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Abstract
Many recently published accounts that
compare wireless local area network (WLAN)

performance between 2.4 GHz and 5 GHz systems
make many claims regarding higher propagation
losses at 5 GHz as compared to 2.4 GHz. While it is
true that Friis’ formula dictates that propagation
losses will be 20Logio( 5.25/2.4 ) @6.8 dB higher at 5
GHz in the case of isotropic transmit and receive
antennas, propagation losses through most building
and home-construction materials are almost the same
for both frequency regimes.

An extensive materials-loss measurement
program was recently conducted at the University of
Southern California (USC) under contract with Magis
Networks. The program investigated propagation
loss using USC’s large on-campus anechoic chamber.
This report documents the measurement techniques
used and the results obtained. Aside from large
cement blocks and red bricks that displayed
somewhat more loss at 5 GHz than at 2.4 GHz (Table
3), losses for all other materials tested were very much
the same in both frequency regimes.

1. Measurement Goals

The experiment described in the following
pages was performed to investigate RF propagation
through different common building materials over a
range of frequencies. More specifically, to make a
comparison between the transmitted, reflected, and
absorbed energy in two frequency bands, the 2.2 - 2.4
GHz ISM and the 5.15-5.35 GHz UNII bands. Both
bands are specified for use in WLAN systems in the
IEEE 802.11 standards.

2. Prior Work

Materials characterization experiments fall
into two categories. The first category is tests
performed on composite materials, either in-situ
within buildings or custom built in the laboratory,
with the purpose of determining and modeling losses
through typical structures. These are consistently
free-space tests, which are generally performed with
standard gain horn antennas. Examples of materials
tested in a laboratory setting are glass, limestone, and
brick walls [1], concrete walls [2], and metal stud

walls with gypsum board [3]. In-situ tests have been
performed for building floors [4], as well as exterior
[5] and interior [6,7] walls.

The second type of tests are those performed
on homogenous materials, with the aim of
determining the precise complex permittivity of the
material, which can then be used in the calculation of
the theoretical loss through any composite. A number
of techniques have been developed, the most common
determine complex permittivity from measured
scattering parameters when the sample is placed in
the path of an electromagnetic wave traveling in a
waveguide, coaxial line [89], or free space
[10,11,12,13,14,15]. The technique used to measure the
RF energy varies depending on the type of material
and frequency range under consideration. An
overview of different techniques can be found in
[16,17,18] and a comparison of techniques in [19].

3. EM Testing

Many models have been developed for waves
propagating through structures and materials, both
homogenous [8,9] and composite [2,3]. Sophisticated
models for homogenous materials use internal multi-
reflection models and can determine the relative
permittivity of the material within a fraction of a
percent [9], while models for composite materials take
into account the optical grating effects of periodic
structures such as concrete blocks with webs and
voids, and interior walls with steel supporting studs
[20]. A first order approach to permittivity estimation
is taken here, using the dual assumptions of a planar
incident wave and infinite plane-parallel dielectric
material. Moreover, the permittivity is assumed to be
constant over the observed frequency range. For
composite structures an estimate of the effective
relative permittivity of the composite is made,
although the equations governing the behavior of
waves in composite structures are more complex than
for homogeneous material.

3.1 Electromagnetic Waves and Dielectric
Materials

The solution to the wave equations for a
transverse electromagnetic wave result in the
following descriptions for the field components of an
electromagnetic wave traveling in a homogenous
medium of impedance Z at time t and at a point in
space z [10],
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is the angular frequency of the wave, c is the speed of

light, M ,E are the relative permeability and

permittivity of the medium respectively, and IM,,€,

are the dielectric constant and magnetic permeability
of a vacuum.

For the remainder of this report we will
assume the use of non-magnetic materials, i.e.,
YT’} =1, therefore the phase and attenuation of an
electromagnetic wave passing through a homogenous
dielectric material in free space are fully determined
by their complex permittivity. The complex
permittivity can be written as,

~ . S .

e =e (1+j—)=e (1+ jtanT) where s is the
we,,

conductivity of the material, and tanq is known as

the loss tangent. If S =0, then g is purely real and

the wave undergoes only a phase shift and no
attenuation as it passes through the material.

3.2 Scattering Parameters

Any two port system can be modeled by 4
complex scattering parameters, which are functions of
the incident and reflected voltages at each port, refer
to Figure 1.

these complex scattering parameters, giving the
relationship between input and output electric fields,
from which we can calculate directly the transmitted
and reflected power of the network.

3.3 Determination of Relative Permittivity

For measuring the scattering parameters of a
dielectric material in free space, we can use the
equations in this section to calculate the relative
permittivity of the material, assuming a planar
incident wavefront and an infinite plane-parallel plate
dielectric slab. Imposing boundary conditions at the
interface of the dielectric material, that is, that the
tangential components of the electric and magnetic
fields must be continuous, we get a system of
equations relating the transmission and reflection
coefficients of the system, the electric fields, and the
dielectric properties of the material. Referring to
Figure 2, we have:

V. | .
Figure 2: Electric Field Components for a Plane
T,=S,= 2 Electromagnetic Wave Incident on an Infinite Plane
0 1oy . Dielectric Slab in Free-Space
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The power transmission and reflection coefficients are
then given by

-

:|Ro|2 ®)

and T+ R+ A=1, where A is the power coefficient
of absorption.

4. Measurement Technique

All measurements were performed in the
anechoic chamber facility at USC, eliminating
interference from outside sources and minimizing
multipath reflections. The antennas were a pair of
ETS Lindgren 3115 double-ridged guided horns, with
stated bandwidth of 1-18 GHz. The test setup was
similar to that used in [11], but scaled to suit the lower
frequencies under consideration here. The setup
consisted of an antenna in the “quiet zone” at each
end of the chamber, 16 feet apart, with the sample
holder 30 inches from the transmit antenna. The
sample holder was a 4'x4" frame of signal absorbing
material (SAM) facing the transmitter, with a 17”x17”
square cut in the center, corresponding to 2.9
wavelengths at 2GHz. The SAM frame is designed to
minimize diffraction around the sample. See Figure 3
for a schematic diagram of the set-up, and Figures 4,
5, and 6 for photographs.

Figure 3: Measurement Setup

An HP8720D Network Analyzer (ANA) was
used to measure the scattering parameters with each
material in the sample window, with the transmit
antenna connected to port 2, and the receive antenna
to port 1. The ANA was set up to sweep from 1 - 12
GHz in 801 steps, using an IF bandwidth of 30 kHz,
and averaging over 4 sweeps to reduce noise. The
frequency range was restricted by the antenna gain at
the low end and the capabilities of the feeding cables
at the high end. In fact, in the analysis in the next
section, only data up to 7GHz was deemed to be
reliable. Calibration was performed at the connection
points with the antennas, so the measured scattering
parameters are those of the cascaded network of
antennas and propagation path, where the
propagation path might include any or all of: line-of-
sight propagation through the material, diffraction at
the outside edges of frame and inside edges of sample
window, other multipath components reflected from
the test rig, and other objects in the chamber.

Figure 4: Transmit Antenna, Absorbing Frame and

Copper Reference Plate in Frame Window
=
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Figure 5: Test Rig and Receive Antenna

Figure 6: Sample Holder Test Rig and Transmit
Antenna

Two reference measurements were made, one
with the sample holder empty and one with a plate of
copper in the sample window, which were followed
by the measurement of all other materials. In the data
analysis section below, the reference measurements
are used under some invariance assumptions to
isolate the line-of-sight through material propagation
path from the other unwanted components of the
scattering parameter measurements.

An important parameter in the theoretical
model of Section 3 is the thickness of the sample
under test. The thickness of all samples was
measured using digital calipers or a micrometer.

5.  Analysis Method

As mentioned above, the data measured by
the ANA is the scattering parameters of the cascaded
network between antenna connection points. To
calculate the scattering parameters of the sample alone
we need to remove the effect of the antennas and any
unwanted propagation paths from the measurement.
We can effect this removal by using a combination of
subtraction of the reference measurements and time
domain gating.

If the scattering parameter of interest is
considered as a frequency domain transfer function
between two voltages, by taking the IFFT of the
gathered frequency data we get the effective “impulse
response” of that function.

X(FW(T) « x(t)* w(t) (6)

where X(f) is the infinite frequency transfer function,
W(f) is some window with amplitude zero outside of
the observed frequency range, X(t)= A’l{X( f )}
w(t) = A{W(f)}  are
transforms of their respective capitalized frequency
functions, and “*” denotes convolution. x(t) is the true
impulse response of the function under consideration,
but we observe only the convolution of it with the
function w(t). The width of w(t) will determine the
resolution with which we can distinguish discrete
events in the time domain - for example in S22
between reflection at the antenna and reflection from
the dielectric material. The width of w(t) is inversely
proportional to the width of W(f), therefore it is
desirable to observe as wide a frequency range as
possible. Given the time domain “impulse” response
of the parameter, we can compare the response of the
material under test to the response of the two
reference measurements - the empty frame and the
copper plate.  The first 10ns of the reflection
parameter impulse response for the copper plate are
shown overlaid on the response for the empty frame
in Figure 7, and the equivalent plot for 7mm plexiglass
is shown in Figure 8. A rectangular W(f) was used.

and inverse  Fourier
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Figure 7: Time Domain Reflection Response on
the Copper Place Compared to an Empty

Sample Window
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Figure 8: Time Domain Reflection Response
of Plexiglass Compared to an Empty
Sample Window
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In these plots the reflection due to the sample
is clearly distinguishable from the reflections due to
the cable-antenna and antenna-air mismatch, the latter
remaining constant in each measurement. Isolating
this reflection from the other events and transforming
it back into the frequency domain is done in three
steps. First, the baseline time domain response of the
empty frame is subtracted from the response of the
sample under test, as a first pass attempt to remove
unwanted reflections. Second, performance is
improved by subsequently multiplying the resulting
response by a time window that is zero outside of the
region where the sample response is observed to
deviate significantly from the baseline response, thus
entirely eliminating those reflections sufficiently
removed in time from the reflection due to the sample.
Finally, an FFT of the resulting baseline-removed,

time-windowed response is taken to get the frequency
response of the isolated sample. Mathematically,

y(t) = [(x) - b®))* wt)]a(t)

v =[(x(H)- B(hw(hcary 7

where b(t)*w(t) is the baseline empty frame response
and g(t) is the time domain window function. From
Equation (3) we see that to minimize distortion in the
frequency domain we should choose W(f) to be
rectangular and g(t) to be some shape that minimizes
ringing in the frequency domain. A Hamming
window was chosen for g(t). The duration of g(t) was
chosen to be just long enough to fully include the time
domain response of the copper plate, specifically from
the 630th to the 880th time domain sample. Because
multiplication by a window in the time domain results
in convolution by a window in the frequency domain,
the effective result is averaging over frequency. This
introduces some edge effects into the frequency
domain data where the window begins to extend
beyond the range of frequency data, reducing the
useful frequency range.

A similar procedure was used for the
transmission measurement, except there was no
baseline measurement for the Si» data, ie., no
measurement of the isolation between ports 1 and 2.
The greater propagation distances involved in an S
measurement result in lower amplitudes and greater
time separation for waves arriving by non-direct
propagation paths, therefore a baseline is at the least
less important for this case and can, in fact, increase
measurement error if insufficient noise averaging is
performed [21].

These procedures remove all unwanted
propagation paths from the observation, but the
remaining data still includes filtering due to the
antennas and free space propagation, as well as
reflection/transmission at the sample. To obtain the
response of the sample alone, we divide by the
response of the empty frame or copper plate for the
transmission and reflection data, respectively. In this
way, the empty frame is defined to have a
transmission coefficient of 1, the copper plate to have
reflection coefficient of 1, and the coefficients of all
other samples are determined relative to these.
Finally, because the transmission, reflection, and
absorption coefficients must sum to 1, we can
determine the absorption from the two calculated
parameters.

To verify the obtained frequency curves for
each material, we use the models relating scattering
parameters to relative permittivity and loss tangent
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described in Section 3. By finding the value of
complex permittivity that best fits the curve of the
transmission parameter, in a mean square error sense,
we can check that the shape of the obtained curve fits
the physical model of the system, and compare the
obtained complex permittivity to reference values in
the literature.

5.1 Sources of Error

There are many points in the measurement
and analysis where error can enter the data, although
every effort is made to minimize such error. In the
measurement of data, the most significant source of
potential error is the test rig itself. The substructure of
the rig is made from PVC, which will bend under
weight and even sag under its own weight over a
period of time, particularly when there are many
joints in the structure. The result being that the
position of sequential samples may not be exactly the
same relative to the antennas being used to measure
them. In addition, the test rig is not firmly attached to
the ground, and is therefore susceptible to accidental
movement in the placing and removal of sample
specimens.

There is also the question of transmitted
energy due to diffraction around the sample. In
several cases the unusual shape of the specimen made
it difficult to ensure that the test material was in
contact with the back of the frame on all sides,
allowing the possibility of significant wave
propagation around the sample. For materials where
the sample was constructed from a number of un-
bonded pieces, specifically the red brick, cinder block,
fiberglass, and 2x12 Fir lumber, there is also the
possibility of wave propagation through the air gaps
between pieces.

The test rig was placed close to the transmit
antenna in order to minimize distortion to the incident
wave due to blockage of the Fresnel zone, i.e.,
minimizing the effect of wave diffraction as it passes
through the window. However, the close proximity
makes it more difficult to isolate the reflected signal
due to the sample from the reflection due to the
antenna. Furthermore, the incident wave less closely
approximates a plane wave at the sample interface
than if the antenna - sample separation was greater.
The plane wave approximation is important when
comparing results to the theoretical model of Section
3.

We attempt to remove the unwanted artifacts,
such as antenna reflection, from the raw data by
subtracting the baseline measurement, and then

multiplying by a time window. Subtracting the
baseline measurement assumes that the response of
the system within the window is time-invariant,
except for the response due to the sample. However,
there will be some variation due to potential
movement of the test rig, as described above, and
variations that occur due to non-ideal cables and
connectors in the test setup. Windowing the data will
unavoidably include some of the residual baseline
variations and/or exclude the vestiges of the desired
data. The reflection parameter data in particular was
observed to be sensitive to the choice of window.

Division by the reference measurements to
determine the relative coefficients implicitly assumes
the network behaves linearly. That is, it assumes that
the combined effect of the antennas, free-space
propagation, and reflection at the sample can be
described as a time-invariant multiplication by a
complex gain function. This is, however, considered
to be a reasonable assumption.

Finally, the samples were generally not of
uniform thickness. The measured values described
below and used in the model are either sample, or
average thicknesses of the materials.

5.2 Results

Data was measured from 1 - 12GHz, however,
because of edge effects due to time domain
windowing, and lack of reliability due to cable losses
at higher frequencies, results are only reported for the
frequency range 2 - 7GHz.

The list of materials considered is given in.
The first material tested was the 7.1mm plexiglass, the
relative permittivity of which is known to be stable
over frequency and well reported in the literature.
Plots of the power transmission, reflection, and
absorption coefficients are shown in Figure 10. Note
that the theoretical curves for the transmission
coefficient match the observed value more closely
than those for the reflection coefficient, this is typical
for all the materials and is due to a number of factors.
Based on the equations in Section 3, it is possible to
estimate the relative permittivity of the material under
test using either the measured transmission or
reflection  coefficient. In general, using the
transmission coefficient to find relative permittivity
was found to provide a better subsequent match to the
reflection coefficient curve than vice versa, therefore
this was the method was used. Naturally, the match to
the curve on which the estimate was based is better.
In [19] it is suggested that use of the reflection
coefficient would be the optimal choice for high-loss
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materials, which we are not generally dealing with
here. Also, the value of the Sx is up to an order of
magnitude smaller than Sy, resulting in an increased
fractional variation due to observation and processing
noise. The absorption coefficient is generally an order
of magnitude smaller again, resulting in even more
variation in that curve. Missing data in the absorption
curve indicates calculated absorption of zero.

Table 1: Materials Under Test

the frequency range, whereas in reality the
permittivity of many materials is a function of
frequency. This can have significant effect on the
closeness of the fit between the measured and
estimated curves.

The calculated value of relative permittivity
and loss tangent for each material, and a comparative
reference value are shown in Table 2 on the next

page.

Material Comments Table 2: Relative Permittivities and Loss
Plexiglass | 7.1mm and 2.5mm thicknesses tested Tangents
Blinds Mini-blinds, .slats 25mm wide, 0.5mm thick. Material Est. Est. Reported | Reported | Ref.
- 22mm Openings. er tand er tand
Red brick Each brick approx. 203mm (w) x 51mm (h) x Plexiglass 271 | 3.20E- 259 5ol [10]
102mm (d). 17 stacked. (7. 1mm) 04
Carpet . Chgapest avallable,. 7.75mm thilck _ Plexiglass 550 | 937E- 559 o [10]
Ceiling tile | Typical of false ceilings in office buildings. (2.5mm) 03
. 14.7mm thick. . Blinds 5 96E-
Fabric Heaviest available upholstery, 1.13mm (closed) 3.49 05
: thick. : . Blinds 5.96E-
Fiberglass | R-13 for interior and exterior walls in warm (open) 1.96 05
climates, 890mm thick. Red brick 116E-
Glass Window glass, 2.5mm thick. (dry) 5.86 01
Drywall Nominally 12.8mm and 9mm, thinner Red brick 1.17E-
sample varied from 8.5mm to 9.9mm over (wet) 5.92 01
sample. Carpet 6.69E-
Light For fluorescent light bays in office buildings, (back) 1.31 04
cover approx 0.5mm wide diamond corrugations, Carpet 5.96E-
thickness varies between 2.3 — 2.7mm over (weave) 1.32 05
corrugations. Ceiling tile 1.44E-
Linoleum Cheapest available, 1.61mm thick. 1.32 02
Fir lumber | Two boards stacked vertically. E-field Fabric 5.96E-
perpendicular to grain, 37.7mm thick. 1.49 05
Particle 19mm thick Fiberglass 9.21E- 3.9 0.026 [10]
Board 1.02 04
Plywood 5 sheet plywood, total thickness 18.28 — Glass 2.60E- 4.05 0.0106 [22]
18.45mm over sample. 6.38 02
Tiles Tiles were approx. 10.8 x 10.8 x 7.3 mm, Drywall 1.11E-
glued to 12.8mm drywall with gaps grouted. (12.8mm) 219 02
Total thickness approx 21.2mm Drywall 4.25E-
Tar paper | 1.7mm thick. (9mm) 249 03
Cinder Blocks approx. 406mm (w) x 203mm (h) x Light
block 194mm (d) outside dimensions, construction cover 6.88E-
is 4 exterior “walls” and 1 cross member (front) 1.66 03
bisecting widest dimension, wall thickness Light
31-35mm. Three vertically stacked. cover 1.19E-
Diamond 5mm wide “v’-shaped ribs every 25mm, 8 (back) 1.64 02
mesh “diamonds” between them.  Diamonds Linoleum 6.31E-
approx. 13mm x 6mm. E-field perpendicular (back) 3.04 05
to ribs. Rib “v" depth 8.5mm, metal Linoleum 1.45E-
thickness 2mm. (front) 3.08 03
Stucco Concrete poured on diamond mesh. Fir 2.00E- 1738 0.022-0.26 | [23]
Orientation as above. Total thickness - 2.58 o1
25.75mm. Particle 1.10E- 2.7-3.07 0.07-0.09 [23]
Wire lath 51mm x 51mm spaced lattice of 16 gauge Board 270 o
wire (1.56mm), paper backed (0.95mm). Plywood 047 1%?5' L7 0.036 (22]
Stucco 4.45E-
It is important to note that the estimate of relative | (pack) 730 01
permittivity was chosen to provide the best fit across | Stucco 1.07 | 4.29E-
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band of interest, and the difference in coefficient
between frequencies.

Material | Est. Est. Reported | Reported | Ref.
er tand er tand
(front) 01
Tiles 5.88E-
3.08 02
Tar paper 3.86E-
247 02
P T
‘ T Thatroteareurve for best fits,
05l Theoretical curve for Dubllahed €
A \ -
16 -
2l
2.6 -
2 3 4 5 8 7 o
R
ol T RTDSBIUNS for best 7t .
Theoretical curve for Wblhhed 5,

ol —— sample observed
Therstical curve for best fits,

Theoretical curve for published €,

N

2 3 4 5 5 7

x 10°

Figure 10: Transmission, Reflection and Absorption
Coefficients for 7.1mm Plexiglass

For the wood products, the parameters are a
strong function of moisture content and a range of
reference values for 0-30% moisture content is given.
For materials tested in more than one orientation, the
side indicated in brackets () is the side facing the
transmit antenna.

In Table 3, the transmission and reflection
coefficient of each material is given at 2.3GHz and
5.25GHz, along with the center frequencies of each

Table 3: Transmission and Reflection
Coefficients at 2.3GHz and 5.25GHz
Material T (dB) R (dB)
2.3 5.25 A 2.3 5.25 A
GHz GHz GHz GHz
Plexiglass
(7.1lmm) -0.3560 | -0.9267 | 0.5707 | -12.23 | -5.65 -6.5753
Plexiglass -
(2.5mm) -0.0046 | -0.2041 | 0.1994 | -21.69 | 13.25 | -8.4470
Blinds -
(closed) -0.0016 | 0.0020 | -0.0035 | -30.97 | 20.39 | -10.578
Blinds -
(open) 0.0137 | 0.0315 | -0.0178 | -44.23 | 46,95 | 2.7210
Red brick
(dry) -4.4349 | -14.621 | 10.186 | -12.53 | -8.98 -3.5459
Red brick
(wet) -4.5119 | -14.599 | 10.087 | -12.52 | -9.41 -3.1185
Carpet
(back) -0.0361 | -0.0318 | -0.0044 | -25.19 | -15.8 -9.4080
Carpet
(weave) -0.0271 | -0.0056 | -0.0214 | -26.94 | -18.7 | -8.2710
Ceiling
tile -0.0872 | -0.1795 | 0.0923 | -21.07 | -18.7 | -2.3470
Fabric 0.0216 | 0.0133 | 0.0083 | -41.70 | -30.1 -11.570
Fiberglas
3 -0.0241 | -0.0340 | 0.0099 | -39.40 | -28.8 -10.581
Glass -0.4998 | -1.6906 | 1.1908 | -11.29 | -4.9 -6.3446
Drywall
(12.8mm) | -0.4937 | -0.5149 | 0.0211 | -12.11 | -11.5 -0.6390
Drywall
(9mm) -0.5095 | -0.8470 | 0.3376 | -12.03 | -8.87 | -3.1596
Light
cover
(front) -0.0040 | -0.0533 | 0.0494 | -28.47 | -20.0 -8.4490
Light
cover
(back) -0.0070 | -0.0532 | 0.0462 | -28.07 | -18.8 -9.2390
Linoleum
(back) -0.0186 | -0.1164 | 0.0977 | -26.05 | -17.3 -8.7610
Linoleum
(front) -0.0198 | -0.1278 | 0.1081 | -23.69 | -16.0 -7.6690
Fir
lumber -2.7889 | -6.1253 | 3.3364 | -17.45 | -14.8 -2.6890
Particle
Board -1.6511 | -1.9508 | 0.2997 | -8.59 -14.1 5.5359
Plywood | -1.9138 | -1.8337 | -0.0801 | -9.05 -30.5 21.422
Stucco
(back) -14.582 | -13.906 | -0.6760 | 0.62 0.04 0.5785
Stucco
(front) -14.863 | -13.235 | -1.6280 | -2.38 -9.24 6.8587
Tiles -2.2163 | -1.4217 | -0.7946 | -6.24 -14.9 8.6093
Tar paper | -0.0956 | -0.1341 | 0.0385 | -28.88 | -17.8 | -11.067
Cinder
block
(dry) -6.7141 | -10.326 | 3.6119 | -7.67 -6.13 -1.5324
Cinder
block
(wet) -7.3527 | -12.384 | 5.0313 | -5.05 -7.55 2.5080
Diamond
mesh -20.985 | -13.165 | -7.8200 | -0.53 0.89 -1.4216
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Material T (dB) R (dB)
2.3 5.25 A 2.3 5.25 A
GHz GHz GHz GHz
Wire lath
(paper) -1.2072 | -0.7044 | -0.5028 | -6.38 -10.9 | 4.6015
Wire lath
(wire) -1.2136 | -0.3404 | -0.8732 | -8.01 -21.8 | 13.764

Plots of T,R and A for some materials are
presented below, the remainder can be found in the
Appendix.

Plots for the bricks are shown in Figure 11.
The bricks showed a linear increase (in dB) in
absorption over frequency, with a relatively constant
degree of reflection. The periodicity in the curves is a
function of the thickness of the sample in this, and
later figures. Lack of precise alighment in periodicity
between the observed and theoretical curves can be
attributed to imperfect estimation of the sample’s
thickness.

T
or —— sample observed
Theoretical curve for best fits
5+
-10 -
5
]
g
8
g =18 -
a
20 |
25 |
I I I I I !
2 3 5 8 7
frequency x10°
R
—— sample observed
U Theoretical curve for best fite,
5+
E
2
3 \
:
10 -
-15
I I I I I I
2 3 4 5 8 7
frequency x10°

—— sample observed
Theoretical curve for best fit £

Al N \//

St L L L L L L
2 3 4 5 6 7
frequency x10°

Figure 11: Coefficients for Red Brick

The sample consisted of 17 bricks stacked in
the window opening, with damp paper towels filling
the gaps between them, see Figure 12.

B o
Figure 12: Sample of Red Brick, Front and Rear
Views
The sudden change near 2.5GHz might be
attributable to the fact that this is the resonant
frequency of water. Adding a “thin water film” to the
front surface of the bricks did not significantly alter

02002 Magis Networks, Inc.
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the curves, as demonstrated by the figures in Table

3.The ceiling tile is of the kind typically found in office

buildings, plots of the coefficients are in Figure 13.
T
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Figure 13: Coefficients of Ceiling Tile

The ceiling tile is shown in the test rig in Figure 14.

Figure 14: Ceiling Tile Test Setup

The fiberglass sample was devised from two
R13-rated, 3.5 inch thick blocks, placed side by side, as
shown in Figure 15. Its recommended use is for
interior walls and exterior walls in warm climates. It
showed a particularly poor match to the estimated
and reference permittivity curves, shown in Figure 16.

Figure 15: Fiberglass
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Figure 16: Fiberglass Coefficients

The reference curve, with relative permittivity
taken from [10], is specifically for fiberglass with 40%
glass. The glass content of the fiberglass in this case is
not known. The measured complex permittivity was
1.02(14j0.0009), indicating very little resistance to
wave propagation and low reflection values. The
large decibel deviation in reflection coefficient
between measured and theoretical curves can be
explained by the increased fractional error at low
power, as discussed above.
The drywall demonstrated very little change in
transmitted power across the frequency range, as
shown in Figure 17 for the 13mm sample.
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Figure 17: 12.8mm Thick Drywall Coefficients

The deviations in reflected power and lack of
corresponding deviations in transmitted power near 3
and 5 GHz are unexplained, however, they are
apparent in the drywall samples of both thicknesses,
and the sample of bathroom tiles glued to a different
13mm drywall sample. (see Appendix).

The sample of Fir lumber was composed of
two stacked blocks of 18w x 12h x 2d inches, sealed
with damp paper towels, refer to Figure 18.

E10589
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The coefficient curves are shown in Figure 19.
As mentioned above, the relative permittivity for
wood varies greatly depending on moisture content
[23]. The reference curve used in these figures
assumed a moisture content near 0. The estimated
curve suggests the actual moisture content is closer to
20%, perhaps enhanced by the presence of the damp
paper between blocks. The presence of nulls in the
reflection coefficient is a function of the sample
thickness.  The reduction in transmitted power
between 2.3 and 5.25 GHz is over 3dB.

The plywood demonstrated similar nulls in
the reflection coefficient, however, the location of the
null is close to 5.3GHz, corresponding to half a
wavelength in the 18mm plywood, and therefore an
over 20dB reduction in reflected power from 2.3 to
525 GHz. Note that at the reported permittivity of
1.7, as given in Table 2, the half wavelength null
would be at 6.4GHz. Once again, the permittivity is a
function of moisture content.

Figure 18: 2" Fir Lumber Sample
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Figure 19: Coefficients of 2" Fir lumber
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ul plots below are for the front facing measurement. For
plots of the diamond mesh on its own see the
e Appendix.
18 | The small size of the gaps in the diamond
20 mesh cause it to reflect more energy at lower

frequencies. The stucco also displayed this behavior,
as shown in Figure 22. However, the stucco features a
null in the reflection coefficient that is not present in
the diamond mesh alone, probably from the standing
wave effects due to the thickness of the sample, as
mentioned previously.

frequency x10°

Figure 20: Coefficients of Plywood

The stucco sample is 1 inch thick concrete on a
backing of steel diamond mesh, see below. In the
figure the diamond mesh (back) side of the stucco is
facing the transmitter, however, the T
ol

Power coefficient
&
T

5
frequency x10°
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Figure 22: Coefficients of Stucco (front)

The combination of these effects results in
little difference in transmitted power between 2.3 and
5.35 GHz, compared to the difference due to the
diamond mesh alone.

The most complex sample is the cinder block.
The large size of the blocks made it impossible to fit
enough onto the sample platform to fill the window,
however, the window was covered to within an inch
on either side. To temporarily reduce the lateral
window size, absorber material was inserted on each
side. The empty frame was also re-measured with the
smaller window and used as a reference for the cinder
block measurement. The new measurement set up is
shown in Figure 23.

E10589

Figure 23: Modified Window Measurement Setup
for Cinder Block with Added Absorber Material

The coefficient curves are shown in Figure 24.
The plane-parallel plate model used for other
materials is not suitable for the complex structure of
the blocks [2], and no attempt was made to model the
behavior. The curves reflect the expected periodicity
in response due to the physically periodic structure of
the material. The resulting difference between the 2
and 5 GHz bands is approximately 3dB.
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Figure 24: Coefficient Curves for the Cinder Block

6. Conclusions

Twenty materials, both homogenous and
composite, have been studied to determine the
variation in transmitted and reflected energy over
frequency. The difference in behavior between the
2.2-24GHz and 5.15-5.35GHz bands is of particular
interest. In order to verify the observed behavior, the
measured data was used to calculate the relative
permittivity and loss tangent of each material and the
observed behavior compared to that of a common
plane-parallel plate physical model. In most cases the
observed and modeled behavior matched well,
although for many materials reference values of
relative permittivity and loss tangent to use as a
further check have not been found.

For most materials, the decrease in
transmitted power between 2.3 and 5.25 GHz is less
than 1 dB, the exceptions being red brick (10.1dB),
glass (1.2dB), 2 inch Fir lumber (3.3dB), cinder block
(3.6dB), and stucco (increased 1.6dB). The variation in
reflected power is more variable in a relative sense,
due to the generally lower reflected energy. Reflected
energy also shows a strong frequency dependence
that is a function of the thickness of the sample, as
well as its permittivity.

7. Looking Ahead

An upcoming Magis white paper will utilize
the results of this report,, in addition to other theory
and field measurements, to develop a number of
advantages that operation at 5 GHz has over
operation at 24 GHz. These advantages go well
beyond spectrum issues (e.g., microwave ovens,
2.4GHz cordless phones, etc.) that are problematic at
2.4 GHz. Range and throughput performance results
in non-line-of-sight case studies will be reported that
far exceed the performance reported to date for
802.11a and 802.11b systems.
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Figure 27: Carpet (Back)
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Figure 29: Diamond Mesh (for Stucco)
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Figure 33: Paper Backed Wire Lath (for Stucco, Wire

Side)
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Figure 34: Linoleum (Back)
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Figure 35: Linoleum (Front)
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