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Abstract—Localizing near-field sources considering practical
arrays is a recent challenging topic for next generation wireless
communication systems. Practical antenna array apertures with
closely spaced elements exhibit direction-dependent mutual cou-
pling (MC), which can significantly degrade the performance
localization techniques. A conventional method for near-field
localization in the presence of MC is the three-dimensional
(3D) multiple signal classification technique, which, however,
suffers from extremely high computational complexity. Recently,
two-dimensional (2D) search alternatives have been presented,
exhibiting increased complexity still for direction-dependent MC
scenarios. In this paper, we devise a low complexity one-
dimensional (1D) iterative method based on an oblique projection
operator (IMOP) that estimates direction-dependent MC and the
locations of multiple near-field sources. The proposed method
first estimates the initial direction of arrival (DOA) and MC using
the approximate wavefront model, and then, estimates the initial
range of one near-field source using the exact wavefront model.
Afterwards, at each iteration, the oblique projection operator
is used to isolate components associated with one source from
those of other sources. The DOA and range of this one source
are estimated using the exact wavefront model and 1D searches.
Finally, the direction-dependent MC is estimated for each pair of
the estimated DOA and range. The performance of the proposed
near-field localization approach is comprehensively investigated
and verified using both a full-wave electromagnetic solver and
synthetic simulations. It is showcased that our IMOP scheme
performs almost similarly to a state-of-the-art approach but with
a 42 times less computational complexity.

Index Terms—Antenna array, direction estimation, exact prop-
agation model, mutual coupling, near-field localization.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The localization of devices and objects, network-connected
or not, is important in many practical applications of array
processing, such as wireless communication systems and ve-
hicle localization [1], [2]. Generally, localization algorithms
can be classified based on the source location with respect to
the localizer. To this end, there exist both far- and near-field
localization algorithms [3]], [4]]. If the source is in the near-field
region, known as the Fresnel region, the received wavefront
from the near-field source is spherical. In this case, the re-
ceived wavefront will be characterized using both direction of
arrival (DOA) and range. In contrast, the wavefront is received
as a plane wave when the source is located in the far-field
region. Therefore, the far-field wavefront will be characterized
by only the DOA [3]-[10]. Hence, it is not feasible to localize
near-field sources using algorithms developed for far-field
source localization.

Over the recent decades, a significant number of algorithms
have been developed for near-field source localization, fo-
cusing on DOA and range estimation, e.g., [L1]-[21]. These
methods rely on system modeling, including the behavior of
electromagnetic waves and the effects due to electromagnetic
phenomena, such as the mutual coupling (MC) that refers
to the electromagnetic interaction between the antenna ele-
ments of an array. The wavefront model, which considers the
fact that the distance between the source and each element
in the receiver array is not the same, is called the exact
model 18], [22]], [23]. Many near-field localization algorithms
rely on a simplified exact model, called the approximated
model [12], [16], [24], for ease of mathematical handling and
computational feasibility. However, using the approximated
model may lead to localization errors [22], [23]. For example,
the existence of MC can reduce the accuracy of localization
algorithms [25]-[27]. Based on the type of elements in the
antenna array, the MC can be categorized as either direction-
independent or direction-dependent [28[]-[31]. The former
appears in arrays consisting of omnidirectional antennas. How-
ever, for practical arrays with non-omnidirectional antennas,
the MC is usually direction-dependent [29]], [30]]. Near-field
localization, while considering MC, has been treated in [32]-
[36]. The methods in [34]|]-[36] focused on mixed far- and
near-field sources. Firstly, the DOA and MC of the far-
field sources were estimated. Then, those estimations were
used to compensate for the received signal and estimate the
location of the near-field source, specifically, its DOA and
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range. However, those methods failed in scenarios where only
the near-field sources exist in the presence of MC. In [32],
[33], [37], techniques aiming to estimate the location of near-
field sources in the presence of direction-independent MC
using, however, specific antenna arrays, namely, spherical and
circular ring arrays, were developed.

The rapid increase in the number of antennas in receiver
arrays as well as the consideration of high-frequency bands
expands the boundaries of the near-field region [38], [39].
Hence, it is of paramount importance to devise localization
schemes that can estimate all near-field sources in the pres-
ence of direction-dependent MC between the receive antenna
elements, without relying on far-field sources to estimate
and compensate for the MC. In our previous work [24],
using the exact wavefront model, we presented two near-field
source localization methods taking into account the direction-
dependent MC among the receiver antenna array elements. The
first method was a two-dimensional (2D) search method for
near-field source localization (TSMNSL), with significantly
less computational complexity than the three-dimensional (3D)
multiple signal classification (MUSIC), which performs a 3D
search for estimating DOA, range, and MC. The second
method aimed to reduce TSMNSL’s complexity and relied on
an iterative technique based on a one-dimensional (1D) search.
However, that method could only estimate the location of a
single source. In this paper, we extend our second method
in [24] to estimate the location of several near-field sources
using the oblique projection operator [40]. Interestingly, the
proposed method does not need any further process to pair
the estimated DOA and range. The proposed method not only
estimates the DOA and range of the near-field sources but
also estimates the corresponding direction-dependent MCs.
This method uses estimated MCs to improve the accuracy of
location estimation in each iteration. The estimated MC can
also be used for channel reconstruction problems. The main
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

« We present a novel 1D iterative method based on oblique
projection (IMOP) to estimate the direction-dependent
MC and the location of multiple near-field sources. The
proposed method has very low computational complexity
employing only 1D searches, and utilizes the oblique
projection operator to isolate components associated with
one source from those of other sources in each iteration.

o The presented analysis relies on the exact wavefront
model, avoiding localization errors caused by the fre-
quently used wavefront approximations.

e We derive the Cramér-Rao lower bound (CRLB) for
the DOA, range, and MC estimations using direction-
dependent MC and the exact wavefront model.

e The performance of the presented IMOP method for
near-field localization under direction-dependent MC is
validated using both full-wave electromagnetic simula-
tions, via the CST Microwave Studio [41], and synthetic
simulations, via MATLAB.

Notation: 1,,, 1,,, and 01, represent the m x m identity
matrix, the m x m all-ones matrix, and the 1 x m null vector.
Additionally, E{-}, Tr{-}, (-)¥, (-)¥, and @ stand for the

Y
r 3
# n-th source
<
- 1
- ’
”’/l’/// l|
”4’ ,’,/ 7 |
- ,/ ’ 7 1
- /z ’ ,/ ]
P - ] . V-
_M 1,71 PR +Tomn s T1in \ M 1,n
2 ”z ,/ /6 i i 2
\7 4 "/f\ 0\‘/ \'( &
M-1 M-1
e | 0 T —
2 2

Fig. 1. A uniform linear array geometry and the spherical wave propagation
(including ranges and directions of arrival) from the n-th source located in
the array’s near-field region.

statistical expectation, trace operator, transposition, Hermitian
transposition, and the direct sum operator, respectively. Fur-
thermore, %, Z, R(-), and [];; denote the first derivative of
Y with respect to y, the estimate of x, the range space of the
bracketed matrix, and the (4, j)-th element of the matrix inside
of the bracket, respectively. The letter j denotes the imaginary

unit. Re{z} returns the real part of the complex number x.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Suppose that N sources are located in the near-field of
a uniform linear array (ULA) consisting of M elements
(suppose M is an odd number), as shown in Fig. The
inter-element spacing in the ULA is d = \/2, where \
is the signal wavelength. The signal from each n-th source
(n = 1,2,...,N) impinging on the ULA with the DOA
6o,» and range 7y, is considered to be a narrowband un-
correlated signal. In particular, 6, is defined as the DOA
of the signal s,(I) (I = 1,2,...,L denotes the snapshot
number) at the zeroth reference element in the ULA, and
o € [0.62(D3/X\)2,2D2 /)] [2] is the distance between the
n-th source and the reference element with D £ (M — 1)d
denoting the array aperture size. The signal received at each
l-th snapshot can be mathematically expressed as follows [28]:

N

y(©) £ su(D)@(bo.n, ro.ms cn) + wil), e)

n=1

where w(l) € CM*1 represents the additive noise vector at
the [-th snapshot and NN is the total number of sources. In
addition, the vector a(6o r,,70,n,Cn) can be written as [42]:

5(90,117 TO,na Cn) é C(eo,n)a(eO,na TO,n)a (2)

where C(6p,,) € CM*M js the direction-dependent MC
matrix of the ULA at the n-th angle, given by [28]], [30]:

C(0o,) = Toeplitz{z, }, 3)

where z, = [cl le(M_Q)]T with Q < M and ¢, £
leap - C(Q_l),n]T is the @ x 1 complex-valued vector of
MC coefficients due to the presence of the n-th near-field



source.The latter implies that, as the index distance between
c,’s elements increases, the magnitude of the MC coefficients
decreases. Beyond (@) inter-element spacings, the coupling co-
efficients become negligible [28]). Finally, a(6o.n,70,n) in @)
represents the M x 1 steering vector with elements given for
the exact near-field propagation model as follows [23|:

TO’” 6_]7—771,71

“)

Am (90,71, TO,n) =
m,n

where m = —M=1 . _-10,1,..., M1

5 o In this expres-
sion, 7,,, denotes the phase difference between each n-th
source and each m-th element in the ULA, which is given by:

27
Tm,n = _(Tm,n - rO,n)a (5)

A

with 7, , being the distance between the n-th source and the
array’s m-th element, which is easily obtained as follows [23]:

(6)

In most near-field localization approaches (e.g., [2], [L1],
[43]), an approximate version of a(fo.,70,), called the
approximation model, is used instead of ). To derive this
approximation model, first, the far-field assumption is used,
leading to the approximation :0—" ~ 1 that results in the
removal of the magnitude factor in '. Then, using the second-

order Taylor approximation, 7, , is written as follows:

Tomn = \/rg)n +m2d? — 2mdro ,, cos by, -
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Assuming that d* < 7§ and d* < 7§, @ can be further
simplified as follows:
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Putting all above together, the approximate version for the
exact model a, (6o,, ro,,) in (@) can be expressed as follows:

(80,0, T0,0) = 2CmmEITE), ©)
where we have used the definitions:
A 27md
Yn = - cos o n,
iy (10)
N 2 sin? G.p,.
)\TO,n ’

In this paper, we focus on the estimation of 6y, and 7,
Vn = 1,2,...,N in the presence of unknown direction-
dependent MC using the measurements in (I). For this goal,
we make the following assumptions:

A1) The signals {s,,(I)})_, are uncorrelated complex white
Gaussian random processes with zero mean.

A2) The total number of sources N in the vicinity of the
M -element ULA receiver is known and holds N < M.

A3) The additive noise w(l) is a complex Gaussian random
process with a zero mean and variance of o2 and is
statistically independent of the sources’ signals.

A4) All DOAs are distinct, i.e., 6y ; # 9071-/ for 7 # i/, and
all ranges are also distinct, i.e., ro,; # g for i # i.
Therefore, the rank of the array steering matrix A is V.

III. THE TSMNSL ALGORITHM

In this section, we present our TSMNSL algorithm for
the estimation of the direction-dependent MC, as well as the
DOAs and ranges of all near-field sources.

A. Definition of the Transformation Matrix (TM)

Starting from @), &(0o ., 70,») can be re-written as follows:

Q
5(90771, ’I’Qﬂn, Cn) = Z Ema(ﬂoyn, ro_rn)cm_,n
=1

= [E1a(00.n,70n)) - Ega(fon,r0.n)|[1 com -+ con)”
= X(HO,na rO,n)Cna (11)

where X(+,-) is the M x @ TM depending on both 6, ,, and
T0,n, and the matrix E,, is defined as:

Bl = {é [Clij(Bo.n) = Cmon

. 12)
otherwise
B. Estimation of the Sources’ Parameters

Following the system assumptions of Section[IIl the covari-
ance matrix of the received signal in (I) is computed as:

R = E{y()y" ()} = AR, A" + 5Ty,  (13)

where A € CM*N represents the array steering matrix having
a(00.n,70.n,Cn) at its n-th column and R, = E{s(1)s? (1)}
is the signal covariance matrix with vector s(l) consisting of
the N source signals at each [-th snapshot. In practice, for the
L measurements {y ()}, being available at the receiver, the
covariance matrix of the received signal can be estimated as:

1 L
> yOy" ).
=1

R = (14)

=~

which can be eigendecomposed as R = UXU?, where &
includes its eigenvalues and U 2 [U, U, is its eigenvector
matrix; Uy € CM*N and U, € CM*(M=N) contain the
eigenvectors of the signal and noise subspaces, respectively.
Then, the unknown sources’ parameters, including DOAs,
ranges, as well as the receiver’s direction-dependent MC, can
be jointly obtained by searching the N peaks of the pseudo-
spectrum of the 3D-MUSIC algorithm, which is given as:

1

éH (90,na T0,n 5 Cn)UwUuH;é(GO,na T0,n 5 Cn) .
(15)

P(90,n, T0,n5 Cn) é

Note that, to search over this spectrum, a search interval for
each of the unknowns 6y ,,, 70.n, and c needs to be defined.
The search intervals for 6 ,, and r¢ ,, can be defined within the
ranges of 0y, € [0,7] and 7o, € [0.62(D3/\)z,2D%/\ 21,
respectively. However, defining the search area for c is diffi-
cult. This is due to the fact that ¢ contains complex values. It



is also noted that even if we are able to define all parameters’
search spaces, the 3D-MUSIC method suffers from a high
computational cost. To address this challenge, can be
substituted into (I3 to express the 3D-MUSIC spectrum as:

1
Cfﬂ(eo,m TO,n)cn ’

P(oo,m To,n, Cn) - (16)

where Q(eo)n,f‘o)n) £ XH(H())”,To)n)UwU5X(90)n,To7n).

Finding the N peaks of this function is equivalent to solving

the following optimization problem for given 6 ,, and rg ,:
H

min cfﬂ(907n,ro7n)cn st. efc, =1,
Cn

a7

where e is the first column of the unitary matrix. To solve this
optimization problem, we formulate its Lagrangian function,
with 8 being the Lagrange multiplier, as follows [44]:

(18)

L(cn, B) £ Q00,n,70,n)cn — Blef e, —1).

By equating M to zero and using the constraint e’ c,, =
1, the estlmated DOA and range for all sources are given by:
19)

{90 n,’l’o n}n 1 —&I‘g max € Q_l(ooynﬂ"oyn)el.

On""()n

Finally, the MC in the presence of the n-th source can be
computed as follows:

Q! (éo,m To,n)€1
efﬂil (éO,na fO,n)el .

It can be seen from that the presented TSMNSL method
requires 2D searches to estimate the DOA and range of all [V
near-field sources. In the next section, we present a near-field
localization method with less computational complexity than
the TSMNSL algorithm.

(20)

IV. Low COMPLEXITY NEAR-FIELD LOCALIZATION

The proposed IMOP algorithm, relying on the exact wave-
front model in (@), for estimating the direction-dependent MC
as well as the DOAs and ranges of the near-field sources
consists of the following steps. First, initial DOAs and the
MC are estimated utilizing the approximate wavefront model,
and the initial range of the sources is estimated using the
exact wavefront model. Next, the oblique projection is used to
extract single-source information from the covariance matrix
corresponding to the previous steps’ DOA, range, and MC
estimates. Then, an 1D search is deployed to estimate the DOA
of each source separately, which is followed by another 1D
search to estimate the range of each source. Finally, the MC
is estimated for each pair of estimated DOA and range. The
details of all the above steps are given below.

1) Initial Estimation of DOAs and MC: We commence
by using the approximation model for the steering vector
via (@) to compute initial estimates for the DOAs of the
sources. To this end, the product C(6o.,)a(fon,r0.n) (With

a(bo,n,70,n) £ [@1(0o,n,T0,m) - dﬁ4(90,n,ro,n)]T through

the elements in (9)) can be written as follows:

C (90,11)5(90,11 ) rO,n)

g1 C192 C203 CM—19M V1
C191 g2 C193 CM—29M V2
CmM—-191 CmM—292 CMmM—-393 gm UM

= B(eo,mcn)vwo,nﬂ"o,n), (21)

where v, (60.ns T0.n) 2 €™ and gy (0p.n) 2 7™ ¥ =
1,2,..., M. For simplicity, we next define B, 2 B(60.n,cn)
and v, 2 v(0o,n,70,n). By inserting (21) into the 3D-MUSIC
spectrum in (13), yields the following estimation problem for
the MC as well as the DOAs and ranges of all NV sources:

v B0, ULB, v
(22)
To obtain an initial estimation for the MC and DOA of each
n-th near-field source, i.e., csl ) and 90 »» we first focus on the
following simplified form of 22)’s estimation problem:
{9(0) N — arg min BAU,UEB,,.

0,n? n
0,n,Cn

min

~ . R N .
{eo,na rO,’rﬁ Cn}nzl - arg
90,71;7‘0,71,;(371

(23)

Following the same steps with the derivation of (II)), deduces
to B, = X(@O,n)cn, where X £ [Elg(Ho,n)) ce- EQg(HO,n)]
(with g(@om) £ [91 (90,71) ce- g]u(eom)]T), which then yields
the reformulation:

{é((J(,)v)w égzo)}ﬁ[:l = arg emin C;I;IXH (90,n)UwUuH;X(90,n)cn
0,n:Cn
(24)

To estimate each DOA, the following optimization problem
needs to be solved for a given 6y ,:

GHA H
min c;; QOpn)cn st efc, =1,

(25)
where Q(0p,) £ X(00.,)U,UZX(6y,,). Hence, éé?}l and
initial estimate of MC correspond to n-th source, i.e., é§?>,
are computed as follows:

{9(07)1 N —argmaxeflﬂ 1(001n)e1,
On

(26)

~—1,4(0
~(0) _ Q (9((“)1)91
e D O R
€1 Q (00,n)e1
It is noted that, in these initial estimations for the MC and
DOAs of all N near-field sources, the approximate model of
the received signal was used.
2) Initial Estimation of Ranges: The initial estimation of
the ran 9 for the n- i ()
ge, e.g., 7y, for the n-th source corresponding to 6,
can be found from the solution of the following problem:

2(0) _ He
7o, = argmaxey €
T0o,n

27)

—1 A

(0o,nsmo,n)e1, (28)
where Q(éoyn,royn) is generated using the exact wavefront
model for the received signal. This procedure is used for the
initial estimation of all /N sources’ ranges.



3) Iterative Section: Since the estimations {9( _, via
(26) rely on the approximation model of the recelved wave-
front, errors may occur Wthh will also propagate to the
estimations {&'”)}_, and {r )N via and (@28), re-
spectively. We now use the exact model of the received
wavefront to improve these estimations in an iterative manner.
In addition, we deploy oblique projection to isolate one signal
from the other ones at each iteration. We also assume that, at
each iteration, the DOA of one source is unknown while the
DOAs of the other N — 1 sources are known. Note that the
error caused by using the approximate model in estimating the
initial values can be more negligible than the errors caused by
the random determination of initial values for the estimations.

Let a, 2 a(6o.n,70.n,Cn) be the M x 1 array steering
vector corresponding to the n-th source and A,, denote the
M x (N — 1) array steering matrix without the column &,,.
The range space of A can be expressed as follows:

R(A) = R(a,) ® R(A,), (29)

where R(&,) and R(A,) denote the range spaces of a,
and An, respectively. In each ¢-th estimation iteration, 555 ) is
considered as the steering vector of the unknown parameters
(9(()121, ((le,cEZ)) and AU7Y is the steering matrix of N — 1
sources whose MC coefficients, DOAs, and ranges were esti-
mated at the previous (i — 1)-th iteration. Therefore, at each

i-th iteration, the oblique projector Ex (i=1) 500 that projects
onto the space R(A(l 1)) along a dlrectlon parallel to the
space R(agl)) is given as follows:

~ (i— ~ 7r(i—1) T (i— 1 7 gti—1)
Ega-ngzm =ATVAT P;pA% RO VS o

(30)
where P, 5() represents the orthogonal projector onto the null
space of ‘the n-th source, which is obtained as:

Pl =Ty —al [l al) el (31)

Note that the oblique projection has the following properties:

Exynap AT = Al Bygongal! = O
" (32)
Based on the latter definitions of A,, and a,,, the received
signal model in can be re-written as follows:

y(1) = a,5,(1) + A, Sn (1) + w(l), (33)

where s, (1) denotes the signal transmitted by the n-th source
and S,(1) £ [s1(1)---5p-1(1) Sps1(1)---sn(D)]T includes
the signals transmitted by all other sources. Applying the
oblique projection to (33) at each i-th iteration, while using
its properties summarized in (32)), deduces to:

v ) = (I = Bzg-nz0)y(D)
= énsn(l) + (IM - EA(nifl)a(ni) )W(Z)a

which implies that only information of one single source is
included at the i-th iteration. Then, the covariance matrix of
y (1) at this i-th iteration can be computed as follows:

= 1
R():ZZ

(34)

57 (0). (35)

Algorithm 1 The Proposed IMOP Estimation Method

Input: M, N, d, and y(1).
Output: {0y, 7o,n, ¢},

Compute {6} (© F TR {C(O)}n 1> and {7’(07)1
@7), and (@8), respectively.
Set iteration counter as i = 1.
repeat
Compute {90n s b AN and {3, from
@D, (B8, and ( respectlvely
Set i =1+ 1
until |9((fn - 0

_, from 26),

Y <e.

By eigendecomposing (33), the noise subspace ﬁﬁ) can be
extracted, which is used to formulate the following matrix:

(9((;717 T‘O n)

Using this matrix, the DOA of each n-th source at each i-th
algorithmic iteration can be estimated as follows:

(90 ) Tézn 2 )el'

XH (9((;717 T‘O n)U(Z)UH X(eézzw T‘Oln) (36)

éél = argmaxe; HO (37)

0,n

The corresponding range for this source is then estimated as:

r(()lzl = arg max e{iﬁil(ﬁ((le, To.n)€1

T0,n

(38)
Finally, using all estimated DOAs and ranges, each n-th vector
with MC coefficients can be estimated as follows:
@ (05, 76)en
~—1 7 [
e{IQ (9(()217 (()Zz)el

el — (39)

If |é (0 é(i71)| < ¢ with € being a small positive number, then
9(()121, r(()lzl and &'} are considered the final estimates for DOA,
range, and MC coefficients, respectively. The algorithmic
iterations terminate if the latter condition is met; otherwise,
a new iteration of estimations takes place.

The proposed near-field multi-source localization method
requires 1D searches to estimate all sources’ DOAs and the
ranges. In addition, the estimates éO,n and 7o ,, for each n-th
source are automatically paired, hence, no further processing
is required. Moreover, the proposed method does not con-
sider initial values for the unknowns based on a guess (or
randomly), which can increase the speed and accuracy of the
estimation convergence. The iteration steps for the proposed
IMOP method are given in Algorithm

A. Computational Complexities of TSMNSL and IMOP

The computational complexity of the eigendecomposition of
the covariance matrix is O(M?). Furthermore, the 2D searches
for the DOA, and range estimations require the complexity

2D? D3
of OHUQ?), where H = 180,y = 2 VA 4pq
dg represents the step size for the DOA search, while 6,
represents the step size for the range search. Therefore, the
overall computational complexity of the TSMNSL method is
approximately O(M3 + HUQ?).



For the IMOP method, the computational complexity of the
initial estimations for the DOAs and ranges is approximately
O(M3 + HQ? + UQ?). Furthermore, the 1D searches at
each estimation iteration need approximately complexity of
O(NM?3 + NHQ? + NUQ?). Unlike the TSMNSL method,
IMOP does not require a 2D search to estimate DOAs and
ranges. Hence, its computational complexity is lower than that
of the TSMNSL method.

V. ESTIMATION ANALYSIS
The CRLB provides a lower bound on the variance of
any unbiased estimator and has been derived for near-field
source localization in various relevant works [45]-[47]. In
this section, we present the CRLB for the received system
model in (). To this end, the CRLB is given by the inverse
of the Fisher information matrix (FIM), i.e., CRLB 2 FIM 1.
Each (n,n’)-th element of the FIM for a parameter vector
o é [0 r c CN], with 8 £ [6‘071 90,2
r £ [7‘0,1 To,2 " T‘O,N], is given by [48]
R IR Rl}

day, oo,/

90,]\/] and

[FIM],, = LTr{ R (40)
A. FIM of the DOA Parameter
The first derivative of the covariance matrix R given in (13)
with respect to 6y ,, is obtained as follows:
R A OAH
00,  000n 890 n
By substituting this expression in (40), the FIM of the DOA
parameter can be expressed as:

RAY + AR,——

(41)

A AH
[FIM(0)],,,, = LTr{ ( a‘ZA R,AM 4 ARsai> R}
0,n

— 2LRe {Tr{Rl ‘ZA R AR 0A RSAH}
0,n On
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Tr{R! RAPR AR, —— 42
r{ P0o . 69 (42)
where agA — [O]WXI Ba(%;,:mn) .. O]WXI] and
Pl = 25l 70,0) + O n) 2 Go)

L Da(s
Furthermore, the derivative W
,n

aa(eO,na TO,n)
0o 1,

1 2T To,n .
S (Tm,n —1—37) mdr sin(6o,n)a(bo,n, ro,n)-

m,n

is computed as:

(43)

B. FIM of the Range Parameter

Similarly, the first derivative of R in with respect to
T0,n can be calculated as follows:
OR  0A

- - OAH
= R. A7 + AR, )
87’0,71 87’0,71 + To,n

(44)

where aﬁA [O]WXI 0M><1] By substi-

dro
tuting this expression into (40), the FIM of the range parameter
is obtained as:

65-(90 nsT0, n)

[FIM(r)],,,, =
2LRe{ Tr{R* OA R, AYR™! oA — R,AY
8r0n 8T0n
A ~ B H
Tr{R! OA R. AR AR, 0A , (45)
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where we have used the following derivation:

8 9 ny n 1 2
w — (— +3—W> a(o.n,o.n)
TO,n

3 ( 1 27r) (To,n —mdcos(bo,n)

T A

) a(eo,n, rO,n) .
(46)

Tm,n

C. FIM of the MC Parameter

We consider, for simplicity, that the MC is given as

. A
C(0o,n) = Toeplitz{[1(y -+ (g O1x(m—)]"} where ¢, =
Cm,n- The first derivative of R in (I3) with respect to ¢, is:

OR  OA OAH

— = —R,A" + AR, . 47

ac, o, + ac. 47
By using the derivations % = % (60,1, 70,n) and
% = Toeplitz{[01x (n—1) 11 O1x(nr— n)] }, the FIM of

the MC parameter is obtained as follows:

[FIM(C(60,1))].,
_ G 0A L iap19A L iy
—2LRe{ {R 8CnRAR 8<nRA}
LOA . OAH
{R ﬁRA RTAR, o }} (48)

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we present simulation results demonstrat-
ing the performance of the proposed near-field multi-source
localization methods. Unless otherwise stated, we consider an
11-element ULA with half-wavelength inter-element spacing
operating at the frequency 5 GHz (i.e., A = 6 cm). The Fresnel
region for this system setup is [6.9\,50A]. The results in
all studied examples were obtained via averaging K = 500
independent Monte Carlo trials. We have finally assumed
that the MC is direction-dependent, in particular, the MC
coefficients were generated using [30]’s method for each DOA.



A. Performance Metrics and Investigated Estimators

To evaluate the accuracy of the estimations for the DOAs,
ranges, and direction-dependent MC coefficients, we have used
the following root mean square error (RMSE) metrics:

RMSE, £
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In addition, we used the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) defined
as the ratio of signal power to the noise power at the receiver.
For the proposed IMOP method, we have considered the
value 0.01° for the DOA convergence parameter ¢. Further-
more, dyp and &, were set to 0.1° and 0.1\, respectively.
The performance of the IMOP method was compared with
the TSMNSL method, the 2D-MUSIC tailored for near-field
localization [49]], and the two-stage rank reduction (TSRARE)
method presented in [34]. The MC was assumed to be
direction-independent and known (or estimated perfectly with-
out any error) when implementing 2D-MUSIC and TSRARE
methods. This idealistic assumption was made because these
methods cannot estimate MC in a scenario where only near-
field sources exist in the environment of interest. Furthermore,
to implement 2D-MUSIC, we used the exact wavefront model.
Note that, to the best of our knowledge, apart from our
TSMNSL method, there is no other method for localizing near-
field sources when considering direction-dependent MC.

B. Results from Synthetic Simulations

We have simulated in MATLAB version R2022b all afore-
described near-field multi-source localization estimators for
the following four examples.

Example 1 (Parameter Spectrum and Computational Load):
There are three sources at the co-planar points (30°,13.3)),
(55°,30)), and (90°,43.3)). The number of snapshots L and
the SNR are fixed at 200 and 10 dB, respectively.

Figures Dla) and 2Ib) as well as Fig. 3 depict the averaged
2D spatial spectrum (i.e., expression (13) with known c,,) for
the proposed TSMNSL and 2D-MUSIC methods, as well as
the averaged 1D spatial spectrum (i.e., (37)) for the proposed
IMOP method, respectively. As shown in all figures, three
distinct peaks appear in the spectra indicating the location pa-
rameters of all three sources. The TSRARE spectrum for DOA
and range are illustrated in Figs. dla) and Hib), respectively.
It can be observed that this localization method is unable to
estimate the location of all sources. This is attributed to the fact
that TSRARE is based on the approximate wavefront model
and assumed direction-independent MC. The estimated DOAs
and ranges using the 2D-MUSIC, TSRARE, TSMNSL, and
IMOP methods are listed in Table[ll It is demonstrated that all
methods, except TSRARE, can accurately the positions of all
three sources. To better visualize the estimations, Fig. [5] shows

Spectrum

(90°,43.3))

A

(55°,29.9))

Spectrum

100

40 50

Range () 5 o DOA (degree)

(b)

Fig. 2. The spectrum of (a) the proposed TSMNSL and (b) the 2D-MUSIC
methods. The true positions of the three considered co-planar sources in
Example 1 are (30°,13.3)), (55°,30\), and (90°,43.3)\).

the estimated positions of the sources in Cartesian coordinates.
Evidently, the performance of the proposed IMOP method
is almost similar to that of the TSMNSL and 2D-MUSIC
methods. Recall that, to implement 2D-MUSIC, unlike the
proposed TSMNSL and IMOP methods, we had to assume
that the MC coefficients are known.

In Table M we compare the computational load of all
methods in Example 1 simulated in MATLAB running on
an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1265U processor with 16 GB of
RAM. Recall that both the TSRARE and the proposed IMOP
methods, unlike the two others, are based on 1D searches to
estimate the location of the near-field sources. Hence, as it
can be also observed in the table, their computational time is
significantly less than that of the TSMNSL and 2D-MUSIC
methods. In fact, the computation time of TSRARE is 7.5
times less than that of the proposed IMOP method, since the
former, unlike the latter, does not require TM construction. As
depicted in Table [T 53.3% of IMOP’s total computation time
is spent to calculate the required TMs. However, as shown
in Table [, TSRARE falls short in correctly estimating the
positions of all three sources. It is also shown in Table [l that
the computation time of the 2D-MUSIC is 1.3 times less than
that of the TSMNSL method. This is because 2D-MUSIC does
not form TMs, while 52.7% of the computational load for the
TSMNSL method is spent on this construction. Table [ also
demonstrates that the computation time of the proposed IMOP
method is 42 times less than that of the proposed TSMNSL
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Fig. 3. The spectrum of the proposed IMOP method for (a) DOA and (b)
range estimation for the three sources of Example 1 considered also in Fig. 2]

TABLE I
THE ESTIMATED LOCATIONS USING THE DIFFERENT METHODS.

True Positions| (30°,13.3)\) | (55°,30)\) | (90°,43.3)) |

IMOP  [(29.98°,13.4))[(55.0°,30.7)) [ (90.0°, 43.8))

TSMNSL | (30.0°,13.4)) [(55.0°,30.3X)[(90.0°, 43.8))

2D-MUSIC | (30.1°,13.1)) |(55.0°,29.9X)[(90.0°,43.3X)

TSRARE | (55.0°,6.9\) |(73.3°,30.8))](90.0°,43.4))
TABLE II

THE COMPUTATIONAL LOAD OF THE DIFFERENT METHODS.

Method |TMs construction time (sec) | Total computation time (sec)|

IMOP 0.08 0.15
TSMNSL 3.31 6.28
2D-MUSIC - 4.78
TSRARE - 0.02

method. This is because the former method is based on 1D
searches, while the latter performs 2D searches.

Example 2 (Position Estimation Performance versus SNR):
In Figs. [6la), [6lb), and [6lc), we consider the same setup with
Example 1 and plot the averaged RMSE of the estimated
DOAs, ranges, and MC with respect to the SNR that varies
from —5 dB to 15 dB with a 5 dB interval. As expected
for all methods, the estimation performance improves with
increasing SNR values. It can be observed from Fig. [f(a) that
the DOA estimation performance with the proposed IMOP and
TSMNSL methods is very close to each other in low SNRs,
specifically for SNR less than or equal to 5 dB, while the
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Fig. 4. The spectrum of the TSRARE method for (a) DOA and (b) range
estimation for the three sources of Example 1 also considered in Fig. 2]
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Fig. 5. Illustration of the true and estimated locations of all three sources in
Table [Il for all considered near-field localization methods.

computational complexity of the IMOP method is considerably
less than TSMNSL’s one. It is also shown that the TSMNSL
method performs slightly better than IMOP at high SNRs, in
particular, for SNRs higher than 5 dB. For instance, for the
SNR value of 15 dB, the RMSE of the estimated DOA using
the TSMNSL and IMOP methods is 0.046° and 0.054°, re-
spectively. Figure [f(a) also illustrates that, for SNRs less than
0 dB, the RMSE of the DOAs estimated by the 2D-MUSIC
method is significantly less than that with other methods. This
can be due to the fact that 2D-MUSIC estimates DOAs while
assuming the MC is known (this a-priori information may not
be available in practical applications). For example, the RMSE
of DOA estimation with 2D-MUSIC, TSMNSL, IMOP, and
TSRARE at the SNR value of —5 dB is 0.45°, 3.88°, 3.90°,
and 13.6°, respectively. However, for SNR values equal to or
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the SNR in dB for the three sources of Example 1 considered also in Fig.

greater than 0 dB, the performance of the proposed TSMNSL
and IMOP methods is close to the 2D-MUSIC performance.
This is because the effect of the MC on the performance
of IMOP and TSMNSL methods in DOA estimation at high
SNRs is small. For the SNR at 10 dB, the RMSE of DOA
estimation using TSMNSL, IMOP, and 2D-MUSIC is 0.072°,
0.081°, and 0.066°, respectively. It is finally shown in Fig.[6(a)
that the RMSE of the estimated DOA using TSRARE is
significantly higher than that with the other methods for all
SNR values. This is due to the fact that TSRARE is based on
the approximation wavefront model.

Figure[6lb) depicts the RMSE of the range estimation for all
simulated near-field localization methods. Clearly, 2D-MUSIC
is the best method across all SNR values except at —5 dB. At
this value, TSRARE is the best method yielding the estimation

5.39, whereas 2D-MUSIC, TSMNSL, and IMOP provide the
range estimations 5.61), 10.29)\, and 10.55), respectively.
At SNR of 0 dB, the RMSE of the estimated range using
2D-MUSIC, TSRARE, IMOP, and TSMNSL is 3.15), 4.22),
6.50)\, and 6.64 )\, respectively. For SNRs larger than 5 dB, the
performance of TSMNSL and IMOP methods is better than
that of TSRARE. It is finally shown that 2D-MUSIC yields
the closest performance to the CRLB of the range estimation.

The RMSE of the MC estimation for both methods,
TSMNSL and IMOP, is depicted in Fig. [flc) together with the
respective CRLB. It can be seen that TSMNSL outperforms
IMOP across all considered SNR values. In fact, the difference
between these two methods is very small. For example, at
an SNR of 0 dB, the RMSE of the estimated MC using the
TSMNSL and IMOP is 0.066 and 0.068, respectively. When
the SNR increases from 5 dB to 15 dB, the difference in
the estimation performance also increases. For example, at
the SNR value of 15 dB, the RMSE performance with the
TSMNSL method is 0.013, while with IMOP is 0.017.

Example 3 (Position Estimation Performance versus Num-
ber of Snapshots): We have set the SNR at 10 dB in Figs. [(a),
[Z(b), and [[(c) for the same setup with Example 1 and varied
the number of snapshots L from 50 to 750 with a step of 100.
It can be seen from Fig. [/(a) that 2D-MUSIC outperforms all
other methods in estimating DOA for every tested value for
L. This happens because we have implemented 2D-MUSIC
with the exact wavefront model considering that the MC is
known. To better compare the performance with the proposed
TSMNSL and IMOP methods, this figure also includes an inset
zoomed-in box. It is shown that TSMNSL outperforms the
IMOP method for all numbers of snapshots. For example, for
L = 350, the RMSE of the estimated DOA using TSMNSL
and IMOP method is 0.059° and 0.068°, respectively. Note
that the difference between the RMSEs of TSMNSL and
IMOP increases as L increases from 150 to 750.

Figure [Z(b) shows that 2D-MUSIC outperforms all other
methods in the range estimation for all L values. Recall
though that 2D-MUSIC assumes that MC is known, which
may not be the case in the practical scenarios. The figure
also demonstrates that, for L. = 50, the RMSE of the range
estimated using 2D-MUSIC, TSMNSL, IMOP, and TSRARE
is 1.82), 4.36), 4.33) and 3.97), respectively. For L values
larger than 50, the performance of TSRARE compared to
TSMNSL and IMOP degrades. Additionally, for L = 750, the
RMSE of the range estimated using 2D-MUSIC, TSMNSL,
IMOP, and TSRARE is 0.5\, 1.15A, 1.14)\, and 3.74\, re-
spectively. Finally, Fig.[7(c) demonstrates that the CRLB of the
MC estimation and the respective RMSE using the proposed
TSMNSL and IMOP methods decrease with increasing L
values. It is also shown that the performance with the IMOP
method is very close to that with TSMNSL for small L values.
For example, for L = 50, the RMSEs of the estimated MC
using the TSMNSL and IMOP methods are 0.043 and 0.045,
respectively. Although the MC estimation difference between
TSMNSL and IMOP increases as L increases, this is insignif-
icant for the simulated L range. For example, for L = 750,
the RMSEs of the MC estimation with the proposed TSMNSL
and IMOP methods are 0.011 and 0.016, respectively.
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Fig. 7. The RMSE of the estimated (a) DOAs, (b) ranges, and (c) MC versus
the number of snapshots L for the three sources of Example 1 considered
also in Fig.

Example 4 (Position Estimation Performance versus Source
Angular Separation): Consider two sources located at the co-
planar positions (30°,13.3\) and (30° 4+ Af, 30\), where Af
represents their angular separation, which is assumed to vary
from 0.5° to 20.5° at an angular interval of 2°. In Figs. [8(a)
and[8(b), we have considered the values 15 dB and 200 for the
SNR and the number of snapshots L, respectively, and depict
the RMSEs of the estimated DOAs and ranges versus Af.

It can be observed from Fig. [B(a) that the proposed IMOP
method outperforms all other methods for Af ranging from
0.5° to 4.5°. As Af increases from 6.5° to 12.5°, the RMSEs
of DOA estimation using 2D-MUSIC and TSMNSL become
lower than those obtained using IMOP and TSRARE. For ex-
ample, for Af = 8.5°, the RMSE values for DOA estimation
using the 2D-MUSIC, TSMNSL, IMOP, and TSRARE are
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Fig. 8. The RMSE of the estimated (a) DOAs and (b) ranges versus the

angular separation A@ for the co-planar sources (30°,13.3\) and (30° +
A6,30)) in Example 4.

185 20.5

0.11°, 0.24°, 0.82°, and 4.24°, respectively. In the case of
high A#, i.e., from 16.5° to 20.5°, the proposed IMOP method
performs similarly to 2D-MUSIC and better than the other
two methods. It can be finally observed from Fig. Blb) shows
that, as A increases, the RMSE of range estimation with
IMOP becomes closer to that with 2D-MUSIC and superior
to the other two methods. For example, when A6 = 20.5°, the
RMSE:s of the estimated range using the 2D-MUSIC, IMOP,
and TSMNSL are A, 1.2, and 1.4\, respectively.

C. Results from Full-Wave Electromagnetic Simulations

We now present full-wave electromagnetic simulations us-
ing CST Microwave Studio [41] for the considered near-field
localization methods. These simulations allow us to verify the
efficacy of the proposed techniques in setups being closer to
realistic scenarios and, thus, making them more applicable
to practical near-field applications. It is critical to verify the
techniques using non-isotropic antennas, (at least omnidirec-
tional) to study the EM interaction and MC dependence on
the element’s relative orientation and positioning within the
array [50]. We considered a ULA-based receiver consisting of
11 half-wavelength dipole antennas operating at the frequency
5 GHz tasked to localize a single source with a DOA and range
of 35° and 13.3 ), respectively. All localization algorithms 2D-
MUSIC, TSRARE, TSMNSL, and IMOP were implemented
in MATLAB and we have imported directly from CST full-
wave electromagnetic simulation data.



—
_—
—

> (33.87,13.93))

A

Spectrum
o
o

-

1 1—)(34,5",10.03»

Spectrum
o
G

Range (1)) 50 0

DOA (degree)

(b)

Fig. 9. The spectrum obtained from full-wave electromagnetic simulations
with the (a) proposed TSMNSL and (b) 2D-MUSIC methods, considering a
single source located at the position (35°,13.3)).

In Figs. Bla) and O(b), the estimated 2D spatial spectra
with the TSMNSL and 2D-MUSIC methods are illustrated,
respectively. The sharp peak in these figures shows that both
methods can estimate the location of the single source. In
Fig. [0l we can observe that the peak of 2D-MUSIC is sharper
than that from the TSMNSL method. Recall that, for the
implementation of the 2D-MUSIC, we have assumed that the
MC is perfectly known. In addition, Figs. [[0(a) and [I0(b)
depict respectively the DOA and range spatial spectra of the
IMOP and TSRARE methods. It can be seen that the proposed
IMOP method outperforms TSRARE, indicating that it is more
compatible with the full-wave-based realistic scenario.

Table [ includes the values of the estimated locations of
the single source using the TSMNSL, IMOP, 2D-MUSIC, and
TSRARE methods. It is shown that the best DOA estimation
is provided by the proposed IMOP method, while the best
range estimation is given by the proposed TSMNSL method.
This table is in agreement with Fig. [Tl demonstrating that the
TSMNSL method can best estimate the source’s location at
the cost of the largest computational complexity. Interestingly,
the performance with the proposed IMOP method is close to
TSMNSL with significantly lower computational complexity.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we presented the IMOP method to estimate
the DOA and range of sources lying in the near-field region
of a ULA-equipped receiver, taking into account the direction-
dependent MC between the elements of the ULA. This it-
erative IMOP method first estimates the DOAs and ranges
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Fig. 10. The spectrum obtained from full-wave electromagnetic simulations

with the (a) proposed IMOP and (b) TSRARE methods for the same single
source with Fig.

TABLE III
THE ESTIMATED LOCATIONS OF THE SOURCE RETRIEVED USING
DIFFERENT METHODS.

Ground Truth IMOP TSMNSL 2D-MUSIC TSRARE
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Fig. 11. Tllustration of the true and estimated locations of the single source
in Table [ITIl for all considered near-field localization methods.

of multiple sources via 1D searches and then deploys them
to estimate the direction-dependent MC, while the TSMNSL
method performs 2D searches to perform these estimations.
In addition, IMOP is equipped with an oblique projection
operator to isolate the components of one near-field source
from those of other sources. Our extensive simulation results
showcased that the performance of the lower complexity



IMOP method is similar to that of the TSMNSL method. For
example, for the localization of three near-field sources with an
11-element ULA receiver, IMOP and TSMNSL required 0.15
and 6.28 seconds of estimation computation time, respectively.
This computation improvement is attributed to the efficient
replacement of 2D searches from 1D ones for the estimations
of DOAs and ranges of multiple sources.
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