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FIGURE D-l 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF CONTROL 

SAMPLE 1 AFTER 0 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-2 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 0 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-3 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 0 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-4 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 0 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-5 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 0 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-6 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 192 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-7 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 192 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-8 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 192 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-9 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 192 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-10 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 192 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-ll 

SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 3 60 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-12 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 3 60 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-13 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 3 60 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-14 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 3 60 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 

D-8 



L20 

ua 

n LOT 
-a 

co 30 
CO 
UJ 
5 BB 

y ?b 

u EQ 

sh
ie
ld
:
 

SB 

4Q 

50 

20 
5Gfl 

R = -Q33L CH13 

55B BBB ESQ 70S 75Q BSQ 9GG 952 LGG0 

FREQUENCY CMHz) 
FIGURE D-15 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 3 60 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-16 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 528 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-17 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 528 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-18 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 528 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-19 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 528 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-20 

SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 528 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-21 

SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 696 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-22 

SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 696 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-23 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 696 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-24 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 696 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-25 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 696 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-26 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 8 64 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-27 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 8 64 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-28 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 3 AFTER 864 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-29 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 864 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-3 0 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 8 64 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 

D-16 



isa 

ua 

ra lot 
•n 
w" 
cr> 90 
(ft 
Ld 
u PP 
j-
I—i 
i-
u 
LJ 

?B 
L. 
Lu 
Ld SQ 
L? 
M 
a hU 
_i 
u 
1-1 
LH 4Q 

SB 

Z0 ~ 

R = 35 &HHS 

5flfl 550 EQB E5Q 7Gfl 7513 &QQ B5G 9GG 9Sfl LGQ3 

FREQUENCr CMHz) 

FIGURE D-31 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 1 AFTER 1008 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-3 2 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 2 AFTER 1008 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-3 3 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT* SAMPLE 3 AFTER 1008 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-34 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 4 AFTER 1008 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE D-35 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF POLYSILICON OIL 
RELEASE AGENT SAMPLE 5 AFTER 1008 HOURS IN SALT FOG CHAMBER 
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FIGURE E-1. 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY 

OF PRC CORROSION INHIBITIVE SEALANT SAMPLE 1 

L£0 

L1Q 

LOT 

90 

BB 

PD 

BQ 

5Q 

4Q 

SB 

20 

= 11
11

 
I 

ti
ll

 

^ I 
1 1 1 1 

I 

; I 

I 

11
11

 

I 

. - " " N 

I 

1 1 1 1 

\ 

V /~ - ^ 4 

1 1 1 1 

\ 

V /~ - ^ 4 

; 2 

I 11
11

 

5QQ 55Q £QQ ESQ 7Qfl 75B £QB B5Q 90S 9513 

FREQUENCY CMHz) 

R - OPEN 
CIRCUIT 
(NOT 
MEASURED) 

LuQ3 

FIGURE E-2. 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY 

OF PRC CORROSION INHIBITIVE SEALANT SAMPLE 2. 
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FIGURE E-3. 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY 
OF CONTROL SAMPLE 3. 
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FIGURE E-4. 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY 
OF PRC CORROSION INHIBITIVE SEALANT SAMPLE 4. 

E-3 



R = OPEN 
CIRCUIT 
(NOT 
MEASURED) 

5flfl 55H EQQ ESQ 7(33 75B 2BQ BSQ 9Gfl 950 LGG3 

FREQUENCY CMHz) 

FIGURE E-5. 
SHIELDING EFFECTIVENESS VERSUS FREQUENCY OF 
PRC CORROSION INHIBITIVE SEALANT SAMPLE 5. 
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