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Abstract

In this thesis, we derive full theoretical expressions for the moments of the matched
filtered scattered field due to volume inhomogeneities in an ocean waveguide and pro-
vide a computationally efficient time harmonic approximation to the matched filtered
model. Following the approach developed by Galinde et al [6], the expressions are de-
rived from first principles, by applying Green’s theorem and the Born approximation.
The scattered field and the total moment expressions are in terms of the fractional
changes in the bottom compressibility and density, as well as the waveguide Green
function and its gradients. The volume inhomogeneities are assumed to be statisti-
cally stationary, and assumed to be correlated in all three directions following a delta
correlation function. Sound propagation in the ocean is modeled using the parabolic
equation model and actual measurements of bathymetry and sound speed at the ex-
perimental locations. Monte Carlo simulations are used to account for the sound
speed variability in the ocean waveguide due to internal waves or other sources of
acoustic field randomization. The computationally efficient time-harmonic model is
shown to provide a good approximation to the full broadband matched filtered model
for a standard Pekeris waveguide. The time-harmonic model is then calibrated for
ocean bottom reverberation at several frequencies in the 415-1325 Hz band, with data
collected during the 2003 and 2006 ONR Geoclutter Experiments on the New Jersey
continental shelf and on the northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine,
respectively. The statistics for the inverted bottom parameters are summarized for
all frequencies and experimental locations considered. The acoustically determined
bottom parameters are shown to vary with approximately the wavelength cubed,
suggesting that, by different frequencies selecting the scale of the acoustic inhomo-
geneities, the acoustic effects dominate over the geophysical effects.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The ability to accurately predict reverberation level in the ocean for different sediment
types and frequency ranges is critical for remote sensing and imaging systems. The
reverberation in shallow continental shelf environments for moderate sea surface wind
conditions, has been shown to be mainly due to scattering from the ocean seabed [22],
[19]. Several methods have been developed to model bottom scattering, including
interface roughness scattering models, based on the roughness at the water-bottom
interface [19], [21], [4], and volume scattering models, for scattering due to seabed
volume inhomogeneities [6], [19], [23], [11], [12], [20]. For areas of relatively flat
bathymetry and for the shallow grazing angles associated with low frequency long-
range reverberation, it has been shown that volume scattering is the dominant factor
in total bottom reverberation [17], [20], [10]. Models for scattering from volume
inhomogeneities in the ocean seabed have been formulated in the literature, but have
generally not included the matched filter, which is applied in remote sensing systems
to ”provide high-resolution imaging of the seafloor and submerged targets” [3]. The
matched filter ”allows for scatterers extending over multiple range resolution cells of
the imaging system to be automatically localized in range, and does not require to
artificially break-up the scatterers to within each range resolution cell, as in the case
of time-harmonic or other broadband models” [1].

In this thesis, we derive full theoretical expressions for the moments of the matched

filtered scattered field due to volume inhomogeneities and provide a computationally
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efficient time harmonic approximation to the matched filtered model. Following the
approach developed by Galinde et al [6], the expressions are derived from first princi-
ples, by applying Green’s theorem and the Born approximation. The scattered field
and the total moment expressions are in terms of the fractional changes in the bottom
compressibility and density, as well as the waveguide Green function and its gradients.
The volume inhomogeneities are assumed to be statistically stationary, and assumed
to be correlated in all three directions following a delta correlation function. Sound
propagation in the ocean is modeled using the parabolic equation model RAM [5], and
actual measurements of bathymetry and sound speed at the experimental locations.
Monte Carlo simulations are used to account for the sound speed variability in the
ocean waveguide due to internal waves or other sources of acoustic field randomiza-
tion. The computationally efficient time-harmonic model is shown to provide a good
approximation to the full broadband matched filtered model for a standard Pekeris
waveguide. The time-harmonic model is then calibrated for ocean bottom reverber-
ation at several frequencies in the 415-1325 Hz band, with data collected during the
2003 and 2006 ONR Geoclutter Experiments on the New Jersey continental shelf and
on the northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine, respectively [16], [15].
The statistics for the inverted bottom parameters are summarized for all frequencies
and experimental locations considered.

This thesis is structured as follows: In Section 2, we present the analytic formu-
lations for the moments of the matched filtered scattered field and a time harmonic
approximation. In Section 3, we implement the matched filtered and time harmonic
formulations to a standard Pekeris waveguide, using bottom parameters estimated by
Galinde et al [6] for the New Jersey continental shelf. Here, we show that the time-
harmonic model provides a good approximation to the matched filtered model and
we investigate the frequency dependence of the time-harmonic model while keeping
the bottom parameters constant. In Section 4, we calibrate the computationally effi-
cient time-harmonic model to ocean reverberation data and present statistics for the
inverted bottom parameters at several frequencies and at two different geographical

locations.
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Chapter 2

Analytic Formulation

In this section, we derive analytic expressions for the total moments of the matched
filtered scattered field from random volume inhomogeneities extending over multiple
resolution cells in range. We start by deriving the scattered field in terms of the
single frequency f. We then apply the matched filter and use Fourier synthesis to
obtain the time dependent matched filtered scattered field. Next, we derive full
formulations for the total scattered field moments, and indicate that the matched
filtered scattered intensity can be approximated by the incoherent term. We also
provide a computationally efficient time harmonic approximation to the matched

filtered scattered intensity.

We consider an ocean waveguide consisting of a water layer, located between an
air halfspace above, and a bottom halfspace below. We let (x, y, z) be the coordinates
of a cartesian coordinate system with origin at the air-water interface, and the z-axis
pointing down. We place the source at ro=(xg, yo, 2o), the receiver at r=(x, vy, z),
and the center of the inhomogeneity at r;=(x¢, y:, z:). f represents the frequency,
w = 2r f the angular frequency, c the sound speed, and k = w/c is the acoustic wave

number.
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2.1 Matched filtered scattered field

To derive the matched filtered scattered field from random volume inhomogeneities,
we follow the approach developed by Morse and Ingard [18] and Galinde et al [6],
and start from the inhomogeneous Helmholtz equation for the single-frequency, time-

independent acoustic field in the presence of volume inhomogeneities:

V2®4(ry, ) + kK*®4(rs, f) (2.1)
= _kQFn(rt)q)t(rta f) -V. [Pd(rt)V‘I’t(rt, f)]

Here, I'; is the fractional change in compressibility,

T, (re) = W (2.2)

and Iy is the fractional change in density,

d(I‘t) — (Z

Fd(rt) = d(rt) ’

(2.3)

where % and d are the mean compressibility and density in the region, respectively
[18], [6]. The compressibility can be expressed in terms of the density and the sound
speed as k = 1/dc%.

Applying Green’s theorem [18] to Equation 2.1 above, we obtain the scattered field
dg(rs|r, ro, f) from inhomogeneities within Vs, a region which we choose to extend
along the entire positive z-axis in depth, over the sonar resolution angle in azimuth,
and over multiple sonar resolution cells in range. The region is centered at rg, and

the source and receiver are located at ro and r, respectively:

@s(rslr,mo, /) = [ /V LRIOL L) (2.4)

+ La(re) VOu(re, f) - VG(r|rs, f)]dVi.

G(r|re, f) is the Green function describing propagation from the location of the
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inhomogeneity to the receiver, and ®.(ry, f) is the total field at the location of the
inhomogeneity. The total field can be expressed as the sum of the the incident and

scattered fields [18],

Dy(rs, f) = @i(relro, f) + Ps(ry, f).

To set the source level to 0 dB re 1 pPa at 1m, we let ®;(r¢|ro, f) = (47)G(r¢|ro, f)-
For small fluctuations in density and compressibility, we can make the Born approx-
imation, and approximate the total field at the inhomogeneity by the incident field

[18]. Then, we can express the scattered field at the receiver as

®s(rsir, To, f) =(4r) / / [ () Gndro, G (alre ) (2.5)

+ Ta(re) VG(rero, f) - VG(r|re, £)]dVi.

Next, we derive the matched filtered scattered field for a source that transmits a
broadband waveform g(t) with Fourier transform Q(f) and bandwidth B around the
center frequency f. by applying the matched filter to Equation 2.5. We express the

matched filter, ”a normalized replica of the original transmitted waveform” [3], as

1

Q*(f)erItu, (2.6)

where t)s represents the time delay of the matched filter. The matched filter reaches a
peak at ¢t = tp. The source energy is Fo = [ |Q(f)|2df and equals 1 for a normalized
source. Then, using Fourier synthesis, we find the time-dependent matched filtered
scattered field to be

f+B/2

®s(rg|r,ro,t) = (477)/f

/// [kZPn(rt)G(rtlro, f)G(rlrt9 f) (27)
<—B/2 Vs
+ Ty(r:) VG(re|ro, f) - VG(r|ry, f))

1

vEo

X —=|Q(f)Pe=7t) aV; df.
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2.2 Full analytical expressions for the total mo-

ments of the matched filtered scattered ﬁeld

Here, we derive full analytical expressions for the total moments of the matched
filtered scattered field in terms of the statistical moments of fractional changes in
compressibility and density and in terms of average realizations of the Green functions
and gradients in a randomly fluctuating ocean waveguide. Implementation-friendly
expressions for the total moments of the scattered field based on conditional moments,
where we condition on a particular set of deterministic Green functions, are detailed
in Appendix A of this thesis.

We assume the bottom inhomogeneities to vary randomly in space, following a
stationary random process within the region Vs considered. Additionally, we assume
the fluctuations in bottom properties to be independent from the fluctuations in the
ocean waveguide. Thus, we can treat the random variables I, and I'y as independent
from the medium’s Green function [6]. Then, the mean matched filtered scattered

field can be expressed as

fet+B/2

(®s(xslr, ro, £)) = (4r) / / /V k2 (e} G xelro, NG(Xlrs ) (28)

fo—B/2
+ (Ta(re))(VG(xe|ro, f) - VG(r|ry, £))]

\/%lczunze-mf“-w) av; df.
0

X
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The second moment of the scattered field is

<|(I>s(r3|1‘ I‘g, (q)s I'sll‘ I‘o,tM)@S(r,g!I‘ I‘o,tM)> (29)

fc+B/2
_ ((4n) / / / / 62D, (5) G(r|r0, £)G(rlrs, f)
je—B2 JJ Jvs

+ Ta(re) VG(re|ro, f) - VG(rlry, f)] % Q(f)Pe~ 2/ t=00) gV, df

«E—o
fet+B/2
x (4) / / [ Ber )6 e, £)6° el )

fe—B/2

+ La(r}) VG (xiro, f) - VG (rlry, f)] %

1 —i2nf!(t—
wE_Olcz(f')l% mf=t) gy df'),

which can be written as

(|®s(rslr, o, t)[%) (2.10)

o e LT,

[*K"*(C ()T (r) (G (xe|ro, £)G(rlrs, )G* (rilro, f)G* (xlry, 1))
+ (Ca(re)La(r)(VG(xelro, ) - VG(rlre, f) x VG (xiro, f) - VG*(x|ry, £))
+ k*(Co(re)Ta(r))(G(relro, /)G (xlre, /)VG (xilro, ) - VG (xlr}, )
+ K (Lu(ry)La(re) (G (xilro, f)G*(rry, F)VG(relro, f) - VG(rlre, £))]
1

x 2 |QUNPIQUF)Pem ™ I=E=00 dv, aVy df df.
0

To model the statistics of the density and compressibility variations, we use a
delta correlation function and assume the parameters to be correlated in all three
dimensions. As we assume the parameters to follow a stationary random process, only
the second order statistics are needed. Moreover, as the density and compressibility
variations are assumed to be fully correlated [12], we may use only one coherence

volume, V¢, for both random variables. Following the approach developed by Galinde
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et al [6], we let

(Cr(re)Te(rt)) (2.11)
= Ve(rs, z)[(T(xe)) — I(Fn(rt))|2]5 (re — 1) + (Ta(re) {T(ry)
= Velrs, z)Var(Tu(r)o(re — 1) + (Lu(re) (Tu(r}))-

Similarly,
(Ca(re)Ta(ry)) (2.12)
= Vi(rs, z) Var (Ta(r:))3(rs — 1) + (Ca(re))(Ta(ry))
(Cu(rs)Ta(ry)) (2.13)
= Ve(rs, 2)Covar (L (rz), La(re) ) (re — 13) + (Tie(re))(Ta(rt))
(Tu(rp)Ta(r) (2.14)

= Ve(rs, 2)Covar (T (re), Ta(re))d(re — r3) + (Li(re)) (Ta(re))-
Then, Equation 2.10 becomes

<|¢s(rs|1‘ rOa |2 (2-15)

[ Ja IS e

x [k?k"2Var(T')d(r; — 1) (G(ri|ro, f)G(x|re, £)G*(r|ro, f)G*(x|ry, f))

+ Var(Ta)3(r: — 1)(VG(xilro, f) - VG(rlre, f) x VG (£} Iro, f) - VG (xlx}, £))
+ k*Covar(Lx, La)8(r: — 13)(G(re|ro, £)G(r|re, f)VG*(xi|ro, f') - VG*(r|ri, ')
+ k2 Covar (T, Ta)3(re — t})(G*(x}Iro, f)G*(x|r}, f)VG(xilro, f) - VG(x|re, )]
x g IQUIPIQU e~ av, av; of df'+
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( ) fe+B/2  pfet+B/2
vy [
f —B/2 fc—B/2 Vs Vs

c

X (k2K (Coe(re) {Tu(r) (G (relro, £)G(xlre, £)G* (xiIro, f)G(rlrs, £))

+ (Ca(r)Tar)(VG(xelro, ) - VG(rlre, f) x VG* (rifro, f') - VG* (x]ri, f))
+ k(L (r) (Ta(r) NG (xelro, £)G(xlrs, VG (relro, f) - VG (x|, f))

+ K (Ca(r))(Ta(re) (G (xiIro, f)G* (xlrl, f)VG(relro, f) - VG(rlrs, £))]

x g IQUIPIQU e =100 v, av; o df

After canceling the delta function with one of the volume integrals in the first
term of the above equation, we have the full expression for the matched filtered total

second moment

(|®s(rslr, ro,t)[*) (2.16)

, [fetB/2 rfetB/2
—(mp? [ ] vites, =
( fe—B/2 Jfe~B/2 Vs (rs: 2

c

x [k*k™*Var (T .)(G(rs|ro, £)G(rlrs, f)G*(relro, f)G*(xre, f))

+ Var(Ta) (VG (relro, f) - VG(x|re, ) X VG*(relro, f) - VG* (x|re, f))
+ k2Covar (T, Ta){G(xs|ro, )G(r|rs, f)VG* (rs|ro, ) - VG* (x|rs, f))
+ k2Covar (T, To)(G* (ri|ro, f)G* (x|rs, f)VG(re|ro, f) - VG(x|rs, £))]

xﬁmmﬂmm%mw*www%#w+

fet+B/2 fet+B/2
| 1L
fe—B/2 Jfe—B/2 Vs Vs

c

X [k KT (r) ) (Ca(ri))(G relro, £)G(x|rs, )G* (rilro, f)G*(x|rs, 1))

+ (Ca(r))(La(r) (VG (relro, f) - VG(rlre, f) x VG (xi|ro, f') - VG*(r|rs, 1))
+ k(D (1) (Ca(r) (G (xelro, £)G (x|re, FYVG* (xi|ro, f') - VG*(x|rs, f1))

+ k(L (ry))(La(re) (G (rilro, f)G* (rlry, IV G(rilro, f) - VG(x]re, f))]

x -El—oIQ(f)I2IQ(f’)I2e"'2”(f‘f'>("tM> v, dv; df df'.
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The total variance can be expressed in terms of the total second moment and the

squared of the mean field as
Var(®s(rs|r, ro, t)) = (| @s(rsr, 1o, t)|*) — [(@s(rs|r, ro, 1)) %, (2.17)
which can be further expanded as

Var(®s(rslr, ro, t)) (2.18)

fe+B/2 fet+B/2
— (4r)? / / / Vi(rs, 2)
fe—B/2 Jf.—B/2 Vs

c

x [k*k*Ver(L'x)(G(ri|ro, f)G(rlre, £)G* (relro, f)G" (rlre, f))

+ Var(La)(VG(r|ro, f) - VG(x|ry, f) x VG*(rilro, f) - VG*(x|rs, f))
+ k2Covar (s, Ta)(G(xe|ro, f)G(rre, /)VG* (re|ro, f) - VG*(x|re, f))
+ k" Covar (T s, Ta)(G*(relro, f)G* (x|rs, ') VG (re|ro, f) - VG(r|re, f))]

x TEIEIQ(f)IQIQ(f’)126"'2”(""")“““) av; df df'+

fe+B/2 pfe+B/2
o I
fe—B/2 Jfo—B/2 Vs Vs

X [K2E*(Ca(r))Ta(t))(G(xe|r0, £)G(xre, £)G* (riIro, f)G (rlrl, £1)

+ Car)) Ca(t))(VG(relro, f) - VG(xlre, f) x VG (xi|ro, f) - VG (x|ri, )
+ EXCu(r) (Ta(t))(G(xelro, £)G(rlre, f)V G (xilro, f') - VG* (x|}, f))

+ KD (r) {La(r) (G (rlro, )G (xlr}, f)VE(xelro, f) - VG(rlrs, £)]

1 . ’
X -E—OlQ(f)|2|Q(f')t2e-'2"<f-f =t gV, dV; df df'—
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) fe+B/2 pfet+B/2
- | HILIL
(4r) fo—-B/2 Jf.—B/2 Vs 7

X 62T () (Cu()) (G xelro, NG (elre, NG (Firo, £)G* (2l 1)
 (TalrNTale)) (T Gxelro, £) - VG (xlre, N (VE* (Wro, ) - VG (el )
T BT ar)NTaT))N G relro, )Gl 1) (VG (Elro, £) - VG (el £))
KT () Cale)) (G (Wlro, £IG (el YNV Clxelro, £) - VG(elee, )]
x S QUIFIQU e I~161%) 4V av; df df'

While the above equation represents the full expression for the matched filtered
total variance, we show in Section 3 that the last two terms of the variance Equation
2.18 are negligible, so that the variance can be approximated by the first term. Since
the first two terms in the variance Equation 2.18 are the same as the terms of the
second moment Equation 2.16, both the second moment, or matched filtered scattered

intensity, and the variance, can then be approximated by

Var(®s(rs|r, ro,t))

( )2 fe+B/2  pfe+B/2 ( )
— (4r f / / Vi(rs, z
fc-—B/2 fc—B/2 Vs

x [k?k™Var(T'x)(G (rs|ro, f)G(r|rs, )G*(rslro, f)G* (x|, 1))

+ Var(Ta){(VG(rt|ro, f) - VG(r|rs, f) X VG*(xi|ro, f') - VG*(x|rs, f))
+ k*Covar (T, Ta)(G(re|ro, f)G(r|re, f)VG*(re|ro, f) - VG*(x|rs, 1))
+ k”Covar(Ts, Ta) (G* (rs]ro, f)G*(x|r,, )V G(rslro, f) - VG(r|rs, f))]

x Eio|Q(f)|2|Q(f'>|2e—"2’f<f-f'><t-tM> av; df df".

(2.19)

The equations presented above are expressed analytically in terms of the moments
of the density and compressibility variations, as well as in terms of averages of Green
function products over multiple realizations of the ocean environment. Implementa-
tion of the full second moment and variance formulations as expressed in Equations

2.16 and 2.18, respectively, requires, however, double integration over the volume V.

31



In Appendix A we develop a more efficient method for implementing the full formu-
lations for the total variance and second moment, based on moments conditional on

a set of deterministic Green functions.

2.3 Time harmonic approximation to the matched

filtered scattered intensity

In this section, we present a computationally efficient approximation to the matched
filtered scattered intensity derived in Section 2.2. Starting with Equation 2.5 for the
time harmonic scattered field, where Vg now represents the resolution footprint of
the imaging system, we following a procedure similar to the one used in the previous

section, and find that the time harmonic total variance is

Var(®s(rs|r, ro, f)) (2.20)

= (4m)? // Ve Ve(rs, 2t)

x [K*Var (T ) (|G (rlro, NG el NI

+VarC) (VG xelro, £) - VG(elri, )IP)

+ k*Covar(T, Tg) 2R{G(r¢|ro, f)G(x|rs, f)VG*(re|ro, f) - VG*(xlry, £)})] dV;
vy [[[ S /f [ OO Crro, NGl NG (o, NE (e, )

T (Calr)) Tl (VGxelro, £) - VG(rlrs, £) x VG (£)I50, ) - VG (xl, £))

T ECa(e))Tale) (Glxelro, £ Glelres VG (x)lro, £) - VG (xlel, 1))

BT (E)NCa(r)) (G (o, )G (el F) VG (xilro, £) - VG(rlre, £)] dVi dV;
- [[[ S // [ )T G ledro, NGl )G (el NG el 1)

F Cae)) TaleD) (VG(xilro, f) - VG(rlre, H) (VG (xllro, £) - VG (xle), £))

+ RCa ) CaleDN G o, £)G(Elrn NIV G (xllro, £) - VG (Ele, )

RN Car)) (G (o, NG (xlthy DYV G (rilro, £) - VG(xlee, N)] dVi dVy.

32



In Section 3.1 we show, using Monte Carlo simulations in a standard Pekeris
waveguide, that the matched filtered scattered intensity derived in Equation 2.19 can
be approximated by the first term of the total time harmonic variance, also given by

Galinde et al [6] as:

Var(®s(rs|r, ro, f)) (2.21)

—am? [ [ Vites,2)

x [K*Var(T){|G relro, H)IG(xlrs, )
+ Var(Ta) (| VG(xilro, f) - VG(rlre, £)[2)
+ K2Covar(Ts, La) (ZR{G(x:lr0, f)G(xlrs, ) VG (xilro, f) - VG (xlrs, )})] dVi.
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Chapter 3

Model implementation for a

Pekeris waveguide

In this section, we implement the theoretical formulations developed in Section 2 and
Appendix A for the total moments of the scattered field to a standard sand Pekeris
waveguide, using Monte Carlo simulations of the ocean environment. We show that
the following three approximations can be made not only for multiple realizations,
but also for a single realization of the ocean waveguide: (1) the total matched filtered
second moment (Equation 2.16) is dominated by and can be approximated by the
total matched filtered variance (Equation 2.18); (2) the total matched filtered variance
(Equation 2.18) is dominated by and can be approximated by its first term (Equation
2.19), while the last two terms are negligible; (3) the first term of the total matched
filtered variance (Equation 2.19) is dominated by and can be approximated by the
first term of the total time harmonic variance (Equation 2.21). Lastly, we investigate
the frequency dependence of the time harmonic model for the scattered intensity in
an isovelocity sand Pekeris waveguide, while keeping the bottom parameters constant

for all frequencies.
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3.1 Approximations to the matched filtered scat-
tered intensity

Here, we implement the formulations for the total moments of the scattered field
to a Pekeris waveguide with sand bottom such as the one illustrated in Figure 3-1,
and demonstrate that the three approximations stated above hold for any number of

realizations of the ocean environment.

| o= 1000 ke/m?
depth ;=6 x 1075 dB/)
Sand bottom ¢, = 1700 m/s
p» = 1900 kg/m®
ay = 0.8 dB/A

Figure 3-1: Pekeris waveguide with sand bottom, where ¢,, p,, and «,, are the sound
speed, density and attenuation of the water column, and ¢, p, and oy are those of the
sea-bottom. The water column sound speed profiles used in simulations are actual
sound speed profiles measured on the New Jersey continental shelf [16].

We allow the sound speed profiles to vary in range, in order to model the random
fluctuations in the ocean environment caused by internal waves. From a set of sound
speed profiles measured on the New Jersey continental shelf [16], we pick one sound
speed profile every 500 m in range [2] and use the parabolic equation model RAM
[5] to compute the Green functions for each randomly selected set of sound speed
profiles. The set of measured sound speed profiles used for random selection is shown
in Figure 3-2. The geometry of the problem is monostatic, with the source and
receiver collocated at the depth of 50 m. The source and receiver comprise each of
a single element. The source level is normalized to 0 dB re 1 pPa at 1 m and the
waveform transmitted is a 1 second long linear frequency modulated (LFM) pulse
centered at 415 Hz, with a 50 Hz bandwidth. The corresponding range resolution,
Ar, is then 15 m, as Ar = ¢/2B, where ¢, the reference sound speed, is 1500 m/s,

and B, the bandwidth, is 50 Hz. The statistics of the fractional changes in density
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and compressibility used in the simulation are those estimated by Galinde et al [6]
for the New Jersey continental shelf, summarized in Table 3.1. The region over which
we integrate, Vg, corresponds to a seafloor patch that extends over 10m in depth
(more than sufficient for convergence) and 3° in azimuth. In range, the patch extends
from 100 m to 5500 m relative to the source/receiver location. The depth and range
increments used for computing the Green functions and gradients are dz2 = 0.4 m and

dr = 3 m, respectively. In azimuth, we assume the Green functions are constant over

the integration angle.

New Jersey water column sound speed profiles

Depth (m)

90 1 1 1
1460 1470 1480 1490 1500 1510
sound speed (m/s)

Figure 3-2: The sound speed profiles measured on the New Jersey continental shelf.

Table 3.1: Statistical geologic properties of the New Jersey Strataform, as estimated
by Galinde et al [6].

Statistical parameters Average values over the region

Ve 0.0030 (m®)

(T'k) 0.0000

(T'a) -0.0063

(r2) 0.0083

(T2) 0.0066
Var(Ty) 0.0083
Var([y) 0.0065
Covar(T'x, Tg) : -0.0065
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First, we show that the matched filtered scattered intensity is dominated by the in-
coherent intensity, or the variance. We implement the full expressions for the matched
filtered total second moment, total variance and the magnitude squared of the total
mean, as expressed in Equations A.12, A.14 and A.3, respectively, from Appendix A.
These equations represent formulations for the scattered field moments alternative
to those in Equations 2.16, 2.18 and 2.8 from Section 2: the former are formulations
expressed in terms of moments conditional on a set of deterministic Green functions,
while the latter are analytic formulations, expressed in terms of bottom parameter
statistics and averages of Green function products over multiple realizations of the

ocean environment. Equations A.12, A.14 and A.3, however, are more suitable for im-
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Figure 3-3: Total moments of the full 390-440 Hz matched filtered scattered field in
a Pekeris sand waveguide with varying sound speed profiles, for 10 realizations of the
ocean environment. The level of the mean squared term is dependent on the number
of realizations and on the range increment dr, while the level of the variance term is
stable.

plementation, since they don’t require a double integration over the patch Vs. Figures
3-3 and 3-4 show the matched filtered moments for 10 and 1 realizations, respectively.
Both figures show that, except at the edges of the patch, where the coherent inten-

sity is non-negligible, the second moment, or scattered intensity is dominated by the
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variance, or the incoherent intensity.

We note that the level of the coherent term, the mean squared, is dependent on
the number of realizations and on the range increment dr, while the level of the
incoherent term, the variance, is stable. For the latter, this implies that increasing
the number of realizations renders a smoother curve, but one realization is sufficient
to determine the correct level. For the case of one realization, in fact, the Green
function is deterministic and the total moments are equal to the conditional moments
described in Equations A.11, A.9 and A.2 for the second moment, variance and mean,

respectively, which are functions of the statistics of the bottom parameters.
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Figure 3-4: Total moments of the full 390-440 Hz matched filtered scattered field in
a Pekeris sand waveguide with varying sound speed profiles, for a single realization
of the ocean environment. For the case of a single realization, the total moments are
equal to the moments conditional on a set of deterministic Green functions.

Next, we verify that the matched filtered variance, as given in Equation A.14, is
dominated by the first term. In Figures 3-5 and 3-6 we plot the variance and its
three terms, for the cases of 10 and 1 realizations, respectively. For both cases, we
note that the first term dominates the total variance, while the last two terms are
negligible. For the case of 10 realizations, the third term is the least significant, as

it decreases both with an increase in the number of realizations, as well as with a
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decrease in dr. The average level of the second term, however, is dependent only on
the range increment dr. For the case of a single realization, the second and third
terms cancel each other because of the common Green function product. Thus, for

one realization, the total variance is equal to the conditional variance.

Variance terms: 10 realizations
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Figure 3-5: Total 390-440 Hz matched filtered variance and its terms in a Pekeris
sand waveguide, for 10 realizations of the ocean environment.

Lastly, we demonstrate that we can further approximate the matched filtered
scattered intensity by the time harmonic expression in Equation 2.21, where Vs is
now the resolution footprint of the sonar. Thus, for the time harmonic expression in
Equation 2.21, the integration region Vg corresponds to a seafloor patch that extends
over 10m in depth, 3° in azimuth and 15m in range. We have shown that the matched
filtered scattered intensity can be approximated by the incoherent term, which, at its
turn, can be approximated by the first term of the total matched filtered variance, as
expressed in Equation 2.19. By implementing Equations 2.19 and 2.21 to the same
Pekeris sand waveguide, we show in Figures 3-7 and 3-8 that the full 390-440 Hz
matched filtered expression can be approximated by the time harmonic expression at
the 415 Hz center frequency, for both 10 and 1 realizations of the ocean environment,

respectively. Figures 3-9 and 3-10, which compare the range-averaged values of the
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Variance terms: 1 realization
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Figure 3-6: Total 390-440 Hz matched filtered variance and its terms in a Pekeris sand
waveguide, for a single realization of the ocean environment. For a single realization,
the last two terms cancel each other and the total variance is equal to the conditional
variance .

two series, show the results are within a few dB. For the last two figures, we have
found that if a patch at least 10 km long were considered, averaging over a 2000
m range reduces the difference between the two curves to as low as 1 to 2 dB. We

restricted the analysis to a shorter patch in order to reduce computation time.

Equation 2.21 has just been shown to provide a good approximation to Equation
2.19 and to the total scattered intensity, and is the only term assumed in heuristic
radiometry approaches. The total time harmonic variance expression of Equation
2.20, however, is not necessarily a good approximation. While the third term of
Equation 2.20 is negligible, the second term of Equation 2.20 may not be negligible
and is an artifact caused by misapplication of coherent single frequency theory, as

shown in Appendix B.
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Monostatic reverberation in Pekeris waveguide: 10 realizations
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Figure 3-7: Full 390-440 Hz matched filtered depth-integrated monostatic bottom

reverberation compared to time harmonic reverberation at center frequency 415 Hz,
for 10 realizations of the ocean environment.

Monostatic reverberation in Pekeris waveguide: 1 realization
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Figure 3-8: Full 390-440 Hz matched filtered depth-integrated monostatic bottom
reverberation compared to time harmonic reverberation at center frequency 415 Hz,
for a single realization of the ocean environment.
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Monostatic reverberation in Pekeris waveguide: 10 realizations
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Figure 3-9: Range-averaged full 390-440 Hz matched filter depth-integrated monos-
tatic bottom reverberation compared to range-averaged time harmonic reverberation
at center frequency 415 Hz, for 10 realizations of the ocean environment (range aver-
aging over 500 m).
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Figure 3-10: Range-averaged full 390-440 Hz matched filter depth-integrated monos-
tatic bottom reverberation compared to range-averaged time harmonic reverberation
at center frequency 415 Hz, for a single realization of the ocean environment (range
averaging over 500 m).
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3.2 Frequency dependence of simulated reverber-

ation

In this subsection, we investigate the frequency dependence of the bottom reverbera-
tion using the time harmonic approximation given in Equation 2.21 and keeping the
bottom parameters V,, Var(['x), Var(I'y) and Covar(I's,['q) constant for all frequen-
cies. The analysis is performed using a Pekeris waveguide similar to the one in the
previous subsection, where the actual sound speed profiles have been replaced with
an isovelocity profile, with the sound speed constant at 1500 m. The depth and range
increments are also modified from the previous section to dz = 0.1 m and dr = 15 m.
Because of the constant sound speed, we only implement the expression in Equation

2.21 for one realization, where the sound speed is constant.

We begin by verifying the result in Galinde et al [6] that the monopole, dipole
and cross terms in Equation 2.21 are proportional to the full bottom reverberation.
Figures 3-11 and 3-12 show that this holds for both the matched filtered model and
the time harmonic approximation, respectively. The results have been computed for
an isovelocity Pekeris sand waveguide of Figure 3-1, and the levels have been averaged

in range over 500 m.

We further demonstrate that the proportionality holds for all frequencies. We
compute the simulated bottom reverberation for all frequencies by applying the time
harmonic model to the isovelocity Pekeris waveguide and keeping the bottom param-
eters constant. After range averaging over 2000 m, we plot, in Figure 3-13, the levels
of the full reverberation, monopole, dipole and crossterm at a single point in range. It
is clear from the figure that, at 16 km in range from the receiver, the three terms are
proportional to the full reverberation for all frequencies. The result was also found

to hold for any point in range.

After having shown that the full simulated reverberation level is proportional to
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Figure 3-11: Range-averaged full 390-440 Hz matched filter bottom reverberation

compared to its three terms: monopole, dipole and crossterm (range averaging over
500 m).
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Figure 3-12: Range-averaged time harmonic bottom reverberation at center frequency
415 Hz compared to its three terms: monopole, dipole and crossterm (range averaging
over 500 m).
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Reverberation level versus frequency at range = 16km
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Figure 3-13: Range averaged time-harmonic simulated monostatic reverberation level
in a sand Pekeris waveguide with isovelocity sound speed profile, at 16km from
source/receiver (range averaging over 2000m).

the monopole term, given below as

a [[ [ Velrs, 2k Var(Tu(e)) (Gelro, NPIGlr DEYVE, (1)

we can use this term to investigate the frequency dependence of the model. Since
we keep the bottom parameters Vi and Var(I'x) constant for all frequencies, we can

further restrict our analysis to the frequency dependence of the following term:

g {16l NPIGel, ) (3.2)

For a monostatic scenario with the source and receiver collocated, this is equal to

e ] (Gl )V (33)

Based on the equation above, for constant bottom parameters, we expect the

reverberation level to have a f* frequency dependence due to the k* factor, and
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a yet unknown frequency dependence due to the integral over the fourth power of
the Green function. Since penetration depth is known to decrease with increasing
frequency, however, we expect the volume integral in Equation 3.3 to be inversely
proportional to frequency.

To determine the actual frequency dependence of the simulated reverberation
numerically, we compute the time-harmonic simulated reverberation levels for a range
of frequencies using the standard Pekeris sand waveguide with isovelocity sound speed
profile. The bottom parameters are kept constant for all frequencies, and equal to
those previously summarized in Table 3.1. In Figure 3-14 we plot the simulated
reverberation levels versus range, for four different frequencies. The figure clearly

shows an increase in reverberation level for higher frequencies.
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Figure 3-14: Range-averaged time-harmonic simulated monostatic reverberation level
in a sand Pekeris waveguide with isovelocity sound speed profile, at 415, 735, 950 and
1125 Hz, respectively (range averaging over 2000 m).

To test whether the increase in reverberation level is consistent across all frequen-
cies, we plot the simulated reverberation level versus frequency for several points in
range, in Figure 3-15. We also plot the log-log of the simulated reverberation level
versus frequency for only the first range (4000 m) in Figure 3-16, and note that the
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frequency dependence is approximately f*.
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Figure 3-15: Range-averaged time-harmonic simulated monostatic reverberation level
in a sand Pekeris waveguide with isovelocity sound speed profile, for all frequencies,
at 4, 10 and 16 km in range, respectively (range averaging over 2000 m).

The fact that the reverberation level varies with approximately the fourth power
of frequency, and the presence of the k* term in Equation 3.3 lead us to believe that
the volume integral in Equation 3.3 is nearly frequency independent. To verify this,
we plot the volume integral versus frequency in Figure 3-17 and versus the log of
frequency in Figure 3-18. The two figures confirm that the integral is indeed nearly
independent of frequency, as it varies approximately with f=92°.

As penetration depth is known to decrease with an increase in frequency, which
makes the statement that the volume integral is nearly frequency independent coun-
terintuitive, we provide further analysis to support this result. We plot the value of
the integral in Equation 3.3 at several depths, as indicated in Figure 3-19. As the
depth increment for this case is dz = 0.1 m, this represents an integral over a bottom
layer that is 0.1 m thick. Next, we plot the value of the integral from the 100 m
interface, down to several depths, as mentioned in Figure 3-20. Here, the integration

is performed over all 0.1 m thick bottom layers located above the depths indicated in
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Frequency dependence of reverberation level at 16km
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Figure 3-16: Frequency dependence of time-harmonic simulated monostatic reverber-
ation level at 16 km in range for a sand Pekeris waveguide with isovelocity sound
speed profile (range averaging over 2000 m), for bottom parameters V,, Var(Tx(r:)),
Var(I'4(r:)) and Covar(I's(r:)) constant for all frequencies.
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Figure 3-17: Volume integral from Equation 3.3 plotted versus frequency for several
locations in range
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Figure 3-18: Frequency dependence of volume integral from Equation 3.3.

the legend. The figures show that, although the intensity within the layers changes
for different frequencies and depths, causing the volume integral at low frequencies
to converge in depth slower than at high frequencies, the total volume integral re-
mains relatively constant across frequencies. The most plausible explanation for this
phenomenon is that the top layers, with weak frequency dependence, are dominant.
The analysis presented in this section shows that the frequency dependence of
the simulated reverberation, with constant bottom parameters V., Var(I';), Var(I'q)
and Covar(T's,I'4), is approximately f*. Literature detailing experimental results (8]
reveals, however, that measured ocean bottom reverberation has a low frequency de-
pendence. This is consistent with our model if we let the coherence volume V¢ vary
with frequency, as also suggested by Galinde et al [6], who state that the acousti-
cally determined V, may not equal the geological coherence volume for the bottom
inhomogeneities, and it may vary with frequency. In the next section, we use the time-
harmonic model for ocean bottom reverberation to invert for the bottom parameters

for several frequencies at two distinct geographical locations.
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Figure 3-19: Value of the integral in Equation 3.3 evaluated at several depths: the
integration is performed over a bottom layer that is 0.1 m thick, as dz = 0.1 m.
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Figure 3-20: Value of the integral in Equation 3.3 evaluated from the 100 m water/air
interface down to several depths: the integration is performed over all 0.1 m thick
bottom layers located between 100 m and the depths indicated in the legend.
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Chapter 4

Model calibration to bottom

reverberation data

In this section we compare simulated bistatic, range-dependent reverberation to re-
verberation measured during the course of two experiments at sea. We use the effi-
cient time harmonic approximation of Equation 2.21 to the matched filtered model
and invert for the one parameter needed to scale the bottom parameters V,(rg, 2:),
Var(T'x(r;)), Var(T'y(r¢)) and Covar(I'c(r)) given known ratios for the monopole,
dipole and cross terms. We use the least squares method to find the best fit param-
eter and provide statistics of the inverted parameter for each experiment, at three

different frequencies.

4.1 OAWRS bottom reverberation data

For model calibration, we use data acquired by the ocean acoustic waveguide remote
sensing (OAWRS) system during experiments conducted in 2003 on the New Jersey
continental shelf and 2006 on the northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine.

The 2003 experiment was conducted from April 27 to May 15, 2003 on the New
Jersey Strataform [2], [16], [13]. The bathymetry of the region is relatively flat, with
depths ranging from 65 to 80 m. The bottom sediment in the region consists mostly

of sand with a mean density, sound speed, and attenuation of approximately 1.9
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g/cm?®, 1700 m/s, and 0.8 dB/), respectively [7], [6]. Over 100 sound speed pro-
files have been measured during the experiment to allow accurate characterization of
the randomly fluctuating continental shelf waveguide. The bistatic OAWRS system
consisted of a moored vertical array source centered at a depth of 47 m, and a hori-
zontal receiving array towed at depths between 30 and 50 m. The source transmitted
Tukey-shaded linear frequency modulated (LFM) broadband pulses in three distinct
frequency ranges, 390 to 440 Hz, 875 to 975 Hz, and 1250 to 1400 Hz, each 1 second

in duration at every 50 second interval.

fora2006jd276t223115, 950Hz

18:31:15 EDT

(km)

40  -30 20 -0 0 10 20 30 40
(km)

Figure 4-1: OAWRS image charting returns (dB re 1 uPa) received on the North-
ern Flank of Georges Bank at 18:31 EDT, on 3 October 2006. The white diamond
indicates the source and the black line is the receiver track. The white curves are
bathymetric contours for the region. Clutter is distinguished from seafloor returns by
inspecting both the bathymetry of the region and the stationarity of the returns over
multiple pings. Ship beams are also identified as radiating outward from the receiver,
symmetrically about the endfire of the receiver array.

For the 2006 experiment, conducted from September 19 to October 6 [13], [8], [15]
on the Northern Flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine, the water depth ranged

from as shallow as 20 m to as deep as 400 m. The sediment at the experimental
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site was found to consist of sand with sound speed of 1700 m/s, density of 1.9 g/cm?
and attenuation of 0.8 dB/A [8]. Roughly 200 sample sound speed profiles of the
water column have been taken during the experiment. The OAWRS imaging system
consisted of a moored vertical source array and a towed horizontal receiver array,
centered at 65 and 105 m depth, respectively. One second Tukey-windowed LFM
pulses were transmitted by the source in a 50 Hz frequency band around the center

frequencies of 415, 735, 950 and 1125 Hz, 75 seconds apart.

The pressure data collected from both experiments was beamformed and matched
filtered to determine the azimuth and range of arrivals and instantaneous OAWRS
images such as the one shown in Figure 4-1 have been created for every broadband

transmission [6], [8], [16], [15].

4.2 Parameter inversion methodology

We invert for only one parameter, as we have shown that the monopole, dipole and
cross terms are proportional to the total intensity for the 415 Hz center frequency (Fig-
ure 3-12), as well as for all frequencies in the 415-1125 Hz frequency range considered
(Figure 3-13). This proportionality allows us to express the total scattered inten-
sity, or reverberation, as the product of one parameter and the monopole term. For
this, we assume that V,(rg, ;) and the moments of the fractional changes in bottom
density and compressibility Var(I's(r;)), Var(I'4(r:)) and Covar(I'c(r;)) are constant
across the seafloor as well as depth. Then, they can be taken outside the volume

integral in Equation 2.21 and the time harmonic reverberation can be expressed as:
Var(®s(rs|r, ro, f)) (4.1)
— (nfVoVar(®) [[[ #IGIro HPIG(EIR DBV,
S
+ nyVeVar (T [ [[ 1096 (mlro) - VG eirPiav;
S
+ (47)?VeCov(T'k, ') // K 2R{G(xe|ro, f)G(xlr, f) X VG*(re|ro, f) - VG*(x|re, £)})]dVs,
Vs
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where the first integral is a monopole term, the second integral is a dipole term, and
the last integral is a crossterm. Using the fact that the three terms are proportional,
we can define Fy and F, so that F, represents the ratio between the dipole integral
and monopole integral, and F, represents the ratio between the crossterm integral

and monopole integral. Then, we can further simplify Equation 4.1 as:

Var(®s(rs|r, ro, f)) (4.2)
= (47r)2Vc[Var(I‘k) + FdVar(Pd) + FCCOV(Fk, Fd)]

< [[[ #G G DPIGEIR DNV
s
Finally, the simplified one-parameter model we use for calibration is:
Var(@s(rslrro, 1) =0 x [[[ BUGEro NPIGEI NPV (43
s
where the parameter we need to estimate is
6 = (47)2V|Var(Ty) + FyVar(Ty) + F,Cov(Ts, Tyg))- (4.4)

To find an estimate 6 for the parameter § from the data, we use the method of
least squares. The equation used to find the estimate 0 from the data using the model

of Equation 4.3 is

. " |q)S,'D““‘ (rsi Ira Ty, f)l2 VaI(‘I’S.» (I'si 'I‘, To, f)) 2
min ; |10log( Pz, ) — 10log( P2, )% (4.5)

where |®g pata(rs,|r, To, f)|? represents the measured reverberation level at rg,. The
summation is over all n resolution footprints Vs, centered at rg, included in the
seafloor region we use for calibration. Using Equation 4.3, we find that the parameter

estimate @ is given by

?:1 IOIOgIQSiData (rs‘, |r, Io, f) I2

10log(0) = 5= 10log(JT 5, FIG(xlxo, NPIG(Elrs, NPV

(4.6)

96



We note that using least squares for logarithmic variables may lead to biases in g [14].

Using beam time received pressure intensity data for one ping at a time, we find
the best fit parameter for each beam in the respective ping. We do this by applying
Equation 4.6 and estimating one value of # for each beam within the particular ping.
To obtain a statistically significant set of inverted parameters, we analyze multiple
pings. We restrict our analysis to pings and beams that are not contaminated by
clutter or ship noise, and to regions of relatively flat or downward sloping bathymetry.
In the next section, we describe the beam time data used in the calibration and the
methodology for implementing the model along a beam. We then compare the model
simulation results with experimental data along beams. In the following section we

compare the model simulation results with data for wide area polar plots.

4.3 Model/data comparison using beam time data

In this subsection, we begin our model/data comparison by considering the receiver
reverberation intensity versus beam time and range. In the next subsection, we
compare the model and data using wide area polar plots. All the analysis in the two

sections is performed for pings received at the center frequency 415 Hz.

Measured normalized pressure beam time series (dB re 1 Pa)
SEREE — =
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e = -130

-130

-140 -140

-150

Beam time (s)
Beam time (s)

-160 -160

-170 -170

4 s 0 05 1 @ A s 0 05 o
Sin of broadside angle Sin of broadside angle
Figure 4-2: Measured normalized pressure level as beam time series for the New
Jersey continental shelf (left) and Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine (right). The
black stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. The source is broadband for 415
Hz center frequency and 50 Hz bandwidth and the source level is normalized to 0 dB
re 1 puPa at 1m.
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Each ping, for both the 2003 and 2006 ONR Geoclutter Experiments, consists of
65 or 66 beams of data covering an azimuthal sector of 180°, received continuously
over a 50 or 75 second interval, depending on the experiment. The directions of
the beams are uniformly spaced in sin(¢), where ¢ is the angle of the beam relative
to the broadside of the receiver. Figure 4-2 shows two examples of pings recorded
during the New Jersey and Georges Bank experiments, respectively. The pings shown
are partially contaminated by ship beams and clutter, which is often the case for
the data collected, raising a need to restrict our analysis to clean beams that are
stationary over multiple pings. Because of left-right ambiguity about the receiver
heading, the reverberation data for each beam corresponds to the sum of the returns
from a pair of two separate azimuthal directions, received along what we define as
original and mirror beams. The beam time reverberation data is thus a function of
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Figure 4-3: (Left) Bathymetric map of the New Jersey continental shelf indicating
the source and receiver positions at 10:31 EDT, on 13 May 2003. The grey dia-
mond indicates the source, located at 39.2312N, 72.8818W and operating at 390-440
Hz. The black diamond indicates the receiver, located at 39.2465N, 72.8626W, with
heading 346°E. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis,
corresponding to the original and mirror beams, respectively. (Right) Bathymetric
map of the northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine indicating source and
receiver positions at 11:58 EDT, on 26 September 2006. The grey diamond indicates
the source, located at 41.8901N, 68.2134W and operating at 390-440 Hz. The black
diamond indicates the receiver, located at 41.8212N, 68.3368W, with heading 137°E.
The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis, corresponding
to the original and mirror beams, respectively.

sin(¢) and beam time. This data can be charted to range and converted into polar

58



plots by multiplying the beam time with the sound propagation speed in the ocean
and accounting for the bistatic geometry i.e. the distance traveled from source to each

scatterer location in range along the beam and from the scatterer to the receiver.

To accurately model the reverberation received along each beam for a certain ping,
we first account for all the variables of the problem, such as the actual bistatic geome-
try of the respective ping, bathymetry, sound speed profiles, seafloor and ocean prop-
erties and source and receiver array types. Each beam data time series corresponds
to two patches in the seafloor, placed symmetrically about the receiver heading, along
the original and mirror directions. The two patches extend over an azimuthal angle
equal to the sonar angular resolution, over the top 10 m deep bottom layer and over
25 to 35 km in range from the receiver location, depending on the length of the data
time series we use for comparison or the extent of the region for which we have bathy-
metric data. Since we use the time harmonic model for computational efficiency, we
only integrate over volumes Vg that are 15 m long in range, corresponding to the
sonar range resolution, at each point in range along the two patches. Examples of
bistatic geometries from the New Jersey continental shelf and the northern flank of
Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine are depicted in Figure 4-3, showing the source and
receiver (as the grey and black diamonds, respectively), along with black and magenta
stars, corresponding to the original and mirror patches selected for analysis in this
subsection. The background of the maps represents the relatively flat bathymetry in

the region chosen for analysis, respectively.

Next, we compute the Green functions using the parabolic equation model RAM.
For both experiments, we use sand as the bottom sediment type, with sound speed of
1700 m/s, density of 1.9 g/cm? and attenuation of 0.8 dB/), as mentioned in Section
4.1. We use a range increment dr = 15 m, a depth increment dz = 0.4 m, and we
assume the Green function is uniform in azimuth over the angular resolution. Since
both the original and mirror patches radiate outward from the receiver location,
computing the Green function from the receiver to each range increment along the
patch requires running RAM only once. However, for the bistatic case, computing

the Green function from the source to each range increment along the patch requires
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running RAM a great number of times. For computational efficiency, we run RAM
from the source to only several points in range along each patch (sufficient for conver-
gence) and interpolate the points to find the source Green function along the entire
patch. The interpolation is performed in order to obtain a value for both the source
and receiver Green functions at each range increment along the patch and thus in-
crease the accuracy in fitting the model to the data. The Green functions are then
used to compute the volume integral for the monopole term in Equation 4.3 over
all resolution cells Vs along both the original and mirror patches. Since the time
harmonic result is a function of range, due to the implementation at each resolution
cell Vs, we convert range to time before adding the contributions from the original
and mirror patches. Lastly, we use the least squares method to find the parameter
that provides the best fit of the simulated reverberation to the beam time data along

each beam considered.

Parameter estimates 8 Parameter estimates 6
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Figure 4-4: Parameter estimates 6 (log scale) estimated from the data pings shown in
Figure 4-2 for the New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank (right) experiments, at 415 Hz.
Each 6 corresponds to one beam and was estimated using Equation 4.6, where the
summation is performed over all n resolution cells Vg, along the beam. Typically, each
beam extends for 25 to 35 km in range, which leads to values of n from 1667 to 2333,
respectively, given the sonar range resolution of 15 m. The mean of the parameter
estimates (f) is indicated by the horizontal line and is obtained using Equation 4.7,
with p = 1 and m representing the number of beams in each ping. For this figure, m
equals 31 and 36 for the New Jersey and Georges Bank experiments, respectively.

The procedure described above can be repeated for all clutter-free beams within a

certain ping, as well as for multiple pings. Typically, we average 8 over all calibrated
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certain ping, as well as for multiple pings. Typically, we average 6 over all calibrated
beams within a ping and over multiple pings, and then verify the fit of the model
using the mean parameter estimate (). For the case of p pings each with m beams,

(é) is obtained by averaging over a total of mp ping-beam samples, and is given by
h-=13 3, (1
= m p jhe .

In this subsection, however, we restrict our analysis to only one ping for each of
the two experiments, corresponding to the beam time series data shown in Figure
4-2. Thus, for this special case, p = 1. The parameters 6 (in log) estimated for each
of the m beams of the two pings are shown in Figure 4-4. A particular trend in 8
for consecutive beams within a ping could be an indication of a geographical feature
or of gradual ship beam contamination. The red line indicates the mean parameter
estimate (§) as given by Equation 4.7 with p =1 and m representing the number of
beams in each ping. In Figure 4-5, we compare the measured reverberation level to
the reverberation level simulated using Equation 4.3 and (é) of Figure 4-4, along one
of the beams for each experiment. For the range averaged levels presented in Figure

4-6 for the same beams, the errors are within 5 to 6 dB.

Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 25 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for baam 25
100 T T T T , .
——Measured :|——Measured
110~ |~ Simulated |~ Simulated

Normalized Reverberation Level (dB re 1p Pa)
Normalized Reverberation Level (dB re 1p Pa)

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 10 15 20 25 30 35
Beam time (s) Beam time (s)

Figure 4-5: Model/data comparison along one beam for pings received at center
frequency 415 Hz during the New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank (right) experiments,
respectively. The source level is normalized to 0 dBre 1 pPaat 1 m .
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Figure 4-6: Model/data comparison along one beam for pings received at center
frequency 415 Hz during the New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank (right) experiments,
respectively (range averaging over 2000 m). The source level is normalized to 0 dB
rel pPaat 1 m.

4.4 Model/data comparison using polar plots

Implementing the methodology described in the previous subsection and calibrating
the model to data for consecutive beams within a ping enables us to create wide area
polar plots of the simulated reverberation, and to compare them with polar plots of
the data. Figure 4-7 shows the polar plots for the data (top), model (middle) and
data-model differences (bottom) for the New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank (right)
experiments. We can note from the figure that for the New Jersey ping, the beam
time series was converted to an approximately symmetric range on both sides about
the receiver heading, while for the Georges bank ping, a shorter range resulted on
one side than on the other. This is because the separation between the source and
receiver is larger for the Georges Bank ping, as we have seen in Figure 4-3. The
patches of uniform intensity located at the sharp angle of the polar plots for Georges
Bank are also due to the range stretching. Overall, the results are satisfactory, as the
data-model differences plots show most of the errors fall within 5 dB. The data-model

error at the i resolution footprint Vs,; along beam j is given by

Data g 2 . kAUG " ,f 2| 7f 214V,
IOIOg(|<I>S¢j (r;;flr,ro,f)' — @) fffvsij (IG(r Ir(lmill (rlre, £)1%)] t)7
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Figure 4-7: Polar plots of measured reverberation level (top), simulated reverberation
level (middle) and their difference (bottom) for New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank
(right). The source level is normalized to 0 dB re 1 pyPa at 1m .
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with |®g, pawa(rs;|T, r0, f)|> being the measured reverberation level at rs,. Again,
since the analysis in this section is restricted to one ping, the errors in Figure 4-3 are
computed using () for p = 1. Figure 4-8 shows the distribution of these errors for

the entire polar area analyzed.

Histogram of errors Histogram of errors

0.05

0.02

0.011

Figure 4-8: Histogram of the data-model differences as show in Figure 4-7 (bottom)
for New Jersey (left) and Georges Bank (right). For the New Jersey errors (left),
the mean is -1.1467 dB and the standard deviation 6.5095 dB. For the Georges Bank
errors (right), the mean is -0.3526 dB and the standard deviation 5.8003 dB.

Appendix C presents calibration results for other pings at several frequencies.
As the Appendix shows, for some of the pings recorded during the Georges Bank
experiment at the center frequencies 950 and 1125 Hz, the model was found to un-
derestimate the data for short ranges. Potential explanations may include returns
that are not accounted for by the current approach, such as the use of too narrow
of a vertical angle in the parabolic equation, fathometer returns, or returns due to

multiple scattering.

4.5 Statistics and frequency dependence of inverted

parameter

A systematic calibration of the model to data for multiple pings and frequencies

for both the New Jersey and Georges Bank experiments allows us to determine the
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second order statistics of the inverted parameter 6§, which we tabulate in Table 4.1.
The parameter 6, as given in Equation 4.4, is a function of the coherence volume V¢
and the second order statistics of the bottom properties Var(I'.(r;)), Var(T'y(r;)) and
Covar(I'c(r;)), which we assume constant in depth and across the entire experimental
site. Since 4.1 is an equation with four unknowns, the values for each of the bottom
parameters cannot be estimated from 6. What we are most interested in, however, is
the mean and variance of the parameter 6 across the seafloor, for different frequencies

and experimental locations.

Data analyzed Parameter statistics
mp (# X
f | Exper- | p (# | ping-beam Std(6) % %
(Hz) | iment* | pings) | samples) (8) (6) (dB) | Std (6) (dB) | 1std | 2std
415 NJ 5 180 0.000117 -39.32 0.0000411 1.63 69.32 | 94.87
415 GB 4 85 0.000134 -38.73 0.0000461 147 | 74.70 | 95.18
925 NJ 4 144 0.0000032 -54.95 0.0000019 2.56 72.53 | 97.18
950 GB 4 99 0.0000059 -52.29 0.0000027 2.55 69.07 | 96.91
1325 NJ 4 144 0.0000019 -57.21 0.0000005 1.21 67.61 | 95.07
1125 GB 4 114 0.0000059 -52.29 0.0000022 1.73 66.36 | 96.36

Table 4.1: Table showing the results of the parameter estimation. The first two
columns represent the corresponding center frequencies and experiment locations,
respectively. The number of pings, p, and total ping-beam samples, mp, used in the
analysis are given in the third and fourth columns, respectively. The next six columns
give the mean (level and log scale), standard deviation (level and log scale), as well as
the percentage of beam samples within one and two standard deviations, respectively.
One 0 is estimated for each single beam in each single ping using Equation 4.6, where
the summation is performed over all n resolution cells Vg, along the particular beam.
As mentioned in Figure 4-4, we typically sum over 1667 to 2333 resolution footprints
along each beam. Then, the mean parameter estimate (6) is obtained by averaging
the parameter estimates 6 over all mp ping-beam samples, as given by Equation 4.7.
(* the NJ and GB symbols stand for New Jersey and Georges Bank, respectively)

The inversion results summarized in Table 4.1 confirm that, for a certain frequency
and for similar bottom sediments (in this case sand), the parameter estimates are
consistent. For example, at 415 Hz, for both New Jersey and Georges Bank we found
a parameter equal to about 0.0001, or negative 40 dB. This is also consistent with
the parameter estimate 6 we would obtain if we used the bottom parameter statistics
estimated by Galinde et al [6] for 415 Hz in New Jersey, summarized in Table 3.1.

Another observation is the fact that the value of the parameter decreases with
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Figure 4-9: Histograms of parameter values (log scale), for the New Jersey (left) and
Georges Bank (right) data.

frequency, except for Georges Bank, where the parameter # remains stable from 950
to 1125 Hz. To clearly illustrate this result, we plot in Figure 4-9 the distributions
of the inverted parameter estimates using New Jersey and Georges Bank data at
three frequencies for each case. In Figure 4-10 we also plot the mean and standard
deviations of the estimated parameter 6 for both the New Jersey and Georges Bank
data. Since the statistics of the bottom properties should be independent of frequency,
the result supports our hypothesis from Section 3.2 that the acoustically determined
coherence volume V varies inversely with frequency, to compensate for the frequency
dependence of the k* factor in Equation 3.3. After fitting linear curves in log-log
domain (Figure 4-11) through the data points for the mean estimates from figure 4-
10, we find that the frequency dependence in the New Jersey case is f~37, and in the
Georges Bank case f~%3. This result is consistent with the wavelength dependence of
scattered intensity found in speckle interferometry [9] and scintillation theory [2], [14].
For the case of volume scattering, when frequency dependence of scattered intensity
is greatest [9], the inhomogeneities are selected over the wavelength scale in all three

directions, leading to a dependence of approximately the wavelength cubed.
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Mean and standard deviation of parameter estimates
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Figure 4-10: Mean (dots) and standard deviations (error bars) for the parameter
estimate 6, as given in Table 4.1, for the New Jersey and Georges Bank data.
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Figure 4-11: Mean parameter estimates § (circles), as given in Table 4.1, for the
New Jersey and Georges Bank data, along with least squares fitted lines for each
experiment.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

In this thesis, we derived full expressions for the total moments of the matched fil-
tered scattered field, using the Green theorem application to the inhomogeneous wave
equation and the Born single scatter approximation. We provided approximate ex-
pressions for the total scattered intensity, including a time harmonic approximation
implemented in terms of the resolution footprint of the sonar. We showed, using
Monte Carlo simulations of the Green function using actual sound speed profiles and
a Pekeris waveguide, that the following are true: (1) the total matched filtered second
moment can be approximated by the total matched filtered variance; (2) the total
matched filtered variance can be approximated by its first term; (3) the first term of
the total matched filtered variance can be approximated by the first term of the total
time harmonic variance. Using the least squares method, we calibrated the compu-
tationally efficient time harmonic model to reverberation data collected during two
experiments at sea, for several frequency ranges. We provided the statistics of the
estimated parameter and discussed the frequency dependence of the model and pa-
rameters. We found that the acoustic signal selects seafloor scatterers of wavelength

scale.
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Appendix A

Matched filtered total moment
expressions based on conditional

moments

Instead of implementing the analytical expressions for the total moments of the
matched filtered scattered field described in Section 2, we found it more efficient
to implement the total moment expressions derived from conditional moment expres-

sions as described in this section.

To derive the expressions for the total moments using conditional moments, we
begin with Equation 2.7, for the matched filtered scattered field, which we repeat

below as

Jfe+B/2

Bs(rs|r, To,tar) = (47) /
fc_B/2

//V [6*T s (re) G(relro, £)G(r|rs, £) (A.1)

+ Fd(rt)VG(rter’ f) . VG(I'II’t, f)]
1

Q f 28—i21rf(t—tM) dV; df.
VEo

X

Next, using the assumption that the bottom parameters are uncorrelated with
the propagation Green functions, we condition on a deterministic set of Green func-

tions (G(r¢|ro, f), G(r|rs, f)), and define the conditional mean for the matched filtered
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scattered field as

(@s(rs|r,ro, tar)|G(re|ro, f), G(r|re, f)) (A.2)
fet+B/2
—m [ i NECCVELENECE
+ (Fd(rt)>VG(rtlr07 f) - VG(I’II‘t, f)]
1

T IQU)Pe ) 4V dy.

X

The expression above is a function of the bottom parameters statistics (I'x) and
(T4) and a deterministic set of Green functions (G(r¢|ro, f), G(r|rs, f)), which rep-
resent one realization of the ocean environment, where at every 500m in range we
randomly selected a new sound speed profile from a large set of measured profiles.

The total matched filtered mean can then be expressed in terms of the conditional

(@s(rs|r,ro,ta)) = {((Ps(rs|r,ro,tar)|G(xe|ro, f), G(r|rs, £))). (A.3)

The expression above is equivalent to the analytic expression from Equation 2.8
and does not facilitate implementation. We are more interested in the formulations
for the second moment and variance, which we derive in the remainder of this section.

The conditional second moment is now

(1@srsir, o, ta0) P16 (xelro, 1), G(rlee, 1) (A4)
— (4 fetB/2 e &
=@ [~ [[[ wraeseein. peei.n
+ La(rs) VG(relro, f) - VG(r|re, f)] % \/—lQ(f)|2 e~ i~ g, df
fet+B/2
< [T ] Vs[k”Fn(ri)G*(rilro,f’)G*(rIri, )

+ T4(t}) VG (ty|ro, f) - VG* (x|}, )] X (f)|2e~2r ") gy df'y,

FIQ
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and can be written as

(|®s(rsr,ro, tar)|*|G (xelro, f), G(r|r:, £)) (A.5)

o [T L L,

K2K2(Ta ()T (1)) G xelro, HG(EITe, )G (o, £)G (xlr, £)

+ (Ta(re)La(ry)) VG (rilro, f) - VG(x|rs, f) x VG*(ri|ro, f) - VG*(x|r}, )
+ B () L) Clxilro, £)G(xlre, VG (xro, ') - VG (eI, )

KT (r) () G (£} xo, £)G* (xlx}y fYVG(rilro, f) - VC(elre, £)]

x FIQUOPFIQUPe =0~ ay; av; of df

Note that there are now no expectations around the Green function products, as the
Green function and its gradients are assumed deterministic. We can further simplify

this expression, using Equations 2.11 and 2.12, to obtain

(|15 (rs]r, To, ta) PIG (xilro, £), Gllrs, ) (A.6)

fe+B/2 pfe+B/2
[ S LSS, e
f—B/2 fe—B/2 Vs Vs

x [k*kVar(T,.)d(r: — r})G(re|ro, £)G(r|rs, £)G* (r}|ro, f)G* (r|r}, f')

+ Var([q)d(r: — 1) VG(rt|ro, f) - VG(r|re, f) X VG*(xi|ro, f') - VG*(x|r}, f)
+ k*Covar(T,, T4)d(r; — 1})G (xe|ro, £)G(r|ry, HVG*(rilro, f1) - VG* (x|}, f)
+ k'QCovar(I’,c,I‘d)é(rt — ré)G*(r2|ro,f’)G*(r|r2, f')VG(rtlro, f) - VG(x|ry, )]
x ElQUIIQU)Pe 0= av; av} df df'+
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fetB/2 pfet+B/2
w6 [ o JIL )
fe=B/2 Jf.~B/2 Vs Vs

X (KK (Ta(re)) (T (r)) G relor )G (rlrs, £)G* (8olra, £)C (el )

+ (La(e)) Tl VG (xilro, £) - VG(rlrs, f) x VG (¥)lro, £) - VG (xlt), f)
+ BT (r) (Calt)) G xelror NG (xlre, VG (Wro, ) - VG (xltl, f)
RN Ta(r)) G (xllro, f)G(Elx), £)VE(rlro, f) - VG (e, £)]

x IQUDPIQU eI~ ay; V] df o

By canceling the delta function with one of the volume integrals in the first term,

we have

(1s(rsr, ro, tar) I*|G(relro, f), G(x|rs, £)) (A7)

fet+B/2 pfetB/2
6 [ S [, 5
fe—B/2 Jf.—B/2 Vs

x [K?K2Var(T2)G (xilro, f)G(xlre, )G (xelro, £)G* (e, £)

+ Var(T0) VG(rilro, f) - VG(r|rs, f) x VG*(xlro, f') - VG (tlre, f)
+ K2 Covar (T, T2)G(relro, )C(r|re, f)VC* (tafro, /) - VG* (xlre, f)
+ k™ Covar(T', T'a) G* (r4|ro, f)G*(r|rs, f)VG(rslro, f) - VG(xlre, £)]
x ZIQUNPIQUPe =1 a; df '+

fe+B/2 rfet+B/2
et [ ) LI
fe—BJ2 Jf.—B/2 Vs Vs

X (k2K (To(r:) (Ta(r)))G (xelro, £)G(xlrs, £)G* (rilro, f)G™ (x|}, f)

+ (La(re) (La(r)) VG(xelro, f) - VG(rlre, f) x VG* (xelro, ') - VG* (xlrs, )
+ k(T (re) (La(r))G(xelro, £)G(xlre, £V G (xifro, f') - VG (x|ri, f)

+ k(L (1)) (Ta(re) )G (xifro, £)G* (xlr}, f)VG(rilro, ) - VG(xlr, f)]

1 —i2n(f—f)(t—
x g QUIPIRU e~ av, av; df dy'.

By inspection, however, we notice that the last term in the above equation is the
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magnitude squared of the conditional mean expression from Equation A.2:

[{(@s(rs|r, o, ta)|G(rt|ro, f), G(r|rs, f) (A.8)

o [ ///Vs

X [K2K2(T (1)) (Cu(£)Gxelto, £)G(xlre, )G (£4Ix0, )Gzl 1)
+ Tale))Tal)) VG xelro, ) - VG(xlre, f) x VG (liro, ) - VG (xll, £)
+ EXCu(r))Ta(r))Glxelro, £)G xlre, VG (EIro, £) - VG (el £)
R ()T a(r)) G (0, )G (e}, £V Geilro, £) - VG(rles, )
x FIQUOFIQUPe 0=t a; av; of af'

We can also note that the first term of Equation A.7 is the conditional variance

Var(®g(rs|r, ro, ta)|G(rt|ro, f), G(r|re, f)) (A.9)
= (l@s(l‘sll’ I‘o,tM)l2|G(I'tII'0, f) G(rlrta f))
— [{®@s(rs|r, vo, tar)| G(rsro, f), G (s, £))I?

fe+B/2 pfetB/2
471')2/ / // Ve(rs, 2t)
fe=B/2 Jf.—B/2 Vs

x [k*k*Var (L) G(r[ro, /)G (x|re, f)G*(xslro, f)G* (xlrs, )

+ Var(Ly) VG(r|ro, f) - VG(r|rs, f) x VG*(ri|ro, f) - VG*(xlry, ')

+ k%Covar(T', Tq)G(re|ro, f)G(r|rs, f)VG*(xe|ro, f) - VG*(r|rs, f)

+ K2Covar(T, ) G* (xelro, £/)G* (¢|re, )V C(xslro, f) - VG(xlre, f)]
1

x £ QUIPIQ ) Fem2rU=1¢=10) av, df df.
0

(A.10)
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Then, the conditional second moment can be expressed as

(|®s(rs|r, ro, ta)|*|G(relro, f), G(xlrs, f)) (A.11)
= Var(®s(rs|r,ro, tar) |G (re|ro, f), G(r|re, f))
+ I(QS(I‘Sh’) o, tM)IG(rter’ f)’ G(rlrta f))IQv

and the total second moment as

(lq)s(l‘slr, I‘o,tM)|2) = ((|‘I’S(I‘s|1‘, I‘o,tM)|2|G(I't|1‘07 f): G(r|rt, f))) (A-12)
= (Var(®s(rs|r, ro, tm)|G(re|ro, f), G(xrs, f)))
+ ([(®s(rs]r, o, tar) |G relro, f), G(x[rs, £))I),

where the conditional variance Var(®s(rs|r,ro,tan)|G(re|ro, f), G(r|re, f)) and the
conditional mean (®s(rs|r,ro,tar)|G(re|xro, f), G(r|rs, f)) are as given in Equations
A.9 and A.2 respectively. This expression is easier to implement than Equation 2.16
in Section 2.2, which has a double integral over volume.

To derive the total variance based on the conditional expressions derived above,
we use the fact that the total variance is the difference between the total second

moment and the magnitude squared of the total mean

Var(CDs(rslr, ro,tM)) (A13)

= (|®s(rs|r, ro, tm)|?) — [{@s(rs|r, ro, tar))|?

By applying Equations A.12 and A.3, we find that the total matched filtered

variance is

Var(®s(rs|r, ro, tar)) (A.14)
= (Var(®s(rs|r,ro,t11)|G(re|ro, f), G(rlre, £)))
+ (|{@s(xslr, ro, ta) |G (xelro, f), Glrlrs, £))I?)
= |{{@s(rs|r, ro, tm)|G (xelro, f), Glrlre, ))) .
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Equation A.14 is also easier to implement than the full expression for the total
matched filtered variance given in Equation 2.18, due to the fact none of its terms
have a double integral over the volume V. To note is also that the first term in

Equation A.14 is equivalent to the expression given in Equation 2.19:

(Var(®s(rs|r,ro,tar)|G(re|ro, ), G(r|rs, f))) (A.15)

fe+B/2 pfet+B/2
47r)2/ / // Ve(rs, zt)
fe—B/2 Jf.—B/2 Vs

 [BPKVar (L) (G(xero, )G(elee £)G" (rlra, )G elre, 1)

+ Var(Tq)(VG(re|ro, f) - VG(x|re, f) x VG*(re|ro, f') - VG*(r|rs, )
+ k*Covar (T, T')(G(ri|ro, f)G(r|rs, F)VG*(te|ro, f) - VG*(r|ry, £))
+ K2 Covar(T, La)(G" e, £)G" (xlr f)VG(xifo, 1) - Y Glalre, 1)
x ZIQUPIQU =40 av, of df,

and can be used to approximate the total matched filtered scattered intensity.
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Appendix B

Second term of the time harmonic

total variance

In section 3.1 we showed that the time harmonic expression in Equation 2.21 pro-
vides a good approximation to the matched filtered scattered intensity. Equation
2.21, however, corresponds to only the first term of the total time harmonic variance,
given by Equation 2.20. Numerically, we haven’t been able to show that the first
term of Equation 2.20 dominates the total time harmonic variance. While the third
term of Equation 2.20 becomes negligible for a fine range increment and for several
realizations of the ocean environment, the second term is independent of the number
of realizations, and even for a fine range increment, dominates or is comparable to
the first term. This was not the case for the second term of the total matched filtered
variance given in Equation 2.18, where both the second and the third terms have
been shown to be negligible (Figures 3-5 and 3-6). We believe that the dominance of
the second term in Equation 2.20 is an artifact of the time harmonic approximation,
which cannot approximate a finite duration pulse and so cannot resolve a scattering
patch. Implementing the time harmonic approximation is effectively equivalent to
using a continuous wave CW waveform of infinite duration. We show in this Ap-
pendix that while a 1 second long CW waveform renders results similar to the linear
frequency modulated (LFM), increasing the duration of the CW signal reduces the

range resolution and consequently overestimates the second term in Equation 2.18 for
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the matched filtered variance.

The simulation in this :;mppendix was performed for an actual New Jersey conti-
nental shelf environment approximately 80 m deep. Monte Carlo simulations using
actual sound speed profiles have been run to randomize the waveguide and to al-
low computation of the total moments. The depth and range increments used were
dz = 0.4 m and dr = 3 m, respectively. The single element source and receiver were
collocated and situated at 50 m in depth. The integration patch Vg extended over
the top 10 m layers in depth, from 100 m to 5,500 m in range and over a 3° angle in
azimuth. The center frequency and bandwidth were 415 Hz and 50 Hz, respectively,

for all waveforms considered.
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Figure B-1: Real part (left) and source spectrum Q(f)? for 1 second long LFM (top),
CW (middle) and Gaussian (bottom) waveforms.

We first wish to study the effect that the choice of waveform has on the simu-
lated reverberation and in particular to determine whether the first term of the total
matched filtered variance dominates for all three waveforms. We consider the LFM
waveform typically used in experiments, along with the CW and Gaussian waveforms.

We keep the signal duration 7 constant to 1 second for all three waveforms. The real
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part of the time domain signal and the corresponding normalized spectra Q(f)? for
each waveform are depicted in Figure B-1. As expected, the CW and Gaussian wave-
forms have a much narrower bandwidth than the LFM. To obtain consistent results
for the simulated reverberation using all three waveforms, we normalize by the time-
bandwidth product 7B. Figure B-2 shows that, indeed, the simulated reverberation
level using the first term of the matched filtered variance given in Equation 2.19, is

consistent for the three waveforms.

Simulated reverberation level: 10 realizations

-80 T T T T T T :
: : —LFM
: : ; : _ —CW
QO I ----Gaussian |
-180

A1

Range (km)

Figure B-2: Simulated reverberation level using the first term of the matched filtered
total variance for 10 Monte Carlo simulations, after normalization by 7B, for LFM,
CW and Gaussian 1 second long broadband pulses centered at 415 Hz and with 50
Hz bandwidth.

While we confirmed that the three waveforms give consistent results, we also wish
to verify whether the second and third terms of the full matched filtered variance
given in Equation 2.18 are negligible compared to the first term. Figure B-3 shows
the total matched filtered variance and its three terms, for 10 Monte Carlo realizations,
for the LFM, CW and Gaussian waveforms. For all three waveforms, the first term
dominates, while the second and third terms are negligible. As the range resolution

Ar = 3%, where c is the sound speed and B is the bandwidth, the CW and Gaussian
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Total variance terms: LFM
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Figure B-3: Total matched filtered variance and its three terms, for 1 second LFM,
CW and Gaussian broadband pulses centered at 415 Hz with 50 Hz bandwidth.
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pulses, with much narrower bandwidth than the LFM, offer a worse range resolution.
This explains why the plots of the CW and Gaussian variance terms in Figure B-3 are
smoother than the corresponding LFM plots. As the signal duration 7 increases, the
range resolution of the CW waveform decreases even further. The two peaks in the
second term found at the end points of the patch due to discontinuity of the medium
could, then, overlap for a certain value of 7, causing the second term to be at the
level of the two peaks. The next part of the Appendix studies the behavior of the

second term as the duration 7 of the CW signal increases.

Second variance term: 1 realization
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Figure B-4: Second term of total variance (Equation 2.18) for 1 Monte Carlo simu-
lation, for CW pulses of 1 to 7 second duration, centered at 415 Hz and with 50 Hz

bandwidth.

To study the behavior of the second term as the duration 7 of the CW signal
increases, we only need to consider one realization of the ocean waveguide, as the
average level of the second term has been found to remain constant across realizations.
We consider CW pulses of durations 7 =1 to 7 s, and plot in Figure B-4 the second
term of the matched filtered variance (Equation 2.18) for each 7, for one realization
of the ocean waveguide. The figure shows that, as the signal time duration increases,

the peaks at the edges of the patch become wider, and begin to overlap. For a
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hypothetical CW pulse of infinite time duration, even if wrap-around would not be
problem and the time window for the fourier transform was large, the two peaks
would still overlap and form a monotonous curve, causing an apparent dominance of

the second term.
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Appendix C

Examples of calibration results for

each experiment and frequency
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C.1 New Jersey, 415 Hz

Implementation to New Jersey data, 415Hz, ping fora2003jd133t143135.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2003jd133t143135 at 415Hz
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Figure C-1: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen
for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level
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Figure C-2: New Jersey continental shelf: (top left) Polar plot of received normalized
pressure level by OAWRS at 14:31 EDT, on 13 May 2003. The grey diamond indicates
the source, located at 39.2312N, 72.8818W and operating at 390-440 Hz. The black
diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate origin, located at 39.2465N, 72.8626W,
with heading 346°E. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for
analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror beams, respectively. (top right)
Received normalized pressure level as beam time series. The black stars indicate
the beams chosen for analysis. The three magenta stars correspond to the beams
analyzed in Figures C-3 and C-4. (bottom left) Bathymetric map of the region with
depth contours at 60, 80 and 100m. The grey and white diamonds correspond to the
source and receiver, respectively. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams
chosen for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot of received normalized pressure with
overlain bathymetric contours.
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 25 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 35
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Figure C-3: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (mid-
dle), range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 30, 40 and 50,

indicated by magenta stars in Figure C-2 (top right).
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 25 Measured vs simulated reverbaration level for beam 35 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 45
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Figure C-4: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-3: comparison of measured
and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top); comparison
of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the original and
mirror beams (bottom).
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Figure C-5: Histogram of data-model differences for Figure C-6.
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Beam time series of measured reverberation
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Figure C-6: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).
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C.2 New Jersey, 925 Hz

Implementation to New Jersey data, 925Hz, ping fora2003jd124t155725.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2003jd124t155725 at 925Hz
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Figure C-7: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen
for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level Measured normalized pressure level beam time series
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Figure C-8: New Jersey continental shelf: (top left) Polar plot of received normalized
pressure level by OAWRS at 15:57 EDT, on 4 May 2003. The grey diamond indicates
the source, located at 39.2694N, 72.8630W and operating at 875-975 Hz. The black
diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate origin, located at 39.3108N, 72.9116W,
with heading 120°E. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for
analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror beams, respectively. (top right)
Received normalized pressure level as beam time series. The black stars indicate
the beams chosen for analysis. The three magenta stars correspond to the beams
analyzed in Figures C-9 and C-10. (bottom left) Bathymetric map of the region with
depth contours at 60, 80 and 100m. The grey and white diamonds correspond to the
source and receiver, respectively. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams
chosen for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot of received normalized pressure with
overlain bathymetric contours.
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Moasured vs simulated reverberaton level for beam 50

- = 100 — 100
a [ Moasured H = Measwred | = Measured ‘
% 110} |—Simulated || % -110 —simulted | % 110 — Simuated -
: e : ‘
8 1208 g 120 J
3. FREY ERT
2 3 a-
=
8- £ 100, ,i;
%— g -150+ 1 { E E
: £ £
3 g 160! -
E - ] g -170 = E

80— 4 -180 e -

5 10 15 20 25 5 10 15 20 5 ] 15
Range alang original beam (km) Range along original beam (km) Range along original beam (kmj
Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs smulated reverberaton level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50

-1007 T 1 -100 - —= 100 )
= | Measured = Measured \ = | Moasured |
%110 |~ Simulated § % -110 | Simuated || %110} ~ Simuated |
® ® | =
@ -120 @ -120 © @120
= 2 [ 2
3 E] k]
& LY L
£ i 5
2 i :
& & &
3" s g-160"
.E -é |
z \_ 2 2 |

-180 - - -180"

& 15 20 2

10 5 10 T 2
Range along mirror beam (km) Range along mirror beam (km)
Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs smuated reverberation level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50
-100 = = -100 = -100
= I Measured | = ‘ Moasured | & | Measured |
% 110 |——Simulated | % -110 —Simuated | % 110/ — Simuiated ||
: : :
@ - @ -120F g -120¢
z - = ‘
| B
1 2 0 g 130
3 b | L |
g - 1 E -140 ;;-uu
; % 1 -150¢ 'E -150+|’
& 2 :
% ; 160 g -160"
5 - ; g -A70r | g-wur
. 180! 10— o
20 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 10 15 20 25 30 »
Beam time (s) Beam time (3] Beam time (s}

Figure C-9: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (mid-
dle), range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 30, 40 and 50,
indicated by magenta stars in Figure C-8 (top right).
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation lavel for beam 50
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Figure C-10: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-9: comparison of mea-
sured and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top); com-
parison of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the orig-
inal and mirror beams (bottom).

Histogram of errors

Figure C-11: Histogram of data-model differences for Figure C-12.
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Beam time series of measured reverberation Polar plot of measured reverberation levels
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Figure C-12: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).
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C.3 New Jersey, 1325 Hz

Implementation to New Jersey data, 1325Hz, ping fora2003jd124t155135.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2003jd124t155135 at 1325Hz
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Figure C-13: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen
for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level Measured normalized pressure level beam time series
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Figure C-14: New Jersey continental shelf: (top left) Polar plot of received normalized
pressure level by OAWRS at 15:51 EDT, on 4 May 2003. The grey diamond indicates
the source, located at 39.2694N, 72.8630W and operating at 1250-1400 Hz. The black
diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate origin, located at 39.3140N, 72.9185W,
with heading 117°E. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for
analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror beams, respectively. (top right)
Received normalized pressure level as beam time series. The black stars indicate the
beams chosen for analysis. The three magenta stars correspond to the beams analyzed
in Figures C-15 and C-16. (bottom left) Bathymetric map of the region with depth
contours at 60, 80 and 100m. The grey and white diamonds correspond to the source
and receiver, respectively. The black and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen
for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot of received normalized pressure with overlain
bathymetric contours.
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50
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Figure C-15: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (mid-
dle), range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 30, 40 and 50,
indicated by magenta stars in Figure C-14 (top right).
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50
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Figure C-16: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-15: comparison of
measured and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top);
comparison of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the
original and mirror beams (bottom).

Histogram of errors

Figure C-17: Histogram of data-model differences for Figure C-18.
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Beam time series of measured reverberation Polar plot of measured reverberation levels
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Figure C-18: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).

100



C.4 Georges Bank, 415 Hz

Implementation to Georges Bank data, 415Hz, ping fora2006jd269t165140.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2006jd269t165140 at 415Hz
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Figure C-19: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen
for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level
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Bathymetric map Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level
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Figure C-20: Northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine: (top left) Polar
plot of received normalized pressure level by OAWRS at 11:58 EDT, on 26 September
2006. The grey diamond indicates the source, located at 41.8901N, 68.2134W and
operating at 390-440 Hz. The black diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate
origin, located at 41.8212N, 68.3368W, with heading 137°E. The black and magenta
stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror
beams, respectively. (top right) Received normalized pressure level as beam time
series. The black stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. The three magenta
stars correspond to the beams analyzed in Figures C-21 and C-22. (bottom left)
Bathymetric map of the region with depth contours at 100, 150 and 200m. The grey
and white diamonds correspond to the source and receiver, respectively. The black
and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot
of received normalized pressure with overlain bathymetric contours.
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 25

Measured vs simulated reverberation lavel for beam 37

Measured vs simulated reverberation lovel for beam 42
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Figure C-21: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (middle),
range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 25, 37 and 42 indicated
by magenta stars in Figure C-20 (top right).
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 25

Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 37
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Figure C-22: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-21: comparison of
measured and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top);
comparison of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the
original and mirror beams (bottom).

Histogram of errors

Figure C-23: Histogram of data-model differences for Figure C-24.
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Beam time series of measured reverberation Polar plot of measured reverberation levels
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Figure C-24: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).
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C.5 Georges Bank, 950 Hz

Implementation to Georges Bank data, 950Hz, ping fora2006jd278t025345.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2006jd278t025345 at 950Hz
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Figure C-25: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen

for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized reverberation level Measured normalized reverberation level beam time series
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Figure C-26: Northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine: (top left) Polar
plot of received normalized pressure level by OAWRS at 22:53 EDT, on 4 October
2006. The grey diamond indicates the source, located at 41.9696N, 68.3507W and
operating at 925-975 Hz. The black diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate
origin, located at 42.0776N, 68.2707W, with heading 153°E. The black and magenta
stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror
beams, respectively. (top right) Received normalized pressure level as beam time
series. The black stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. The three magenta
stars correspond to the beams analyzed in Figures C-27 and C-28. (bottom left)
Bathymetric map of the region with depth contours at 100, 200 and 300m. The grey
and white diamonds correspond to the source and receiver, respectively. The black
and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot
of received normalized pressure with overlain bathymetric contours.
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Measurad va simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50
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Figure C-27: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (mid-
dle), range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 35, 45 and 50,
indicated by magenta stars in Figure C-26 (top right).
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 30 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 40 Maasured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 50
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Figure C-28: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-27: comparison of
measured and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top);
comparison of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the
original and mirror beams (bottom).
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Beam time series of measured reverberation Polar plot of measured reverberation levels
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Figure C-29: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).
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C.6 Georges Bank, 1125 Hz

Implementation to Georges Bank data, 1125Hz, ping fora2006jd276t223615.

Inverted parameters for ping fora2006jd276t223615 at 1125Hz
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Figure C-30: Parameters obtained after fitting the model to
the data for each beam, in log scale. The red horizontal line
indicates the mean of the parameter values (log scale). Only
beams corresponding to relatively flat or downward sloping
bathymetry were included in the analysis. Endfire beams as
well as beams contaminated by clutter were also excluded.
The second half of the data and model time series were chosen
for calibration, as the model fails to predict well the data for
small ranges.
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Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level Measured normalized pressure level beam time series
50

-130
-140

- +-150

Beam time (s)

-160

Distance from receiver (km)
o

-170

-
50 2 > = 100
-40 -20 0 20 40 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
Distance from receiver (km) Sin of broadside angle
Bathymetric map Polar plot of measured normalized pressure level
50 e 0 50 -130
-50
-140
3 -100 k=%
3 £
5 ]
E -150 5 1150
E 200 ‘g 0
-~ =
3 280 8 -160
g g
a -300 a
-170
-350
50— -400 50 180
-40 20 0 20 40 -40 -20 20 40
Distance from receiver (km) Distance from receiver (km)

Figure C-31: Northern flank of Georges Bank in the Gulf of Maine: (top left) Polar
plot of received normalized pressure level by OAWRS at 18:36 EDT, on 3 October
2006. The grey diamond indicates the source, located at 42.2088N, 67.6892W and
operating at 1100-1150 Hz. The black diamond indicates the receiver, the coordinate
origin, located at 42.2305N, 67.8553W, with heading 177°E. The black and magenta
stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis, corresponding to the original and mirror
beams, respectively. (top right) Received normalized pressure level as beam time
series. The black stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. The two magenta
stars correspond to the beams analyzed in Figures C-32 and C-33. (bottom left)
Bathymetric map of the region with depth contours at 100, 200 and 300m. The grey
and white diamonds correspond to the source and receiver, respectively. The black
and magenta stars indicate the beams chosen for analysis. (bottom right) Polar plot
of received normalized pressure with overlain bathymetric contours.
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Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 35 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 45
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Figure C-32: Comparison of measured and simulated reverberation levels plotted
against: beam time (top), range from the receiver along the original beam (middle),
range from receiver along the mirror beam (bottom), for beams 35 and 45, indicated
by magenta stars in Figure C-31 (top right).

113



Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 35 Measured vs simulated reverberation level for beam 45
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Figure C-33: For the same beams as in the previous figure C-32: comparison of
measured and simulated reverberation time series after range/time averaging (top);
comparison of the monopole term before adding the reverberation intensities for the
original and mirror beams (bottom).
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Beam time series of measured reverberation Polar plot of measured reverberation levels
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Figure C-34: Beam time (left) and polar (right) plots of measured reverberation level
(top), simulated reverberation level (middle) and their difference (bottom).
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