End Corrections to Acoustic
Mass and Acoustic Resistance
of a MEMS Microphone Inlet

Prediction of end corrections to both acoustic mass
and acoustic resistance of an acoustic channel, due
to open or baffled channel termination, based on
COMSOL® FEA and comparison to common
practices.
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Introduction

In professional audio and hearing aid industries often outside environment, for instance a channel with an
lumped element (LE) models [1] are used as a quick open end or a channel that ends with an opening in
and convenient tool to predict the behavior of audio the infinite plane, called baffle.

transducers, such as MEMS microphones. To increase
the accuracy, end corrections to the acoustic channel
length [2], for example, a spout or sound inlet, need
to be included in the LE models. End corrections
describe how an acoustic channel is open to the

Present finite element study using COMSOL® reveals
that the end correction for acoustic mass can be
different than the one for the acoustic resistance. This

IS in contradiction to a widespread assumption.
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