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Abstract—This paper describes a gradient-descent based op-
timization algorithm for synthesizing Multi-Tone Sinusoidal
Frequency Modulated (MTSFM) waveforms with low Auto-
Correlation Function (ACF) sidelobes in a specified region of
time delays while preserving the ACF mainlobe width. The
algorithm optimizes the Generalized Integrated Sidelobe Level
(GISL) which controls the mainlobe and sidelobe structure of
the waveform’s ACF. This optimization is performed subject to
nonlinear constraints on the waveform’s RMS bandwidth which
directly controls the ACF mainlobe width. Since almost all of the
operations of the algorithm utilize the Fast Fourier Transform
(FFT), it is substantially more computationally efficient than pre-
vious methods that synthesized MTSFM waveforms with low ACF
sidelobes. The computational efficiency of this new algorithm
facilitates the design of larger dimensional and correspondingly
larger time-bandwidth product MTSFM waveform designs. The
algorithm is demonstrated through several illustrative MTSFM
design examples.

Index Terms—Waveform Diversity, Multi-Tone Sinusoidal Fre-
quency Modulation, Waveform Optimization, Generalized Inte-
grated Sidelobe Level.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ability to optimize transmit waveforms, known as
waveform diversity, has been an active topic of research in
the radar community for over two decades [1], [2]. This
area of research has been enabled by the development of
several parameterized modulation techniques such as Phase-
Coding (PC) [3] and Frequency Shift-Keying (FSK) [4] which
facilitate the design of novel waveforms with unique char-
acteristics. PC waveforms are of particular interest to the
radar community, and there exists an extensive collection
of computationally efficient algorithms that synthesize PC
radar waveforms with desirable correlation properties [3], [5]–
[12]. Recently, waveform diversity has become a topic of
increasing interest to the active sonar community [13], [14]
with diverse sets of waveforms being employed for Multi-
Beam Echo Sounding (MBES) [15] and a variety of Multiple-
Input Multiple Output (MIMO) sonar applications [16]–[19].
These efforts highlight the need for continued development
of parameterized waveform models for active sonar waveform
diversity.

Recently, the Multi-Tone Sinusoidal Frequency Modulated
(MTSFM) waveform was introduced as a novel FM-based
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parameterized waveform model. The MTSFM waveform’s
phase/frequency modulation functions are composed of a
finite Fourier series. The Fourier coefficients representing the
waveform’s instantaneous phase are utilized as a discrete set of
adjustable parameters [20], [21]. Previous efforts have demon-
strated that the MTSFM coefficients can be modified to shape
the mainlobe and sidelobe structure of the waveform’s Am-
biguity Function (AF) and Auto Correlation Function (ACF)
[21]–[23]. One uniquely advantageous characteristic of the
MTSFM waveform is that its spectrum is much more highly
concentrated in its swept band of frequencies than PC and FSK
waveforms [21]. As such, the MTSFM waveform is ideally
suited for efficient transmission on practical piezoelectric sonar
projectors [24]. The adaptability of the MTSFM coupled
with its natural constant envelope and spectral compactness
properties makes it an excellent waveform for practical use in
a variety of active sonar systems.

Currently, the primary design challenge for the MTSFM
waveform model is the development of computationally ef-
ficient algorithms that synthesize MTSFM waveforms with
desirable characteristics. The majority of the aforementioned
efforts in designing MTSFM waveforms with low AF/ACF
sidelobes [21], [22] utilized optimization routines using the
MATLAB® optimization toolbox, namely the fmincon function
[25]. The algorithms optimized the MTSFM’s AF/ACF side-
lobes via a `p-norm metric on the sidelobes over sub-regions
in the range-Doppler plane similar to the algorithms developed
in [9], [10].

While the aforementioned MTSFM optimization algorithms
were versatile and highly effective in that they can uniquely
shape the sidelobe structure of the AF/ACF, they are not
streamlined to be extremely computationally efficient. The
most computationally efficient version of these algorithms
used an interior-point method. One of the primary steps in
this interior-point method performs a modified Cholesky de-
composition on the Hessian of the waveform design objective
function at each iteration [26]. This is the most computation-
ally expensive step of the algorithm [26] and is particularly
burdensome for large dimensional problems since the size
of the Hessian grows as the square of the dimensionality
L of the problem. Since this dimensionality L is a proper
fraction of the waveform’s Time-Bandwidth Product (TBP),
the computational bottleneck of this method has correspond-
ingly limited its application to small TBP waveform designs
[21]. A recent result in [27] developed a structured phase

ar
X

iv
:2

30
4.

11
38

6v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

P]
  2

2 
A

pr
 2

02
3



retrieval algorithm loosely based off of efforts in [28] that
synthesizes MTSFM waveforms with low ACF sidelobes in
a substantially more computationally efficient manner than
the aforementioned algorithms in [21]. This cyclic algorithm
specifically optimizes the MTSFM’s ACF via a `2-norm metric
on the ACF sidelobes over all time lags. It is not, however,
capable of reducing sidelobes over sub-regions in time-delay
as previous MTSFM optimization techniques did in [21], [22],
nor can it optimize more general `p-norm metrics like those
in [9], [10], [21].

This paper introduces a gradient-descent based algorithm
that synthesizes MTSFM waveforms with low ACF sidelobes
in a specified sub-region of time delays via minimization of a
more general `p-norm metric known as the Generalized Inte-
grated Sidelobe Level (GISL). The algorithm leverages meth-
ods developed in [11] that were used to optimize Polyphase-
Coded FM (PCFM) waveforms and, more recently, Constant-
Envelope Orthogonal Frequency Division Mutliplexing wave-
forms [29] utilized in Dual Function Radar-Communications
(DFRC) applications. Since this Gradient-Descent GISL (GD-
GISL) algorithm’s operations are largely composed of FFTs,
it is computationally efficient, which facilitates synthesizing
large-dimensional waveform design problems. In addition to
its computational efficiency, it is more versatile in that it
optimizes over the more general `p-norm metric for sub-
regions of time delays like the algorithms in [9], [10], [21].
Several illustrative design examples demonstrate GD-GISL
algorithm’s ability to finely tune the sidelobe structure of
the MTSFM waveform’s ACF and are readily scalable to
much larger dimensional problems and therefore larger TBP
MTSFM waveform designs than the previous efforts in [21].
The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section II
descibes the MTSFM waveform model and the design metrics
used to optimize its ACF characteristics; Section III describes
the GD-GISL algorithm; Section IV evaluates the performance
of this algorithm via several illustrative design examples;
finally, Section V concludes the paper.

II. MTSFM WAVEFORM DESIGN

The general FM waveform model is expressed in the time
domain as

s (t) = a (t) ejϕ(t)ej2πfct, − T

2
≤ t ≤ T

2
(1)

where a (t) is a real and positive amplitude tapering function,
ϕ (t) is the waveform’s phase modulation function, T is the
waveform’s duration, and fc its carrier frequency. This paper
assumes that the waveform is normalized to unit-energy and
basebanded to DC (i.e., fc = 0). The MTSFM waveform’s
instantaneous phase is expressed as a finite Fourier series [21]

ϕ(t) =
α0

2
+

L∑
`=1

α` cos

(
2π`t

T

)
+ β` sin

(
2π`t

T

)
(2)

where L is the number of Fourier series harmonics in the
waveform’s instantaneous phase, α0 is a constant phase term,
and α` and β` are the waveform’s modulation indices. The

modulation indices form a discrete set of 2L parameters that
are modified to synthesize MTSFM waveforms with desirable
ACF properties. The waveform’s corresponding frequency
modulation function m (t) is expressed as

m (t) =
1

2π

∂ϕ (t)

∂t

=

L∑
`=1

(
−α``
T

)
sin

(
2π`t

T

)
+

(
β``

T

)
cos

(
2π`t

T

)
.

(3)

Since the MTSFM waveform’s phase modulation function is
expressed as a finite Fourier series, it is infinitely differentiable
[30]. This property makes these functions smooth and devoid
of any transient components. This results in the vast majority
of the MTSFM waveform’s spectral content being densely
concentrated in a compact band of frequencies. Coupling
this spectral compactness property with its natural constant
envelope makes the MTSFM waveform model ideally suited
for efficient transmission on piezoelectric sonar transmitters.

Assuming a narrowband Doppler model, the AF measures
the waveform’s matched filter response to Doppler shifted
versions of the transmit waveform and is expressed as

χ (τ, ν) =

∫ ∞
−∞

s (t) s∗ (t+ τ) ej2πνtdt (4)

where ν is the Doppler frequency shift expressed as

ν =
2ṙ

cs
fc (5)

where ṙ is range rate of the target’s echo and cs is the speed of
sound in the underwater acoustic medium. The zero-Doppler
cut of the AF (i.e., when ν = 0), the ACF, provides the range
response of the waveform’s MF output and is expressed as

R (τ) = χ (τ, ν) |ν=0 =

∫ ∞
−∞

s (t) s∗ (t+ τ) dt. (6)

There are several metrics that describe the sidelobe structure
of a waveform’s ACF. One metric that has found extensive use
in waveform optimization is the GISL [2]. The GISL evaluates
the ratio of `p-norms [8], [11] of the sidelobe and mainlobe
regions of the ACF and is expressed as

GISL =

( ∫
Ωτ
|R (τ)|p dτ∫∆τ

0
|R (τ)|p dτ

)2/p

(7)

where p ≥ 2 is an integer and ∆τ is the first null of the ACF
which in turn denotes the mainlobe width of the ACF as 2∆τ .
The Ωτ term represents a sub-region of time delays excluding
the mainlobe region. When p = 2, the GISL becomes the
standard ISL metric which is often used in radar waveform
design [11]. As p → ∞, the integrals in (7) approach the
infinity norm || · ||2∞, also known as the maximum norm.
Taking the maximum of the mainlobe and sidelobe region
simplifies the GISL metric to the Peak-to-Sidelobe Level Ratio
(PSLR) metric [11]. For waveform optimization applications,
the maximum norm tends to produce a discontinuous objective



function which prevents the efficient use of gradient-descent
based waveform optimization methods. Making p large but
finite [9]–[11] results in a smooth objective function that
approximates the PSLR metric and is efficiently traversed
using gradient-descent based optimization methods.

III. THE GRADIENT-BASED GISL ALGORITHM

The design objective of this paper is to develop an algorithm
that reduces the MTSFM waveform’s ACF sidelobes via the
GISL metric while largely preserving its mainlobe width
which determines range resolution. One effective method of
ensuring the mainlobe width stays largely fixed is to place
a design constraint on the waveform’s RMS bandwidth β2

rms

expressed as [31], [32]

β2
rms =

∫ ∞
∞

(f − f0)
2 |S (f) |2df (8)

where f0 is the waveform’s spectral centroid and S (f) is
the waveform’s spectrum. The inverse of the RMS bandwidth
accurately approximates the area under the mainlobe of the
ACF (i.e., the denominator of (7)) for the case when p = 2
[32]. As such, placing a constraint on the RMS bandwidth
directly translates to constraining the area under the ACF
mainlobe. This directly corresponds to preserving the ACF
mainlobe width and therefore the waveform’s range resolution.
Conveniently, the MTSFM waveform’s RMS bandwidth is
expressed in exact closed form as a function of the modulation
indices [23]

β2
rms =

(
2π

T

)2 L∑
`=1

`2
(
α2
` + β2

`

2

)
. (9)

Formally, the optimization problem for reducing the GISL
subject to constraints on the RMS bandwidth β2

rms is stated
as

min
α`,β`

GISL ({α`, β`}, p)

s.t. β2
rms ({α`, β`}) ≤ (1 + δ)β2

rms

(
{α(0)

` , β
(0)
` }

)
β2
rms ({α`, β`}) ≥ (1− δ)β2

rms

(
{α(0)

` , β
(0)
` }

)
(10)

where β2
rms

(
{α(0)

` , β
(0)
` }

)
denotes the initialized waveform’s

RMS bandwidth (i.e., at iteration i = 0) and δ is a unitless
bound parameter. The rest of this section describes the GD-
GISL algorithm that solves (10).

We attempt to solve the optimization problem stated in
(10) by restating it as an unconstrained optimization problem
where the nonlinear inequality constraints are expressed as
quadratic penalty functions [33]. This new objective function
is expressed as

Q (φ`, p, γ) = GISL (φ`, p) +
γ

2

∑
k∈K

(
[ck (φ`)]

−
)2

(11)

where φ` = {α`, β`}, γ is a unitless penalty parameter, the
[x]
− operator denotes max{−x, 0}, and ck (φ`) represents the

K = 2 nonlinear constraint functions which are now expressed
as

c1 (φ`) : β2
rms (φ`)− (1 + δ)β2

rms

(
φ

(0)
`

)
≤ 0 (12)

c2 (φ`) : (1− δ)β2
rms

(
φ

(0)
`

)
− β2

rms (φ`) ≤ 0. (13)

The purpose of the penalty functions (12) and (13) are to
substantially increase the objective function via γ for values
of α` and β` outside the feasible region as specified by the
nonlinear equality constraints in (10). As a result of this, any
set of values for α` and β` outside this feasible region will
produce a large objective function and, most likely, a large
positive gradient. A gradient descent algorithm will compute
a search direction away from these increasing values thus
ensuring the nonlinear inequality constraints are enforced.

The first step in developing the gradient-based GISL opti-
mization algorithm is to discretize the waveform signal model
and its design metrics. The MTSFM waveform’s instantaneous
phase (2) can be written as a linear sum using discrete
variables as

ϕ =
[
Bc Bs

] [α
β

]
= Bφ (14)

where φ = [α,β]
T

= [α1, α2, . . . , αL, β1, β2, . . . , βL]
T is a

2L×1 vector containing the MTSFM’s modulation indices and
B is a M × 2L concatenation of the M×L basis matrices Bc

and Bs which contain cosine and sine harmonics, respectively,
such that the `th columns

bc,` = cos

(
2π`t

T

)
, (15)

bs,` = sin

(
2π`t

T

)
(16)

are sampled at a sampling rate fs that satisfies the Nyquist
criterion. The Fourier basis used to describe the MTSFM’s
instantaneous phase is one of several bases that have been
utilized for gradient-based optimization [11], [29], [34]. The
primary difference in the GD-GISL algorithm described here
is that it is optimizing the GISL with RMS bandwidth penalty
terms as seen in (11) for the MTSFM waveform model. It’s
also worth noting that the MTSFM can be implemented with
an instantaneous phase that uses the full cosine and sine
harmonic basis B or just Bc or Bs separately. Using solely
even or odd harmonics in the phase/frequency modulation
functions influences the shape of the waveform’s resulting AF
as is described in [21], [23]. An additional advantage of doing
this is that the dimensionality of the optimization problem is
reduced from 2L to L which allows for faster convergence to
a solution of the optimization problem.

From here, the development of the GD-GISL algorithm
largely follows the descriptions given in [11], [29]. The GISL
metric can be expressed in terms of the discretized ACF which
is expressed as

r = AH|As̄|2 (17)

where r ∈ C(2M−1) contains discretized samples of the ACF,
s̄ ∈ C(2M−1) is a discretized and zero-padded version of s, and



A and AH are 2M − 1× 2M − 1 Discrete Fourier Transform
(DFT) and Inverse DFT matrices, respectively. The vectors
wSL and wML ∈ R(2M−1) are zero everywhere except in the
extent of the sidelobe and mainlobe regions, respectively. The
GISL metric is then expressed as the cost function

GISL (φ, p) =
‖wSL � r‖2p
‖wML � r‖2p

. (18)

The new unconstrained optimization problem can be for-
mally stated as

min
φ

Q (φ, p, γ) . (19)

The GISL for the MTSFM waveform is a 2L-dimensional
and highly non-convex objective function across the MTSFM
parameter space φ. Therefore, convergence to the global
minimum is almost certainly not guaranteed. We traverse this
non-convex objective function using gradient descent. Gradient
descent is an iterative approach which takes some step µ in
the direction of steepest descent qi

φi+1 = φi + µqi (20)
qi = −∇φQ (φi, p, γ) (21)

where ∇φ is the gradient operator. The gradient of (19) is
expressed as

∇φQ (φ, p, γ) = ∇φGISL (φ, p) + γ
∑
k∈K

ck (φ)∇φck (φ)

(22)
where ∇φQ (φ, p, γ) is expressed in vector form [29] as

∇φJp = 4Q (φ, p, γ) D̄T=

{
s̄∗ �AH [(As̄)�P]

}
(23)

and

P = <
{

A

(
|r|p−2 � r�

[
wSL

wT
SL|r|p

− wML

wT
ML|r|p

])}
. (24)

Typically, performing (20) and (21) iteratively until the Eu-
clidean length of ∇φQ (φi, p, γ) is below some threshold gmin
ensures that Q (φi, p, γ) is very near a local minimum. We
observed empirically that a better stopping criteria for this
algorithm is when the Euclidean norm between∇φQ (φi, p, γ)
and ∇φQ

(
φi−1, p, γ

)
is below the threshold gmin. This tends

to prevent the algorithm from running additional iterations that
do not produce a substantial improvement in the reduction of
the objection function in (19). Alternatively, the routine may
continue until it reaches a predetermined number of iterations
Imax.

We employ heavy-ball gradient descent which includes
weighted versions of the previous search directions with the
current gradient. This has been shown to converge quickly for
these types of problems by dampening rapid transitions of the
gradient thereby enforcing a smooth path to the minima. The
search direction is altered by inclusion of previous gradients
as

qi = −∇φQ (φi, p, γ) + βqi−1 (25)

where β ∈ [0, 1]. Since this method does not always ensure a
descent, if in fact the current search direction is an ascent (i.e.,
the projection of the gradient onto the current search direction
is positive), the current search direction is reset to the current
gradient.

if qT
i (∇φQ (φi, p, γ)) > 0, then qi = −∇φQ (φi, p, γ) .

(26)
Once the search direction is established, a simple backtracking
method is used to calculate the step size µ for the line search
that satisfies sufficient decrease via the Armijo condition [33].
The steps of the GD-GISL algorithm are listed in Algorithm 1.
Since the algorithm makes extensive use of FFTs in computing
the GISL metric (23), it is likely to be substantially more
computationally efficient than the legacy MTSFM optimiza-
tion algorithms in [21].

Algorithm 1 The Gradient-Based GISL Algorithm

Input: Initialize B, φ(0), P , L, q0 = 0N×1, β, µ, ρup, ρdown,
δ, γ, c, gmin, Imax, and set i = 1.

Output: Final MTSFM coefficient vector φ with refined ACF
properties that locally solves the criteria in (19)

1: Evaluate Q
(
φi−1, p, γ

)
and ∇φQ

(
φi−1, p, γ

)
via (11)

and (22).
2: qi = −∇φQ (φi, p, γ) + βqi−1

3: If
(
∇φQ

(
φi−1, p, γ

))T
qi ≥ 0

4: qi = −∇φQ
(
φi−1, p, γ

)
5: End(If)
6: While

Q (φi+µqi, p, γ))>Q(φi−1, p, γ)

+ cµ
(
∇φQ

(
φi−1, p, γ

))T
qi, µ = ρdownµ (27)

End(While)
7: φi = φi−1 + µqi, µ = ρupµ
8: i = i+ 1
9: Repeat steps 1-8 until i = Imax or
‖∇φQ (φi, p, γ)−∇φQ

(
φi−1, p, γ

)
‖2 ≤ gmin

IV. SEVERAL ILLUSTRATIVE DESIGN EXAMPLES

This section demonstrates the GD-GISL algorithm using
several MTSFM waveform optimization design examples. In
each example, the waveform time series is sampled at a rate
fs = 10∆f where ∆f is the waveform’s swept bandwidth.
The time series is also tapered with a Tukey window with
shape parameter αT = 0.05 [35]. The algorithm parameters
used for each example are shown in Table I. All examples
were run on a HP EliteBook 845 G8 with a 2.3 GHz AMD
Ryzen PRO 565OU processor and 16 GB DDR3 RAM running
MATLAB® version R2019a. Each design example in this
paper uses only the sine basis Bs to represent the waveform’s
instantaneous phase (i.e., only β` are non-zero). This produces
a waveform with a frequency modulation function, as shown
in (3), that is even symmetric. This results in a waveform
and with a “Thumbtack-Like” AF shape [32] that possesses



a distinct mainlobe at the origin whose widths in range and
Doppler are inversely proprotional to the waveform’s band-
width and duration respectively. Additionally, this AF shape
possesses a pedestal of sidelobes whose height is inversely
proportional the waveform’s TBP. While other AF shapes are
possible with the MTSFM waveform, the “Thumbtack-Like”
AF shape was chosen due to ease of implementation and for
illustrative purposes. It is much easier to compare and visualize
the reduction in sidelobe levels of the optimized waveform
when the seed waveform’s sidelobes are relatively constant.
Investigating the optimization of MTSFM waveforms with
other AF shapes will be the topic of an upcoming paper.

TABLE I
ALGORITHM PARAMETERS USED FOR EACH MTSFM WAVEFORM

OPTIMIZATION EXAMPLE.

Algorithm Parameter Symbol Value
Initial Step Size µ 1.0

Sufficient Decrease Parameter c 0.1
Forgetting Factor β 0.1

Step Decrease Parameter ρdown 0.25
Step Increase Parameter ρup 1.01

Max Iterations Imax 500
Gradient Threshold gmin 1× 10−5

Penalty Term γ 2
RMS Bandwidth Bound δ 0.1

A. Example I : Low TBP with large p over all time-delays

The first design example optimizes the MTSFM waveform
shown in Figure 1 of [21]. This particular MTSFM waveform’s
instantaneous phase is composed of L = 32 sine harmonics
where the modulation indices β` take on the values shown in
Table 1 of [21]. The goal of this optimization problem is to
reduce the ACF sidelobes over the region Ωτ ∈ ∆τ ≤ |τ | ≤ T
via the GISL metric where p = 20. Figure 1 shows the ACFs
and spectra of the initial seed waveform and the resulting opti-
mized waveform using the GD-GISL algorithm. The optimized
MTSFM waveform’s ACF PSLR was reduced from -15.94
dB to -22.62 dB, an overall reduction in PSLR of 6.68 dB.
The RMS bandwidth of the optimized waveform was 1.1021
times larger than the initial seed waveform’s RMS bandwidth
suggesting that the upper RMS bandwidth nonlinear constraint
was active upon completion of the optimization routine. Of
particular importance is the computation time for this example.
The algorithm completed after 113 iterations in only 0.63
seconds. Running the same optimization routine using the
legacy interior-point method used in [21] completed after
202 iterations with a computation time of 15.48 seconds,
roughly 24.5 times longer than the GD-GISL algorithm. Even
for a small dimensional optimization problem, the GD-GISL
algorithm is substantially faster than the legacy interior-point
algorithm.

B. Example II : Low TBP with varying p over a sub-region
of time-delays

The second example uses the same initial seed waveform
from the previous example but now seeks to optimize the

Fig. 1. ACFs (a), ACFs zoomed at the origin (b), and respective spectra
(c) of the initial seed and optimized MTSFM waveforms. The waveform
was optimized over the region Ωτ ∈ ∆τ ≤ |τ | ≤ T for GISL parameter
p = 20. The optimized MTSFM waveform possesses clearly lower ACF
sidelobes while largely retaining the same mainlobe width. Correspondingly,
the optimized waveform’s spectral extent is not substantially different from
that of the intial seed waveform.

ACF sidelobes over the region Ωτ ∈ ∆τ ≤ |τ | ≤ 0.1T
for the GISL metric using p = 20 and then again for
p = 2. The goal of this example is to demonstrate how the
GD-GISL algorithm can finely tune the MTSFM waveform’s
design coefficients to reduce ACF sidelobes in a very specific
region Ωτ of time delays. It also demonstrates the impact that
different p values have on the waveform optimization problem.
The ACFs and spectra of the initial seed and optimized
waveforms are shown in Figure 2. As can be clearly seen from
the figure, the ACFs of both optimized waveforms possess
substantially lower sidelobes in the region Ωτ than the initial
seed waveform. The MTSFM waveform optimized with p = 2
possesses noticeably lower sidelobes over most of Ωτ than the
waveform optimized using p = 20. Understanding why the
GISL metric produces generally lower sidelobes for p = 2
over p = 20 likely involves understanding the structure of
the GISL objective function with varying p. This will be
a topic of future investigation. As can be seen in panel
(c) of Figure 2, the optimized waveforms’ spectra are not
substantially altered from that of the initial seed waveform.
Both optimized waveforms’ RMS bandwidths were relatively
close to that of the seed waveform indicating that the nonlinear
RMS bandwidth constraints were not active for either case.

Both optimization runs completed more quickly than the
legacy interior-point algorithm. For the p = 20 case, the GD-
GISL algorithm completed after 227 iterations in 0.89 seconds.
This was roughly 28.47 times faster than the interior-point
method which completed after 244 iterations in 25.34 seconds.
For the p = 2 case, the GD-GISL algorithm completed
after 457 iterations in 1.32 seconds compared to the interior-



point method which completed after only 54 iterations in 4.79
seconds. For this particular case the GD-GISL algorithm, on
average, completed an iteration in 0.00289 seconds, and the
inter-point method on average completed an iteration every
0.084 seconds, making the GD-GISL algorithm roughly 29
times faster iteration to iteration.

Fig. 2. ACFs (a), ACFs zoomed at the origin (b), and respective spectra (c)
of the initial seed and optimized MTSFM waveforms. The waveforms were
optimized over the region Ωτ ∈ ∆τ ≤ |τ | ≤ 0.1T for GISL parameters
p = 20 and p = 2 respectively. The optimized MTSFM waveforms possesses
clearly lower ACF sidelobes in Ωτ while largely retaining the same mainlobe
width. The sidelobe levels were generally lower for the MTSFM optimized
using the GISL metric with p = 2. Both optimized waveforms possess
essentially the same spectral extent as the intial seed waveform.

C. Example III : Large TBP with large p over all time-delays

The third and final design example demonstrates how the
GD-GISL algorithm can handle much larger dimensional
problems with relative computational ease compared to the
legacy interior-point MTSFM optimization algorithm. The ini-
tial seed MTSFM has a TBP of 1024 and its phase modulation
function is composed of L = 256 sine harmonics. Based
on earlier MTSFM design efforts [21], the larger TBP and
dimensionality of this design should substantially increase
the computation time of the legacy interior-point method.
Figure 3 shows the ACFs and spectra of the initial and GD-
GISL (p = 20) optimized MTSFM waveforms. The optimized
MTSFM waveform’s ACF PSLR was reduced to -26.75 dB,
a reduction of 8.06 dB from the initial seed waveform. The
RMS bandwidth of the optimized waveform was 1.118 times
larger than the initial seed waveform’s RMS bandwidth, again
suggesting that the upper RMS bandwidth nonlinear constraint
was active upon completion of the optimization routine. Of
particular note for this example was the computation time
for the GD-GISL algorithm. It completed after 68 iterations
in 10.17 seconds. A similar optimized MTSFM waveform
was achieved using the legacy interior-point algorithm. It also

completed after 68 iterations in 1731.33 seconds, making
the GD-GISL algorithm roughly 170 times faster than the
legacy interior-point algorithm, a considerable improvement
in computational efficiency.

Fig. 3. ACFs (a), ACFs zoomed at the origin (b), and respective spectra (c)
of the initial seed and optimized MTSFM waveforms . The waveform was
optimized over the region Ωτ ∈ ∆τ ≤ |τ | ≤ T for GISL parameter p = 20.
The optimized MTSFM waveform possesses clearly lower ACF sidelobe
while retaining the same mainlobe width. Correspondingly, the optimized
waveform’s spectral extent is not substantially different from the intial seed
waveform.

V. CONCLUSION

The GD-GISL MTSFM optimization algorithm synthesizes
MTSFM waveforms with low ACF sidelobes in a specified
sub-region Ωτ of time delays via minimization of the GISL
metric. Since most of the algorithm’s operations are FFT-
based, it is substantially more computationally efficient than
the legacy interior-point algorithm used in previous efforts
[21]. This computational efficiency facilitates synthesizing
larger dimensional and consequently larger TBP MTSFM
waveform designs in a much shorter amount of time. The
“Thumbtack-Like” AF design examples from the last section
demonstrated the algorithm’s versatility in finely controlling
the ACF mainlobe and sidelobe structure as well as its com-
putational efficiency. Future efforts will focus on extending
the versatility and performance of the algorithm in several
facets. The most obvious extension is to design families
of MTSFM waveforms with desirably low ACF and Cross-
Correlation Function (CCF) sidelobes over user-defined sub-
regions of time-delays and varying values for p. Another
obvious extension of this algorithm is to modify it to shape
the AF sidelobes in a user-defined region of time-delays and
Doppler shifts. From here, marginals of the AF that character-
ize other waveform design performance characteristics such as
the Q-Function [36] could also be optimized using the same
algorithm. Lastly, the algorithm should readily accommodate



addition nonlinear constraints that can finely tune the mainlobe
shape of the AF using the model developed in [23], which will
enable the design of Doppler tolerant MTSFM waveforms.
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