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Abstract—We consider the problem of finding Pulse Repetition
Intervals allowing the best compromises mitigating range and
velocity ambiguities in a Pulse-Doppler radar system. This
problem has been previously proposed as a Many-objective
optimization problem. We run several Evolutionary Algorithms
to obtain an exhaustive set of candidate solutions. We study
algorithm performance relative to common metrics in Many-
objective optimization. The aggregated dataset of Pareto optimal
points reveals great improvement over the existing one. This
approach is appealing for the radar waveform designer as it
encompass already found solutions from the literature and extend
them with a much more diverse set.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Airborne Pulse-Doppler radars are complex systems and
have been further developed for decades by engineers. The
radar waveform (WF) is based on diverse Pulse Repetition
Intervals (PRIs) or equivalent Pulse Repetion Frequencies
(PRFs). Almost all Pulse-Doppler radars operate at medium
PRF (between 3 kHz to 30 kHz) hence produce ambiguous
range and Doppler measures. The common technique to over-
come this situation is to construct a WF consisting of several
train of pulses with different PRIs. Researchers already found
several solutions with the help of various search heuristics.

In [1] J. Simpson finds PRFs guided by a constraint pro-
gramming approach: first generating a set of feasible candi-
dates, then sequentially testing the candidates with 3 scoring
passes, finally examining blind zones plots. The AN/APG-69
radar system with constant pulse width is chosen as a baseline
and the paper ends mentioning a single choice solution of 8
PRFs.

In 2003 [2] C. Alabaster and E. Hughes apply an Evolu-
tionary Algorithm (EA) to identify near-optimal vectors of 8
or 9 PRFs for a practical fire control radar system. E. Hughes
would later propose a similar problem under the framework of
Many-objective optimization that we address in this paper.

In [3] Ahn et al. propose a model that is similar to the one
considered here, with a constant duty cycle but a somehow dif-
ferent parameters setting (smaller dwell time, smaller Doppler
interval . . . ) and aims to minimize the blind zones while
ensuring full decodability in the zone of interest. A single
solution with 8 PRIs is found using a Simulated Annealing
approach.

We propose to revisit a radar PRI design problem proposed
13 years ago to the Evolutionary Multi-objective Optimization
(EMO) community and stated as a Many-objective Optimiza-
tion problem1 (MaOP). Multi-objective Evolutionary Algo-
rithms (MOEAs) are meta-heuristic optimization algorithms
specifically designed to handle such problems. They can ap-
proximate irregular, nonsmooth Pareto Fronts. We generate
candidate solutions with a bench of contemporary evolutionary
algorithms and assess their performance on our application.
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• Improving the solution set for the PRI problem at hand
• Pareto Front Analysis that allows the radar designer to

better understand the trade-offs
• Benchmarking EMO algorithms on a real-world problem
The paper is organised as follows: in Section II we remind

the considered problem and the EMO framework, then we
detail the algorithms and metrics used in Section III. Exper-
imental results and analysis are presented in Section IV and
Section V concludes the work and possible extensions.

Notations
We denote by x an arbitrary real column-vector and xi its

i-th coordinate. It is also called a point in the D-dimensional
search space and P is a set of points {x1, . . . ,x#P} and #P
its cardinal. We denote as f(P) = {f(x); x ∈ P} the Pareto
Front induced by the set P . The notion of set used here may
not be confused with the common meaning of a set of PRIs,
represented here as a the D-dimensional vector.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

In 2007 Evan J. Hughes introduced a WF design problem to
the EMO community [4]. We recall the problem goals and key
parameters, and how it fits the Many-objective optimization
framework.

A. Finding optimal Pulse Repetition Intervals
The goal is to mitigate the range and Doppler ambiguities.

It also accounts for blind zones and total transmission time (or
dwell time). The problem is to find a vector of 4 to 12 PRIs
between 50 and 150 µs and consider a time quantization of
0.1 µs. The simulation accepts any continuous value as input
and then does implicit rounding. The performance measure is

1in the EMO literature the term Multi-objective is replaced with Many-
objective when the number of objectives is ≥ 4
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Parameter Value
Carrier frequency 9.97 GHz for first PRF, each following -30MHz
Minimum PRI 50 µs
Maximum PRI 150 µs
Compressed pulsewidth 0.5 µs
Receiver recovery time 1.0 µs
Range resolution 75 m
FFT size 64 bins
Duty cycle 10% fixed
Maximum target dwell time 50 ms
Maximum target velocity ±1500 ms−1

Maximum detection range 185.2 km
Number of PRFs 4 to 12 (10 in this paper)
Number of PRFs for coincidence 3

TABLE I. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RADAR MODEL

casted as a multivariate, multivalued real function f : RD →
RM . It has M = 9 objectives and varying dimension for the
decision variables D ∈ [4, 12]. We recall below what are the
different objectives of the MaOP; an exhaustive list of the radar
model’s characteristics is reproduced in Table I for the reader’s
convenience and more details about the objective function can
be found in [4].

The process of finding the true, non-ambiguous range and
velocity of the target, also called decodability [5], takes into
account possible measurements errors on the corresponding
ambiguous measurements. Such errors can lead to ghost targets
that are reflection of an actual target and should be properly
rejected by the radar signal processing algorithm. The notion
of blindness accounts for eclipsing, mainbeam clutter rejection
and sidelobe clutter power. Hence the MaOP aims at:
• Maximizing the admissible error in range allowing de-

codability without ghosting (f1, f5)
• Maximizing the admissible error in velocity allowing

decodability without ghosting (f2, f6)
• Maximizing the size of the clutter patch in range that

can be tolerated before blind ranges occurs (f3, f7)
• Maximizing the size of the clutter patch in velocity that

can be tolerated before blind velocities occurs (f4, f8)
Note that each underlying goal translates to 2 objectives as we
optimize respectively for the median (f1 to f4) and minimum
(f5 to f8) values because each range and velocity cell has
an associated maximum target extent. This suggests that the
objective functions are not totally independent. Finally, it is
desirable to spend as little time as possible in a given direction
for discretion purposes. The last objective of the MaOP is to
minimize the dwell time (f9).

B. Evolutionary Many Objective Optimization

From the description in Section II-A we aim to solve the
following MaOP :

(jointly) minimize
x∈X

f(x) = (−f1(x), . . . , −f8(x), f9(x))
(1)

where X = [500, 1500]D is the feasible space for the PRIs
and we negate the first 8 objectives to fit a minimization
problem. The problem is said to be black-box as no other
additional information (e.g. gradient) is available to the opti-
mization algorithm. MOEAS are appealing as they output a

set of Pareto-optimal solutions. Popular MOEAs rely on non-
dominated sorting to select preferred candidate solutions.

Pareto dominance: Let x, y ∈ X , then we say that x
dominates y, denoted x � y if and only if ∀i fi(x) ≤ fi(y)
and ∃i fi(x) < fi(y). In a set P , a point x is said to be
non-dominated if no point in P dominates x.

When dealing with many objectives, the Pareto dominance
relationship is not enough to ensure selection pressure, as most
sampled points become non-dominated. We propose to look at
several metrics to assess the performance of an optimizer.

III. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

It is not straightforward to evaluate an algorithm perfor-
mance on MaOPs and even more difficult when the true Pareto
Front is not known. Several metrics have been proposed and
lead to conflicting results [6]. A benchmarking software [7]
may use the final population whereas another [8] tracks all
non-dominated points seen during the search process. Here
we rely on this latter approach to build sets of non-dominated
points for each algorithm.

We record all points sampled during each algorithm’s search
process. After aggregating all sets of non-dominated points
from different algorithms we perform a non-dominated sort
to obtain the (reference) best set B, and f(B) the so-called
Empirical Pareto Front (EPF). This is the set containing all
non-dominated points seen so far for the problem at hand as
in a real-world context we don’t know the true PF.

A. Metrics
To assess the quality of a set of points P against B

we propose to use metrics computed in the objective space,
comparing f(P) to f(B).

Before each metric is computed, we transform the ob-
jective space, each coordinate is scaled from [mi,mi] to
[0, 1], computing f̃i(x) = (fi(x)−mi)/(mi −mi) where
mi = minx∈B fi(x) and mi = maxx∈B fi(x)

1) Cardinality: In our application context we want to know
how many points in B come from each algorithm. We count
the number of non-dominated points obtained by each algo-
rithm. When dealing with a high dimensional objective space
this is not a reliable quality indicator, as most points are
non-dominated and an algorithm could sample many non-
dominated points from only a small connected area of the
Pareto Set.

2) Hypervolume: A contemporary metric is the Hypervol-
ume (HV) [9] of the considered set with respect to a reference
point r. The maximum HV is achieved by the continuous
True Pareto Front. The construction of the best set leads to
HVc(B) ≥ HVc(P) for any set P from a single algorithm.
The greater the hypervolume, the better the PF is covered. The
reference point can be the nadir point (the vector composed
with the worst objectives values over the Pareto Front, here
[1, . . . , 1] after scaling) or another point of interest.

HVr(P) = VOL(∪x∈P [f̃1(x), r1]× · · · × [f̃M (x), rM ]) (2)

where VOL(.) is the usual Lebesgue measure. When the
number of objectives M is greater than 4, we do not compute
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exact hypervolume but rather estimate it by Monte Carlo
approximation with 1,000,000 sampled points. We slightly
abuse our notation and denote by HVc the hypervolume with
reference point r = c · [1, . . . , 1].

3) Generational and Inverted Generational Distances: GD
and IGD [10] compare two sets of solutions. Here we always
compare a set P to the EPF B. GD iterates over the set of
points to be checked P:

GD(P,B) = 1

#P
∑
x∈P

df̃ (x,B) (3)

where df̃ (y,P) = minx∈P ||f̃(x)− f̃(y)||2 is the distance in
the scaled objective space. By construction all non-dominated
points from P also belong to B, then GD penalizes points that
turned out to be dominated when compared to the EPF.

IGD iterates over points on the EPF and checks for closest
points in P . In other words IGD(P,B) = GD(B,P). IGD is
meaningful when the reference set B provides good coverage
of the true Pareto Front; in our context the quality of the EPF
can bias the metric.

B. Algorithms
We rely on a previous study [11] comparing 13 algorithms

on classes of problems with 2, 3 or 7 objectives and select 6
algorithms to run on Problem (1). Parameters setting follows
the experimental setup suggested in [11]. Fine tuning the
parameters of each algorithm is beyond the scope of the paper.
• The Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm (NSGA-

II) [12] is maybe the most known and used MOEA.
It uses Pareto dominance as first sorting procedure and
evaluates crowding distance as a second criterion for
diversity preservation.

• The new Multiple Single Objective Pareto Sampling
algorithm MSOPS-II [13] was proposed by E. Hughes
as a general purpose solver for MaOPs and used for
the radar WF problem in Section II. MSOPS is not
Pareto-based but computes fitness based on predefined
target vectors. MSOPS-II adds automatic target vectors
generation and clarified fitness assignment.

• The Indicator Based EA (IBEA) [14] where the search
is guided by the (additive) ε-indicator. This indicator
is compliant with the Pareto- dominance relation. The
default scaling factor used in the fitness computation is
κ = 0.05.

• NSGA-III [15] is a reference-point based evolution-
ary algorithm following the NSGA-II framework. Like
NSGA-II, it uses first non dominated sorting and then
selects points based on a niche-preservation criterion.
These niches are meant to bias the search towards the
specified reference points. Here we generate λ reference
points uniformly distributed on the unit hyperplane.

• The Grid-based EA (GrEA) [16] where the fitness as-
signement procedure depends on three grid-based crite-
rions. The number of divisions of the objective space in
each dimension is div = 10.

• θ-DEA [17] where the Pareto dominance is replaced
by θ-dominance, here θ = 5 is a penalty parameter.

Here again we generate λ reference points uniformly
distributed on the unit hyperplane.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

For all experiments problem dimension is D = 10. The
initial population is uniformly sampled in [500, 1500]D. We
run each algorithm Nr = 10 times and each time for a fixed
number Nf = 100, 000 of function evaluations. The population
size λ is also fixed to be the same for each algorithm, i.e.
λ = 100. We aggregate points by algorithm, concatenating
data from the different runs, and keeping all non-dominated
points to build each set P . All algorithms are implemented
in the PlatEMO library [7]. The software for the MaOP is
proprietary and only a Matlab binary file is available. The
reported time for one function evaluation is of the order of a
millisecond, which allows for a high number of functions calls
[4].

From our generated data we obtain a first best set of size
217, 166. We also added the set of solutions provided E.
Hughes in his original paper [4]. At the end we obtain a
final best set B = 222, 667 out of 229, 016 candidates. The
computational requirements for each algorithm are of the same
order, in average between 37.6 and 64.5 seconds in CPU time,
except for MSOPS-II which is 4 to 5 times longer.

A. EMO Metrics
Each algorithm dataset consists of Nr × Nf = 1, 000, 000

points from which we compute the different metrics as shown
in Table II.

NSGA-II and NSGA-III are the 2 algorithms that con-
tributed the most to B in the number of non-dominated points.
Yet they also have the lowest ratios of non-dominated points
added to B from their own set. This suggests that the NSGA
framework does not converge to a fixed set of points on
the PF but is rather moving closed to it, finding new non-
dominated points in the high dimensional objective space. This
cyclic behaviour is well known in the EMO litterature [9]. For
comparison, IBEA gives a smaller set P of non-dominated
points, but a large part of it contributes to B (90.8%). Note
that, not only we improved the original dataset by increasing its
size, but half of the points provided by the original experiment
[4] are now dominated by B.

Hypervolume is computed for 3 different reference points
c ∈ {0.9, 1, 1.1} and approximation variance has been checked
to be acceptable for comparison. We always give the hypervol-
ume of the set B as a reference, and percentages comparing
the hypervolume of any set P against B. The idea to look
at many reference points is the following: it is known that
the hypervolume quality indicator, when consider high dimen-
sional spaces, tends to promote set of points that are mainly
located on the boundary of the Pareto Front (as they have a
greater contribution to the integral). By comparing the obtained
measures (normalized by HVc(B)), we may have a guess about
which algorithm is able to generate solution sets being well
spread on the PF. As an example, the hypervolume decrease
from 62.52% to 41.31% for NSGA-II when switching the ref.
point parameter c from 1 to 0.9. The same remark holds for
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Algorithm NSGA-II NSGA-III IBEA GrEA MSOPS-II θ-DEA Hughes [4] B
#P 69,512 85,887 21,344 59,699 27,700 44,798 11,850 222,667
#(P ∩ B) 42,406 54,732 19,384 41,165 22,941 36,342 5,712
( /# P) (61.0%) (63.7 %) (90.8 %) (69.0 %) (82.8 %) (81.1 %) (48.2 %) 100 %
HV0.9(P) 6.94e-4 7.83e-4 1.446e-3 1.048e-3 4.61e-4 8.49e-4 2.16e-4 1.17e-3
(/HV0.9(B)) (41.31%) (46.61%) (86.07 %) (62.38%) (27.44%) (50.54%) (18.46%)
HV1(P) 4.674e-3 3.458e-3 7.011e-3 5.516e-3 4.019e-3 3.788e-3 2.20e-3 7.5e-3
(/HV1(B)) (62.52%) (46.25%) (93.78%) (73.78%) (53.76%) (50.67%) (29.33%)
HV1.1(P) 1.3384e-2 8.795e-3 1.7343e-2 1.4815e-2 1.1972e-2 9.643e-3 7.40e-3 1.92e-2
(/HV1.1(B)) (69.81%) (45.87%) (90.46%) (77.27%) (62.44%) (50.29%) (38.54%)
GD 1.1245e-4 8.7501e-05 8.8724e-05 1.0369e-4 1.1945e-4 9.2468e-05 3.3103e-04 0
IGD 6.7534e-2 1.2664e-1 9.1345e-2 7.7832e-2 9.7094e-2 1.4208e-1 1.389e-1 0

TABLE II. SUMMARY OF ALL METRICS, BEST PERFORMING ALGORITHM FOR A GIVEN METRIC IS IN EMPHASIZED.

MSOPS-II (53.76% to 27.44%). The hypervolume of IBEA
is much more stable in all situations, and is also the best
performing for any hypervolume measure, whereas NSGA-III
is for IGD and NSGA-II for GD.

Therefore no algorithm overperforms all others for all met-
rics considered here.

B. Problem insights
We propose to visualize the set B to provide a better

understanding of the trade-offs involved in radar WF design.
From a practical point of view, we are only interested in
the realistic solutions for which all original objectives are
positive [4]. The following analysis is done only over the
set B+ = {x ∈ B; fk(x) > 0, k = 1, . . . , M}. We have
#B+ = 111, 289.

The distribution of each objective’s values in Figure 1.
A remark is the multimodality of distribution for several
objectives. But it is not clear if these modes come from
exploitation of specific regions of the search space due to
algorithms bias or particular shape of the Pareto Front. More
sophisticated methods exist to better restore information from a
high dimensional Pareto Front with different guarantees about
what is preserved from the original space [18].

Investigating 2-dimensional cuts of the EPF, we notice
that the two objectives median velocity blindness (f4) and
dwell time (f9) are non-conflicting. This was also detected
in a study about Objective Reduction in Multi-objective opti-
mization [19]. Given the radar system is frequency-hopping,
the n-th ambiguous velocity is Va(n) = λn/(2xn) where
λn = c/(1010 − n.3.107) is the wavelength and xn the PRI
of the n-th pulse, and c the speed of light. Small dwell time
implies small PRIs around 50 µs. The consequences are high
ambiguous velocities (250 to 300 m.s−1). On the contrary,
high PRIs (closer to 150 µs) mean smaller ambiguous veloci-
ties (around 100 to 120 m.s−1). Since targets are searched in
the velocity range ±1500 m.s−1 this explains the observed
difference by a factor 2 to 3 (omitting other second-order
effects).

C. Comparison with existing methods
We compare two PRI vectors from the literature with our

findings with respect to the baseline problem considered here.
Simpson [1] gives a vector of 8 PRFs that we convert to PRIs:

xs = [510, 570, 630, 660, 690, 780, 900, 960]T(×0.1µs) (4)

Ahn et al. give a vector of 8 PRIs with a time quantization of
1 µs:

xa = [510, 530, 590, 620, 690, 720, 910, 940]T(×0.1µs) (5)

In this comparison we use only IBEA as the most promising
algorithm and repeat the previously defined experimental setup
to generate Nr ×Nf = 1, 000, 000 points with D = 8.

We obtain a set of 24,259 non-dominated points. Among
these, 17,005 points are realistic. We use this latter set for
scaling. In order to compare the solution set with xs and xa we
display only the points in the dwell time interval between xs
and xa in Figure 2. Note that the PRIs proposed by Simpson
was found to be non-dominated with respect to P(IBEA),
whereas the PRIs proposed by Ahn et al. was dominated. This
may be due to the lack of precision resulting from greater time
quantization.

Interestingly, these solutions were found with different pa-
rameter settings for the radar system, for example the duty
cycle which is exactly 1.5% in [3] and averaged to 1.4% in [1].
Despite this, they operate at medium PRF and share common
goals. We find that xs is still Pareto-optimal for our problem
[4], suggesting that these problems are similar.

Simpson’s solution xs is also better performing than xa
for most of the objectives considered here, except f4 (median
velocity blindness), with a slightly greater dwell time (46.5
ms for xs vs 45.4 ms for xa). IBEA found 321 points in
this dwell time interval. The solution set obtained with IBEA
show possible improvements for all objectives. From such set
the radar system can dynamically select PRFs better suited to
the operational scenarii.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

We considered several efficient evolutionary algorithms to
solve Many-objective optimization problems and benchmarked
them on the radar WF design problem with 10 PRIs. We
obtained a large collection of non-dominated points which
describes the unavoidable trade-offs when designing such radar
signals. We also compared the obtained WFs with 8 PRIs to
existing single solutions from the literature where our solution
set appears more diverse. This work could be extended by
searching for other numbers of PRIs or refining the objectives.
This is an offline search procedure: the solvers are not aimed at
running on the radar hardware, but the obtained PRIs database
could be used with some specific rules to switch the radar
mode while operating. The radar system can also sequentially
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Fig. 1. Histogram of objective values in B+, D = 10, decodability and blindness to be maximized, dwell time to be minimized

Fig. 2. Boxplots of objective values in P(IBEA), D = 8, solutions are
filtered such that the original objective values are all positive, then scaled to
[0, 1] hence we seek to maximize f1 to f8 and minimize f9. We show only
the solutions leading to a dwell time between 45.4 and 46.5 ms. Previously
found solutions xs (in black) and xa (in blue) are added for comparison [1],
[3]. To show that the obtained set provides solutions which are closed to the
existing ones, we display xc (in green) the closest point to xs from P(IBEA)
where df̃ (xc,P(IBEA)) = 0.0887. It has a dwell time of 46.6 ms.

select PRIs with a diversity criterion to make adverse detection
complicated. We also illustrated the difficulty of performance
assessment when many objectives are involved. Real-world
concerns suggest to integrate user preferences and constraints:
since a radar WF is useful only if all objectives have positive
values, the interesting MaOP is constrained. Handling such
constraints on the objective functions can be done through
weighted hypervolume or modified ε-indicator to guide the
optimization process and assess performance.
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[18] B. Filipič et al., “Visualization in Multiobjective Optimization,” in
Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference
Companion, ser. GECCO ’19. New York, NY, USA: Association for
Computing Machinery, 2019, p. 951–974.

[19] D. Brockhoff and E. Zitzler, “Objective reduction in evolutionary
multiobjective optimization: Theory and applications,” Evolutionary
Computation, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 135–166, 2009, pMID: 19413486.

5


	I Introduction
	II Problem definition
	II-A Finding optimal Pulse Repetition Intervals
	II-B Evolutionary Many Objective Optimization

	III Performance assessment
	III-A Metrics
	III-A1 Cardinality
	III-A2 Hypervolume
	III-A3 Generational and Inverted Generational Distances

	III-B Algorithms

	IV Experiments
	IV-A EMO Metrics
	IV-B Problem insights
	IV-C Comparison with existing methods

	V Summary and conclusion
	References

