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Fig. 4-18. C-124 shadowing viewed from K AZ antenna.
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*
tests.

2. The use of an identical parked aircraft and pole tests at
a standard location helped reduce some of the experi-
mental condition variance -- however, there were still
runway layout/profile differences.

3. The principal error mechanism for the scanning beam
receivers was the same as that which arises with the
proposed TRSB receiver; namely, dwell gate shifts due to
the beam envelope distortion.

4, It is not clear how the error mechanism for the Doppler
receivers tested compares to that of the proposed DMLS
implementation. Hazeltine, using a zero crossing counter
which discards the scan amplitude information, had by far
the worst performance.

5. The shadowing aircraft location is probably unrealistic
operationally since all the US contractors had deemed
that location to be a part of the critical area for the
azimuth array.

6. From a comparison of the US Phase II scanning beam and
Doppler scan shadowing data, one might conclude that
Doppler was more susceptible to such effects than scan-
ning beam. However, it is felt that differences in test

condition were too great to warrant drawing any definite
conclusions.

E. Comparative Simulations of DMLS and TRSB**
In the preceding sections, we have seen that there were considerable
experimental condition differences in the shadowing field tests. These dif-

ferences included:

*For example, the C-124 fuselage height is greater than the total height of
the BAC-111.

**The DLS technique was not considered in these simulations because the scena-
rio geometry was such (shadowing obstacle in the near field of the 90X linear
array) that the propagation model used for AWOP WG-A studies would not be
valid.
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