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Abstract—Designing a cognitive radar system capable of
adapting its parameters is challenging, particularly when tasked
with tracking a ballistic missile throughout its entire flight. In
this work, we focus on proposing adaptive algorithms that select
waveform parameters in an online fashion. Our novelty lies
in formulating the learning problem using domain knowledge
derived from the characteristics of ballistic trajectories. We
propose three reinforcement learning algorithms: bandwidth
scaling, Q-learning, and Q-learning lookahead. These algorithms
dynamically choose the bandwidth for each transmission based
on received feedback. Through experiments on synthetically
generated ballistic trajectories, we demonstrate that our proposed
algorithms achieve the dual objectives of minimizing range error
and maintaining continuous tracking without losing the target.

Index Terms—cognitive radar, waveform selection, reinforce-
ment learning, Q-learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cognitive radars are capable of adjusting their parameters in
real-time to optimize performance, making them increasingly
valuable for military, civilian, and scientific applications [1]–
[3]. In cognitive radar systems, majority of the error in
estimation can be reduced by improving two components: (i)
Tracking: Predicting the position of the target based on the
measurement of range, range rate, Azimuth angle and eleva-
tion angle and minimizing prediction error. Popular filtering
techniques such as the Gaussian particle filtering [4], [5] or
Kalman filtering variants can be used to perform tracking. For
this work, we assume that an Extended Kalman Filter is used.
[6]. (ii) Waveform selection: Choosing the optimal waveform
parameters for illuminating the target at the predicted position.

A critical challenge in these systems is the adaptive selection
of waveform parameters in response to varying target and
environmental conditions. Choosing waveform parameters that
cause a wide window of illumination can result in high range
error, whereas a narrow window may miss the target and result
in the loss of track. Traditional approaches rely on predefined
strategies or heuristic rules, which may not be sufficiently
robust in highly dynamic and uncertain scenarios.

The work in [2] propose the use of dynamic program-
ming to adaptively choose the parameters of the waveform.
It was proposed that the state space consist of 9 elements
(position, velocity, acceleration for each of the parameters:
range, azimuth and elevation). The state space is of dimension
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n9, which is difficult to train even for n = 5. The adaptive
waveform selection was further extended for tracking multiple
targets in the work by [7] and [8]. Another approach that
uses reinforcement learning for adaptive waveform selection
was introduced in [9] where entropy reward Q-learning was
proposed.

While these other works focus on a general cognitive
radar problem, this work focuses on the tracking problem of
ballistic missile in different phases during its flight [10]. The
trajectory of missiles includes boost, mid-course, and terminal
phases. Typically, the maximum estimation uncertainty occurs
during the boost phase due to factors like engine performance
and atmospheric conditions, while the mid-course phase has
relatively lower uncertainty and the terminal phase again see
increased uncertainty due to atmospheric effects and maneu-
vering capabilities of the missile. This becomes a challenge
for the radar to optimize the waveform selection such that
track accuracy is maintained without loss of track in all three
phases of missile. Here, we attempt to optimize the waveform
parameters, especially the bandwidth, accounting for varied
levels of uncertainty from measurement and the tracking in
such a manner that the radar can utilize the advantage of higher
accuracy, and at the same time ensure track is maintained
throughout the trajectory. To this end, we propose using model-
free reinforcement learning methods that is tailored for this
specific challenging problem.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

The system model is adapted from [2]. The transmitted
signal from radar is of the form,

sT (t) =
√
2Re

(√
ET s̃(t) exp(i2πfct)

)
, (1)

where fc is the carrier frequency, T is the time period, ET is
the transmitted energy of the signal and s̃(t) is the complex
envelope. For our system, we consider Linear Frequency
Modulation (LFM) where the transmitted signal is,

s̃(t) = exp(

(
−jπ

b

τ
(t2 − 2τt)

)
(2)

with |t| ≤ T/2+tf where tf << T/2 is the rise and fall time,
b denotes the bandwidth and τ is the pulse duration. The Pulse
Repetition Frequency (PRF) λ is inversely proportional to the
pulse duration τ . Let θ = [λ, b]T denote the wave parameter
vector that needs to be optimized by the adaptive algorithm.
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Now, we describe the discrete-time state space model of the
system. The state equation of the system is

xk = f(xk−1) + vk, (3)

where xk is the state of the target at time k and vk is an i.i.d
process with mean 0 and covariance Qk. The measurement
equation for the system is

zk = h(xk) +wk(θk), (4)

where waveform dependent measurement noise wk(θk) is
modeled as i.i.d Gaussian process with 0-mean and covariance
matrix Rk(θk). At any time k, the information available to
the transmitter for decision making can be denoted by the in-
formation vector Ik =

(
zk−1,θk−1

)
, where (zk−1,θk−1) =

(z0, z1, . . . ,θ0,θ1, . . .). The objective of the adaptive wave-
form selection algorithm is to select the next set of waveform
parameters θk.

III. TREND STUDY

To understand the impact of the choice of bandwidth
parameters on the performance of the tracking system, we
conduct an initial trend study where we vary the parameters of
interest and observe the performance. Our metrics of interest
during the observation are error in range and the continuity of
maintaining track without losing it. Ideally, the target should
be continuously tracked throughout its trajectory, ensuring it
remains in focus at all times without any loss of tracking.
A track is considered to be lost if there is no correlation
between the prediction and the measurement vector of the
range parameter for 5 consecutive transmissions. (This is a
configurable parameter, we choose to declare that the target is
lost if there are 5 continuous uncorrelated transmissions.) Our
trend study resulted in the following observations.

The error remains similar when different PRF values are
used in transmission. We also note that the use of consistently
low PRF values lead to frequent loss of track. The bandwidth
has a direct influence on both the range error as well as the
tracking. As bandwidth increases, the range error as well as
its variance decrease significantly. However, using a higher
bandwidth leads to higher chances of the target being lost due
to higher uncertainty in target profile at an earlier stage in the
trajectory, which is not acceptable.

Due to these observations, we focus on bandwidth as the
primary parameter of interest. This trend study is especially
consequential as it helps us observe the performance for
our trajectory of interest, which does not exhibit uniform
behaviour through its different phases (boost, mid-course and
terminal). The work is challenging as the proposed adaptive
method for waveform selection should learn to perform op-
timally in all the three phases, which have varying levels of
estimation uncertainty and risk of the track being lost.

IV. PROPOSED METHODS

In this section, we propose different methods that adaptively
choose the values of the bandwidth b. Due to the dynamic
nature of the optimization problem, we formulate the problem

in the online learning setting, where the algorithm chooses
θ for each transmission, receives performance feedback and
adapts before choosing the next set of parameters. The pro-
posed methods are explained in detail below.

A. Bandwidth scaling method

In this method (given as Algorithm 1), we monitor the cor-
relation between the filter tracking and the measurement. We
suggest using a high bandwidth for as long as the correlation
exists. If the correlation is lost, i.e., there is zero correlation
between the predicted and the measured range vector, the next
waveform is transmitted at a lower bandwidth. Note that the
track is determined to be lost only if no correlation exists
for over 5 transmissions, while we keep switching to lower
bandwidths after every one of those transmissions with no
correlation at avoid loss of track.

Algorithm 1 Bandwidth scaling algorithm

1: Input: MAX-BW, MIN-BW, No. of transmissions T
2: Initialization: bw0 = MAX-BW
3: for i = 1, 2, · · ·T do
4: if Correlation = 0 then
5: bwi =

bwi−1

2
6: Ensure bwi ≥ MIN-BW
7: end if
8: if Correlation = 1 for last 5 transmissions then
9: bwi = 2bwi−1

10: Ensure bwi ≤ MAX-BW
11: end if
12: end for
13: Transmit with bandwidth bwi.

B. Q-Learning

In bandwidth scaling, we simply scaled the bandwidth
according to the observed tracking performance. This can be
formalized by using a learning algorithm which associates
each possible action with a value which is learnt over multiple
runs. Hence, we propose to employ Q-learning to determine
the bandwidth. We formulate the 3 quantities of the learning
problem: states, actions and rewards. Our novelty lies in the
formulation of these quantities that is tailored to the ballistic
missile trajectory, that yield satisfactory results through the
entire course of the transmission. We also prioritize formu-
lating a state space such that the computational overhead is
minimal, as this algorithm is employed in real-time before
every transmission waveform is sent.

To formulate our states based on the uncertainty in the
prediction and measurement, we use the variances of the pre-
diction and measurement error matrices. The choice of using
the variances of the prediction and measurement error matrices
is rooted in our motivation to develop an algorithm that adapts
to varying levels of uncertainties. They are further grouped
together in intervals; the intervals are designed to minimize
computational overload. If the prediction error variance is
grouped into x intervals and the measurement error variance



into y intervals, the formulation has xy states. The various
possible actions taken by the learning agent are represented
by the action set A whose cardinality is |A|. The reward is
calculated using the error in range and if the trajectory is lost.

rt =

{
−RangeError Trajectory not lost
−C Trajectory lost

(5)

The constant C can be adjusted based on the desired penalty
for losing track, and is typically high in magnitude to enforce
a large penalty. To implement the Q-Learning algorithm, a Q-
table of dimension xy×|A| is constructed and initialized with
zeros. The values in the Q-table are called Q-values. Initially,
one of the actions is chosen at random and a transmission
(step) is made. The Q-table at step t is updated as

Q[st−1, at−1] = Q[st−1, at−1]+

α(rt + γmax(Q[st, :])−Q[st−1, at−1]) (6)

Here, st and at refer to the state and action at step t, α
and γ are hyperparameters referring to the learning rate and
discount factor. Once the Q-table is updated, the action for
the next transmission is to be determined. We implement two
different action selection methods. (i) Epsilon-greedy method:
This action selection method is employed during training. This
ensures that there is a trade-off between exploitation (choosing
the action known to perform best so far) and exploration
(trying other actions). The action with the highest Q-value for
a given state is chosen with probability 1 − ϵ and a random
action is sampled with probability ϵ. Here, ϵ is known as the
exploration factor and controls the degree of exploration. (ii)
Best action method: Once the training is complete and a fully-
updated Q-table is available, the action with the highest Q-
value from the present state is chosen.

C. L-step look-ahead Q-Learning
We noted from the trend study that there is a spike in error

a few transmission before the loss of trajectory. To reinforce
this, we propose a modification of Q-learning called the L-step
lookahead Q-learning where we explicitly update the Q-values
of the M previous states for each transmission. The reward,
action and state formulations are same as vanilla Q-Learning
and so is the action selection method. The L update equations
are represented by

Q[st−m, at−m] = Q[st−m, at−m]+

α(rt + γmax(Q[st, :])−Q[st−m, at−m]), (7)

for m = 1, · · · , L. Here, α and γ denote the learning rate and
discount factor respectively.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

To demonstrate the performance of our proposed methods,
we present results on a synthetic trajectory. We use the tool
RocketPy to generate the synthetic trajectory1. We also include
performance of fixed bandwidths of 1 and 5 MHz to compare
with our proposed adaptive selection methods.

1The parameters of the synthetic trajectory are chosen based on real-life
data, which we are not at liberty to share.
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Fig. 1: Average MSE in range over 100 runs vs. No. of
transmitted beams illuminated on target

A. Parameters of Q-Learning

For this implementation of Q-learning, we consider 10
intervals of prediction error variance and 8 intervals of mea-
surement error variances. Therefore, the state space is of
dimension 80. We also consider the following action set

A = {0.5, 1, 2.5, 5, 7.5, 10}MHz. (8)

Therefore, the Q-table consists of 480 entries to be learnt. A
learning rate of 0.1 and discount factor of 0.9 is employed.
For formulating the reward, the constant C in (5) is chosen to
be 2. The Q-table is updated for 200 runs, each consisting of
160 transmissions. For the lookahead method, we use L = 5.

B. Results for average behaviour

The target was tracked across 160 instances, with the beam
consistently placed on the target each time, and 100 such
independent runs are conducted. Average Mean Square Error
(MSE) in range over 100 runs for successful transmissions
is plotted in Fig. 1. As MSE contains multiple peaks in a
trajectory, a simple average over 100 runs does not provide any
information. This is because the peaks may occur at different
times in each of the runs; therefore, an average across runs
does not provide meaningful insight into the trend of errors
across the course of the transmission. Therefore, we consider
the following metric: we choose a window of 3 consecutive
transmission and consider the minimum of these values as a
metric for our plots. This is done to observe the performance
while ignoring the temporary spikes. Histogram of successful
transmissions is plotted in Fig. 3, which indicates at what
stage of the trajectory was the target lost. (Note that the final
bin in the figure corresponds to an entirely successful track.)
From Fig. 1, we note that the average MSE of successful
transmissions is the lowest for BW scaling, however, it also has
the lowest number of successful transmissions, as can be seen
from Fig. 3. We note that constantly using a high bandwidth
of 5MHz leads to loss of trajectory, as suggested by our initial
trend study. Both Q-learning methods perform well in terms of
MSE as well as the number of successful tracks, and provide
a good trade-off between the two.
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(b) Bandwidth scaling
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   No. of successful beams before target is lost

Fig. 3: Histogram of the number of beams before the target
was lost over 100 runs

C. Analysis for a single run

To demonstrate establish the efficacy of the proposed ap-
proach, we plot the difference between measured and predicted
range (referred to as innovation) as well as the acceptable
range window against the number of transmissions for one
run when the detection was successful throughout. By range
window, we mean the window of innovation that allows
for detection. For successful detection, the innovation value
should not exceed 3 times the range window on either side
(95% confidence interval computed from the measurement
covariance). An instance from a single trajectory is plotted
for fixed bandwidths of 1MHz, Q-Learning lookahead, and
Bandwidth scaling in Fig. 2. Using a low constant bandwidth
of 1 MHz results in a wide window. The ideal situation of
having a narrow window with the range innovation lying
within is achieved using the proposed Q-Learning lookahead
and bandwidth scaling. Note that although both methods
perform similarly in this single instance analysis, Q-learning
is a better method due to higher successful transmissions as
indicated in Fig. 3.

D. Extension to other trajectories

The same set of proposed methods were applied to an un-
seen trajectory. The Q-table trained for the previous trajectory
is employed here as well, without any re-tuning. The average
MSE for successful transmissions is plotted in Fig. 4. It can be
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Fig. 4: Average MSE in range over 100 runs vs. No. of trans-
mitted beams illuminated on target for an unseen trajectory

seen that the proposed adaptive waveform selection methods
of bandwidth scaling and Q-learning variants produce a lower
error when compared to fixed bandwidths. This result shows
that the proposed methods can be extended to other unseen
trajectories without any retraining. As this trajectory is simpler
to maneuver, all the methods yield successful transmissions
over all runs. Therefore, the histogram is not plotted.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we analysed the choice of adaptive waveform
parameters to enhance the performance of cognitive radar. Dur-
ing analysis, we determined that the choice of bandwidth had
more impact on the performance than the PRF. We proposed
a few techniques for adaptive bandwidth selection: bandwidth
scaling and Q-Learning (with and without lookahead). We
noted that the Q-Learning with lookahead is able to outperform
the existing and other proposed methods and can be extended
to other trajectories without requiring any fine tuning.
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