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Abstract—In contrast to parametric spectrum sensing, non-
parametric spectrum sensing can effectively detect the primary
user’s presence or absence without prior information about the
primary user. Particularly, non-parametric spectrum sensing can
be useful in dynamic spectrum sharing. The secondary user must
detect incumbents and peer secondary users in dynamic spectrum
sharing. The secondary user can use the licensed spectrum if
the primary user is not detected using its band. The primary
user detection problem is the goodness-of-fit testing problem. In
this work, we performed a hardware-in-the-loop evaluation of
goodness-of-fit tests such as Cramer-von-Mises (CM), Anderson-
Darling (AD) and Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) tests. We used a
wideband radio transceiver RFSoC 4x2 from AMD and an F8
radio channel emulator to perform GoF tests.

Index Terms—Goodness-of-fit tests, nonparametric sensing,
software-defined radio, Keysight F8, goodness of fit, statistical
sensing, RFSoC 4x2.

I. INTRODUCTION

The need for high data rates continues to increase due to
the rapid growth of low-cost sensors and B5G applications.
Furthermore, 6G technology is expected to have a native spec-
trum sharing feature to make spectrum usage more efficient
[1]. This has led to growing interest in dynamic spectrum
sharing for next-generation networks [2]. Spectrum sharing
is a solution to spectrum scarcity and underutilization, al-
lowing secondary users to opportunistically share the primary
user’s spectrum. Efficient dynamic spectrum sharing requires
robust spectrum sensing to identify the primary user (PU)
band and avoid interference with the incumbents. In dynamic
spectrum sharing, spectrum sensing is crucial for detecting
the incumbents and other secondary users. The most common
sensing method for primary user detection is energy detection.
There is a rich source of background literature on spectrum
sensing that focuses on energy detection (ED) [3]. ED has the
inherent limitation of poor performance in a low signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) [4]. In addition to energy detection, other
spectrum detection methods are matched filtering, cyclosta-
tionary spectrum detection [5], and eigenvalue-based detection.
The matched filtering and cyclostationary sensing methods
require information about the PU which is not always available
in practice. Additionally, these spectrum-sensing methods are
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computationally inefficient. Cyclostationary sensing methods
are prone to synchronization errors [6]. The goodness-of-fit
(GoF) test is a nonparametric sensing method to detect the
presence or absence of a primary user in a band. In the
GoF test, the spectrum decisions are made from noise sample
distribution and signal-only distribution. The acquired samples
are drawn from the noise sample distribution without a primary
user. The work in [7] presents spectrum sensing and likelihood
goodness of fit test. We have organized our work into six
sections. After the introduction in Section I, we explain the
spectrum-sensing scenario in Section II. Section III briefly
explains the Goodness of Fit test. Section IV discusses the
hardware setup used for the emulation and the data acquisition
for spectrum sensing. The results and discussion are explained
in Section V. In Section VI, we conclude our work.

II. SPECTRUM SENSING SCENARIO

In a dynamic spectrum sensing scenario, the secondary user
(SU) must detect not only the presence of primary user devices
but also the transmission of another secondary user network.
For example, in a hybrid spectrum sharing scenario, to avoid
interference with the International Mobile Telecommunica-
tions (IMT) device, the WiFi access point (AP) must detect
the presence of IMT cellular before it starts transmission to
the WiFi station (STA). Another example is the coexistence
of the tactical data link (TDL) and electronic news gathering
(ENG) in 2025− 2110 MHz [8]. It can also complement the
database approach of spectrum sharing. Fig. 1 shows spectrum
sensing in a dynamic spectrum sharing scenario. If the link
between the SU and the primary user transmitter and another
secondary user transmitter of network B is poor, that is, deeply
shadowed, the SU transmitter (TX) will not detect it. Upon
missed detection of the PU link and another secondary user
link, the SU TX of the secondary user network A will perform
transmission to its receiver. The transmission of SU Tx A will
create interference to the primary user network as well as to
the receiver of secondary user network B. Hence, spectrum
sensing is critical for a more dynamic spectrum sharing.

III. GOODNESS-OF-FIT (GOF) TESTS

The GoF tests are nonparametric methods to know the
presence of the primary user using its allocated channel. The
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Fig. 1: Schematics of spectrum sensing and the SU coexistence
with incumbents and peer SU network.

procedure for detecting the PU signal involves the computation
of the empirical cumulative distribution function (CDF) F1(y)
of the test statistics of the acquired samples and the CDF F0(y)
of the noise-only samples. PU is detected if the difference
between the reference CDF F0(y) and the empirical CDF
F1(y) exceeds a threshold. This also satisfies the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence test which quantifies the closeness
of the two density functions. The difference between two
densities is 0 if the two densities match exactly.

A. Kolmogorov-Smirnov

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test is a nonparametric
method to determine whether the acquired samples are drawn
from the noise distribution F0(y). The test statistic is devel-
oped by measuring the maximum absolute difference between
the CDFs of the test statistics of the data samples and the test
statistic of the noise samples [9]. For the finite sample size N
the maximum difference between the two CDFs is given as:

DY = sup {|F1(y)− F0(y)| : 0 < y < N − 1} (1)

The null hypothesis H0 is only rejected if the test statistic
exceeds the threshold that satisfies the probability of false
alarm Pfa.

B. Cramer-von-Mises and Anderson-Darling

The Cramer-von Mises GoF test is investigated in [10]. The
Cramer-von Mises test statistic W 2 is shown in eq.(2):

W 2 ≜ n

∫ +∞

−∞
(F1(y)− F0(y))

2
dF0(y) (2)

It can be seen that eq. (2) does not give enough weight to
the tails of the distribution. Anderson and Darling introduced
a more flexible solution and introduced the weight function
ϕ(F0(y)) to the CM test statistic. Hence, the modified AD
GoF test statistic A2

c is given in eq.(3).

A2
c ≜ n

∫ +∞

−∞
(F1(y)− F0(y))

2
ϕ(F0(y))dF0(y) (3)

The probability of false alarm Pfa using AD test when null-
hypothesis is true H0 is given as:

Pfa = Pr{A2
c > t0|H0} = α (4)

Where α is the desired false alarm probability. The probability
of detection Pd using AD test for the critical value t0 when
alternative hypothesis H1 is true is given as:

Pd = Pr.{A2
c > t0|H1} = 1− FAc2(t0) (5)

IV. HARDWARE SETUP

The measurement setup used is shown in Fig. 2. The
hardware setup consists of a Zynq UltraScale+ Gen3 RFSoC
4x2-a wideband direct conversion transceiver from AMD and
a Keysight F8 radio channel emulator. The RFSoC 4x2 has
two transmit and four receive channels. The RFSoC 4x2 can
transfer samples in the range of 16 to 32768. The RFSoC
4x2 has a processing system (PS) and programmable logic
(PL) for high-speed signal processing. The PS runs the PYNQ
framework with Jupyter Notebook which controls the interac-
tion between the PS and the PL. The baseband PU signal
is generated using the RFSoC 4x2 processing system. The
primary user signal is a continuous wave (CW) tone with a
baseband frequency of 100 kHz. The sampled PU signal is
upconverted, amplified, and prepared to be fed into port 1 of
the radio channel emulator. DAC B port of the RFSoC 4x2
was used for signal transmission. DAC A of the RFSoC 4x2
was terminated with a 50Ω load. Four output ports of the
channel emulator are connected to four Rx ports of RFSoC
4x2. Each channel of RFSoC 4x2 is considered a secondary
user. The RFSoC 4x2 is configured to operate in the receive
mode and acquire complex samples of size 4096. The ADCs
in each channel are configured to operate at a sample rate
of 4.9152 GSPS and the interpolation and decimation factors
were set to 2. Hence, the sampling rate for each channel
of RFSoC 4x2 is 2.4576 GSPS. The step attenuation of
ADC D can be controlled from 0 to 27, where 0 means the
lowest attenuation and 27 the highest attenuation. The step
attenuation of the ADC block is set to 0 and there is no offset
between the in-phase (I) and quadrature (Q) samples of the
acquired samples. The samples obtained are rearranged to form
a sample covariance matrix. The eigenvalues are measured
from the covariance matrix of the computed sample. The test
statistics are developed for different variants of eigenvalue
detection [11]. For maximum eigenvalue (λmax), minimum
eigenvalue (λmin) and ith eigenvalue (λi), the test statistics
(Γ) of the variants of the detection of eigenvalues can be given
as:

• Maximum Minimum Eigenvalue (MME):

ΓMME =
λmax

λmin
(6)

• Maximum Eigenvalue to Arithmetic Mean (ME-AM):

ΓME−AM =
λmax

1
N

∑N
i=1 λi

(7)

• Maximum Eigenvalue to Geometric Mean (ME-GM):

ΓME−GM =
λmax(∏N
i=1 λi

) 1
N

(8)
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Fig. 2: Measurement setup.
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Fig. 3: Distribution fitting and the CDF plots of the noise data
at SU 1. The test statistics of noise data are measured using
MME, ME-AM, ME-GM, and AM-GM.

• Arithmetic Mean to Geometric Mean (AM-GM):

ΓAM−GM

1
N

∑N
i=1 λi(∏N

i=1 λi

) 1
N

(9)

The samples received at each SU are subject to channel profile
replayed by the radio channel emulator. The measurements are
conducted at the center frequency of 1800MHz and varying
PU transmit power levels. The transmit power of the PU is
controlled by changing the DAC variable output power (VOP)
values of the RFSoC 4x2.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we present the test statistics of noise samples
i.e. when the PU is absent, and the test statistics of the data
samples i.e. when the PU is present. We present the test
statistics for noise-only and data samples using four variants
of eigenvalue detection. Fig. 3 shows the CDFs of the noise
data test statistics using four eigenvalue sensing methods. The
empirical distribution of the test statistics obtained from the
measured noise samples follows the theoretical noise distribu-
tion. It also satisfied the Kullarback-Leibler (KL) divergence
test where the difference between two densities P and Q
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Fig. 4: CDF plots and distribution fitting of MME test statistics
of the noise samples and signal samples.
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Fig. 5: CDF plot and distribution fitting of the signal data
of SU 1 using AM-GM eigenvalue detection. Candidate dis-
tributions applied are lognormal, Chi-square, gamma, and
exponential distribution.

related by the following expression tends to zero when the
two densities match exactly.

DKL(P ∥ Q) =
∑
i

P (i) log

(
P (i)

Q(i)

)
≈ 0 (10)

Hence, the null hypothesis can not be rejected. In the second
set of measurements, we recorded samples at four channels of
RFSoC 4x2 in the presence of an RF signal. The RF signal
was generated using channel 1 of RFSoC 4x2 and fed to the F8
radio channel emulator input port 1. The RF channel emulator
is configured to playback the 7-tap extended pedestrian A
(EPA) channel model. We can see when the spectrum is
occupied the KL test is not satisfied i.e. DKL(P ∥ Q) > 0
which means that the alternative hypothesis H1 is true. Fig. 4
shows the noise and signal data CDFs in SU 1 using MME
eigenvalue detection. We can see that the CDFs of the test
statistics of the eigenvalue of the signal data do not follow
the Gaussian distribution. Furthermore, F0(y) < F1(y), which
confirms the presence of PU. It shows the empirical distribu-
tions using eigenvalue detection schemes do not follow noise
distribution. Hence, the null hypothesis H0 can be rejected in
favor of the alternative hypothesis H1. Thus, we validate the
true case that the primary user is present. We also performed a
distribution fitting of the data with candidate distributions. The
selected candidate distributions are lognormal, Chi-Square,



Gamma, and Exponential. Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)
is performed for each fitted distribution. We calculate the
AIC using the number of parameters estimated k and L the
maximum value of the log-likelihood function.

AIC = 2k − 2ln(L) (11)

AIC is a goodness of fit testing to measure the accuracy
of fitting the statistical model with the data. We choose the
distribution with the lowest AIC. Fig. 5 shows the CDF
plots of the SU 1 signal data using four eigenvalue detection
methods. Each subplot in Fig. 5 compares the empirical CDF
and the theoretical CDF of the best-fit distribution. Based on
the AIC and visual inspections, the best-fitting distribution
is the lognormal distribution as the CDF closely matched
with the empirical CDF. The P value and AIC value for
different distributions have been quantified in Fig. 6 and Fig.
7 respectively. It can be seen from the bar charts in Fig. 6
that the lognormal distribution performs best with a P-value
of 0.36 followed by a Chi-Square distribution with a P-value
of 5.01. In addition to the P-value, the fitting is also confirmed
with the lowest AIC values for the lognormal distribution. It
can be seen from Fig. 7 that the AIC values also confirm that
the best fit with the data samples is the log-normal distribution
with the lowest AIC value of −916.98.
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Fig. 6: P-values of the candidate distributions.
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TABLE I: AD Test Statistics and Critical Values

Parameters SU 1

AD Test Statistic 46.89
Critical Value at 15% 0.57
Critical Value at 10% 0.65
Critical Value at 5% 0.78
Critical Value at 2.5% 0.90
Critical Value at 1% 1.08

The test statistic for each SU is significantly higher than the
critical values 0.57, 0.65, 0.78, 0.90 and 1.08 measured at sig-
nificance levels of 15%, 10%, 5%, 2.5%, and 1% respectively.
It can be seen that the data samples don’t follow normal
distribution at these significance levels.

VI. CONCLUSION

Hardware emulation of nonparametric spectrum sensing is
performed using an RF channel emulator to detect the presence
or absence of the primary user. We used the RF channel
emulator and RFSoC 4x2 with high-speed ADCs to capture the
data samples for both cases where there was no primary user
signal and when the primary user signal was present. The RF
channel emulator was configured to emulate the 3GPP EPA
channel model between PU and all SUs. The test statistics
for different variants of eigenvalue detection algorithms are
used for the performance evaluation of GoF nonparametric
spectrum sensing. We validated the nonparametric spectrum
sensing test perfectly fitting the noise-only case and validating
the presence of weak PU signal from the data samples.
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