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A Generalized Gaussian Extension to the Rician
Distribution for SAR Image Modeling
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Abstract

We present a novel statistical model, the generalized-Gaussian-Rician (GG-Rician) distribution, for the char-
acterization of synthetic aperture radar (SAR) images. Since accurate statistical models lead to better results in
applications such as target tracking, classification, or despeckling, characterizing SAR images of various scenes
including urban, sea surface, or agricultural, is essential. The proposed statistical model is based on the Rician
distribution to model the amplitude of a complex SAR signal, the in-phase and quadrature components of which
are assumed to be generalized-Gaussian distributed. The proposed amplitude GG-Rician model is further extended
to cover the intensity SAR signals. In the experimental analysis, the GG-Rician model is investigated for amplitude
and intensity SAR images of various frequency bands and scenes in comparison to state-of-the-art statistical models
that include Weibull, Gy, Generalized gamma, and the lognormal distribution. The statistical significance analysis
and goodness of fit test results demonstrate the superior performance and flexibility of the proposed model for all
frequency bands and scenes, and its applicability on both amplitude and intensity SAR images. The Matlab package
is available at https://github.com/oktaykarakus/GG-Rician-SAR-Image-Modelling

Index Terms

SAR amplitude modeling, SAR intensity modeling, Non-Gaussian scattering, generalized-Gaussian-Rician dis-
tribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

YNTHETIC aperture radar (SAR) imagery is an important source of information in the analysis of various

terrains thanks to its capability to capture wider areas under different weather conditions. Statistical modeling of
SAR images plays an essential role in characterizing various scenes and underpins applications such as classification
(1], [2], or denoising [3]], [4]. The literature abounds with numerous statistical models for different SAR scenes,
which are either based on the physics of the imaging process or empirical, and all these models have advantages
and disadvantages according to the scene and/or frequency band employed.

In this paper, we address the problem of accurately modeling the SAR amplitude/intensity data within the context
of probability density function (pdf) estimation by assuming that the back-scattered SAR signal components possess
heavy-tailed non-Gaussian nature. Specifically, we propose a generic and flexible statistical model, in order to
cover various characteristics of the back-scattered SAR signal which will benefit applications such as despeckling,
classification, or segmentation.

The standard SAR model defines the back-scattered SAR signal received by a SAR sensor as a complex signal
R = x + 1y, where x and y are the real and imaginary parts respectively, and follows several assumptions [5], [6]:

1) The number of scatterers is large,

2) The scatterers are statistically independent,

3) The instantaneous scattering phases are statistically independent of the amplitudes,
4) The phase is uniformly distributed,

5) The reflectors are relatively small when compared to the illuminated scene,

6) There is no dominating scatterer in the scene.
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Fig. 1. Surface scattering examples for radar signals. (a) Distributed scattering from multiple scatterers, (b) A scene includes a single
dominating scatterer as well as multiple distributed ones.

In particular, the first two assumptions recall the central limit theorem whereby the real and imaginary parts
are jointly Gaussian. Combined with assumption 6), this leads to the case where = and y are independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) zero-mean Gaussian random variables,

z~N(0,0%) and y~ N(0,0%). (1)

Thence, the amplitude distribution becomes the Rayleigh distribution, the probability density function (pdf) of
which is given by

2
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where r = \/x? + y? refers to the amplitude and o is the scale parameter. The scattering mechanism of this kind
is depicted in Figure [T}(a).

In various scenes, the illuminated area may include one (or a small number of) dominating scatterer(s) (Figure
|I|-(b)), and a large number of non-dominant ones [7]]. Hence, the assumption 6) may no longer be valid, and « and
y become iid, but non-zero-mean () Gaussian random variables as

z~N(6,0%) and y~ N(J,0°). (3)

where § > 0 is the non-zero mean of the components = and y [8], which also defines the relationship between
the dominating scatterer and the statistical model. Hence, progressing as in the derivation of Rayleigh model and
making transformation to polar coordinates we obtain the Rician distribution
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where A = /24 is the location parameter and Zy(-) refers to the zeroth-order modified Bessel function of the first
kind.

Even though they are theoretically appealing and analytically simple, Gaussian/Rayleigh based statistical models
do not reflect the real life phenomena in most cases for SAR reflections. Thus, there are numerous statistical models
in the literature which were developed to account for non-Rayleigh cases, and proven to be successful for modeling
SAR imagery. Among those, the Gamma distribution is an important statistical model for characterizing multi look
SAR intensity images [9], [10]. It is the generalization of the exponential distribution via averaging L single-look
SAR intensities, each of which are exponentially distributed. The pdf expression for the Gamma distribution is
given as

L L
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where v = 72 is the intensity SAR signal, +y is the scale parameter and I'(-) refers to the Gamma function.



Contrary to the theoretical models discussed above, the Weibull distribution is an empirical statistical model,
and has been used in the literature [11]-[13] to model SAR images in both amplitude and intensity formats. The

Weibull pdf is expressed as
a—1 o'
[0 T T
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where « refers to the shape parameter, and +y is the scale parameter. The Lognormal distribution is another empirical
model like Weibull and has generally been used to model SAR amplitude images [14], [15]]. The lognormal pdf
expression is
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where + is the scale, and p is the location parameter.

Frery et al. [16] have proposed a new class of statistical models, the G distributions, corresponding to a
multiplicative speckle model. A special member of this class, which is the K distribution [9], [[11]], [[17] is one of
the important statistical models able to model both amplitude and intensity SAR images. The K distribution pdf
for amplitude modeling is expressed as

2 r\ ot r
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where K, (-) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind of order o and, «v and ~y refer to the shape, and scale
parameters, respectively. Another special member of the G model class, which is the Gy distribution has shown a
considerable performance in modeling extremely heterogeneous clutter such as in urban areas where K distribution
fails. In particular, the Gy distribution can be obtained under the assumption that the back-scattered SAR amplitude
follows a reciprocal of the square root of Gamma distribution [[10]. The amplitude pdf of the Gy distribution is
given by

2LIT(L — a)r?t!
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where L is the number of looks, « and « refer to the scale and shape parameters, respectively. The G, distribution
has been successfully utilized for various modeling studies in the literature for single/multi looks, heterogeneous
regions, and classification applications [10], [16]], [18], [19].

Another important empirical model for SAR amplitude/intensity modeling is the generalized gamma distribution
(GI'D) which was first proposed in [20]]. Due to its highly versatile analytical form this statistical model has found
various application areas in signal processing [21]], economics [22f], sea clutter modeling [23]-[25]], and some other
SAR scenes/applications [26]-[29]. The pdf of GI'D is given by

f(r|L,y,a) = )
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where the parameters v, 0 and x are all positive valued, and refer to the power, scale and shape parameters,

respectively.

In a previous study, following the observation of non-Gaussian reflections in urban areas, Kuruoglu & Zerubia 5]
proposed a generalized central limit theorem based statistical model which extends the standard scattering models
discussed above by considering the real and the imaginary parts of the complex back-scattered SAR signal to
be jointly symmetric-a-Stable random variables. This model, called the generalized Rayleigh distribution (will be
denoted as Stable-Rayleigh, or shortly SR for the rest of the paper) for amplitude SAR images, the pdf of which
is given as

f(rla,y) = 7“/ sexp (—vysY) Jo(sr)ds (11)
0

where Jy(-) is the zeroth-order Bessel function of the first kind, and « and -y refer to the shape, and scale parameters,
respectively. SR distribution has been shown to be a good choice for urban SAR image modeling in [5]], [30] and



successfully applied to despeckling problem in [3]].

Moser et al., [6] have proposed another generalized theoretical statistical model for amplitude SAR modeling,
which is similar to SR [5]], by assuming the real and imaginary parts of the back-scattered signals to be independent
zero-mean generalized Gaussian (GG) random variables, which leads to the generalized Gaussian Rayleigh (GGR)
distribution, with pdf [6]

o’r 2m rcosf|® + |rsin 8|
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where o and y refer to the shape, and scale parameters, respectively.

In a recent study [31], we have proposed a novel statistical model, namely the Laplace-Rician distribution for
modeling amplitude SAR images of the sea surface. The Laplace-Rician model is based on the Rician distribution,
whereby we assume that the real and imaginary parts of the back-scattered SAR signal are non-zero mean Laplace
distributed. The Rician distribution is widely used in SAR imaging applications being particularly important in
characterizing SAR scenes containing many strong back-scattered echoes. These include natural targets such as forest
canopy, mountain tops, sea waves, as well as some man-made structures with dihedral or trihedral configurations
such as buildings, or vessels [8[], [18], [32]-[36]. Combining the Rician idea with the non-Gaussian case via
the Laplace distribution, [31] addresses both the non-Rayleigh and heavy-tailed characteristics of amplitude SAR
images. The Laplace-Rician model, despite being limited to a Laplace distribution as the back-scattered SAR signal
components’ statistical model, showed superior performance for modeling amplitude SAR images of the sea surface
when compared to state-of-the-art statistical models such as Weibull, lognormal, and C [31].

In this paper, we propose a novel statistical model by extending the Laplace-Rician model to a much more general
case, where the back-scattered SAR signal components are non-zero mean Generalized-Gaussian distributed. We
further introduce a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) based Bayesian parameter estimation method for the
proposed statistical model. We demonstrate the modeling capability of the proposed model for amplitude/intensity
SAR images from satellite platforms, including TerraSAR-X, ICEYE, COSMO/Sky-Med, Sentinel-1 and ALOS?2,
and for illuminated scenes of urban, agricultural, land cover, sea surface with and without ships, along with several
mixed scenes. We evaluate the performance of the proposed model in comparison to state-of-the-art statistical
models including Rician, Weibull, Lognormal, Gy, GI'D, SR [5], and GGR [6].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: we present the proposed statistical model in Section The
Bayesian parameter estimation method is presented in Section whilst the experimental analysis is demonstrated
in Section Section |V]| concludes the paper with remarks and future work.

II. GENERALIZED GAUSSIAN RICIAN MODEL

In this section, we introduce our main contribution, which is a novel statistical model derived as an extension
of the generalized-Gaussian distribution into the Rician scattering idea. Our derivation starts by assuming that
the illuminated SAR scene includes one (or more) dominating scatterers, such as vehicles, buildings, sea waves.
Following this, the sixth assumption given above for the back-scattered SAR signal will not be valid anymore.
Then, as in the Rician case, the real and imaginary components of the back-scattered complex SAR signal will be
non-zero mean random variables. We now recall the generalized Gaussian pdf

r=0 ) (13)
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where 0 is the location parameter. In order to have a Rayleigh-type amplitude distribution, the location parameter
0 is assumed to be zero along with the shape parameter a = 2, where the assumption 6) is valid. However, for
non-zero 4, as long as the complex SAR signal components x and y are independent [6]], the joint pdf can be
written as

f(@,yla,v,0) = f(zla,v,0) x f(yle,v,0) (14)
o« RSN a |y=4"
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Fig. 2. The proposed GG-Rician distribution pdfs for different model parameters of (a) the shape parameter o (v = 1 and § = 1), (b) the
scale parameter v (« = 1.7 and § = 1), and (c) the location parameter § (o« = 1 and v = 1).

Then, the amplitude distribution can be written by using the identity, f(r,8) = rf(r cosd,rsin@), as
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where 6 is uniformly distributed within [0, 27]. Hence, the corresponding marginal amplitude pdf can be obtained
by averaging (I7) over 6 and boils down to:
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The integral form pdf expression shown in (I8) refers to the proposed statistical model for the amplitude distribution

of a complex back-scattered SAR signal, the components of which are non-zero mean generalized-Gaussian
distributed. We now state the following theorems.

A7)

Theorem 1. The pdf expression given in (I8) reduces to the Rician distribution in ) for oo = 2, where the real
and imaginary components of back-scattered SAR signal become non-zero mean Gaussian random variables.

Proof. Starting from (I8)), and setting the shape parameter o = 2, we have
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Recall that the zeroth order modified Bessel function of the first kind is expressed as
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After basic manipulations we can express the pdf as
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It is straightforward to see that the integral on the right hand side is effectively a zeroth order modified Bessel
function of the first kind, and hence we have

r r? 4262 /26
= — 7 2
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which is the Rician distribution for v2/2 = ¢ and v/26 = A in . O]

Theorem 2. The pdf expression given in (I8) is the Laplace-Rician distribution [31] for oo =1,

27
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where the real and imaginary components of back-scattered SAR signal are distributed according to a non-zero
mean Laplace distribution.

Proof. For the proof of Theorem [2, we refer the reader to [31]. ]

Remark 1. We refer to the proposed pdf expression in (I8) as the Generalized Gaussian-Rician distribution (GG-
Rician), since it extends the Rician amplitude model to a heavy-tailed form via the generalized Gaussian distributed
complex SAR signal components.

To give a feel for the characteristics of this class of distributions, they are plotted for various values of parameters
in Figure 2]

A. Extension to Intensity SAR Images

The derived proposed statistical model (I8) characterizes the amplitude SAR signal. However, for some appli-
cations, intensity SAR images have been used instead of amplitude images. In this section, we derive the intensity
pdf expression for the proposed GG-Rician statistical model.

For an intensity SAR image, the pdf expression can be calculated from the pdf of the amplitude image using the
pdf transformation formula:

1
= ﬁfA

where v = 72 refers to the intensity with the pdf of f;(-). Then, using the identity in (28], the GG-Rician intensity
pdf can be written as
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Theorem 3. The intensity pdf expression given in ([29) simplifies to the Nakagami-Rice distribution [I|], [37] for

a=2
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where R is the scale and A is the location parameter.

Proof. We start by recalling (29)), and setting the shape parameter «w = 2. Then, we have
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In a way akin to the proof of Theorem [I} we can easily write the expression in (33)) as

2 v+26%\ 1 [ V262
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It is straightforward to see that the integral on the right hand side is a zeroth order modified Bessel function of
the first kind. Then, we have

1 v+ 262 V262
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which is the Nakagami-Rician distribution for 2 = R and 26% = A2, and completes the proof. O

Remark 2. It is straightforward to observe that for « = 2 and § = 0, with a derivation akin to Theorem |3} the
corresponding intensity pdf will boil down to the exponential distribution, and similarly for L-look case to the
Gamma distribution.

As mentioned up to this point, the GG-Rician statistical model is a general statistical model, which covers various
important amplitude and intensity statistical models as special members. For completeness, we provide GG-Rician
pdf expressions, and some special cases in Table

TABLE 1
GG-RICIAN FAMILY SPECIAL MEMBERS FOR AMPLITUDE AND INTENSITY.

Distribution Expression

GG-Rician (Amplitude) f(r|a,,d) in
Rayleigh (2)  f(r]2,7,0)
Rician (4)  f(r|2,7,0)
GGR (12) [6]  f(r|e,,0)
Nakagami L-look average of f(r|2,+,0)
Laplace-Rician B1]  f(r[1,7,0)
GG-Rician (Intensity)  f7(v|a,~,6) in (29)
Exponential  f7(v|2,~,0)
Nakagami-Rice (30)  f7(v[2,7,0)
Gamma L-look average of f;(v|2,7,0)

III. BAYESIAN PARAMETER ESTIMATION METHOD

Since the pdf expression in (I8) is not in a compact analytical form and it does not seem to be possible to
invert it to obtain parameter values, we employ a Bayesian sampling methodology in order to estimate model
parameters. In this section, a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) based method is developed for estimating GG-
Rician distribution parameters, namely the shape parameter «, the scale parameter v, and the location parameter ¢.
In particular, the method uses the Metropolis-Hastings (MH) algorithm, and in each iteration, it applies one of the
three different moves:

1) M; which updates § for fixed o and 7,

2) My which updates v for fixed a and 9,

3) M3 which updates « for fixed + and 9.

The proposed parameter estimation procedure is given in Algorithm [I| Given the observed data y, the hierarchical
model is expressed by Bayes’ theorem as

p(a, 6,7]y) o< p(ylev, 6,7)p(a)p(v)p(d) (36)



where p(«, d,7|y) is the joint posterior distribution, or the MH target distribution, p(y|«, d, ) refers to the likelihood
distribution, and p(«), p(y) and p(9) are the priors.

Due to lack of knowledge on conjugate priors, we choose non-informative priors for the shape, location and
scale (Jeffrey’s) parameters. In particular, we assume that the location and shape parameters v and ¢ are uniformly
distributed and that the prior for the scale parameter v is p(vy) = 1/, which leads to p(«,d,7) ~ 1/~. The
likelihood p(y|a, d,~) is the GG-Rician distribution in with parameters «, v and 6.

Depending on the selected move in iteration ¢, one of the proposal distributions given below is used to sample
candidate parameters 6%, v* or o*

Mi: § xgq (5*;5@) —u (5@') — 6,50 1 e) , 37)
Mz: v ocq (v hD) =N (10,€2). (38)
Msz: o xgq (a*|a(i)> =U (a(i) — 1,0 + 77) , (39)

where U(+) is the uniform, and N (-) is the Gaussian distributions, both of which are defined in the interval [0, o]
since «, d and +y are positive parameters. 7, € and £ are hyper-parameters of the proposal distributions. Please note
that this choice of proposals is not unique and can be replaced with other distributions for faster convergence in
estimating model parameters.

Algorithm 1 MCMC Parameter Estimation for GG-Rician Distribution
1: Inputs: Given data y.

2: Output: Joint Posterior f(a,d,7|y)

3: Imitialize: o), 5§, (1) 5 v and €.

4: for : =1 : Njter do

5: Choose Move, m(?) equally likely between My, My or Ms
6: if m®) — M, then

7: Sample §* ~ ¢ (6*[6(V)

8: Set a* = ! and v* =) and A = A,.
9: elseif m (Y — M, then

10: Sample v* ~ ¢ (v*|y?)

11: Set a* = al¥ and 6* = 6 and A = Ap,.
12: elseif m(Y — M3 then

13: Sample o ~ g (a*|a®)

14: Set 0* = 6 and v* = 7)) and A = Ap,.
15: end if

16: Sample random variable u ~ 1/(0, 1)
17: if ©u < A then

18: alt) = o* and 60D = §* and U+ = ~*

19: else

20: alith) = () and 0+ = §() and A0+ = ~()
21: end if

22: end for

Consequently, the acceptance probability expressions for each move can be expressed as

Ay, = min (1, PWI5057) (009107) ) (40)
p(yla®, 50, ~D)q (%60)
. pyla*, 6%, v )p(v*)g (YD 7*)
Apg, =min | 1, — , — |, 41)
( p(yla®, 60, y@)p(y®)q (v*|y?)
. p(yla*, 6%, v)q (o |a*)
A, = 1 ML . 42
Mo mm(’p<y\a<z>,5<zw<z )a (a*la) “



IV. EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS

The proposed method was tested in four different perspectives using both simulated and real data.

1) In the first simulation case, we used synthetically generated GG-Rician data for various parameters and
tested the parameter estimation performance of the proposed MCMC method in terms of the normalized
mean-square-error (NMSE), and statistical significance measures including KL, KS and p-value.

2) Second, we subsequently conducted experiments to determine the best fitting amplitude distribution for given
real SAR images of various scenes.

3) Third, we evaluated the estimated GG-Rician model parameters on a large SAR scene, which was then
decomposed into several image patches of 250x250. For each patch, estimated model parameters are combined
to create a parameter map, which potentially gives ideas on how the different parts of a large image affects
the estimated parameters of the GG-Rician model.

4) For the fourth and the last set of simulations, we performed a modeling study on intensity SAR images using
the GG-Rician distribution.

We used the statistical significance measures of Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS)
score and p-value in order to assess the performance of fitting distributions. Smaller KL and KS values (higher
p-values) indicate a better modeling performance. KL divergence is used to test the performance by considering the
estimated pdfs and data histograms, whereas KS score is calculated by evaluating the estimated and the empirical
cumulative distribution functions (CDFs). In addition, we also used error metrics of root-mean square error (RMSE),
mean absolute error (MAE) and Bhattacharyya distance (BD) in order to test the performance. Lastly, in order to
provide a performance measure that also considers the effect of the number of model parameters, we used the
corrected Akaike information criterion (AICc) [38]].

The number of iterations, Njz., in the MCMC parameter estimation method was set to 1000 and the first 500
iterations were discarded as burn-in period. Initial values for the parameters o), §() and v(!) were set to 2, 10 and
10, respectively. For proposal hyper-parameters, we chose € = 2.5, £ = 3, and n = 0.5 after a trial-error procedure.
All three model moves My, My and M3 are equiprobable whilst satisfying p(Mj) + p(Ma) + p(M3) = 1.
For all state-of-the-art statistical models, we utilized an MCMC based maximum likelihood (ML) methodology
to estimate the model parameters. The number of histogram bins for analysis was calculated for each image by
using Sturge’s method [39]]. The Matlab package associated with the GG-Rician pdf generation and MCMC based
parameter estimation have been made publicly available via the University of Bristol Research Data RepositoryE]
and gitHu for reproducibility.

A. Synthetically Generated Data

In the first set of simulations, eight synthetically generated GG-Rician data sets were obtained and the proposed
parameter estimation method was used to estimate «, § and ~ for each data set. The corresponding data sets were
generated for (v, d,7) which are given in Table [IIl Each data set has 1500 samples, and the results are presented
in Table [[ and Figure [3]

By examining estimated values in Table |[I, we can see that all the model parameters «,~ and § are estimated
with relatively small NMSE values and are very close to their true values. For all eight example data sets, KL
and KS values are low (with relatively high p-values) which certifies that the model parameters are successfully
estimated.

Figure |3 shows modeling and parameter estimation results for the synthetically generated data from GG-Rician
model of (1, 1.7, 1.3). When examining sub-figures in Figure [3}(a) and (b), we can state that the fitted distribution
follows the generated data histogram well for both numerical and logarithmic scales. Sub-figures in Figure [3}(c)-
(e) show instantaneous estimates for the parameters «, & and -y, respectively. The vertical line in all sub-figures
represent the burn-in period, whilst the black and pink lines refer to the true and posterior mean values of the model
parameters. When examining sub-figures in Figure 3}(c)-(e), we can state that the parameter estimation method
converges to the true parameter values within Nj., iterations. Furthermore, 500 iterations of burn-in period looks
like a good choice since all instantaneous estimates are scattered near the true model parameters after the burn-in
period.

"https://doi.org/10.5523/bris.3nghdd4qvorwx28hjh8bh6g3r8
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TABLE I
MODELING AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE RESULTS FOR SYNTHETICALLY GENERATED GG-RICIAN DATA SETS.

10

(a, 6, ) Est. Shape* (&) Est. Location* (6) Est. Scale* () NMSE KL Div. KS Score p-value
(1.7. 2.9, 2.3) 1.58+0.111 2.7440.040 2.26+0.129 0.0034 0.0043 0.0246 0.9992
(145, 1,5) 1.42+0.081 1.0940.391 4.971+0.342 0.0006 0.0049 0.0186 1.0000
(1.1, 10, 2) 1.04+0.043 10.0940.051 1.86+0.118 0.0010 0.0069 0.0227 0.9998
(0.7, 5, 1.5) 0.7940.022 4.8610.091 1.9840.133 0.0163 0.0137 0.0183 1.0000
(1.2, 47, 32) 1.31+£0.078 46.74+0.787 34.9242.207 0.0504 0.0042 0.0262 0.9979
0.5, 2, 0.5) 0.5940.032 2.00+0.086 0.9440.186 0.0317 0.0153 0.0335 0.9632
(1, 1.7, 1.3) 1.04+0.038 1.71+0.035 1.39+0.081 0.0014 0.0018 0.0147 1.0000
2,2,4) 1.8540.151 2.05+0.163 3.73+£0.242 0.0067 0.0032 0.0136 1.0000

* Estimated values are given in a format of: (posterior mean)t(posterior standard deviation).
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Fig. 3. Modeling and parameter estimation results for synthetically generated data for the GG-Rician model of (1, 1.7, 1.3). (a) pdf Fitting.
(b) Log-pdf fitting. Instantaneous estimates are presented for (¢c) The shape parameter «, (d) The location parameter d, and (e) The scale
parameter ~y.

B. Real Amplitude SAR Data

In the second set of simulations, the proposed method was tested for 43 different SAR images coming from
various platforms with frequency bands of X (TerraSAR-X, COSMO-SkyMed and ICEYE), L (ALOS-2) and C
(Sentinel-1). Each SAR image corresponds to one type of scene, i.e. urban, agricultural, mountain, land cover,
mixed and sea surface with and without ships and their wakes. Since we have three sources for X band SAR imagery
as mentioned above, we have more X band example images in this study, the exact distribution of images in terms
of scenes and frequency bands is given in Table The performance of the GG-Rician model was compared to
state-of-the-art models including the Rician, Weibull, Lognormal, Stable-Rayleigh (SR), GG-Rayleigh (GGR), Gy,
and GI'D distributions. It is worth noting that other common models such as the Rayleigh, Gamma, Nakagami and
KC distributions have been left aside from our simulations, since these are all special members of already included
statistical models.
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TABLE III
DISTRIBUTION OF IMAGES IN TERMS OF SCENE AND FREQUENCY BANDS.

Scene Frequency band Total
X C L
Urban 4 3 0 7
Agricultural 3 3 2 8
Land 4 1 1 6
Mountain 1 2 3 6
wSea 3 1 1 5
woSea 2 2 1 5
Mixed 2 3 1 6
Total 19 15 9 43
[ limage ~ 820K samples
1 == DS-Image =~ 5.5K samples
10| -
_00..' o Himage = 73.25 image =42.11
< N ', /lDSrImage =73.21 UDS-Image =42.17
= 1 o
# 7 b
X
z H Ik o
) fl T,
> o
3 .
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Fig. 4. An illustration of the down-sampling operation. The original scene has the size of 908 x895, whilst the DS image only has 5500
samples.

Initially, each utilized SAR image was down-sampled to have a sample size of around 5000-10000. The down-
sampling factor was different for each image since the images had various sizes. We followed a sorted-value down-
sampling mechanism, in which we first sort all the pixel intensities/amplitudes and then perform down-sampling.
This gives us the opportunity to preserve the correct density shape of the whole scene, and exploit the highly
correlated statistical characteristics with lower number of samples. An example is shown in Figure 4| The modeling
performance of the proposed statistical model was compared to state-of-the-art statistical models including Rician,
Weibull, lognormal, Gy, GI'D, SR [5] and GGR [6]. Finally, the corresponding modeling results are presented in
Table and in Figures from [5|to 0] In Figure [5}(a)-(c), we shared the percentages of images for which the models
achieved the best performance in terms of KL, KS and p-value for various SAR scenes. Figure [5}(d)-(f) present
the same performance analysis for different SAR frequency bands.

The statistical significance measures for all 43 SAR images utilized in this paper are presented in the first rows
of Figure 5] In terms of the KL divergence results in Figure [5}(a) for overall percentages, the Gy and GG-Rician
models perform best. Gy is slightly better than the proposed method for urban and mountain scenes, but fails to
model dominantly homogeneous scenes such as the sea surface without ships and the agricultural one. Moreover,
the Lognormal model also shows arguably better modeling performance compared to the Gy and GI'D models for
land scenes, whereas GI'D successfully models scenes of sea surface and land cover. In terms of KS Score and
p-value results in Figure [5}(b) and (c), statistical significance analysis shows that for around 60% of the images, the
most suitable distribution is the proposed GG-Rician distribution. The GG-Rician model is the best model for all
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TABLE IV
STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE FOR MODELING PERFORMANCE

Kullback - Leibler (KL) Divergence Kolmogorov - Smirnov (KS) p-value
#  Sourcel Scene Distribution Families Distribution Families
Rician Weibull Lognormal SR GGR Go GI'D  GG-Rician || Rician Weibull Lognormal SR GGR Go GI'D  GG-Rician

I TX) Agri. 0.0424  0.0791 0.0054 0.4595 02511 0.0468 0.0207 0.0205 0.2454  0.1161 0.9975 0.0000 0.0000 0.0165 0.5575 0.9796
2 CSM (X) Urban || 0.0798 0.0706 0.0208 0.3213  0.2156 0.0071 0.0303 0.0160 0.0001  0.0001 0.6234 0.0000 0.0000 0.6055 0.0085 0.7841
3 T(X) woSea || 0.0215  0.0287 0.0306 0.2851 0.1231 0.0152  0.0048 0.0158 0.5886  0.4769 0.4153 0.0000 0.0002 0.8958 0.9807 0.9943

4 TX) Agri. 0.0972  0.1096 0.0054 0.2980 0.4446 0.0051 0.0411 0.0229 0.0031  0.0039 0.9682 0.0000 0.0000 0.6064 0.0538 0.9969
5 IX) Agri. 0.0124  0.0091 0.0395 0.0270  0.0965 0.0082 0.0058 0.0055 0.4461 0.8889 0.0441 0.8360 0.0000 0.5730 0.9714 0.9173
6 S1(C) Mount || 0.0808 0.0637 0.0058 0.1525 0.2279 0.0022 0.0190 0.0089 0.0187  0.0280 0.9999 0.0037 0.0082 1.0000 0.3187 0.9999
7
8

A2 (L) Mount || 0.0596 0.0523 0.0097 0.0801 0.1267 0.0201 0.0213 0.0033 0.0005  0.0421 1.0000 0.5315 0.0000 0.2927 0.2140 1.0000
A2 (L) Land 0.0149  0.0647 0.0070 0.6737 0.3283 0.1039 0.0071 0.0079 0.6384  0.1885 0.9995 0.0000 0.0000 0.0061 0.9007 0.9986
9 CSM (X) Mixed || 0.0367 0.0279 0.0125 0.1316  0.0331 0.0018 0.0070 0.0124 0.1220  0.0587 0.8340 0.0237  0.5200 0.9996 0.6461 0.9677

10 T X) Urban || 0.0791  0.0636 0.0248 0.1587 0.0771 0.0101  0.0260 0.0105 0.0194  0.0059 0.7721 0.0854 0.0262 0.8454 0.1006 0.9543
11 TX) Land 0.0310  0.0397 0.0251 0.2397 0.1219  0.0224  0.0093 0.0148 0.4036  0.4380 0.3415 0.0000 0.0013 0.3444  0.9642 0.8399
12 CSM (X) woSea || 0.0299 0.0328 0.0199 0.2106 0.1075 0.0074  0.0020 0.0140 0.4907  0.5579 0.4516 0.0000 0.0039 0.9656 0.9969 0.9892

13 CSM (X) wSea || 0.0362 0.0384 0.0230 0.1876  0.1055 0.0035 0.0061 0.0176 0.3369  0.3888 0.8084 0.0000 0.0019  1.0000 0.8767 0.9855
14 S1(0) Mixed || 0.0540 0.0374 0.0113 0.1050 0.0695 0.0065 0.0087 0.0228 0.4248  0.4499 0.9459 0.0216 0.1732 0.9783 0.9887 0.9961
15 S1(C) Urban || 0.0596  0.0447 0.0116 0.1050  0.0707 0.0068 0.0147 0.0061 0.0263  0.0500 0.9957 0.0391 0.0813 0.9832 0.4588 1.0000

16 S1 (C) Land 0.0143  0.0199 0.0274 0.2485 0.1064 0.0376 0.0017 0.0082 0.7134  0.6231 0.5312 0.0000 0.0021 0.0580 1.0000 1.0000
17 A2 (L) woSea || 0.0383  0.1249 0.0106 0.6929 0.3781 0.1050 0.0368 0.0137 0.2005  0.0189 0.1833 0.0000 0.0000 0.0085 0.1565 0.9889
18 A2 (L) wSea 0.0721  0.1409 0.0044 0.5520 0.3267 0.0028 0.0487 0.0259 0.0361  0.0086 0.7945 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.0852 0.8925

19 A2 (L) Agri. 0.0440  0.0502 0.1224 0.1763  0.0898 0.0988 0.0519 0.0416 0.4339  0.3418 0.0154 0.0000 0.0534 0.0028 0.5163 0.8672
20 S1(O) woSea || 0.0191  0.0126 0.0649 0.0753 0.4786 0.0090 0.0027 0.0017 0.1283  0.2062 0.4767 0.0022 0.2018 0.9600 0.9999 1.0000
21 S1(O) wSea || 0.0129 0.0130 0.0618 0.1336  0.0597 0.0095 0.0058 0.0042 0.5448  0.6510 0.0664 0.0000 0.0088 0.9352 0.9638 0.9997

22 A2 (L) Mixed || 0.1591 0.0154 0.0170 0.0486 0.0309 0.0179  0.0062 0.0071 0.0000  0.5340 0.1248 0.5702 0.0901 0.4181 0.9439 0.7931
23 T (X) Mixed || 0.0943  0.1036 0.0168 0.2968 02011 0.0244 0.0432 0.0137 0.0003  0.0003 0.6915 0.0000 0.0001 0.1475 0.0151 0.9949
24 A2 (L) Mount || 0.1204  0.0981 0.0099 0.2298 0.1240  0.0094 0.0432 0.0213 0.0010  0.0005 0.7917 0.0074 0.0000 0.9013 0.0247 0.7290

25 A2 (L) Mount || 0.0770  0.0634 0.0067 0.1707  0.1329  0.0030 0.0196 0.0151 0.0095 0.0146 0.9985 0.0062 0.0050 0.9991 0.2365 0.9999
26 S1(C) Mixed || 0.0348  0.0305 0.0227 0.1365 0.0710 0.0186 0.0096 0.0063 0.1010  0.1641 0.4146 0.0056 0.1001 0.1961 0.8499 0.9829
27 S1(C) Agri. 0.0231  0.0210 0.0204 0.1601  0.0805 0.0229 0.0020 0.0104 0.5594  0.5390 0.3248 0.0002 0.0384 0.0937 0.9998 1.0000

28 S1(C) Mixed || 0.0534 0.0558 0.0211 0.0424 0.0562 0.0216 0.0169 0.0054 0.0016  0.1325 0.9974 0.4237 0.0446 0.1227 0.3803 1.0000
29 S1(O) Urban || 0.0314  0.0249 0.0635 0.1205  0.0351 0.0279 0.0204 0.0158 0.0769  0.1362 0.0492 0.0390 0.0806 0.2231 0.8628 0.5925
30 1(X) Mount || 0.0102 0.0106 0.0292 0.0607 0.0107 0.0031 0.0032 0.0033 0.8417 0.6343 0.1662 0.3683 0.7393 0.9892 1.0000 0.9979

31 CSM (X) wSea || 0.0496 0.0457 0.0187 0.1649  0.1045 0.0025 0.0081 0.0134 02191  0.1971 0.8377 0.0000 0.0028 1.0000 0.7945 1.0000
32 A2 (L) Agri. 0.0964 0.0164 0.0218 0.0449  0.0099 0.0144 0.0063 0.0029 0.0000  0.4935 0.1978 0.5876 0.8635 0.7306 0.9404 0.9186
33 S1(O) Agri. 0.0291  0.0242 0.0438 0.1029  0.2392  0.0120 0.0067 0.0042 0.3447  0.5170 0.1514 0.0010  0.0000 0.9644 0.9906 1.0000

34 T (X) wSea 0.0595 0.1049 0.0070 0.3260 0.2282  0.0026 0.0227 0.0134 0.0260  0.0034 0.8203 0.0000 0.0000 0.2893 0.1299 0.9952
35 TX) Land 0.0974  0.0095 0.0580 0.1915  0.0098 0.0052 0.0098 0.0089 0.0000  0.5289 0.0077 0.0001 0.4488 0.9750 0.9729 0.6159
36 S1(C) Mount || 0.0300 0.0206 0.0304 0.1203  0.0444 0.0141  0.0069 0.0020 0.0784  0.1255 0.1368 0.0774 0.0120 0.2721 0.9321 0.9997

37 1(X) Urban || 0.0891  0.0896 0.0079 0.2340  0.1672  0.0055 0.0293 0.0184 0.0163  0.0193 0.9887 0.0000 0.0007 0.9957 0.2029 0.9999
38 S1(O) woSea || 0.0096 0.0067 0.0943 0.0754 0.0336  0.1692 0.0051 0.0046 0.6923  0.8015 0.0253 0.0004 0.0598 0.0000 0.9716 0.9997
39 TX) Land 0.1026  0.0059 0.0534 0.0754  0.0990 0.0042 0.0071 0.0077 0.0000  0.9079 0.0091 0.0094 0.0598 0.9975 0.9961 0.7104
40 T (X) Land 0.0440  0.0490 0.0086 0.2134 0.1840 0.0330 0.0137 0.0143 0.1834  0.0667 0.7374 0.0000 0.0000 0.0206 0.6126 0.8774
41 S1(C) Urban || 0.0676 0.0522 0.0115 0.2016 0.4171 0.0062 0.0181 0.0143 0.0033  0.0046 1.0000 0.0009 0.1365 0.9873 0.1692 0.9641
42 S1(C) Agri. 0.0606  0.0583 0.0025 0.1962 0.2130 0.0043 0.0179 0.0235 0.1503  0.1973 1.0000 0.0000 0.0004 0.9509 0.6262 0.9737
43 1(X) Urban || 0.1043  0.0014 0.0581 0.0313  0.0303 0.0029 0.0059 0.0114 0.0003  1.0000 0.0014 0.9939 0.0049 0.9902 0.9574 0.5331
T'T (X): TerraSAR-X (X-band), CSM (X): COSMO/SkyMed (X-band), T (X): ICEYE (X-band), S1 (C): Sentinel-1 (C-band), A2 (L): ALOS2 (L-band), w(o)Sea: Sea surface with(out) ships.

SAR scenes in terms of the KS Score and p-value. When we specifically examine the frequency band performance
in Figure [5}(c)-(f), similar to the scene-specific results, the GG-Rician models appear as the best performing model
specifically for the C and L bands, whilst Gy appears to be a robust model for X band SAR images.

Figure [6] depicts a visual representation to the modeling error metrics of RMSE, MAE, BD and AICc. Dark pixels
show lower values, which also refer to better modeling results. When examining sub-figures Figure [6}(a)-(c), we
can easily state that for over all images, the proposed GG-Rician model is better than the state-of-the-art models. In
Figure [6}(d) since all AICc results are similar for all statistical models for a single image, for better visualisation,
the difference AICc values are plotted

AICcqf(i,§) = AICChu(i) — AICC(i, ) “3)

where AICcq;5(1,7) is the AICc difference value for the location (7, j) on Figure 6-(d) with the number of images
is ¢ = 1,2,...,43 and the number of models is j = 1,2,...,8. AICc(i,7) is the AICc value for image i and
statistical model j. AICcpes(7) is the highest AICc value for the image i. For each image, the best performing
model has the darkest colour, since AICcy;; will be O for that model. When we examine the AICcy;; results, it
is obvious that the Lognormal model appears to perform the best. The primary reason for this is the number of
parameters of the models (Lognormal has 2 whilst GG-Rician, Gy and GI'D have 3 parameters). Considering the
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Fig. 5. Heatmap representations of the modeling performance for the first four best performing statistical models. (a)-(c) refer to SAR scene
comparisons in terms of the KL divergence, KS Score and p-value, respectively. (d)-(f) refer to SAR frequency band comparison in terms
of the KL divergence, KS Score and p-value, respectively. For each sub-figure, models are sorted depending on their overall performance
values, in which the first statistical model from the left becomes the overall best.

AICc index penalizes the number of parameters, getting such results is unsurprising. However, it is worth noting
that in combination with all other performance results shown, we believe that the Lognormal model will still come
after the GG-Rician model for general SAR applications in which only one parameter difference do not play a
crucial role.

Figure [7] presents SAR images for six different scenes and their modeling results in logarithmic scale. The log-
scale pdf modeling results in Figure [7] confirm the numerical results presented in Figures [5] and [f] whereby the
GG-Rician model outperforms most of the reference models utilized in this study.

In the results presented in Figure [3] it can be seen that KL divergence results for the GG-Rician model is somehow
worse than that of KS scores. To analyze the reason behind this performance, we show two examples in Figure
[B] The example comparison plot in Figure [8}(a) shows a case where the Lognormal model (it is clear from the
examples in Figure [/| that the same analysis holds for cases where Gy and GI'D perform the best in a specific SAR
scene) achieves the best results in terms of KL divergence values whilst Figure [8}(b) demonstrates a case where
the GG-Rician model is the best for both KL and KS. When examining Figure [8}(a), for the data points in the
rectangle, Lognormal shows a closer fit than GG-Rician. Since the data has limited amount of low amplitude pixels,
the GG-Rician estimate becomes rough. Despite its worse fit for the lower amplitude tail, GG-Rician provides a
better model for the high probability region in ellipse and the right tail. Since KL scales the weights according to
the relative entropy while KS looks at the cumulative distribution, these low amplitude areas with small number of
pixels seem to have affected the results unevenly.

In order to give an example to support this reasoning, we depict the Figure [8}(b) which, compared to Figure
[B}(a), has higher probabilities for dark (low-amplitude) pixels than the bright (high-amplitude) ones, which is better
described by the GG-Rician model in both tails and the main lobe. However, we can see that the Lognormal model
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Fig. 6. Modeling performance analysis in terms of the (a) RMSE, (b) MAE, (c) Bhattacharyya distance and (d) AICc for all 43 SAR images.
For all sub-figures dark regions refer to better fitting performance.

fails to model both tails and the higher probability region at the same time. This characteristic of the proposed
GG-Rician model provides the reason why it is having difficulties to have lower KL divergence values for the urban
and the mountain scenes (see Figure |§]-(a)), which are generally bright and obtain less darker radar returns. Finally,
the same effects as in Figure |§|—(a) and (b) can also be seen in Figure |Z]—(d) and (f), respectively.

To summarize the second simulation scenario, we performed a scoring mechanism to provide an overall quan-
titative measure on the performance of all models for 43 images. The scoring mechanism combines all seven
performance results (KL, KS, p-value, RMSE, MAE, BD and AICc) into a single evaluation, and decides which
model performs the best for a given SAR scene. When examining Figure [9) the GG-Rician model’s robust
performance becomes clearer when compared to state-of-the-art models.

C. Analysis of Estimated GG-Rician Model Parameters

In the third set of simulations, we analyzed the variations of the estimated GG-Rician model parameters depending
on the different surface characteristics in a single large SAR scene.

We chose two example amplitude SAR images, each of which are TerraSAR-X products for sea surface with
and without ships, and their corresponding wakes (Figure [I0}(a) and (b)). We believe that SAR images of this
type include several distinct structures, such as land/mountain, urban area, sea, ships, shorelines, some islands, and
even agricultural, which are suitable for the analysis in this simulation case. Each large image were decomposed
into 250x250 pixel patches and each patch was modeled via the proposed GG-Rician model. For each patch, we
estimated model parameters and we plot them as images in Figure [I0}(c)-(h).

When examining shape parameter estimations for both images, we could state that areas including bright radar
returns such as mountain tops, buildings, have relatively high shape parameter estimates, e.g. around « estimates
of 2-3. For the sea surface, we can conclude that the shape parameter estimates do not directly reflect the changes
of the sea surface, the estimated values of which generally lie around 1-2.
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Fig. 7. Visual evaluation of SAR amplitude models. Amplitude SAR images from scenes of (a) Urban (X) - COSMO/Sky-Med, (b) Mountain
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Sentinel-1. Sub-figures in (d)-(f) and (j)-(1) refer to the corresponding modeling results in log-pdf scale for amplitude images in (a)-(c) and

(g)-(1), respectively.
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Fig. 9. Overall score percentages for performance analysis. All 8 models are assessed in terms of 7 measures utilized. Overall percentage
of score values are calculated.

In Figures [I0}(d) and (g), we show the estimated location parameter, d, for two example images. Examining these
sub-figures, it can be stated that the location parameter estimates reflect a direct relation with the original image
amplitude values, and provide a so-called good “down-sampled version” of the original image. Different wave
heights, shore-lines, as well as bright amplitudes such as urban areas are clearly distinguishable. As a feature, the
location parameter § of the proposed model can play an important role in classification tasks involving amplitude
SAR images. Please also note that the location parameter () only exists for the Rician and Lognormal distributions,
which are outperformed by the proposed GG-Rician model for all kinds of scenes and frequency bands, as discussed
in the previous sets of simulations.

The estimated scale parameters for each patch are depicted in Figure [I0}(e) and (h). Both sub-figures generally
show similar characteristics to the shape parameter estimates. For bright radar returns, it takes a v of around 100-
140. The sea and land regions can be easily distinguished according to the estimated scale parameter values, whilst
the sea surface changes are not distinguishable based on the v estimates.

Please note that, different from most of the statistical models, the GG-Rician model includes a location parameter.
As a remark of this analysis, we can state that it is the most suitable parameter to reflect the radical changes on the
SAR scene, and can be shown as an important advantage of the proposed statistical model, especially in applications
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) (e) (h)

Fig. 10. Estimated model parameters for two large SAR scenes for 250x250 image patches in red rectangles. (a) Original Image-1
(5250%3750). (b) Original Image-2 (8000x8000). (c) and (f) The shape parameter «. (d) and (g) The location parameter 6. (e) and (h) The
scale parameter +.

such as segmentation and classification.

D. Real Intensity SAR Data

In the fourth and the last simulation experiment, we evaluated the performance of the intensity GG-Rician model.
For this simulation, we only utilized three example intensity SAR images. We left the further analysis of the intensity
model as future work.

The same procedure used for the amplitude SAR modeling was also applied here for intensity images. The same
parameter estimation methodology was used to estimate the model parameters of the intensity GG-Rician model.
Due to their ability to model intensity images, the Weibull, Gy, GI'D, and the Gamma distribution were used as
reference.

The corresponding results are depicted in Figure [T1] and statistical significance of modeling is given in Table
[Vl There are three SAR images of scenes: Sea with ships, Mixed and Urban, respectively in Figure [[}(a), (c)
and (e). The corresponding modeling results are presented in logarithmic scale in sub-figures (b), (d) and (f). The
superior modeling performance of the proposed GG-Rician intensity model compared to the state-of-the-art models
is obvious specifically for sea with ships and mixed scenes, whereas the Gy appears to be the best performing
model for urban scene.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a novel parametric statistical model, namely the GG-Rician distribution, to characterize
the amplitude and the intensity of the complex back-scattered SAR signal. Specifically, the GG-Rician model is
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Fig. 11. Intensity modeling comparison. Intensity SAR images from scenes of (a) sea with ships, (c) mixed, and (e) urban . Sub-figures in
(b), (d) and (f) refer to the corresponding modeling results in log-pdf scale for intensity images in (a), (c) and (e), respectively.

TABLE V

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE FOR INTENSITY SAR IMAGE MODELING

Image Stats Weibull Go GI'D GG-Rician
KL Div  0.0756 0.0145 0.0258 0.0154
wSea KS Score 0.0652 0.0364 0.0551 0.0226
p-value 0.2712 0.9316 0.4734 0.9998
KL Div  0.0755 0.0157 0.0415 0.0064
Mixed KS Score 0.0896 0.0461 0.0777 0.0317
p-value 0.0466 0.4730 0.1187 0.9727
KL Div  0.1084 0.0054 0.0843 0.0144
Urban KS Score 0.1592 0.0552 0.1452 0.0701
p-value 0.0000 0.4194 0.0000 0.1642
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an extension of Rician model whereby the Gaussian components of the complex SAR signal are replaced by the
generalized-Gaussian distribution. An expression in integral form was derived for the pdf and a Bayesian sampling
scheme for the model parameter estimation was developed. We have tested the modeling performance of the GG-
Rician model both on synthetically generated and real SAR data, which are specifically coming from satellite
platforms of TerraSAR-X, Sentinel-1, ICEYE, COSMO/Sky-Med and ALOS2.

The performance of the proposed statistical model was then compared to state-of-the-art statistical models
including the Rician, Weibull, Lognormal, Gy, GI'D, SR, and GGR. The results demonstrate that the proposed
method achieves the best modeling results for most of the images, and outperforms state-of-the-art models for images
from various frequency bands and sources. It is interesting to note that the results show the need for combining the
advantages of non-Gaussian heavy-tailed modeling and non-zero mean reflections modeling provided by the Rician
model. Furthermore, using non-zero reflections along with the heavy-tailed modeling of the GG-Rician model shows
important success in all types of SAR scenes and frequency bands.

All experimental analyses in this paper demonstrate that the extension from Rayleigh (zero-mean components)
to Rician (non-zero mean components) offers clear advantages over the Rayleigh-based GGR in [6]. On the
other hand, since the GGR model is actually a simplified special member (for § = 0) of the proposed GG-
Rician model, we conclude that we generalized GGR to a more flexible and robust model that covers various
characteristics.The flexibility of adjusting distribution tails (via a shape parameter) in conjunction with the location
parameter demonstrates a remarkable gain over the Rician model for all the simulation scenarios considered in this
paper. As future work, we will investigate faster and closed form parameter estimation methods.

Finally, we would like to note two limitations of the proposed GG-Rician model: (i) the fact that an analytical
parameter estimation method cannot be designed, and (ii) its relatively low modeling performance for extremely
heterogeneous regions such as urban scenes. For the former, we should state that the MCMC based parameter
estimation in this paper provides less-sensitivity to initial parameter values, whereby the estimation methods based on
the method of log-cumulants (MoL.C) for Gy and GI'D might suffer from poor initialisation [19]. On the other hand,
instead of solving an optimisation problem for a system of nonlinear equations, the proposed parameter estimation
method provides a simple sampling-based approach with high performance. To address the latter limitation, we
believe that further analysis is required by focusing on heavier tailed statistical models than the GG distribution.
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