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Abstract. Performance degradation and ‘irgeﬁuyn? faults are important indicators of airborne radar health state. Tradition-
al airborne radar health state assess%qgf mg'tkpds lack monitoring indicators at the overall system level and fail to compre-
hensively consider performapceQe adatiopr and intermittent faults, and it is difficult for the traditional BIT circuit to monitor
intermittent faults. Aimir]g at the a%qveengineering problems, this paper puts forward a method based on t{]& nel cali-
bration circuit, combiningthe channel calibration simulation technology. the normal cloud model and HM })lﬁd a health
state assessment process. First, the channel errors and intermittent faults are analyzed to obtai fou&kﬁqci:sbf correction co-
efficients, thus estal shing®thedsimulation process of errors and intermittent fault injection. The \qséd’on the normal cloud
model. the sarhglz&a;i 'ce of the correction coefficients is used to represent the health staté‘éf thelradar system. a unified
health motle ie\p posed, and the HMM topology and parameter desigh method are given. Fi{ma y, the data-driven evalua-
tion process i ;ﬁablished and its application studied. The simulation experiment v?'iﬂssfﬁbé feasibility of the errors and in-
termittent fault simulation process and the validity of the health state evaluation mamoﬁy?eaching an assessment accuracy of
over 95% . The application case shows that the proposed method is feasib&a{S\a@%olve the problem of health state evalu-

ation of airborne radars in engineering.
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