Dear Editers and Reviewers:

Thanks for your hard work towards my paper, the following are my answers to the reviewer comments.

Comments of Reviewer A: 
Type of paper: 
Research Paper

Novelty:

1. The work appears to be original.

2. Same authors have published associated work "CLASSIFICATION OF AIRCRAFT TARGETS WITH SURVEILLANCE RADARS BASED ON FUZZY FRACTAL FEATURES"  in Progress In Electromagnetics Research M, Vol. 29, 65-77, 2013.

3. Use of random walk technique is a valid assumption.

4. Principles, methods and findings are satisfactory and application oriented.

Abstract: Proper and specific summary of objectives, contents, major results, and conclusions:

The abstract is concise and complete.

Introduction: Adequate discussion of need and purpose of the work and its relation to prior work.: 

1. The authors have used the term Aircrafts. Recommended to replace with Aircraft. (same for plural)
We have corrected it.

2. JEM is jet engine modulation. Therefore 'JEM modulation' needs to be replaced with JEM.
We have corrected it.

Content: Adequate definition of assumptions, inputs, test conditions, results, analysis, conclusions, etc., Overall relevance and revision needed for conciseness, clarity, and/or completeness.: 

The flow of information is clear and satisfactory. Following suggestions are made:

1. Fluctuation analasis (abbr. FA) may be corrected to (FA). (in para 2)
We have corrected it.

2. Fractional Brownian motion (abbr. FBM) may be corrected to (FBM). (in para 2)
We have corrected it.

3. In para 3, aircrafts may be replaced with aircraft.
We have corrected it.

4. In para 3.1 and Figure 1 and 5, the curve is between lbF(q)(m) and lbm. These terms may be explained. Normalization, if done may also be explained.
We have added some explanations in the revised manuscript.

5. In para 3.1, the authors may be requested to comment on the expected variations in the results if PRF is increased and pulse width is lowered.
We have commented it in the revised manuscript.

6. JEM modulation in para 4.1 may be replaced with JEM.
We have corrected it.

7. Last two sentences of para 4.2 may be reworded by avoiding use of 'we'.
We have corrected it.

Figures and Tables : 
1. Clarity of Figure 4 and Figure 6 need improvement.
We have improved on these two figures.

2. Resizing of figures may be considered.
We have resized all the figures in the revised manuscript.

References:
The style may be modified to DSJ style as per guidelines to authors.

We have adjusted all the references according to the requirements.

Rating of the Paper on different parameters: 

Technical Content: 
Good

Importance to Field: 
Very Good

Conciseness of the presentation: 
Good

Style and Clarity: 
Good

Completeness: 
Good

Comments of Reviewer B: 
Type of paper: 
Research Paper

Novelty:
The paper has utilized multifractal theory for analyzing the aircraft's echo from low resolution radars. An attempt has been made using random walk and incremental theory to conclude the present result.

Abstract : 
Authors have concluded that the random walk process is a better technique for identification of aircraft and for its classification.

Introduction: 

In the second paragraph, authors have mentioned that there are several theoretical models for aircraft echoes from LR radar. However, authors have not discussed whether the current multifractal technique has been used by others or not. I have come across some of the article which uses the similar technique for the identification of the aerial vehicles. Authors should perform the literature survey and add the relevance references in the revised manuscript. 
We have added some relevant references according to the reviewer’s opinion in the revised manuscript. 

Do authors have used any specific tools for the simulation of data?
We haven’t use any specific tools for the simulation of data, and all the echo data we used are real-recorded.
Content: 
What is "m" and how the H(q) can be define, need further clarity.
We have explained the meaning of m in the revised manuscript.

In section 2, no relevance references have been provided. How the Wiener-Khinchin theorem will be derived and how the equations (5) and (6) will be obtained from them, need further clarity.
We have added the relevant contents in the revised manuscript.

In section 3.1 lbF^(q)-(m) is specifically for q=2 which need to be corrected in Figure 1.
We have corrected it.

Why 2^3 to 2^6 has been considered why not on the lower side which looks more linear to me as per the data provided in the Fig 1. Author must re do the analysis using the data suggested for further confirmation.Why the sudden overlap in the data of Figure 1 for civil vs. fighter aircraft at higher value of lbm? What is the criteria used for selection of lbm limit and q?
We have answered the above questions in the revised manuscript.

Authors have mentioned that "Figure 3 we can see, in the conditions of a lesser q values............... has better discrimination ability for different types of aircraft targets." However, by looking at the data points of Figure 3, it does not make much sense if you select the lower q or higher. As the absolute difference between the two targets are almost same. It is suggested to plot figure 4 for atleast another two set of data (for example H(2) Vs. H(3) H(3) Vs. H(4) etc.).
We have adjusted Fig. 3 and renewed the relevant content in the revised manuscript.

The justification of alpha between 0.2 to 0.5 from Figure 4 is not correct. As it can be seen that H(1) has bunch of larger values between 0.5 and 0.6.
We have renewed the relevant content in the revised manuscript.

Why the Figure 6 has not been plotted as Figure 4 for incremental process? The figure 6 need to be redrawn as similar fashion as figure 4. It is difficult to interpretate the results from Figure 6. Hence, No conclusion can be drawn which technique is better for target identifications.
We have adjusted Fig. 4 and renewed the relevant content in the revised manuscript.

Why the values of H(q) vs. q in Figure 3 and Figure 5 are over changed for different targets? The civil aircraft has higher H(q) in Figure 3 whereas it is reverse in Figure 5?
We think this question is mainly caused by the integral step in the modeling process using the incremental process. Radar echoes from civil aircraft often have more abundant sections with high frequency than those from fighter aircraft. This step is equivalent to a low-pass filter, and it will eliminate the sections with high frequency in the echoes and give more influence on fractal characteristics of return signals from civil aircraft.

As the authors have performed preprocessing for data extraction, it would always better to compare the results without filtering the data and with filtering. It is recommended that Table 1 can be modified with extra data of with performing any preprocessing and the effect of individual techniques on the target identifications.

We have carried out the comparison in the revised manuscript.

Figures and Tables :
Figure 1 need to be lbF(2)
We have corrected it.

References : 
Few references on the multispectral analysis for target identifications which are missing need to be added in the revised manuscript.
We have added some relevant references according to the reviewer’s opinion in the revised manuscript. 

Rating of the Paper on different parameters: 

Technical Content: 
Needs Improvement

Importance to Field: 
Very Good

Conciseness of the presentation: 
Good

Style and Clarity: 
Good

Completeness: 
More work is to be required.

Additional Comments for Author(s): 
The revised manuscript need to be reviewed again with the modifications as mentioned above, before accepting for the publication in the Defence Science Journal.

