0 = 20° 0 = 30° 0 = 45°
K Pareto K Pareto K | Pareto
HH | 1445 | 20.89 | 10.71 | 14.67 | 840 | 8.91
HV | 853 | 12.27 | 7.88 9.20 | 7.75 | 7.96
VV | 6.94 7.07 7.10 722 | 7.51 | 7.61

Pol.

Table 14: Required SIR (dB) at a P, of 0.5. Variation in sea-state corresponding to Figure 17.

S=1 S=3 S=6
K Pareto K Pareto K | Pareto
HH | 1524 | 20.31 | 10.71 | 14.67 | 8.94 | 12.50
HV | 1493 | 14.93 | 7.88 9.20 | 748 | 8.69
VV | 7.36 7.36 7.10 722 | 6.89 | 7.06

Pol.

4.3 Minimum detectable target RCS

The final section looks at the the minimum detectable point target RCS for a given set of radar
parameters and a desired Py, and Py. These can be related using the radar range equation as it
applies to both the target and the sea-clutter. For the sea-clutter, the mean power was given in
Equation 1. For the mean target power,

o Pth)\EO'tTpB

P = 4r)3RIL,L, (107)

where o is the effective target RCS inclusive of any propagation effects. To determine the
minimum detectable target RCS, 0 min, the relationship for the SIR can be used:

s=_—"P2 (108)
De +Pn
If this relationship is then written in terms of the minimum detectable target RCS, 04 min,
kToF,(47)* R L, L
Ot min = 50min (oc - }f GQ)Ang - ) (109)

where 50 min 18 the minimum required SIR. Using the parameters given above, Figure 18 shows the
minimum SIR and the corresponding minimum target RCS for each polarisation as it varies with
grazing angle. Also shown in both results is the noise limited case (p. = 0) which is constant at
3 dB for the minimum SIR and -14 dB for the minimum target RCS. For the lower grazing angles
in the HH and HV channels, there is a large difference between the K and Pareto distributions,
which reduces as the grazing angle increases. The two distributions give almost identical results
for the VV channel. In terms of detectability, the Pareto result shows that the HV polarisation has
the smallest target RCS, then VV and HH.
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Figure 18: Minimum required SIR (left) and minimum detectable target RCS (right) with M = 10
looks and Py, = 1075, Other parameters given in Table 6: (—) K, (—) Pareto, (—)
noise limited case.
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5 Conclusions and future work

Parametric modelling is a useful tool to predict a radar’s target detection performance given a
statistical description of the environment. This report summarised the target detection
performance of an X-band surface surveillance radar operating at medium grazing angles in the
maritime environment. A number of different detection scenarios were explored with variations
in the collection geometry, sea-state and polarisation. Due to its good fit to the Ingara sea clutter
data, the Pareto distribution was used as a proxy for the data with the K-distribution results
showing the mismatch that would be expected in a detection scenario. The overwhelming
conclusion from this report is that the choice of model is critical to accurately determine the
detection performance.

These scenarios required a number of parameter models to relate the radar and environmental
characteristics to the appropriate mean backscatter and the distribution shape values. Appropriate
models were therefore presented along with the equations used to determine the performance of
different fluctuating targets in both uncorrelated and correlated clutter. A full derivation of the
Ward, Tough and Watts detection algorithm for correlated clutter was presented with a
modification to make the technique robust for high CNRs.

The sea-clutter and target detection models were then used to analyse the probability of false alarm,
probability of detection and the minimum detectable RCS for a given set of radar parameters.
The Py, results showed a a big difference in the horizontal polarisations with the K distribution
underestimating the threshold by up to 5 dB, while there was only a minor difference in the VV
channel. The effect of non-coherently integrating pulses was to reduce the threshold.

A comparison of the target fluctuation models revealed that the chi-squared distribution model
has a slightly lower Fy4 than the exponential distribution and that increasing the target correlation
reduced the slope. Using a distribution model also allows us to extrapolate down to lower P,
levels than could be used in a real detection scheme. By comparing P, levels, it was found that
for the HH polarisation, the difference in the SIR between the K and Pareto distributions was up
to 5.4 dB. This mismatch also got larger as the P, reduced. When looking at changes in the
azimuth look direction, the biggest variation between the K and Pareto distributions was found
for the horizontal crosswind directions where the SIR difference was up to 7.7 dB. There was
little difference in the VV polarisation, where the Pareto matched the K-distribution result. For
changes in grazing, a difference was observed between the distribution models of up to 6.4 dB.
The mismatch is reduced for the VV polarisation and also when the grazing gets higher. The final
comparison was for the sea-state, where the largest mismatch of 5.1 dB is found for the lowest
sea-state in the HH polarisation. The mismatch reduced as the sea-state increased and was very
small for the VV polarisation.

The final result looked at the minimum detectable target RCS given a set of radar parameters. For
the lower grazing angles in the HH and HV channels, there was a large difference between the K
and Pareto distributions, which reduced as the grazing angle increased. In terms of detectability,
the Pareto result shows that the VV polarisation has the smallest target RCS, then HV and HH.

These parameter models have also been recently used for simulating realistic sea-clutter with an
evolving Doppler spectrum along time and range [Watts 2012, Watts, Rosenberg & Ritchie 2014,
Bocquet, Rosenberg & Watts 2014]. By injecting false targets into this simulated data, detection
performance can be analysed using adaptive CFAR algorithms and other ‘new’ detection schemes.
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Appendix A PDFs for correlated clutter

This appendix derives the PDFs from the WTW detection model in Section 3.3.2 for the cases of
correlated clutter and noise and a target in correlated clutter and noise. The PDFs derived below are
for clutter speckle, so numerical integration over the texture PDF is required to obtain the PDF for
compound clutter, as described in Section 3.4. In order to obtain accurate results for both low and
high intensity, the integration interval is separated into two parts, with 100 point Gauss-Legendre
quadrature used on [0, 1] and 20 point Gauss-Laguerre quadrature on [1, 00).

A.1 Correlated clutter and noise

The PDF for correlated clutter and noise is evaluated as follows. With no target present, § = 0 and

Equation 70 becomes
IBLflafLefﬁ/a

(L) (Al)

P(Bla, L) =
The PDF can then be written as

P(AM. L, ) = / " P(B, M)P(Bla, L)d

pMthl > Bla+1)\ kir—1
F( klM—i—l-c—l)/ eXp<_ o >5+ ap

> L+k3)€ [L M+l<:1k
Z k'M+k—1)(a+1)L+k

M-l & D(L 4 k)T (M) ( o )’“
T(M)(a+ 1)F & KIN(L)T(M + k) \a+1

k=0

e ,u’u]V[ 1

_ g O
I CES o <L,M, - 1) (A2)

and is the same PDF obtained by [Swerling 1970, Equation 54] for a fluctuating target in noise. It
is also the ‘noncentral chi-square gamma’ PDF used by Shnidman [1999] as a clutter model. The
confluent hypergeometric function can be evaluated using a Taylor series for small arguments and
an asymptotic series for large arguments [Pearson 2009]. Here the parameters and argument are
all positive and real or integer, so the function is also real and positive with no singularities. In this
case, the asymptotic series can be simplified to
oo

1F1(Ls Msu) = 11:((]1\/[))ULN€U ];) (M L)gl(l L)ku*k. (A3)
The asymptotic series is used for v > 100, and the Taylor series for v < 100. If the MATLAB
symbolic math toolbox is available, the function ‘hypergeom’ could be used, but according to
[Pearson 2009], this function is at least 100 times slower than direct evaluation of the series. The
PDF is obtained by numerical integration of Equation A2 over the gamma distribution for the
clutter power z. The dependence on z is only through the parameter «, per Equation 69.

Figure A1 shows the PDF for M = 10 pulses and different values of L, with a CNR of 0 dB
and K distribution shape parameter v = 0.1. The clutter correlation mainly affects the tail of the
distribution, and hence the probability of false alarm for a given threshold.

UNCLASSIFIED
50



UNCLASSIFIED
DST-Group-TR-3193

logio P(f1)
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Figure Al: PDF for the sum of 10 returns from correlated K clutter and noise, with a CNR of 0 dB
and shape parameter v = 0.1, for different numbers of independent clutter samples.

A.2 Target in correlated clutter and noise

The PDF for a target in correlated clutter and noise is
PN, L 5.K) = [ [ PGl M)P(3I5. 0 LPGEIS, K)dsds.

The integral over 3 can be evaluated using the definite integral [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994,
§6.633]:

00 bl —qa? fm ng~ (m+4n+p+2)/2
/0 e Im (fx) I (gx) dox = 2m+”+1F(n+ 0

00 k
T(k+(m+n+p+2)/2) ( f? g9’
—_— P =k, k; 1; A5
kz KT (k+m+ 1) 4) 1 —moEnt f2 (A3)
If we make the substitutions

g

= ) dxzia

Vo NG
f=JF, g=7jG, (A6)

p=m-—n,

then Equation A5 can be written as

/ﬂm”/“qﬁf (FVB) 1 (Gv/B) ds

FmGanm 1 ©° 1 F2 k G2
_kazﬂ]d(_zlq oF | =k, —m — kn—i—lﬁ ) (A7)
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If the target is non-fluctuating, § = S, and the definite integral from Equation A7 can be applied
to obtain the PDF

P(IM, Lo, §) = /O Pl M)P (8|3, a, L)dp

MV exp (<= §))
aS(L—1)/2

[ (),

(67

e s g k .
= D(M)(a+ 1)L >;k1|<oz—l—l> o Fy (—k‘,—L—k—i—l;M;;)

k=0 m=0 m
exp\~f - 57&) L ai N @, (5)T
BT Mk!(aﬂ) 2. <au> - a9

If there is no target present, S = 0 and Equation A8 reduces to Equation A2. For a fluctuating
target the PDF is

P(/]|M,L,a,5',K):/ P(a|M, L,a,3)P(5]S, K)d3
0

A\ K
e o (575)
:F(M sz,aHkZ " Tm)y
o /OOO FEHR-m=1 g ( (S_;;K>> ds
ﬁMfl i (K/S‘)K 00 1
T (M) (et 1) ,;)k!( ok
A - K+k—m
- (L) A(g)k_m (sii K) (i)™ (A9)
m=0 m
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Appendix B WTW detection model consistency check

This appendix presents a consistency check for the WTW detection model to show that in the case
of a non-fluctuating target, the M pulse Rice distribution is recovered when the effective number
of looks L equals the number of pulses M. This can be verified by integrating the product of the
PDFs in Equations 70 and 72 over (3,

Pjils, 0, M) = /0 P(il8, M)P(BJ3,, M)dB

i\M Y2 exp (i — §/a)
o
1

S
x/o exp (—ﬁ“; )IM_1 (2v/iB) T <2{?> g (Bl

where the integral in Equation B1 can be evaluated using [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §6.615]:

/ Ty 2/ V) Jm (29V/7) d = ;Im (?) exp <W> - (B2)
0

p

By making the following substitutions: f = jF = egj Fandg = jG = egj G and noting that
In(2) = e ™29 J,, <e§j z> [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.406/1, and I,,,(—z) = I, (¢™2) =
€™ I,,,(z) from the series [Gradshteyn & Ryzhik 1994, §8.445], Equation B2 can be written as

0o 2 2
/ e Pl (2FVz) Iy (2GVx) da = ;Im <2FPG> exp <F;G> : (B3)
0

Hence

a+1 a+1 a+1
1 p\M-D2 i+ 2/Tis
_ [l _ I . B4
04—1—1(§> P a+1) M \a¥1 (B4)

The Rice distribution for the sum p of M radar returns from a target in noise and uncorrelated
clutter speckle was given in Equation 49 as

P(jils, 0, M) = (’;‘)(M_l)/2 s (2% exp (‘“(“*/O‘))

M><M71>/2

P(u|s, M) = (g eI Ty 1 (24/155) (B5)

and since « = x/p, when L = M, we have p = /(o + 1) and s = §/(av + 1). Then by
comparing Equation B4 with Equation BS5, it can be seen that P(ji|$, o, M)dji = P(uls, M)dpu.
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Appendix C Calculation bounds for the WTW detection
probability

This appendix supplements the WTW algorithm description in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3. Section
C.1 describes the Chernoff bounds which are used to detect cases when the Py is less than the
minimum value that can be represented on a computer or when 1 — Pj is less than the smallest
number which can be represented with double precision and the best solutions will be either O or
1 respectively. Section C.2 then derives practical lower and upper limits for evaluating the Py in
Equation 87.

C.1 Chernoff bounds

Chernoff bounds provide a means to avoid unnecessary calculations when the probability of
detection  is close to  zero or one [Chernoff 1952, Wozencraft &
Jacobs 1965, Shnidman 1976, Shnidman 1995, Bocquet 2012]. They are a function of the
number of looks, M, the SIR, S , the threshold, 7 and a parameter, A. If an upper bound is
desired, then the value of A must be found which most closely matches the inequality

Py(M,S,7) < Cp(M, S, 7)) (CD)
or for a lower bound
Py(M,S5,7)>1—Cpg(M,S,7,)). (C2)

To use the Chernoff bound, the optimal )\ is calculated for the appropriate target model and two
cases are investigated:

Ao is positive implies P, is less than Cg(M, S, 7, Ag) and we set Py to 0.

Ao is negative implies P is greater than C'p (M, S , T, Ao), and we set Py to 1.

When applied to the compound distributions, the Chernoff bounds are calculated prior to
numerical integration for each value of « used in the integration. In MATLAB, this can be done
simultaneously by treating the variable o as a vector formed from all the required values. Even
though the calculation of )\ is rather complicated, evaluation of the Chernoff bound is generally
much faster than summing the series for the probability of detection, especially for large 7 where
many terms are needed for the series to converge.

Non-fluctuating target in uncorrelated clutter

For a non-fluctuating target in noise, the Chernoff bound is [Shnidman 1995, Equation 73]

. _exp(—AF+SA/(1 - A)
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Non-fluctuating target in correlated clutter

The bound for an effective number of looks L in correlated clutter plus noise is obtained by setting
S = [ and integrating over the probability P(53|S, a, L):

Co(M, L, 5,7 \) = / Ci(M, .7, \)P(B|5, a, L)dp
0

/0°° eXp(—A(fltﬁ)\))\ﬁl - A))é (%) = exp (_5%5*) I (2f§> %

- €Xp§(1)‘_%)\)i/a) /0°° exp(~B(A/(A — 1) + 1/a)) (5>21L_1 (255) y

~exp(—=AT 4 SA/(1— A —a))) 1-x \*
- (1—- M <1—/\—a)\> ’ (C4)
The value of A which gives the closest bound is then obtained by solving
dIn(Cp) N S M La
- _ =0 C5
X T Ay T T TN —a—an ©)
for A. This result can be rearranged to form a cubic in A
A3 FuN ol +w=0 (C6)
with the coefficients
t=71+a)
u=(14a)(14+a)M -3+ a)T),
(1+a) (1 +0a) ) .

v=7034+2a)—- (1+a)2M+alL) -5,
w=alL+M+5—7.

Equation C6 can then be solved using radicals. Dividing through by ¢ and making the substitution
A =mn —u/(3t) gives the equation

n® + pn 4+ ¢ = 0 where
2

v
p= T 32 and (C8)
_ 203 uv - w
T e T
with a discriminant
d=(q/2)*+ (p/3)°. (C9)

If d > 0, there is one real root

Xo = i/; (—q+\/&) + i’/% (—q—\/&) —u/(3t). (C10)
If d = 0, there are three real roots given by

2
Ao = 27 cos <¢+ 7T> Y

3 ) 3 . (C11)
_ _ — -1 (__1
where r = \/—p/3 and ¢ = cos ( 21"3) .
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Ifw < 0,0or7 > aL+ M+ S, then A\g > 0 and the result is an upper bound for the probability
of detection near zero. Alternatively if w > 0, or 7 < oL + M + S, then A\g < 0 and the bound
is a lower bound for the probability of detection near one.

Fluctuating target in correlated clutter

The Chernoff bound for a fluctuating target is obtained by integrating the bound for a fixed target
in Equation C4 with the fluctuation P (5|5, K),

CB(M7L,04,§7K,%,)\):/ Cp(M,L,a,3,7,\)P(3|S, K)ds
0

~ S\
/oo exp (*ATer) < 1—\ )L gh—1 (K)K —Ks/5 g5
_ —_= (& S
0

(1= M 1-x—ax) T(K)\ S
e 1-2 \" 1 (K\"
S A=-M)M\1-X-a\) T(K)\S
X A §K71 exp <—KS/»§+ 1_;?)\_0»\> ds
eV 1-X \'(E\"(KE ) -
=M \1-)X—a) S S 1=X—a)\
~ —-K
e 1-x \* S A
_(1—>\)M<1—)\—a>\> (1_K1—A—a/\> ' (€12)

The value of A which gives the closest bound is obtained by solving

dln(Cp) . M La S
i M + . —0 (C13)
) L-2 (1=N(1-A-a)) (1—)\—a)\)(1—)\(1+a+S/K))
which can be rearranged to form a cubic in A with the coefficients
t=71+a)1+a+S/K),
u=MI1+a)1l+a+S5/K)—72+a)1+a+85/K)—7(1+a), c1a)

v=7342a) —aL(l+a+S/K)—-2M(1+a)—-S+(F— M)S/K,
w=al+M+58—7.
The solution for A is the same as the fixed target case (Equations C10 and C11), albeit with the

coefficients in Equation C14 replacing those in Equation C7. Note that the coefficients for the
fluctuating target reduce to those for the constant target in the limit K — oo.

Probability of false alarm

The Chernoff bound for the probability of false alarm is

CuoM.La7n) = 1-x (C15)
B0 y Loy O, T _(1_)\)M 1—\— al\
UNCLASSIFIED

56



UNCLASSIFIED
DST-Group-TR-3193

which is obtained by setting S = 0 in Equations C4 or C12. In this case the equation for the value
of \ which gives the closest bound is a quadratic A + p\ + ¢ = 0 with coefficients

M «o+2
p=—=—- )
T a+1
1 (M+alL)/7 (C16)
Ch a—+1
and the desired solution
N = (-p—Vp?— 1) /2. (C17)

C.2 Calculation limits

This section derives the lower and upper limits for calculation of the detection probability in
Equation 87. These bounds are important as an underflow problem arises when the threshold, 7 is
large in the e 7 7™ /m! terms of Equation 74. As explained in [Bocquet 2012], it is therefore
necessary to begin the sum at a different index mg > 0 so that the expression can be successfully
calculated. Shnidman [1989] describes a method to determine mg given 7 and an acceptable error
bound e. It is also desirable to determine a priori, a term m; at which the sum will have
converged to within €. This avoids the need to check for convergence at every term added to the
sum. These terms can be approximated by a Gaussian for large 7, as shown in Appendix A of
[Bocquet 2012]:

~\2
_Fm exp (—Q%(m—v') )

- ~ C18
m! V2mm ( )
Hence the error function provides an approximation to the sum:
mi _zm
Z 6_7—% ~ L (1+erf(u)) withu = (mq — 7) /v/2m. (C19)
=0 :
We require
mi - 7,:m
1=) e"—~i(l—erf(u) <e (C20)
m=0 ’

where a lower bound for the error function is given by Nandagopal, Sen & Rawat [2010]:

V1—e v <erf(u). (C21)

Thus we can set

e=1 (1 —V1- e*“2> > 1 (1 = erf(u)) (C22)

and solve for u? to get
u? = —1In(4e(1 — €)) = —1In (4¢) = G. (C23)

Finally, m; is found from Equations C19 and C23 with the ceiling function applied to get an

integer:
my = [% +G+ GG+ 2%)] . (C24)
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Unfortunately, the approximation in Equation C18 is poor for m < 7, particularly if 7 is small, so
the starting term m can be found using a different approximation described by Shnidman [1989]:

Y e T~ (14 erf(u) with V2u = \/(mo -3 - \/2% — (mo - 3). (C25)
Here we require an upper bound for the error function, such as the one given in [Nandagopal, Sen
& Rawat 2010]:

V1—e /™ > erf(u) (C26)

e=1 (1 /1 6_4“277) > 1 (1+ erf(u)). (C27)

From Equations C25 and C27,

SO we can set

T . N
UQZZG:G':Tf\/QTf(m f%)\/m(J*%- (C28)

Dropping the 1/2 then gives the solution

(C29)

The parameter ¢ is set so it is much smaller than the precision of the computer arithmetic (typically
~ 1076 for double precision). For this work, we use ¢ = 107° for which G' ~ 67.7. Although
we have from Equation C28, G’ = 7(G /4 ~ 0.785G, we can set G’ = G without affecting the
accuracy of the result provided € is much smaller than the computing precision.
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