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Abstract—Fabrication methods for integrating thick (tens or
hundreds of micrometers) electroplated metallic microstructures
inside fusion-bonded silicon wafers are proposed and validated.
Cu and Ni80Fe20 (permalloy) test structures were embedded
inside of cavities in silicon wafers, which were fusion-bonded at
500 C for 4 h with nearly 100% yield. Resistance tests validated
the electrical integrity of the metals after annealing, and magnetic
measurements indicated the Ni–Fe maintained its magnetic per-
formance after annealing. Additional mechanical tests verified a
strong, uniform bond, and that the presence of the metals does not
degrade the bond strength. These results demonstrate the ability
to integrate conductive and magnetic materials in wafer-bonded
silicon, a method useful for a variety of multiwafer, MEMS
devices. [1276]

Index Terms—Copper, encapsulation, micromachining, nickel
alloys, permalloy, wafer bonding.

I. INTRODUCTION

S ILICON wafer bonding is a popular fabrication technique
used for a variety of MEMS devices. Initially implemented

for creating silicon on insulator (SOI) substrates, it is now
commonly employed with bulk silicon etching to form com-
plex, three-dimensional (3-D) structures such as microphones
[1], inertial sensors [2], and even multiwafer microengines
[3]. These devices use wafer bonding as means to achieve
large mechanical structures, fluidic channels, sealed cavities,
membranes, floating elements, etc. A good review can be
found in [4]. Fusion, or direct, bonding is often preferred to
other bonding methods (e.g., anodic, eutectic, polymer, glass
frit, etc.) because it is simple and low-cost, eliminates thermal
mismatch issues, requires no intermediate layers, and results
in a strong, uniform bond. However, fusion bonding of silicon
requires chemically clean, polished surfaces, and a post-bond
anneal to strengthen the bond. Typically, an RCA clean is per-
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formed before bonding, and post-bond annealing is performed
at temperatures from – [5].

Magnetic actuators [6], motor/generators [7], and power
converters [8] form a distinctly different class of MEMS
devices, in terms of materials, fabrication approach, and in-
tegration strategy. Typically magnetic devices are built on a
variety of substrates in a surface micromachining fashion,
using multilevel metallization of electroplated materials in
polymer micromolds [9]. Electrodeposition has proven to be
an effective method for building the thick (tens or hundreds of
micrometers) conductive and magnetic components to support
the high currents and magnetic fluxes required for optimum
electromechanic coupling and/or maximum power density.

It follows that magnetic components could be used in tandem
with the bulk-micromachined and wafer-bonded silicon struc-
tures. When combined, a wide variety of devices are envisioned
using magnetic sensing/actuation schemes with complex sil-
icon mechanical structures. Bulk-micromachining and wafer-
bonding offer highly 3-D silicon structures with stable and well-
characterized mechanical properties. Magnetic sensing/actua-
tion schemes offer high energy density transduction over long
coupling distances. Additionally, replacing polymer structures
with silicon can enable high temperature devices.

However, the integration of thick metals into a fusion wafer
bonding process poses a significant challenge. The high tem-
peratures required for bond annealing demand that oxidation,
diffusion, thermal mismatch, and metallurgical/microstructural
changes must all be addressed. Additionally, almost all metals
are incompatible with the standard RCA prebond cleaning
process, so an alternative, metal-compatible preclean needs to
be identified. Finally, mechanical tests need to be performed to
verify sufficiently strong wafer bonds in the presence of any
embedded metal.

The most commonly reported wafer bonding cycle is
for one hour under nitrogen in a tube furnace, resulting in a bond
strength approaching that of the silicon itself [5]. Many metals
used in MEMS devices cannot withstand this temperature (e.g.,
the melting point of Cu is ), but in many cases, such
strong bonds are not required. There have been many previous
investigations reporting high bond strengths using “low-tem-
perature” silicon-silicon fusion bonding [5], [10]–[16]. The lit-
erature offers some processing suggestions for metal-compati-
bility [14] and shows that a protective oxide layer can be used to
protect the silicon surface during various micromachining steps
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TABLE I
METAL-COMPATIBLE PREBOND CLEANING PROCEDURES

before bonding [17], but an investigation of embedded electro-
plated metals in fusion-bonded silicon has not been previously
demonstrated.

In this paper, fabrication methods are developed and verified
for incorporating thick (tens or hundreds of micrometers) elec-
troplated metals within fusion-bonded silicon. Electrodeposited
Cu and Ni–Fe are the two most popular materials for magnetic
MEMS devices, and thus were used to verify the process. Cu and
Ni Fe (permalloy) test structures were embedded inside sil-
icon wafers, which were subsequently fusion-bonded at
for 4 h with nearly 100% yield. Resistance tests validated the
electrical integrity of the metals after annealing, and magnetic
measurements indicated that Ni-Fe maintained its magnetic per-
formance after annealing. Additional mechanical tests verified
a strong, uniform bond and that the presence of metal does
not degrade the bond strength. These results demonstrate the
capability to integrate conductive and magnetic metals in fu-
sion-bonded silicon, which can be used for a variety of 3-D,
multiwafer, MEMS devices.

II. FABRICATION DEVELOPMENT

This section discusses the development of reliable fabrica-
tion procedures for embedding electroplated metals within fu-
sion bonded silicon. Many initial and parallel experiments were
performed to guide the development of the fabrication sequence.
Although all of the details from these experiments are not re-
ported here, the key results and lessons learned will be discussed
throughout.

A. Prebond Clean

The first objective was to identify a metal-compatible pre-
bond cleaning sequence that provided a highly bondable sur-
face without damaging or significantly etching the electroplated
metal structures. The sequence used an organic clean, an oxide
etch, and an “activation” step to hydrophilicize the silicon sur-
face as shown in Table I. This process is similar to conventional
prebond procedures based on the RCA clean, but the metallic
ion clean (HCl-based SC2 bath) is omitted and the concentration
of NH OH is reduced in the activation step to limit oxidation
of the metals. Experiments showed that this sequence resulted
in a small % , but measurable increase in the resistance of
35 m thick electroplated Cu and Ni–Fe test structures, which
can be attributed to surface oxidation (oxidizing bath) and cross
sectional reduction (etching of the generated oxide by HF).

Fig. 1. Resistance change of electroplated Cu test structures on 300 nm Ta
diffusion barrier on oxidized silicon wafers after annealing in nitrogen for one
hour. The samples showed catastrophic diffusion barrier failure for temperatures
above 900 C.

B. Thermal Limits

Next, experiments were performed to explore the thermal
limits of the metals during wafer-bond annealing. If Cu were
used as a conductor in a magnetic device, it would typically
be dielectrically isolated from the Si substrate by an SiO
layer. Diffusion of Cu was considered a crucial factor, as it
is known that Cu readily reacts with Si and SiO to form
silicide compounds at temperatures as low as [18].
Inter-diffusion between the Cu and Si substrate would cause
electrical shorts and could not be tolerated. Comprehensive
reviews of diffusion barriers between Cu and Si/SiO can be
found in [19] and [20]. Ta was selected as a suitable diffusion
barrier for its ease of deposition, good adhesion, and reported
thin-film diffusion protection up to [18]. In the case of
Ni–Fe, interdiffusion and interfacial silicide formation were not
considered as crucial, as long as the bulk material retained its
magnetic properties. These interfacial effects could be tolerated
because magnetic isolation would be maintained even if the
structure was electrically shorted to the substrate. Therefore, a
thin Cr adhesion layer was used instead of Ta, for the Ni–Fe
structures.

Measurements were made on electroplated Cu four-point
resistive test structures on flat silicon wafers before and after
annealing, to emulate the wafer bonding process and deter-
mine the survivability of the metal structures. The structures
were very similar to the embedded test structures that will be
described in detail later. Electroplated Cu lines 30–100
wide and 35 thick were patterned on a 300-nm dc-sput-
tered Ta diffusion barrier on top of either a 200-nm dry
thermal oxide or a 1- wet thermal oxide. Fig. 1 shows
the average resistance change after annealing in nitrogen for
one hour at temperatures from 500–1000 . The structures
exhibited good adhesion and a slight decrease in resistance
when annealed up to , with no appreciable difference
between the two oxides. Above , the copper failed
catastrophically, and energy dispersive X-ray spectroscopy
(EDS) analysis revealed the formation of Cu–Si compounds,
indicative of diffusion barrier failure. While the nature of the
Cu–Ta–Si interfaces and failure mechanism were not fully
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Fig. 2. Alternative fabrication methods for embedding metal in wafer bonded
silicon, depicting an embedded line and bond pad with contact opening. Note
diffusion, seed, and oxide thin-film layers are not shown.

explored, these temperatures are higher than the limit
previously reported for thin films of Cu [18]–[20]. These
results demonstrated that Cu could survive the high tempera-
tures for wafer bond annealing.

C. Embedded Metal Process

The next step was to develop a fabrication process for embed-
ding metals within cavities in fusion-bonded silicon. The pri-
mary focus was to maintain a pristine silicon bonding surface
during all processing before wafer bonding. As a result, fabri-
cation approaches that required polishing of the bonding sur-
faces were not considered, as the surface roughness and clean-
liness are the most important factors for reliable bonds [5]. Two
complimentary methods were proposed as shown in Fig. 2. In
Method 1, a flat base wafer is electroplated with metal, and an-
other cap wafer with corresponding cavities is bonded around
the metal structures. In Method 2, metal is patterned in pre-
etched cavities in the base wafer, and a flat cap wafer is bonded
to seal the metals inside.

The conceptual fabrication sequence begins by growing a
thermal oxide on a flat or pre-etched base silicon wafer. This
oxide serves as an electrical insulator for the electroplated metal
and as a sacrificial protective layer [17] for the unplated areas,
which will later become bonding surfaces. A diffusion/adhesion
layer and seed layer are sputtered across the entire wafer. The
diffusion barrier prevents interaction of the plated metal with

Fig. 3. This schematic depicts two unwanted mold defects when trying to
minimize sidewall gap using negative resist. An exposure dose gradient causes
high crosslinking of the upper surface and low crosslinking deep in the trench,
which can lead to cracking and/or undercutting during development.

the silicon, and the seed layer ensures a highly conductive sur-
face to initiate the electrodeposition. Thick photoresist is then
patterned to define an electroplating mold. In the case of the
pre-etched wafers, the pattern is defined down into the trench
to prevent electrodeposition on the side walls and overgrowth
protrusions that would require polishing. Next, metal is elec-
troplated to the desired thickness and the mold is stripped. The
thin films in the nonplated areas are then wet-etched back down
to the silicon surface. The cap wafer is prepared separately by
etching cavities and/or contact holes in the appropriate loca-
tions. Both wafers are then cleaned, aligned, bonded, and an-
nealed. The seed, diffusion layers, etch chemistries, and details
of the processing steps for Cu and Ni–Fe will be discussed, but
the general procedure is applicable to a variety of electroplated
materials.

There are advantages and disadvantages to each method. The
challenge for Method 2 is the micromolding and electroplating
in cavities in the base wafer. However, this Method 2 does not
require an aligned wafer bond (requiring specialized equipment)
or a double etch of the cap wafer, as compared to Method 1.
Method 2 is also more easily integrated with commonly used
wafer bonded structures, and for these reasons, it was selected
as the primary method for investigation.

To achieve structures fully recessed in the base wafer using
Method 2, a polymer plating mold needed to be patterned
within the confines of the cavities. The mold was designed
to leave a gap between the metal and the Si sidewall. This
helped to reduce thermal stresses and eliminate diffusion bar-
rier failures due to defects in the rough sidewall. The resulting
“bottom-up” plating also enhanced uniformity and prevented
metal from protruding from the cavity. Futurrex NR9-8000P
high aspect ratio negative photoresist was used, but the side-
wall gap was limited by cracking and undercutting of the
resist as shown in Fig. 3. The subsequent protrusions can in-
hibit bonding and the sidewall contact in the trench can result
in diffusion barrier failures. Cracking and undercutting of the
mold were eliminated by maintaining a sidewall gap of at
least the trench depth (e.g., 50 gap for 150 deep
cavity) for cavities up to 150 deep. It should be noted that
SU-8 epoxy was also considered, but the difficulty of removal
precluded its use.
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Fig. 4. (a) Rendering of embedded test structure with a cutaway of cap wafer.
The accompanying mask patterns for (b) four-point resistive test structure
and (c) parallel line test structure are also shown. The variable parameters in
the mask set were the conductor width, w = 100–320 �m, trench width,
w = 100–400 �m, sidewall gap, g = 10–60 �m, and parallel line gap,
d = 40–60 �m.

III. TEST STRUCTURE FABRICATION

For verification of this fabrication approach, embedded Cu
and Ni–Fe test structures were fabricated using Method 2,
described above. It should be noted that during develop-
ment structures were successfully built using both fabrication
methods discussed previously, but only the results using
Method 2 are reported here.

Masks were designed with a variety of test structures, which
were dimensioned to fit inside of cavities, as shown in Fig. 4(a).
These patterns were used to explore the electrical and magnetic
properties of the Cu and Ni-Fe after various processing steps.
The majority of the structures had four 2 2 mm bond pads and
interconnecting lines of various widths ( – m)
with various sidewall gaps ( – m), forming a four-
point resistance test structure with an active length of 4 mm [see
Fig. 4(b)]. Some contained pairs of lines separated by various
distances ( – m) for testing the isolation between two
parallel conductors [see Fig. 4(c)]. Others had only bond pads
(no interconnecting lines) and were used for magnetic character-
ization. Half of the structures had contact openings for access to
the bond pads, while the others were completely sealed for me-
chanical tensile testing.

Both the Cu and Ni–Fe test structures were prepared using
standard 100 cm diameter, p-type, silicon wafers. Fig. 5
shows the fabrication sequence for patterning electroplated
metal in cavities on the base wafer and bonding a cap wafer

Fig. 5. Fabrication sequence for embedding electroplated metal in base wafer
and encapsulating with cap wafer. The cross sections depict examples of single
and double embedded lines and a bond pad with a contact opening.

over the cavities. The processes for forming the Cu and Ni–Fe
test structures were almost identical, but variations for the
Ni–Fe wafer will be denoted in brackets.

The sequence began by growing a 0.2- dry oxide on
the base and cap wafers. This oxide served as a protective
layer during all future processing. Clariant AZ4620 photoresist
(Somerville, NJ) was then used as a mask for deep reactive ion
etching (DRIE) the cavities and contact holes on the base and
cap wafers, respectively. The oxide and silicon were etched,
forming 75 m deep cavities in the base wafer and 500 m deep
through-holes in the cap wafer. A post-DRIE piranha clean was
performed on both wafers, and the cap wafer set aside.

For the base wafer, a 1- wet thermal oxide was grown, fol-
lowed by blanket dc sputtering of a 400-nm Ta diffusion barrier
{30 nm Cr adhesion layer}, 200 nm Cu seed layer, and 30 nm Ti
adhesion layer [see Fig. 5(a)]. The Ta {Cr} layer limited diffu-
sion and enhanced adhesion, the Cu layer provided a conductive
seed layer for electrodeposition, and the upper Ti layer improved
adhesion for the subsequent photoresist mold. Next, Futurrex
NR9-8000P (Franklin, NJ) negative photoresist was patterned to
define the electroplating mold within the confines of the cavities
[see Fig. 5(b)]. The limitations of this method were previously
discussed. Then, after a brief dip in diluted HF to remove the Ti
layer, Cu {Ni-Fe} was electroplated 35 thick [see Fig. 5(c)]
using standard electrolytic baths [21].

After plating, the resist molds were stripped using Futurrex
RR4 (Franklin, NJ). The stripper consistently had a difficult time
stripping the samples that had been in the Ni–Fe bath, and ad-
ditional ultrasonic agitation and oxygen plasma treatment were
necessary to remove all of the residues. The thin film Ti, Cu,
and Ta {Cr} layers were then selectively wet-etched back down
to the SiO layer [see Fig. 5(d)]. Wet etching was preferred
over dry etching to prevent particle contamination and micro-
masking, sometimes encountered when using plasma etching
tools. The Ti layer was removed using 1:20 HF:H O for ,
and the Cu seed was removed using NH OH saturated with
CuSO for . A wet etch was developed and character-
ized for the Ta that proved to be quite slow, but sufficiently se-
lective: a 1:1 mixture of H O :EDTA (1 M) was used at 60 C



ARNOLD et al.: ELECTROPLATED METAL MICROSTRUCTURES EMBEDDED IN FUSION-BONDED SILICON 795

Fig. 6. SEM images of electroplated Cu test structure recessed in a Si cavity
before bonding.

Fig. 7. Optical images showing cross-sections of Cu structures embedded in
Si after bonding at 500 C for 4 h: (a) single buried line and (b) double buried
lines. Chipping of the silicon is from dicing/polishing.

for h. [For the Ni-Fe samples, the Cr was removed using a
standard chromium etchant (Cyantek, Freemont, CA)]. At this
point, only the Cu {Ni–Fe} test structures remained on the SiO
layer. Fig. 6 shows an example of the resulting structure recessed
in a silicon trench.

Next, both the base and cap wafers were prepared for bonding
using the methods outline in Table I. The cap and base wafers
were then aligned and contacted at room temperature [see
Fig. 5(e)]. The bonded pair was inspected using infrared (IR)
transmission imaging and typically indicated % bonded
area with void regions near the edges of the wafers. Finally,
the wafers were annealed using a wafer bonder (Suss Microtec,
Germany) at for 4 h in vacuum ( torr)
with 200 kPa clamping pressure. Fig. 7 shows cross-sections
of embedded Cu lines after annealing. Postbond IR imaging
indicated the bond area had typically increased to nearly 100%
as shown in Fig. 8(a). It should be noted that initial attempts
for bonding were made in a tube furnace at temperatures up to

for 1 h under nitrogen or 4% H /96% N forming gas,
but the resulting bond yield was sometimes unacceptably low
( % bonded area), as shown in Fig. 8(b). This was possibly
due to thermally induced stresses and/or outgassing of the

Fig. 8. Typical postanneal IR transmission images of bonded pairs after
annealing in (a) wafer bonder (�100% bonded area) and (b) tube furnace
(<60% bonded area).

electroplated structures. Switching to the wafer bonding system
offered a low-vacuum environment and the use of a physical
clamping force. This system improved the bond yield, but
limited the temperature to . During all low-temperature
bonding, no bubble voids were observed, as have been reported
in other studies [11]–[13]. The presence of the cavities may act
to getter any gases released at the bond interface during bond
annealing [11].

IV. CHARACTERIZATION

Using the fabricated embedded structures, electrical, mag-
netic, and mechanical tests were performed to verify the stability
of the metallic materials and strength of the wafer bond.

A. Electrical Tests

The resistances of the test structures were measured before
and after bond annealing using a four-point resistance mea-
surement at 1 A as shown in Fig. 9(a). Immediately after con-
tacting, the average resistivities of the Cu and Ni–Fe were

and , respectively. After
bonding at for 4 h, an average resistance reduction of
2.6% for the Cu and 23% for the Ni-Fe was measured as shown
in Fig. 9(b). The resistance drop corresponds to resistivities of

cm and for Cu and Ni–Fe,
respectively, and can be attributed to microstructural changes
such as grain growth as described in [22]. These results show
that the metals survive the wafer bonding process.

Additional measurements were conducted to see if the struc-
tures were dielectrically isolated from the substrate. Certain test
structures had two parallel lines in the cavity channel. A penetra-
tion of the diffusion barrier would result in conduction through
the silicon substrate and non infinite-resistance between the two
adjacent structures. The Cu structures showed resistance above
the limits of the meter used for testing ( ) before and
after annealing, proving that the Ta diffusion barrier was effec-
tive. On the other hand, the Ni-Fe parallel lines showed a short
circuit (2–10 ) through the substrate, indicative of diffusion.
This was not unexpected, as no effort was made to prevent dif-
fusion of the Ni–Fe. It would typically be used as a magnetic
structure, and its magnetic properties would be of more impor-
tance, as discussed in the next section.
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Fig. 9. (a) Four-point resistance measurement of embedded test structure,
using a 1-A dc current. (b) DC resistance change of embedded Cu and Ni–Fe
of various line widths after bonding (500 C, 4 h in vacuum).

Fig. 10. Magnetization curves for Ni–Fe before and after annealing (500 C,
4 h in vacuum).

B. Magnetic Tests

To verify that the Ni–Fe material can survive the wafer bond
annealing, magnetization measurements were performed using
a Lake Shore Model 7300 (Westerville, OH) vibrating sample
magnetometer (VSM) on 2 mm 2 mm square pads of Ni–Fe
before and after annealing. The results, shown in Fig. 10, in-
dicate a negligible difference in saturation magnetic moment,
but a rise in coercivity from 0.47 Oe (37.4 A/m) to 3.55 Oe

Fig. 11. (a) Method for tensile testing wafer bonded pairs, depicting the
bonded sample mounted to the mounting blocks with cyanoacrylate. The
debonding force is measured under an applied load. (b) Failure forces for
bonded samples with embedded Cu or Ni–Fe compared to bonded samples
with empty cavities (500 C, 4 h in vacuum). Results indicate that the presence
of metal does not degrade the bond strength.

(382.6 A/m), which may be attributed to grain growth or stress
effects. These results verify that the Ni–Fe maintains its mag-
netic performance after bond annealing and, therefore, could be
employed as an embedded soft magnetic material for various
applications.

C. Mechanical Tests

Last, tensile failure tests [10] were conducted to measure the
bond strength and, more importantly, to verify that the presence
of the electroplated metal does not adversely affect the quality of
the bond. The same test structures with embedded metals were
used for these measurements. After bonding at for 4 h,
the wafers were diced into 1 cm 1 cm test samples of three dif-
ferent types: cavities with Cu, cavities with Ni–Fe, and empty
cavities. The bonded samples were mounted to steel block test
fixtures using cyanoacrylate adhesive and tensile loads were
applied using an MTS (Eden Prairie, MN) loading frame as
shown in Fig. 11(a). The debonding failure force was measured
and then divided by the contacted surface area (sample surface
area minus cavity area) in order to calculate the bond strength.
This mode of bond strength testing has large statistical devi-
ations due to the unstable modes of failure. To best show the
variation in the data, the measured bond strengths are shown
in quartile format in Fig. 11(b). The mean values (not shown)
were 4.6 MPa, 4.6 MPa, and 3.2 MPa for the Cu, Ni–Fe, and
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Photograph of base and cap samples on mounting blocks after tensile failure
testing. General silicon fractures are evident and a piece of the cap is seen still
bonded to the base, indicating a very strong bond.

empty cavities, respectively. Even with the large variations, it
is evident that the presence of Cu or Ni–Fe does not reduce the
bond strength. Other tests performed early in the development
showed average bond strengths of 12.2 MPa could be achieved
by bonding at for 1 h. However, as stated previously,
the yield was quite low due to bond voids and diffusion barrier
failures.

Previous investigators report a wide spread of Si-Si bond
strengths from tensile failure tests: [10] reported 12–21 MPa
after 1 h at 120–400 and [14] reported an average of
17 MPa after 4 h at , while [12] reported a maximum of
4.25 MPa after several hours at . The bond strengths
in this are on the low side when compared to these previous
results, but unaccounted for stress concentrations in the nonuni-
form cross section of the samples may be artificially lowering
the “apparent” interfacial force. Nevertheless, the devices could
be diced and handled without debonding, and Fig. 12 shows
further evidence of a strong, uniform bond. Examination of the
bond interface after tensile failure reveals fracture in the bulk
silicon, rather than interfacial delamination.

V. CONCLUSION

This work demonstrates successful fabrication processes for
embedding thick electroplated metallic materials in fusion-
bonded silicon. The reliability was ascertained through a variety
of complementary electrical, magnetic, and mechanical tests.
The results show that embedded Cu and Ni–Fe test structures
sustain the high temperatures required for bond annealing, and
the Si–Si bond strength was unaffected by the presence of the
plated materials. These fabrication methods are compatible
with a variety of electroplated materials, and are well suited for
the construction of magnetic MEMS.
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