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Abstract

Boundary conditions involving higher order derivatives are presented for
simulating surfaces whose reflection coefficients are known analytically, numerically or
experimentally. Procedures for determining the coefficients of the derivatives are
discussed, along with the effect of displacing the surface where the boundary
conditions are applied. Provided the coefficients satisfy a duality relation, equivalent
forms of the boundary conditions involving tangential field components are deduced,
and these provide the natural extension to non-planar surfaces. As an illustration, the
simulation of metal-backed uniform and three layer dielectric coatings is given. ltis
shown that fourth order conditions are capable of providing an accurate simulation for
the uniform coating at least a quarter of a wavelength in thickness. Provided, though,
some comprise in accuracy is acceptable, it is also shown that a third order condition

may be sufficient for practical purposes when simulating uniform coatings.
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(a) H-polarization, (b) E-polarization.

Maximum allowed thickness vs |N| for a metal-backed dielectric layer
modelled using the 4th order boundary conditions at y = 1+, with a 2-degree
phase (and/or 2 percent amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and

e = 7 with ¢ = 90 degrees. Results are indistinguishable for H- and
E-polarizations.
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phase (and/or 2 percent amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and
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Maximum allowed thickness vs |N| for a metal-backed layer modelled using
the Ist and 2nd order GIBC with a 10-degree phase (and/or 10 percent
amplitude) error. Curves shown are for € = 2 and € = 7 with incidence at 30

degrees from grazing (a) H-polarization 2nd order GIBC. (b) H-polarization
1st order GIBC.

Maximum allowed thickness vs. |N| for a metal-backed layer modelled using
the 1st and 2nd order GIBC with a 10-degree phase (and/or 10 percent

amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and € = 7 with incidence at 55

degrees from grazing (a) H-polarization 2nd order GIBC. (b) H-polarization
1st order GIBC.

Maximum allowed thickness vs. [N| for a metal-backed layer modelled using
the 1st and 2nd order GIBC with a 10-degree phase (and/or 10 percent
amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and € = 7 with incidence at 70

degrees from grazing (a) H-polarization 2nd order GIBC. (b) H-polarization
1st order GIBC.

Maximum allowed thickness vs. |N| for a metal-backed layer modelled using
the 1st and 2nd order GIBC with a 10-degree phase (and/or 10 percent
amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and € = 7 with incidence at 30
degrees from grazing (a) H-polarization 2nd order GIBC. (b) H-polarization
1st order GIBC.
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the 1st and 2nd order GIBC with a 10-degree phase (and/or 10 percent

amplitude) error. Curves shown are for e = 2 and € = 7 with incidence at 70
degrees from grazing (a) H-polarization 2nd order GIBC. (b) H-polarization
1st order GIBC.

Maximum allowed thickness vs. |N| for a metal-backed layer modelled using
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I.  Introduction

The use of non-metallic materials, possibly in the form of a non-uniform or
multilayer coating applied to a metallic substrate, has made necessary the
development of methods for simulating material effects in scattering. This is important
in the analytical treatment of canonical geometries and also for the efficient generation
of numerical solutions.

A possible approach is to employ approximate boundary conditions [1], and
the impedance (or Leontovich) boundary condition [2] has been widely used for this
purpose. But this condition allows only one degree of freedom through the single
surface impedance assumed, and there are limits to the surface properties that can be
simulated in this manner. The inclusion of higher order derivatives of the field
components on the surface increases the flexibility, and leads to a hierarchy of
boundary conditions as discussed in this paper. The first order version is equivalent
to the standard impedance condition. An example of the second order version was
developed by Weinstein [3] and in [4,5] to simulate thin dielectric layers with and
without a metal backing. The conditions have also been used [6,7] to simulate a
perfectly absorbing surface in a finite element analysis of exterior scattering problems.

In the general version considered here the boundary conditions were first
employed by Karp and Karal [8] to study the surface waves supported by dielectric
coatings. For a planar surface the conditions involve the normal derivatives of the
normal field components, and it is shown here how they can be used to model the
reflection coefficient of the surface. The required order of the condition increases with
the complexity of the surface being modelled, and the effect of displacing the surface

where the boundary condition is enforced is also discussed. To extend the resulting
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conditions to a non-planar surface, they are first expressed in terms of the tangential
components of the field, requiring the enforcement of duality. This is the same
procedure used in the case of the standard (first order) impedance condition [1, 9], and
it is then found that one effect of the higher order derivatives is to make the conditions
less local in character through the inclusion of tangential field derivatives.

To illustrate the application of these conditions, the problem of a planar
metal-backed uniform dielectric layer is examined in detail. By expanding the known
reflection coefficient, boundary conditions up to the fourth order are derived. ltis
shown that even for a layer thickness as large as a quarter wavelength, fourth order
conditions applied at the upper surface of the layer provide an excellent simulation for
all angles of incidence, and their accuracy is determined. Of course, such higher order
conditions are not without disadvantages, and their use in analytical and numerical

work is discussed.

2. Boundary Conditions for a Planar Surface

In terms of the Cartesian coordinates x, y, z, the region y < 0 is occupied by a
laterally homogeneous material which may, however, be stratified or have properties
varying in depth. For any field incident on this medium we seek a boundary condition
which can be applied at the surface y = 0 and will accurately reproduce the field in

y 20.



The boundary conditions proposed are

where k is the free space propagation constant and a time factor e-iot has been

assumed and suppressed. fm and l"m are constants which are chosen to reproduce

the desired scattering properties of the surface, and since a knowledge of E, or H,

alone is not in general sufficient to determine an electromagnetic field, the constants
cannot be chosen independently of one another.
By expanding out the product factors, the boundary conditions (1) can be

written in the alternative but equivalent form

M

am am
2 —m —mE=0
m=0 (ik) dy

2)

M' 1

a m
2 mm irrTHy=0
m0 (k) oy

where a,, and ap,' can be expressed in terms of fm and fm' by equating the

coefficients of like derivatives. As an example, for M = M' = 3,

ao=|—1l—2|—3 y 31 =I'1|.2+I-2[-3+|—3I-1 y

a,=ly+lp+ly =1



When M = M' = 1 with f; = 1/[,, the conditions are equivalent [1] to impedance
boundary conditions for a surface with normalized impedance ﬂ. They can, therefore,
be regarded as generalizations of the standard impedance boundary condition that
allow the simulation of a greater variety of material properties through the inclusion of
additional derivative factors.
If the plane wave
i -k (xcoso+y sin)

Ey=e

is incident on a surface y = 0 at which the boundary conditions (1) are imposed, the

implied reflection coefficient is

M

M l—m - sing 2 (-1)m a_ sin”" o

R . _. m=0
(0) Hrm+sm¢ ZM‘, - 3)
a_sin
m=0 m ¢

with an analogous expression for the reflection coefficient R' (¢) associated with the

component Hy. The special case fm =1, m=1,2, .., M, constitutes a model of a

perfectly absorbing surface [2]. We then have

2M
R (0) = - tan (% %) ,

and as M increases, there is an increasing range of angles about ¢ = /2 (normal

incidence) where R is effectively zero.



More generally, the constants fm and r;n can be determined from a knowledge

of the actual reflection coefficient of the surface, and some possible procedures are as
follows:

(i) If analytical expressions for the reflection coefficients are available,

expansion in the form (3) leads immediately to the identification of fm and [ m :

(i) The constants can be chosen to recover the poles of the analytical

expressions, but this may produce a less accurate simulation if the reflection

coefficient is not a ratio of polynomials in sino.

(i) From computed or measured data for the reflection coefficients, fm and

[ m can be obtained by curve fitting. Although this could be adequate in any given
case, it would not reveal the dependence on the material parameters of the surface.

A few simple examples of a reflection coefficient R (¢) are sufficient to
illustrate these procedures. In general, a plane wave reflection coefficient can be

written as

where n (¢) is an angle-dependent surface impedance. If n =7, independent of

angle, the corresponding boundary condition has [; = ny with[ ., = 0 for m > 1, and this

is the standard impedance boundary condition [2]. Alternatively, if



n(¢) =n, +n, sin” 0

then

with fm =0 form > 2. As another example of procedure (i), if

n(0) = coso
then for ¢ < /4 we can write (¢) = 1 - 1/2 sin2 ¢ without significant loss of accuracy, in
which case [ = 0.732 and[, = -2.732 with [, = 0 for m > 2. For ¢ > n/4 we can set
o =1/2 - ¢ and use the same approximation for cosa. Alternatively, using procedure

(ii), it is found that if 0 < Re. ¢ < 7/2, R(¢) has a single pole at sin¢ = 0.707 = - ﬂ. The
resulting first order boundary condition is obviously not as accurate as the second
order one given by procedure (i).

In addition to modelling a reflection coefficient, the generalized boundary

conditions (1) allow some flexibility in the location of the surface where they are
enforced. To show this, consider a surface y = 0 at which the reflection coefficient is

R(9). The corresponding reflection coefficient at y = 1 is then R(¢) exp (2ikt sin¢), and

since



i 1,2 .2
eZiktsinq)_ 1+ ikt sm¢+§(kx) Sin" ¢+ ..

, (5)

1 - iktsing + %(kr)2 sin2 o- ...

the phase factor can be simulated using additional derivative factors in the boundary

condition. In particular, if kt is so small that terms O {(kt)2} can be neglected, one more

derivative factor suffices with f1 = i/kt, whereas to the next order in kt two derivatives

are needed with f1,2 = (11i)/(ikt). This allows us to consider separately the modelling

of the reflection coefficient and the phase factor, but if the location of the simulating
surface is not specified a priori, it can be chosen to minimize the order of the boundary

condition for a given accuracy.

3. Equivalent Forms of the Conditions
The boundary conditions (1) are scalar conditions in as much as each

involves only a single field component, but in the first order case when M = M' = 1 with

ﬂ' =1/ 1 they can be expressed [9] in terms of the tangential field components as
Ec=l,ZH, E,=-1,ZH,
implying (6)

A A

nx(nxg) = -[,ZnxH
where n is the unit vector outward normal to the surface. This provides the needed
extension to a non-planar surface and is the form in which an impedance boundary

condition is usually stated. Ina similar manner, any pair of generalized boundary

conditions can be expressed in terms of the tangential field components provided fm



and fm' are appropriately related, and to illustrate the procedure, we consider the
second order case.

The boundary condition for Eyis

2
{(—B%Hk(ﬂ +|-2)‘(%'k2|—1 rz} E =0,

and using Maxwell's equations and the fact that V « E = 0, this can be written as

[T+ E, o
J E, - 12" ZH, + ! y+i>
ox [, +1, ik (I, +1,) ox az,
_. 9 E+|—1[2+1ZH+ 5 (7)
2| ° [+, 7 ik([,+,) 9z  ox

for any function f = f (x,z). Similarly, from the boundary condition for Hy,

[T, +1 oH
9 Hx+ 1,2 , ,t ,1 ; +
ox [+, k([ +[,) ox 9z

and therefore

9 (E - e gy, Tl 291 M
— oo —
oz [T, +1 [[T,+1 x k([ [,+1) oz




I+l [+l oH
Z+.—1.—2—ZHX+,—1,—2—Za—g+ _1, z—!
[ T,+1 [[T,+1 0z k([ [,+1) ox

-9 {E
ox

for any function g = g (x,z). Choose now

and
g=r1.|—'2+.1 - 1 VE
[+, k([ ) Y
Then, if
|—1+|—2 I—1(2*'1 9)
[+t T+l
(7) and (8) imply
oE oH
ox 0z |_1+|—2 |k(l—1+|—2) ox lk(l_1 [-2-{-1) 0z
0 oH
8_22+_812) EZ+|-1I—2+1ZHX+' 1 Ey+ .1. 7 =0
ox 0z |—1+|—2 Ik([1+f2) 0z ]k([-1 |—2+‘|) ox '

and as shown in [2], the only allowed solutions of these equations are zero.

Hence



E oH
E=r1[2+1ZHZ- %, 1 7 (10)
S P A k(T +T,) ox ik [,+1) oz

3E oH
E=-|—1[2+1ZH R y 1 g (11)
ool k(T 0z ik ( T+1) o

ony=0. We note that the relation (9) connecting the fm and [ m is equivalent to

= , (12)

and is a consequence of duality.

The vector form of (10) and (11) is

A A - 1 A.— a2+a0 A T1 1 A."'
nx(nx{E+EV[n E]})=_ A ZnX<H+—ika1,V[n H]} (13)

and this provides the extension of the second order conditions to a non-planar surface

since (13) is now geometry independent. Similarly, in the third order case we obtain

8ty A | — 1 R, —}
- H ———v|a,neH-—-V_+H
= a3+a1 Zn X{ + Ik(a3| + a1|) [ 2 |k S } (14)

provided

10



a3'+a1' a,+ 4, (15)
a, + &, a,y + ay

or, equivalently,

[ +lp+la+ Tl T Tp+Tply+Tal + 1 "
A A S R R P IS T P

where V; is the surface divergence. The extension of (13) and (14) to still higher order

boundary conditions is obvious. It is evident from the above that one effect of going to
higher order boundary conditions is to make them less local through the inclusion of

tangential derivatives of the fields.

4. Metal-Backed Layer

A geometry of practical interest is a uniform dielectric layer of thickness t
backed by a metal (see Figure 1), and we now seek a simulation using generalized
boundary conditions of the form (1) or (2). In doing so, particular attention is given to
layers of reasonable thickness since, as discussed below, approximate boundary
conditions are already available for very thin coatings. For this geometry the exact
reflection coefficients are known, and we can therefore derive the conditions using

procedure (i). These can be referred either to the surface y = 0+ of the dielectric layer
or, by using the expansion (5), to the surface y = -t+ of the metal backing (note that (5)

is applicable here only after Ietti-ng T - -1).
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For an H-polarized plane wave having E, # 0 the reflection coefficient is

N| N2 - cosz¢ tan (kt+/ N’ - cosz¢ ) - ie sing
N N2 - c032¢ tan (kt+/ N2 - coszq> ) + ie sing

R(0) =-

where N = ‘/;L is the complex refractive index, € is the relative permittivity and p

is the relative permeability of the layer. The corresponding reflection coefficient for

E-polarization is

N| N2 - coszq) cot (kt+/ N2 - cosz¢ ) +ilLsing
N| N - 00524) cot (kt+/ N - cos?'¢ ) - i sing

R (0) =-

where R(¢) and R’ (¢) are both referred to y = 0+. Expansion of the tangent and

cotangent in powers of sing leads immediately to the identification of the constants
a_ and a_, but before doing this, it is of interest to examine two boundary conditions
already available in the literature.

The most commonly-used boundary condition for simulating a metal-backed

layer is the standard impedance condition [1]. This is a first order one which can be

derived from (15) and (16) by writing +/ N2 - coszq) = N, giving

[ i N (Nkr) (19)
£
1

12



with all other |—rn = 0. For kt < 0.52 the conditions can be transferred to the surface
y = -t+ with @ maximum phase error of 10 degrees by employing the first two terms in

(5). The resulting boundary conditions are then second order ones in which ﬂ and

f; remain the same and [, and [ 2 - (ike)". These have been used [4] to simulate a

metal-backed dielectric half-plane and since they are valid only if |[N| >> 1, they will be

referred to as high contrast conditions. Low contrast conditions can be derived by

introducing the approximations tan x = x and cot x = 1/x in (17) and (18), giving

 Kusin“g- e sing + ke (N° - 1)

R() = 5 .
ktsin ¢ +ie sing + kt (N - 1)
and
R (6) = i.k’t 1) si.nq) +1
ikt sing - 1

from which the constants a_ and a‘m are easily found. The corresponding boundary

conditions can be transferred to the surface y = -t+ using the first two terms in the

expansion (5), and when only the terms of leading order in kt are retained, the

constants are

a;=kt (N -1) a,=1
a, =ie a, =-ikt (u-1) (20)
a, = -kt (e-1) a,=0
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These satisfy (11) and the resulting boundary conditions are identical to those derived

by Weinstein [3] by expanding the fields in the dielectric as Taylor seriesinyy.
The high and low contrast boundary conditions provide an accurate

simulation of the coating over the entire angular range only for limited ranges of |N|
and kt. However, by going to a higher order condition, it is possible to produce a

simulation that is valid for all |N| and a wider range of kt. To this end we write

.2
N N2-cosz¢ =N - 1_+sm¢ :

2N 2N

By also employing the approximation

kt .2 kt 2
tan(ZNSIn ¢)=-§N—sm¢ ,

R(¢) can be expressed as

4
2 (-1)m a_ sinmq)
R(o) =~ =5

4
2, agsin”
a_sin ¢

m=0

where

a,=(N- 21_N) {tan (ktN) - tan (:—;)}

_ kt
a, =ie [1 + tan (ktN) tan (E\I—)J

14
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1 kt

a,= —é-N-{tan (keN) - tan (7o) + ke (N - 21N) [1 +tan (keN) tan (:f\, )]} (22)

ikte kt
8y=" 5 N [tan (kTN) - tan(ZN)]

a, = k—2{1 + tan (ktN) tan (:;)} :
4N

Similarly, for E-polarization,

- 2N°-1) [1 + cot (kaN) cot (:L)}

C kt
a, =i 2Nu {cot (kTN) - cot (N)}

a =1 + cot (ktN) cot (—) +Kkt (N - 21_N) {cot (ktN) - cot (Qk—;)} (23)

o kt
a, =i ki [1 + cot (ktN) cot (W)J

Kkt

a;-m{cot (kTN) - cot(:ﬁj)} .

The boundary conditions implied by (22) and (23) are referred to the surface

y = 0+ and are fourth order ones which satisfy duality. As expected, their accuracy
improves with increasing |N|/(kt) and in Figure 2 it is shown that they predict the

correct reflection coefficient fore =4, u=1and t= 0.1, i.e., Nkt = 1.26. When we set

a;=a,=0anda, =a, =0 the resulting boundary conditions are second order ones.

As evident from Figure 2, their accuracy is substantially less, and the standard
impedance (first order) conditions are valid only for incidence close to grazing or

normal.

15



The accuracy of the fourth order boundary conditions is quite remarkable
even for fairly thick coatings. Since the conditions correctly predict the dominant
surface wave modes (see comment below), their accuracy is greatest near grazing

incidence, but even at other angles the phase error is less than 2 degrees with
coatings up to A/4 thick for either polarization and material composition provided

IN| > 2. Thisis illustrated in Figures 3 and 4 where, for € = 2 and 7 with p real, the

maximum layer thickness for a 2-degree phase error is shown as a function of |N| for

¢ = 90 and 45 degrees, respectively. It should be noted, in contrast to the standard
impedance boundary condition, the accuracy of the conditions specified by the
constants (22) - (23) is least at normal incidence and increases with the refractive
index and loss in the material coating.

If a 10 degree error in phase and/or 10% in magnitude is acceptable, a truncated
form of the fourth order conditions implied by (22) - (23) become useful. Figures 5 to
10 show the maximum thickness for which the second order (truncated from the fourth)
condition is capable of predicting the coating's plane wave reflection coefficient within
10 degrees of its actual phase and/or 10% of its actual magnitude. As seen, in
comparison with the standard impedance boundary condition, the second order
condition provides substantially better accuracy for incidence angles away from
normal. Notably, the simulation improves monotonically as one approaches grazing.
We may conclude from Figures 5 to 7 that for H-polarization, the second order
condition is capable of simulating coatings having thickness up to 1/5 of a wavelength
for incidence angles greater than 35° from normal (55° from grazing). This is

regardless of the dielectric's properties since the simulation improves substantially as

16



N and/or the loss in the coating increases. In contrast, the 1st order (standard
impedance) condition provides a superior simulation with respect to the second order
condition for the rest of the angular region (i.e. within 35° from normal). Turning to
Figures 8 to 10 one again arrives at similar conclusions for E-polarization. However, it
should be noted that for small N the deterioration of the simulation provided by the
second order condition as normal incidence is approached, is now more rapid.

Figures 11 to 13 show the maximum thickness for which the third order condition
is capable of predicting the coating's plane wave reflection coefficient within 10

degrees and/or 10% of its magnitude. It is observed that this condition provides an

acceptable simulation for coating thickness of at least 0.4A regardless of material
properties, angle of incidence and polarization.

For the standard impedance boundary condition, results analogous to those in
Figure 4 are shown in Figure 14. Even with the allowed phase error increased to 10
degrees, the maximum layer thickness is substantially less except at normal incidence,
particularly if N| is small. In addition, the accuracy of this boundary condition
decreases as grazing incidence is approached.

Higher order boundary conditions for a metal-backed layer can also be
derived using procedure (i) of Section 2, which requires a knowledge of the complex
poles of the reflection coefficients (17) and (18). The subset lying in the proper half of
the complex plane are the usual surface wave poles, and the implied expansions of

the reflection coefficients are

17



M

A sin6_ - sing
m=0 Sin em +sind
(24)
M, sing_-sing
RO)=-2, ———

m=0 Sin @ _ +sind

wheret =-iksin®_and f'm = -ik sin e;n are the propagation constants for the

H-polarized (TM) and E-polarized (TE) surface waves, respectively, provided

Re.(f 1 )>0.
It has been observed that the accuracy of the approximate boundary

conditions deteriorates significantly as ¢ decreases unless the correct dominant
surface wave fields are predicted, and the boundary conditions implied by (22) and
(23) must therefore correspond to the correct surface wave poles. The number of

poles (or zeros) of the reflection coefficients (17) and (18) depends on the value of
Re. (k=N). In the TM case with kTN small, only one pole exists corresponding to the
lowest order surface wave mode. As k1N increases, two additional poles appear, one
of which is associated with a surface wave mode when u > © where

u2 = (kt)2 (N2 - 1) - sin2 ¢. In the TE case, no poles exist for small kTN, but as ktN

increases, two poles appear simultaneously, and one of these is associated with the

lowest order TE surface wave mode when u > /2. An examination of the accuracy of

(24) showed that they provide a good simulation of the reflection coefficients for those

values of kiN such that the corresponding poles (with sin 6_, sin er'n not much greater

18



than unity) have just appeared; however, the accuracy decreases substantially as ktN
increases beyond the mid point between the last included pole and the next one to

appear.

5. Multilayer Metal-Backed Coating

Of more practical interest is the simulation of multilayer coatings and in this
section we consider the derivation of higher order boundary conditions applicable to a
three layer coating with arbitrary constitutive parameters. The geometry of the coating
is illustrated in Figure 15. For E-polarization (H, # 0) the plane wave reflection

coefficient referenced to y = 0+ can be written as

where

'

Fg (0) = -ibtyhohg kyoky 1Ko SiN (kygTg) COS (K To) COS (k1))

Fithg K ok SiN (K g 79 Sin (ko %) sin (K, 7,
—iu1u§ KyoKy1Kya COS (kg 7o) sin (k5 T) COS (K4 T4)
-iufp,z Kyo K2 Kyg €OS (kg T5) COS (ki T5) sin (k4 Ty)
Hhghty kyy Ko SIN (kg To) 008 (Ko T) Sin (K T,

£ Mg Koy Koy SN (kyg 7o) SIN (k5 %) €08 (K T

5 ke kg €08 (kg %) sin (kip %) Sin (K 7)
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il Ky Ky Kig €05 (kg 15) €0s (kyp o) COS (K T4) (26)

In the above (u,, €,) are the relative constitutive parameters of the nth layer with n = 1

corresponding to the top layer, t, denotes the thickness of the nth layer, and

K = K/ No - 005 0 (27)

with N, = (/i €, and k, =k sing. As before, ¢ is measured from the surface of the

coating.
Similarly, for H-polarization (Ey # 0) the corresponding reflection coefficient

referenced to y = 0+ is given as

where now

Fg (0) = €488 kyo ky1 ky2 coS (ky3 T,) COS (ky2 1,) COS (ky1 )

2 2 . .
2 . .
2 . .

2

tieges Kyq kyp €OS (K3 T5) COS (ki 1)) sin (K g 1)

tie e K 1 Ky €08 (K 1) i (kyp %) €08 (K 7)
Fieg Koy kg S Ky o) sin (ko ) i (K )

tie e, ky1 lg/z ky3 sin (ky3 T4) COS (ky2 1,) COS (ky1 ) (29)
20



Tofind the constants a_, and a_ appearing in (2) and (3) we must expand the

terms sin (kyn 7,,) and cos (kyn Tp) In powers of sing. The simplest case is to assume

that kyn t, is sufficiently small so that we may set

sin (K T) = Ky T, (30)

and

coS (kyn T) = 1 (31)

By retaining only terms of O (t,,) we obtain

2 2 2
+

3= +
&4 € €3
aq = +i (32)
1 T, 1
=k (424 2)
& & &

and
o
ay = -1k (L4Ty + BTy + HaTo) (33)

a,=0 .

The last set of constants imply a first order condition, but by retaining all terms of the

expansion we find that

' 2 2
3 =My - @y (Ny- 1) -, (N, -1)

2y = K Wy (14Ty + Ty + LgTs) (34)
82 =- ((11 + (12)
in which
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2
o =K Wby T Ry KTyTy+ 1)

and (35)

2

It is obviously expected that (34) will allow the simulation of thicker layers than (33).
By their derivation, the boundary conditions implied by the constants in (32),

(33) or (34) are applicable to very thin coatings ( k Zt < 0.6) with moderate values

of Ni. However, as noted earlier for the single layer coating, higher order conditions

are required to allow simulations which remain valid for a wider range of N,, and kt,,.

To derive a higher order condition for the three layer coating, we may parallel the

approach employed for the single layer coating and set

ko NE-cos’ =k (N, - 2;] 3’2';\]“’) (36)

This, however, will lead to 12th order condition that is obviously impractical to employ

ky

analytically or numerically. Instead, a more reasonable approach is to assume that the
three layers comprising the coating have varying refractive indices. In practice the top
layer is low contrast dielectric, whereas the bottom layer may be a high contrast

dielectric. With this assumption we may then set

sin k ky1 T

2 2 1 smq)
M:k,/Ng-cosq)zk(N 2N 2N )
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kt, 2 kty, >
sin (—— sin ¢) =~——3Sin ¢

2N, 2N,
sz . 2
oS ﬁ-z—smqu =1

and

/ 2 2
KG:k N3-COS ) =K N3 (37)

Employing the above approximations in (26) - (29) after much tedious algebra we find

that R (¢) and R' (¢) may be written as

6
Z (-1)m a, sinm 0

m=0

R(0)=- G8)

2 an sin” 0

m=0

and

6 '
Y )"a, sn" o
m=0

6
.m
amsm (D
m=0

implying a sixth order condition. For H-polarization, the constants are given by

R(6)=- (39)

_ 2 1
ao='€2£3(N1'1)(N2'§N“)T1
2

1€y & (N; -1) tan [(N2 -2—%1—2—) k 'cz]
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2

2" 2N
ie, e (N, - o, L) Nytan (N 1) (40)
1
‘a1='818283(N2'§g)
2 2
oty tan ]
+e ey Ngtan [ (N, - 2N )k 7| tan (N, k )
2 1
g5 e, (N, - N, ——) N7, tan (Nyk 1,) (41)

. 1y K% 1
a, =-i¢g, e, (N12-1)(N2 2N, )11 2N, o tan [(N2 N, )er]

1

2
)1 +i€y85 (Ny-1) -1
1 2°3 2N2 1

. 1
tig, &y (N2 2N

2
+i€183(N2-1)2N |£e3tan[(N2 2N kTQ]

2,2 k1,
-ig; (Ny -1) Ny 1 Wtan (Ng k 1)

iEaNy 7, tan [(N, - = e ) K ) tan (N k 1,

. 1 k1,
e e, (NQ-EE) Ny 3, tan [(N2 2N kIQ] tan (N, k 1,)

&) = 2N Ny tan (N k ;) (42)
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- (

2 1
+€4 €4 T¢ tan [(N2 N, )k’t2]+81€3( N, 1)2N

k"c

2
+&4 & N3 2N

2 1
R (Nz 2N,

1

2

-i€, &g (N

. 1 .
HE,EA— T +1E
2 32N 1 1

k‘C

|e2N T 2N,

-ig N

2 2N)‘12N

3?2?\1;

—atan (Ngk 1)
kK
)N U N,

1 kT,
2N, 2N,

k’c2

k1,
‘372N,

So—tan (Ngk 1)

k1,

K1,

ds =€ &
K k1)
+€ €q Ty ——
1837
2N,

‘ [
TV 2N 2N —tan (N2

1\ K% [ 1 ]
2N)2N tan (N2'?Nz—)kt2

k'c2

tan [(N2 2N k’Cz] tan (N5 k 1,)

N 37y tan (Ny Kk 1,)

tan [(N2 2:\1 )kzg]

[(Nz 2N, PR T2]

tan [(N2 2N k'cz] tan (N k 1,)

1
2N, )“2]
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2 1 KT,

€1 & 2N, N, T, 2N, oo tan [(N2 2N k‘Cz] tan (N5 k 15)

, 1 kg [ 1 ]
Qg = -1 &) &g 2N, T o 2N, tan (N2 oN, )kr2

Similarly, for E-polarization, we find

! 2
By =ty iy (N2~ 1) (N, - = N, =) 1, tan (Nyk 1)
2
+Uq 1y (N, - 1) tan [(N2 2N k'cz] tan (N5 k 15)
2,2 1
+15 (N - 1) Ny, tan | (N, - 2N)m2

1
“Hy Wy (Nz 5‘@) N,

. 1
&\ =+i, g (N, - o, =) tan (N, k 1)
o2 2 [ ]
“ipy g (N, - 1) 7, tan [ (N, - 2N ) k, 1] tan (Ny k, 1)
+1 |l pQN tan [( )kotz]

. 1
+'Hf“2(N2'§\l;) N, 74

' 2
a2=p2p.3(N1-1)2N 1,tan (N; k 15)

+h by (N, - 2N, ) Tytan (Ny ky 75)
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2 1 kty [
-1t g (N7 - 1) (N, - o =)t = A (N, - 2N krz] tan (N, k )

+ L4 My tan [(N2 2N k'cz] tan (N, k 1,)

2 ko
+ 1y Mg (N, - 1)Etan (Nyk1,)

kt
2 1 2 2

kT
1 1 2 1 ]
Wy Ha gy Mo+ by (Nz-m) Ny 3y, ton [(N2 2N2)k12 (49)

L 1) K% [ ]
a3=-|u1u2u3(N2-2—Nz)§Etan (N2 2N K12 tan (N; k 15)

. 1
+H 1y Ly Ky Etan (Ng k 15)

2 k,
|u1u3( Ny 2N, tan (N5 k 1,)

-i uf Hs T4 tan [(N2 2N ktz] tan (N5 k )

k1,
+ Hy M2 N3 2N

| 1 kt 1
B “i Ho (Nz - E) Ny 1, —Q-N—Ztan [(Nz 2N, ) k‘z]

.2 1
ST N, N, 1, (50)
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- 2 L kr [ ]

1 k‘C ]
-l Mg (N2 oN, )11 2N, tan [(N2 oN, ——k1,] tan (N k 75)

1 k1,
+ 1y Py EN;T‘ tan (N k 75) + 1y 1ig mz_ tan (N5 k 75)

ko T 1 ko 1 ]
+u2N T S oN, + 4 u22N N32N tan [(N2 oN, )k1:2 (51)

L 1 kg
ag =-i L4 “2u3ﬁ;tan§ﬁ;tan [(N2 2N sz] tan (N3 k 15)

. kT,

1 k T
'H1 Ho 2N N 3 2N tan [(N2 2N ) kTZ] (52)
: 1 ko B [ ]

A detailed examination of the accuracy of the generalized boundary conditions implied
by the constants (40)-(53) as a function of thickness and constitutive parameters is, of
course, impractical because of their dependence on numerous geometrical and
material parameters. However, guidelines on their accuracy can be drawn from the

single layer simulation presented in the previous section.
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6. Concluding Remarks
As illustrated in the case of a metal-backed uniform dielectric layer, the

generalized boundary conditions (1) provide an excellent simulation of the scattering

properties of the structure for thicknesses up to A/4 or more for all material properties,
directions of incidence and polarizations. For any other structure whose reflection
coefficient is known analytically, the appropriate boundary conditions can be derived
in a similar manner and their accuracy quantified. Alternatively, if only computed or
measured data for the reflection coefficient are available, the required boundary
conditions can be found by curve fitting.

For a boundary condition of any given order, the accuracy achieved
depends on the location of the surface where the boundary condition is applied, and
one advantage of the method we have followed is that the location is treated
separately. Inthe example discussed, the simulating sheet was placed at the upper
surface of the dielectric, and a fourth order boundary condition was found to produce
excellent results. For other locations, it is necessary to expand the phase factor as
indicated in (5), leading to additional derivative factors in the boundary conditions.
The optimum location minimizes the complexity of the boundary conditions and/or the
error in simulation, and the choice of another location could limit the accuracy

achievable. If, in the above application, the simulating sheet was placed at the metal

backing, the maximum layer thickness that can be reasonably handled is of order 0.12.
With the sheet located in this manner, the result of coating the metal is simply to
replace the perfectly conducting boundary condition with the appropriate generalized

one. ltis then only a trivial extension to simulate a metal coated on both sides.
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Provided the constants [ _and[ m (ora_ and a;n) satisfy a duality relation

(see, for example, (15) or (16)) the boundary condition can be expressed in terms of
the tangential field components. This shows that one effect of the higher order
derivatives in (1) is to make the boundary conditions less local in character, and the
resulting "vector" conditions provide the natural extension of (1) to non-planar
surfaces.

In spite of the apparent complication of the generalized boundary conditions
and their vector equivalents, it has been found possible to work with them numerically
and analytically. Regardless of the order of the conditions, a sheet subject to them
supports only tangential electric and magnetic currents. Thus, in a numerical solution
of a scattering problem, the number of unknowns is the same as for the standard
impedance (first order) boundary condition, and to better simulate coated surfaces, we
have already begun to incorporate the higher order conditions into our existing sheet
scattering codes employing either the moment or conjugate gradient FFT methods
[5,10].

Analytically, it is important to be able to determine the diffraction coefficient
for the edge of a half plane or wedge subject to these boundary conditions, and
thereby extend the capability of GTD scattering codes. In the case of a half plane we
can use either the Maliuzhinets or Wiener-Hopf techniques and [4] is an example of
the application of the former, whereas in [11,12] the Wiener-Hopf method was
employed. Provided care is taken to ensure that all Fourier transforms exist in the
classical sense, the Wiener-Hopf method can handle generalized boundary conditions
of any order [13]. The split functions that occur are the same as for a simple

impedance boundary condition, with each derivative factor in the boundary condition
30



giving rise to a pair of split functions. The edge diffraction coefficient then involves a
product of these functions.

The proposed boundary conditions have many possible practical
applications. In analytical studies of the scattering from junctions and edges, they can
be used to model single or multi-layered dielectric slabs or coatings. In numerical
treatments, thick coatings can be simulated with a single condition on the surface of
the layer, thus, reducing the required number of unknowns at the expense of a slight
increase in the complexity of the integral equations. They could also be effective in
modelling the dielectric layers used in printed circuit and microstrip arrays, leading to a
significant simplification in the Green's functions involved, and we are now examining

this possibility.
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