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A Material Removal Model for CMP Based on the Contact
Mechanics of Pad, Abrasives, and Wafer
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Applied pressure in chemical mechanical polishing (CMP) is shared by the two-body pad—wafer and the three-body pad—abrasive—
wafer contacts. The fraction of applied pressure transferred through the particle contacts is a significant factor as most of the
material removal is due to abrasive particles trapped in the pad—wafer interface. In this work, the contact of a rough, deformable
pad and a smooth, rigid wafer with rigid particles in the contact interface is investigated by using contact mechanics and finite
element modeling. The interactions between the pad, wafer, and abrasive particles are modeled at different scales of contact,
starting from the particle—pad level and gradually expanding to the multiasperity contact of the pad and the wafer. Wear rate due
to each abrasive particle is calculated based on the wafer—abrasive particle contact force and by considering adhesive and abrasive
wear mechanisms. A thin passivated layer on the wafer surface is modeled to consider the effect of chemical reactions between
slurry and wafer. Good agreement between the model and the experimental literature is found for the relationships between
material removal rate and applied pressure, pad elastic modulus and porosity, particle size and concentration, and pad roughness

and wafer hardness.
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Chemical mechanical polishing (CMP) is a polishing method
commonly used in the manufacturing of wafer-based integrated cir-
cuits (ICs). Since CMP was first introduced to the IC manufacturing
in the mid-1980s by IBM, CMP became a key technology in gener-
ating planar surfaces for several semiconductor manufacturing
processes.1 CMP operation involves forcing a rotating wafer at-
tached to a wafer carrier against a rotating polishing pad. The pol-
ishing pad is covered with liquid slurry, which contains abrasive
particles. The chemical reactions between the CMP slurry and the
wafer are the primary driver for preparing the surface for polishing.
The chemical composition of the surface is modified by the chemi-
cally reactive slurry to favor higher wear rates. In addition to the
chemical interactions, the pad—wafer interface experiences the ef-
fects of contact and lubrication. Three-body contact due to the abra-
sive particles caught between the pad and the wafer and two-body
contact between the pad and the wafer provide the necessary physi-
cal force to remove the material from the wafer surface. While solid-
body contact is taking place, the pad—wafer interface experiences the
lubricating effect of the slurry flow.

The abrasive particles used in conventional polishing techniques
are 2.5-3 times harder than the workpiece material. These tech-
niques cause scratches and pitting on the surface and cracks in the
subsurface of the workpiece. The passivation of the surface layer of
the wafer (workpiece) is important to achieve smooth and planarized
surfaces without any surface and subsurface defects.? For this rea-
son, an effective CMP process should provide a balance between the
chemical and mechanical effects. The Preston equation is widely
used to calculate the material removal rate (MRR), which is given as
follows”

RR = kpP,V, [1]

where RR is the removal rate with units of material depth/time, kp is
the Preston constant, P, is the average push-down pressure, and V,
is the relative sliding velocity of the surfaces. The Preston equation
indicates a linear variation in MRR with respect to applied pressure
and relative velocity. There are various experimental studies indicat-
ing both linear and nonlinear applied pressure P, relationships.“o
Also, kp is typically determined experimentally, and it conveniently
includes the effects of other parameters that influence the outcome
of polishing.

In this paper, we present a mechanistic model of the MRR in
CMP. A hierarchical model of the particle-wafer—pad interactions,
presented recently,” was combined with abrasive and adhesive wear
models to obtain a wafer-level MRR model based on particle-level
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interactions. The predictions of the model were compared with pub-
lished experimental data. Material removal models were develo;z)ed
by considering a contact regime in the pad—wafer interface.>'*1*
The MRR model by Luo and Dornfeld'? and by Qin et al."® assumed
a mixed contact regime, and the load on particles was found by
using the real contact pressure at the pad—wafer interface. Particle
and mixed contact regimes were formulated by Ahmadi and Xia*
for a hard pad/high particle concentration and soft pad/low particle
concentration, respectively. Fu et al.? determined the partition of
applied pressure to the pad—wafer direct contact and the pad-
particle—wafer contact by assuming that the pad is a thin elastic
beam supported by particles at the ends.

The model developed in this work uses contact mechanics and
finite element (FE) modeling to enable the calculation of the load
transferred by the particles onto the wafer as a function of typical
CMP parameters. The influence of applied pressure, pad elastic
modulus, pad porosity, pad topography, particle size and concentra-
tion, wafer hardness, and their interactions on the MRR is expressed
in the following form

RR = kW(Es’Es/Ep’nw’o-s’RssO-p9pr9wastpw)f(Pn)Vr [2]

where E and E|, are the solid pad elastic modulus and the porous
pad elastic modulus, respectively, r,, is the weight particle concen-
tration of the slurry, o, is the standard deviation (SD) of pad-
asperity summit heights, R is the mean radius of the pad asperities,
o, is the SD of the particle size, H,,, and Hy,, are the passivated and
bulk wafer hardness values, respectively, and 1, is the thickness of
the passivated layer. The function f describes the variation in MRR
with respect to the applied pressure P,. The MRR is assumed to
increase linearly with relative velocity V, as the lubrication effects
are neglected in this work. The flow of the slurry causes hydrody-
namic lubrication in the pad—wafer interface and thus influences the
force equilibrium between the pad and the wafer. High deformability
of the polishing pad strongly influences the interfacial behavior, and
the resulting effects have been called soft-elastohydrodynamic
lubrication.”>"? In addition to influencing the macroscale force bal-
ance, the slurry lubrication can also influence the contact conditions
in the asperity wafer interface.”™ These effects are not considered in
this work.

The applied pressure on the wafer is carried in part by the two-
body pad-to-wafer contact (direct contact) and in part by the three-
body contact of the pad, the wafer, and the abrasive particles (par-
ticle contact). The fraction of the applied pressure carried by the
particle contacts is an important factor affecting the MRR as the
majority of the material is removed by the abrasive particles trapped
between the pad asperities and the wafer. Therefore, the calculation
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Figure 1. Different scales of contact.

of the applied pressure carried by particles is critical for the accu-
racy of the material removal models developed to predict MRR in
CMP.

Modeling of Pad-Particle-Wafer Interactions

Different scales of contact encountered in CMP, as illustrated in
Fig. la-c, were modeled starting from the smallest contact scale of a
particle trapped between the pad and the wafer and gradually ex-
panding to the pad—wafer rough contact, which is the largest contact
scale considered in this work. Particle-level interactions were mod-
eled in two steps, the single particle (SP) contact model and the
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multiparticle (MP) contact model, as shown in Fig. 1c and b, respec-
tively. In the SP contact model depicted in Fig. 2, the contact of an
SP with one deformable surface (pad) and one rigid surface (wafer)
was characterized using the FE method. Once the contact behavior
of an SP was characterized, the overall effect of multiple particles on
the contact of two flat surfaces (one rigid and one deformable) was
modeled in the MP contact model (Fig. 1b). The results of the MP
contact model were used in the multiasperity (MA) contact model to
characterize the contact of a rough pad with a flat wafer surface in
the presence of interfacial particles (Fig. 1a).

The elastic modulus of a porous pad E;, depends on the density
ratio ppo/ps, and on whether or not the pad cells are open.21 E, is
one-fourth to one-third of the elastic modulus of the polymer sub-
strate material E; for typical pads.22 The pad porosity was intro-
duced to the model by considering the relative size of the abrasives
with respect to the pad asperity. We assumed that the pad’s local
interactions with the abrasives were dominated by the solid pad

Rigid surface

Deformable
medium P T
/'
) 0<d,<2 b) da>0, &= 3a/ 1

Figure 2. The SP contact model at different particle penetrations.

elastic modulus E,. Therefore, the solid pad elastic modulus was
used in the SP and MP contact models, while the porous pad elastic
modulus E,, was considered in the MA contact model.

SP contact model.— The contact of a rigid spherical particle,
with radius r,, trapped between two flat surfaces (one rigid and one
deformable), as shown in Fig. 2, was investigated using an axisym-
metric FE model constructed in Ansys 9.0 (Canonsburg, PA). The
details of the analysis were reported in Ref. 11. The two-parameter
Mooney—Rivlin hyperelastic material model was used to simulate
the material behavior of the pad. In this model, strain energy density
function was expressed in terms of two material constants, a;y and
ay;. Here, aig and ay; were taken to be 0.5 MPa, which yielded
E, =6 MPa. 3 Poisson’s ratio of elastic surface, vg = 0.49, which is
typical of nearly incompressible rubberlike materials, was used in
the model.

In the particle contact regime (Fig. 2a), 0 < §, < 2r,, the fol-
lowing curve fit relationship was established for the particle contact
force f} 1

Es 5 4(s 32 S 2.89
= | _vzrp[g(;e) -0.10 ;B for 0 <3, <2r,
p P
(3]

S
where 3, is the displacement of the rigid particle (Fig. 2a). In the
mixed contact regime (Fig. 2b), 8, > 2r,, the particle contact force
/2 was exPlressed as a function of the average compressive strain
&g = Sd/ ts

for 0 < g, < 0.05
for 0.05 < g, < 0.2 [4]

where 84 (=3, — 2r,,) is the displacement of the deformable medium
due to a direct contact and 7, is the thickness of the pad. In the mixed
contact regime, the influence radius r; and the pad-to-wafer direct
contact pressure py, defined in Fig. 2b, were also required. The
variation in these parameters were described using the following
relationships1

ry=1.52r,(e)"*% for 0 < g, < 045 [5]

. 0.768, for 0 < g, < 0.015
P? = ——10.85(g, — 0.015) + 0.011 for 0.015 < &, < 0.2

1 - V? 1.16
“l 1.8(gg — 0.2)'°+ 0.17  for 0.2 < g, < 0.45
(6]

MP contact model.— In the MP contact model, the local contact
of two flat surfaces (one deformable and one rigid) was analyzed in
the presence of rigid interfacial abrasive particles with different
sizes. In the particle contact regime of the MP model, light external
forces are transmitted between two surfaces by particle contacts
alone; in the mixed contact regime, direct contact of the surfaces
participates in load transmission with increasing external forces.
These regimes are depicted schematically in Fig. 3. To calculate the
particle and direct contact pressures, the outputs of the SP contact
model were integrated over all active particles. The number of par-
ticles m, per unit volume of the slurry can be found by the following
relationship if we assume that the particles are spherical and that the
probability density distribution of the particle size &, and the weight
particle concentration m,, are known
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Figure 3. The MP contact model.

U eam— [7]
pff;g’rrrz(l)p(rp)drp

where p, and p are the mass densities of the particles and slurry,
respectively.

When two rigid surfaces are separated by a distance d,, only
the particles with diameters (2r,) greater than this value are cap-
tured in the interface.'® Therefore, the number of active particles per
unit contact area " for a given separation distance is found by the
summation of the number of particles with diameters greater than
the separation distance as follows

T]erlnp(dsep) = nvf

dyep/2

%

2rp<13p(rp)drp [8]

The number of active particles in the mixed contact regime is found
by setting dy., = 0 in Eq. 8.

In the particle contact regime, dy, > 0 (Fig. 3a), all the load is
carried by particle contacts. The mean particle contact pressure
pp" P can be found by using the number of the active particles m,"
from Eq. 8 and the load-displacement function ﬂ; from Eq. 3, along
with the relationship 8, = (27, — d) as follows'!

E .
pg‘P’P _ 1 _svz”‘lv f 2 pfg(ap)q; p(rp)drp for dy, > 0 [9]
s de./2

sep
In the mixed contact regime, dy, < O (Fig. 3b), the total mean
contact pressure pr’ has contributions due to the contact of the
wafer with the particles (py"™) and with the pad (pg®), thus pg™
=py" "+ py". The mean contact pressure p,*™™ due to particle
contacts is found by using the average compressive strain g,
= dyep/t, in the load-displacement function f:)n from Eq. 4 as follows

mp-m ES N
ppp =1 vz"qvf ZrPfE‘(— g,)®,(rp)dr, for dy, <0
s Jo

[10]

The number of active particles m;* from Eq. 8 remains constant in
this regime.

The direct contact pressure pg* requires knowledge of the direct
contact area A7 = 1 — A;, where A; is the total influence area. The
total influence area of the particles as a fraction of the total area A;
can be found by the summation of the influence areas of individual
particles ’lTriZ as follows

AP = T]\,f 2rp1'rri2(— ,)®,(r,)dr, [11]
0

where r; is given by Eq. 5. The direct contact pressure PP can then
be found by using the following relationshipl

mp

E. (™ .. dAY®
PyP = AVZJ‘ pa(ey — &) d dey, [12]
b

T
S de,

Modeling of Material Removal

Next, wear rate relationships are introduced for a rigid spherical
particle sliding with velocity V, over a wafer and with hardness H,,
under the influence of normal force f,,. Both adhesive and abrasive
wear mechanisms are considered. In adhesive wear, the wear rate
RR} is calculated as follows*

ad

Lk,
RR, = IV; “fu [13]

w

where kfjj1 is an empirically determined adhesive wear coefficient.

Abrasive wear occurs when the harder sphere digs into the softer
substrate. The material is displaced from the groove in the form of
loose wear particles.24 The wear rate RR}} is proportional to the
volume of the material swept by the abrasive particle. The instanta-
neous abraded area A.} caused by a rigid sphere sliding over a flat
softer material can be found as follows**

Ap =2 [14]

by assuming that the indentation depth is small compared to a
sphere radius 8, < r,. If we assume that the load on the particle is
sufficiently high to cause a fully plastic deformation in the softer
material, the indentation depth can be calculated as follows**

fw

S, =
H,mr,

w [15]
The total abrasive wear rate RR}} is proportional to the instanta-
neous abraded area A} and the relative velocity V.. An abrasive
wear constant ki:’ was used as only a fraction of the material was
actually worn away from the groove. The abrasive wear relationship

then becomes
kaer 2 f3/2
RRZ% = (I—vlvf,fz ?rlp [16]

Bilayer hardness model— In CMP, material removal is
achieved by a combination of mechanical and chemical effects.
Chemicals in the slurry react with the wafer surface, forming a
passivated layer and thus altering the hardness H,, of the wafer. The
chemical reaction rates between the wafer material and slurry
chemicals, the available reaction time, and the available amount of
chemicals on the wafer surface affect the wafer hardness as a func-
tion of depth from the surface. A bilayer hardness model'? described
by three parameters (the hardness H,,, and thickness 7, of the pas-
sivated layer and the hardness Hy,, of the bulk wafer) is adopted in
this work to simplify hardness variation. This model assumes that
the wafer hardness H,, is constant within the passivated layer, and
the wafer material at a depth z larger than passivated layer thickness
Ipw» T > Ipy, behaves as a bulk wafer material as follows

Hy(2) = How 2= [17]
v wa 7> tpw

A sudden transition from H, to Hyp,, was assumed at z = fp,,. In
reality, the hardness of the wafer is expected to vary more smoothly
from the surface into the wafer.” The contact pressure acting at the
wafer—particle interface is not uniform due to different hardness
values of the passivated layer H,,, and bulk wafer H,,. In this case,
we assumed that the wafer—particle contact was sustained by the
contributions from the contact pressure acting at the particle—
passivated layer and particle-bulk wafer interfaces as follows

m
fw = E[(Gsv - a%w)HpW + al%waw] for 8W = tPW [18]

where a,, and ay,, are the contact radii at the particle—passivated
layer and particle-bulk wafer interfaces, respectively, as demon-
strated in Fig. 4. The particle is considered to be sliding over the
wafer; therefore, only half of the contact area is engaged in contact.
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Figure 4. Bilayer hardness model.

By assuming that the indentation depths (3, and &) are small
compared to the particle radius r,, the contact radii (apw and ayy,)
can be shown to be related to the indentation depth as follows

a

ERS]

S, =

W

2
a

and dy, = [19]
2r,

[\
o

r

Using Eq. 18 and 19, the wafer-to-particle contact force fy, can be
expressed in terms of indentation depth 3,, as

fw = wrp[(SW - 8bw)Iipw + 8wa-Ibw:l [20]

Indentation depth §,, is the summation of the thickness of the pas-
sivated layer, f,,, and indentation depth in bulk wafer, 8, = t,,
+ dyy. Therefore, Eq. 20 reduces to

fw = Trrp[tpprw + (Bw - tpw)wa] [21]
Equation 21 can be rewritten as follows
fo = mrd H(,) [22]

where the effective wafer hardness H is defined as

H,, for ¥, = 1,
H(S,) = 1,4 fow 23
w () P2H, + (1= 2 Hy,, for 8, > 1, [23]
Oy dy

The effective hardness is dominated by bulk wafer hardness, vaﬁ
— Hyy, as the indentation depth becomes very large 8, — % and by
the passivated wafer hardness, HfN“ = H,y,, for a small indentation
depth, 8, < 1. Equation 23 was used in the model to characterize
the effect of the slurry chemicals on the MRR. In the rest of the
paper, the superscript “eff” is omitted for simplicity. The effect of
the relative sliding velocity V,, which influences the oxidizer con-
centration available to the surface through mass transport%’27 and
the MRR, is not included in the definition of the effective wafer
hardness. If the process was not limited by mass transport and if the
time constant of the chemical reactions on the surface was faster
than that of CMP, then the effective hardness would nearly remain
the same” and no speed effect would be expected.

RFF.— The wear rate formulas given in Eq. 13 and 16 show that
adhesive wear is linearly proportional to the contact force RRZ}
« fy, but the abrasive wear has the nonlinear relationship RRZ}
o ffv/z. This difference is later shown to have a critical effect on the
outcomes of adhesive and abrasive wear of the wafer. To highlight
this effect, we defined the following two removal force functions
(RFFs) for adhesive R} and abrasive R} wear

H893

2 f3/2
Ri=/. and RE= 22 (24

P
respectively. The MRR for each wear regime can be calculated from
Eq. 13 and 16 by knowing the value of R*P.

The RFF for the MP contact model, R™, was calculated by in-
tegrating the RFF due to each particle, R*P, over all particles active
in contact in a form similar to Eq. 9 and 10 as follows

’qvf 2r,RP® (rp)dr, if d
dgep/2
R™ = ; [25]
T]vf 2r,RP® (r,)dr,  if dy, <0
0

>0

sep

From a practical point of view, it makes more sense to report the
RFF as a function of the contact pressure py" acting between the
two surfaces. To achieve this, the separation distance d., was used
as an intermediate parameter, and the RFF was matched against the
contact pressure pr? through look-up tables by using Eq. 9, 10, 12,
and 25.

MA contact between a rough pad and a wafer— The contact be-
tween a rough pad and the wafer occurs at the tip of pad asperities.
Let us first consider the contact of a pad single asperity with radius
R and assume it to behave like a Hertz contact. Then, the mean
contact pressure p,' and the contact radius a can be found from the
following relationships

12

po = 4—E2(§) and a = (3,R,)"? [26]
37 \R,

where E;, is the elastic modulus of the pad and 3 is the pad-asperity

deformation.

If we assumed that the presence of the abrasive particles in the
asperity wafer interface did not influence the Hertz relationships
(Eq. 26), then the mean contact pressure pg' could be used to find the
RFF under each pad asperity. For a given asperity, once p' was
determined, the R® per unit area can be found from the R™ — p'
relationship described above; R*® can be found from the following
relationship

R = wa*R™(p") [27]
The RFF due to the contact of a rough pad and a flat wafer with

interfacial abrasive particles can then be computed by considering
the following relationship

R = nsf wa’R™(p")D(z,)dz, [28]
d

wp

where 7, is the areal density of the pad-asperity summits, z, is the
peak height of the surface asperities, @, is the probability density
function (PDF) of asperity summit heights, and dyyp is the wafer to
pad separation.

The applied pressure P, is the controlled parameter in CMP,
instead of the equilibrium separation distance d,,,, which can be
obtained for a given d,,, as

P, =

NER; f D(2)(z, = dyp) dz, [29]

dyp

Real contact area A, and mean real contact pressure P, (P
= P,/A,) acting at the tip of asperities can be calculated from the
following relationship29

RIS

A= '”TlsRsf (Zs - dsep)(bs(zs)dzs [30]

dg
sep

In the largest scale, the rough contact model, the direct contact area

Ay, the particle contact pressure P, and the number of active par-
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Table 1. Physical values of parameters.

Parameter Base Range
SD of particle radius (o) 6.25 nm NA
Mean particle radius (., = 407,) 25 nm NA
Particle concentration (m,,) 2.5% 0-10%
Particle to slurry density ratio (p,/ps) 3.7 (alumina) NA
Pad summit radius (R;) 50 wm 25-100 wm
Pad summit density (m;) 2 X 1074/pum? NA
Pad summit SD (o) 5 pm 1-20 pwm
Solid pad elastic modulus (E,) 10 (soft) and 100 (hard) MPa 10-100 MPa
Modulus ratio (E/E,) 1 and 4 1-4
Applied pressure (P,) 0.007 and 0.07 MPa 0-0.07 MPa
(1 and 10 psi) (0-10 psi)

ticles n, were calculated using relationships similar to Eq. 28 except
that R™P was replaced by the appropriate functions for AJ”, Pg‘p, and
My P that are developed in the preceding sections.

Results and Discussion

In this paper, the effects of applied pressure, pad elastic proper-
ties, slurry particle concentration, pad topography, and wafer hard-
ness on the MRR are presented. The base parameters used in the
models and the range of values utilized to evaluate the effect of each
parameter are listed in Table I.

Effect of applied pressure.— The effects of the applied pressure
P, and the pad elasticity on the RFF are presented for soft and hard
pads (E,=10,100 MPa) with different porosity levels (1
= EJ/E, = 4), in Fig. 5. The characteristics of adhesive and abra-
sive wear models were found to be similar. Figure 5 represents the
RFF due to adhesive wear R,4. A sublinear variation in RFF is ob-
served for a soft pad with high porosity (e.g., E;/E, = 4). The RFF
increases almost linearly with applied pressure P, for a hard pad or
a nonporous pad (E¢/E, = 1). The nonlinearity of the RFF with
respect to the applied pressure P, is quantified by applying a power
law curve fit in the form R = ¢Pj. The power law exponent is found
to be n = 0.94 for E; = 100 MPa with 1 < Ej/E,, < 4. In a soft pad
(E; = 10 MPa), the power law exponent decreases from n = 0.94 to
0.88 as the porosity is increased from Eg/E, =1 to 4. A similar
behavior is observed for RFF due to abrasive wear.

These results can be explained by considering real contact area
A, and mean contact pressure P, acting at the tip of the pad asperi-
ties in contact with a wafer. Real contact area A, is the main con-
trolling parameter for the number of active particles n,. The mean
real contact pressure P, determines the local contact behavior af-
fecting the distribution of contact pressure to particle and direct
contacts. The mean real contact pressure P, is found to remain

almost constant as the applied pressure P, is increased. As a result,
the direct contact area ratio Ay4/A, does not change significantly, as
illustrated in Fig. 6a. Figure 6b shows that the number of active
particles n, increases with applied pressure as the real contact area
becomes larger with higher applied pressure. Therefore, the sublin-
ear variation seen in RFF for a soft pad is attributed to the sublinear
increase in real contact area A, and the number of active particles n,.
In this work, the asperity summit height distribution was taken to be
Gaussian. The real contact area A, increases linearly with applied
pressure P, if the tall asperities, which are in the upper part of the
Gaussian distribution, are in contact.”’ This is the case for a hard
pad, as illustrated in Fig. 7. The increase becomes sublinear when
lower asperities start to come in contact for a soft pad, where the
equilibrium separation distance is negative for the high applied pres-
sure.

The experiments found in literature for the effect of applied pres-
sure P, were classified into two groups based on the pad elastic
modulus E (hard or soft pads). The power law exponents of the P,
term of the MRR obtained from experiments = are summarized in
Table II. The power law exponent varies in the range of 0.84 < n
< 1.04 for hard pads, whereas it varies in the range of 0.53 < n
< 0.89 for soft pads. The tendency for the MRR to become sublin-
ear with a softer pad agrees with modeling results. The models show
a decrease in the power law exponent n from 0.93 to 0.88 as the pad
elastic modulus is reduced from E; = 100 MPa to E; = 10 MPa,
with E¢/E, = 4. This result agrees with oxide CMP experiments,
conducted by Hernandez et al.t indicating a decrease in power law
exponent n from 0.96 to 0.89 when a soft pad is used instead of a
hard pad. However, the power law exponent can be as small as n
= 0.53 in the experiments, as shown in Table II, while modeling
results using base parameters did not result in a power law exponent
n < 0.88. This discrepancy could be explained by considering the
assumption of using the Gaussian distribution for asperity summit
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g oot6f - - E|JE,= € oot6f ~— -~ E|IE=2
e [ — E,/E,= = [ ——— E,/E,= _
4 r ———— E,(IE,=4 x r ———— E,(JE,=4 g
i~ [ B e
g 0012f |5 oot2f e P

I — 3 ~ - . .. .
z I 7 E I ~0.92 P . Figure 5. The variation in the RFF due to
Z o008k T T = . n=Ju. < ~ adhesive wear R,y with applied pressure
I} - — e - A -7
£ "L n=0.88 - - - % 0.008 PRt PR P, for (a) soft (E,= 10 MPa) and (b)
g r X// T - g [ e P hard (E; = 100 MPa) pads with different
T oonsl ////,,// - = 000l P porous elastic modulus ratios E/E,,.
w I P ™ F R
R N [
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pooo ke 1 0000
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Applied pressure, P_ (MPa) Applied pressure, P_ (MPa)
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heights for the pad. A different assumption for pad topo%raphy
causes the power law exponents to change. Ahmadi and Xia 4 and
Luo and Dornfeld"? explained the sublinear behavior by considering
a wavy pad topography, which gives a relation between applied
pressure P, and real contact area A, as P, * Af/ 3, Using this rela-
tionship, our model for a soft pad would result in a power law
exponent of n = 2/3 as the real contact area A, is the main control-
ling parameter for the effect of applied pressure P,.

Effect of pad elastic modulus and pad porosity.— Figure 8 shows
the effect of pad elastic modulus E and pad porosity on the RFF for
constant applied pressure, P, = 0.007 MPa (1 psi). The behavior
observed for the applied pressure in the range of 0.007 < P,
< 0.07 MPa is similar; therefore, only the plots for P,

s

= 0.007 MPa are included here. Figure 8a shows that the RFF in-
creases slightly with the pad elastic modulus E for adhesive wear.
An order of magnitude increase in the pad elastic modulus E, from
10 to 100 MPa results in only ~18% higher RFF for adhesive wear
R,4. The pad elastic modulus causes a more significant effect for the
RFF for abrasive wear R,,, as shown in Fig. 8b. An ~3.7-fold
increase in R, can be observed when E| is increased from 10 to 100
MPa.

As the pad porosity (Ey/E, ratio) is increased, the RFF due to
both adhesive and abrasive wear becomes larger, as illustrated in
Fig. 8. Increasing the modulus ratio (Ey/E,,) from 1 to 4 causes the
RFF due to adhesive R,y and abrasive R, wear to increase to ~2.6
and ~2.3 times, respectively.

5
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L] x _ \**\41/\7:;71; S [ e 7 sure P, for different pad elastic moduli E
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Table II. Summary of power law exponents determined in experiments, organized to demonstrate the effect of pad elastic modulus.
Applied pressure
Experiments Polishing pad Polished film Slurry (psi) Power law exponent
Nguyen et al? Hard Copper Alumina 2.8-4.9 0.99
Clark et al.’ Hard Oxide Silica 2-8 2111.04-0.842"
Hernandez et al.® Hard Oxide Silica 2.8-5.8 0.96
Forsberg7 Soft Oxide Silica 0.5-4.8 0.62
Chandrasekaran et al.® Soft Tetraethyl orthosilicate Silica 1-7 0.53
Guo and Subramanian’ Soft Copper Alumina 0.3-13.3 0.54
Hernandez et al.® Soft Oxide Silica 2.8-5.8 0.89
Wrschka et al.' Soft Aluminum Alumina 2.8-5.8 0.80
Wrschka et al.'® Soft Aluminum Silica 2.8-5.8 0.86
#1C1400pad.
® IC1000pad.
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Figure 8. The effect of pad elastic modu-
lus E; on the RFF due to (a) adhesive wear
R,y and (b) abrasive wear R, for P,
=0.007 MPa (or P, =1 psi).
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These results are explained by considering the variation in direct
contact area ratio Ay/A, and mean particle contact force f3,, plotted
in Fig. 9a and b, respectively. The elastic modulus of the solid pad
material E affects the particle penetration in the pad—particle inter-
face. For stiffer pads (large E,), pad-to-wafer direct contact becomes
more difficult, and the direct contact area ratio Ay/A, becomes
smaller. The porous elastic modulus of the pad E, controls the local
contact pressure acting at the pad-asperity tips. As the pad porosity
increases (smaller Ep), the asperity contact spreads over a larger
area; i.e., the real contact area A, increases, thus causing a mean real
contact pressure P, at the tip of asperities (local contact pressure) to
decrease. The lower mean real contact pressure P, decreases the
direct contact area Ag/A;. If solid E and porous E, pad elastic
moduli increase or decrease at the same rate, such that the porous
elastic modulus ratio E(/E,, is constant, the direct contact area Ay/A,
and the RFF due to adhesive wear R4, as a result, do not change
significantly because the effects of E; and E, on R, offset each
other. In abrasive wear, although this effect is the same, higher mean
particle contact force f causes the RFF for abrasive wear Ry, to
increase as the pad elastic modulus E becomes larger.

Guo and Subramanian” carried out copper CMP experiments
with alumina slurry using the same conditions [P, = 0.47 MPa (6.8
psi), V., =0.47 m/s, and m,, = 2.5%] for a soft (Suba-500) and a
hard (IC1000) pad. They found that the MRR for the hard and soft
pads were ~245 and ~110 nm/min, respectively. The ratio of
MRR for a hard to a soft pad was ~2.2. The same ratio predicted for
adhesive and abrasive wear using E; = 10 MPa for a soft pad and
E; =100 MPa for a hard pad with E(/E, = 4 was 1.2 and 3.7, re-
spectively, indicating that the experimental trend can be explained
by considering both adhesive and abrasive wear taking place simul-
taneously.

TR I ERTI IR SN RUTN N R
40 60 80

100

Pad elastic modulus, E_ (MPa)

A similar experiment was carried out by Saxena et al.* for CMP
of copper films with alumina slurry [P, = 0.028 MPa (4 psi) and
Ny = 3%]. A soft PANW pad (Freudenberg Nonwovens) and a hard
IC1400 were used in their study. The ratio of MRR achieved by a
hard pad (165 nm/min) to a soft pad (140 nm/min) was found to be
1.18, which is very close to the ratio (~1.2) calculated by our
model with adhesive wear.

Experimentsm'32 indicate a general trend of increasing MRR
with higher porosity, in agreement with model results. In the CMP
experiments by Fury and James,” one porous pad with a relative
density ppo/pso = 0.6 (IC1000) and one solid pad pp/pg =1
(IC2000) made from the same polyurethane material were used.
Because the pads were made of the same polyurethane material, it
can be assumed that the solid pad elastic modulus Ej is the same for
these two pads, while the porous elastic modulus ratio Ey/E;, can be
estimated to be Ey/E, = 3 for p,o/pso = 0.6.>' The pads were rough-
ened by using the same conditioning parameters to ensure that the
surface topography of the pads were similar. The average MRR for
a porous pad (IC1000) was found to be ~40% higher than that of a
solid pad (IC2000). This finding qualitatively agrees with the results
of our model (Fig. 8), indicating an increasing trend for MRR with
increasing pad porosity. Figure 10 shows the effects of pad porosity
and slurry particle concentration on the ratio of RFF values for
porous and nonporous pads with E¢/E}, = 3 and 1, respectively. The
solid pad elastic modulus was £, = 100 MPa, and the applied pres-
sure was maintained at P, = 0.007 MPa. Because the particle con-
centration m,, used in the experiments32 was not specified, the ratio
of RFF for a porous and a nonporous pad was plotted as a function
of particle (silica) concentration. RFF for a porous pad is greater
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Figure 10. Model predictions for the ratio of RFF for a porous (E/E,
= 3) to RFF for a solid pad (E,/E, = 1) as a function of particle (silica)
concentration m,. The dotted line indicates the ratio determined in the ex-
periments by Fury and James ™

than a solid pad by 40% for adhesive wear at particle concentration,
Nw = 5%, and for abrasive wear at n,, = 6%. The increase in MRR
for larger porosity is predicted well by the model.
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Effect of particle concentration.— In the models, volumetric
particle concentration m, is the main parameter controlling the num-
ber of particles entering the calculations. Particle concentration by
weight ratio m,, is commonly used in practice because it is easier to
measure for a slurry. For a given particle concentration m, by
weight ratio, volumetric particle concentration m, can be calculated
using the density of particle material, pp, in Eq. 7. Although the
modeling results are obtained for alumina particles (py
=3.7 g/cm?), results can be applied to different particle materials
such as silica (pg = 2.5 g/cm?) or ceria (pe. = 7.1 g/cm?) by uti-
lizing Fig. 11, which shows the equivalent particle concentration m,,
by the weight ratio of different particle materials resulting in the
same volumetric particle concentration .

In Fig. 12a, RFF due to adhesive wear R, is plotted as a function
of particle concentration, m, for applied pressure, P,
=0.007 MPa (or P,=1 psi), and pad elastic modulus E|
=10 MPa. In this range, the RFF due to adhesive wear R,y in-
creases linearly with the particle concentration m,, for a nonporous
pad (Ey/E, = 1). As the pad porosity increases, the variation in RFF
due to adhesive wear R,q with particle concentration m,, becomes
sublinear. RFF due to adhesive wear R,y levels off when the particle
concentration m,, > 8% for E¢/E}, = 4, which is called the saturation
particle concentration, m;,. We also determined that the saturation
particle concentration v, decreases with a larger pad elastic modu-
lus E or while a higher applied pressure P, increases 'r]ﬁv.3 3

Similar to the behavior of the adhesive wear function R,,, the
abrasive wear function Ry, also increases with increasing particle
concentration my, as illustrated in Fig. 12b. However, in abrasive
wear, we see that R, reaches a peak at a critical particle concentra-
tion m,, =m,, and drops with increasing m,,. The reasons for the
saturation in the adhesive and the peaking in the abrasive wear on
the RFF with particle concentration m,, is explained next.

At a low particle concentration m,,, there are few active particles
in the contact interface, and the mean spacing between particles is
large, allowing direct contact to occur. As a result of the direct
contact, a fraction of the applied pressure P, is carried by direct
contacts, and the particle contact pressure becomes Pp/P, < 1. An
increase in the particle concentration r),, results in an increase in the
number of active particles n,. This, in turn, causes the mean spacing
between the particles to become smaller, reducing the direct contact
area Aq4. This effect is quantified in the results presented in Fig. 13a.
As particle concentration reaches a critical value, m, =7, the
mean spacing between the particles becomes such that direct contact
is prevented, and the applied pressure is transferred entirely through
the particles. As a result, at the saturation particle concentration ms,,
the direct contact becomes zero, Ay = 0, and the particle contact
pressure becomes P,/P,= 1. Increasing particle concentration
above this saturation value, 1, > 7, does not change the fraction
of the applied pressure P, carried by particle contacts. Thus, we see
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that the saturation particle concentration Ty, is a critical factor in
material removal. The magnitude of mj, increases using softer (small
E,) or lower porosity (small Es/Ep) pads or by applying higher pres-
sures P,.

The behavior of adhesive (R,q) and abrasive (R,,) RFFs, when
the particle concentration is greater than the saturation particle con-
centration, m,, > T, can be explained by considering the variation
in the mean contact force fi; on each particle as a function of par-
ticle concentration, as shown in Fig. 13b. The mean particle contact
force fy is determined by the particle contact pressure P, and the
number of active particles n, as fi = Pp/n,. Figure 13b shows that
the mean particle contact force f}, decreases with increasing particle
concentration, m,, where the number of active particles n, becomes
larger. When m,, > 7}, the particle contact pressure, P, remains
constant. If the variation in RFF due to adhesive R,q and abrasive
Ry, wear achieved by all active particles is considered, R,q = n,f%

3/2
and Ry, = n,fy, , the increase in the number of active particles n,
offsets the decrease in mean contact force f},, and R,4 remains con-
stant in this regime, whereas a reduction in the mean particle contact

. . 32
force f causes R, to decrease as R,y is proportional to fii  as

3/2
(Rab * naffvtvl )

The saturation of the MRR with increasing particle concentration
has been observed experimentally. Bielmann et al.® conducted
W-CMP experiments using alumina particles with different particle
sizes (145 nm = p, = 1000 nm) and concentrations (2% = m,,
= 15%). Experiments were performed with a hard pad (IC1000)
under an applied pressure of P, = 0.045 MPa (or P, =6 psi). In
Fig. 14, we plot the MRR determined in these experiments. The
MRR was normalized with respect to the largest measured MRR and
plotted as a function of particle concentration r),, for different par-
ticle radii p,. The experimental conditions were simulated by our
model using applied pressure, P, = 0.045 MPa, pad elastic modu-
lus, E; = 100 MPa, and elastic modulus ratio, Ey/E;, = 4. The base
parameters listed in Table I were used in the simulations. Figure 14
shows that the model using adhesive wear assumption accurately
predicted the experimentally observed saturation effect for small
particles (p, = 300 nm). The experimentally observed saturation
effect takes place for small particles, somewhere in the range of 5
< ., < 10% (Fig. 14), while the model predicts the critical particle
concentration to be m;, = 6.5%. The decrease in MRR above satu-
ration particle concentration m;, predicted by the abrasive wear
model was not seen in experiments. The saturation effect was not
observed for large particles in the experiments (;Lp > 300 nm). The
model prediction for the critical particle concentration ), does not
depend on the particle size.

Forsberg7 reported CMP experiments on a silicon [Si(100)] wa-
fer using silica slurry and a soft pad (Suba500). The applied pressure
was adjusted to be P, = 0.009 MPa (P, = 1.3 psi), while the par-

ticle concentration was varied in the range of 0 < m,, < 6.5%. The
results of this experimental work are compared to the predictions of
our model, with Eg = 10 MPa (for a soft pad), E/E, = 4, and ap-
plied pressure P, = 0.009 MPa. Other parameters of the model are
listed in Table I. Figure 15 shows the comparison of normalized
MRR found in the experiments and predicted by the simulations
using adhesive and abrasive wear assumptions. The original data
from the experiments are also shown in Fig. 15. Material removal is
achieved in the experiments even when the particle concentration is
reduced to 0, i.e., MRR ~ 50 nm/min for n,, = 0%. This is attrib-
uted to the etching of the wafer material by slurry chemicals. To
quantify the effect of particle concentration considering mechanical
removal, MRR due to etching at m,, = 0% was subtracted from the
experimental MRR, and then MRR was normalized with respect to
the maximum MRR. Comparing the normalized MRR determined in
the experiments and model results, good agreement was found for
both adhesive and abrasive wear assumptions, except that the slight
decrease in MRR for abrasive wear above saturation particle con-
centration m;, was not seen in experiments. The saturation particle
concentration predicted by our model is m;, = 6.5% for adhesive
wear, which is very similar to m, predicted by the models for a hard
pad E, =100 MPa and higher applied pressure P, = 0.045 MPa
given for a comparison with experiments by Bielmann et al. 3 (Fig.
14). The effect of a softer pad is to increase the saturation concen-
tration my,, while a smaller particle material density pp causes a
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Figure 14. The comparison of the variation in normalized MRR with par-
ticle concentration m,, determined in experiments by Bielmann et al.® and
models.
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decrease in m;,. The material density of silica particles (pg - L
=2.5 g/cm?) is smaller as compared to alumina particles (py 5 i ;
= 3.7 g/cm?), which gives more particle volume for a given particle = o5k L, ’
weight concentration m,, of silica particles. These two opposing ef- 3 - /
fects offset each other, and the model predicts similar saturation -% i L/

. . ¢ . _ B /
pargcle concentration m,, values as observed in these separate ex E o4k , . 0.40m /s (Guo)
periments. 2 5 ,

The variation in MRR as a function of particle concentration T, s / . 0.47m/s (Guo)
was also studied experimentally for CMP of copper films with alu- i W v 0.61 m/s (Guo)
mina slurry by Guo and Sub ian.” In th i MP 021 i

y by Guo and Subramanian.” In these experiments, C i Y ——— Model - Adhesive
was performed with a hard pad (ICIOQO) anq applied pressure was L / — _ _ _  Model- Abrasive
fixed at P, = 0.048 MPa (P, = 6.8 psi), while three different rela- - | | | | |
tive velocities V, were used. The results of these experiments were OU ‘ = = ‘ 3 ‘ o ‘ 5
compared to our model, where simulations were carried out with the Particle concentration %
following pad elastic properties E; = 100 MPa and Ey/E;, = 4 and T %
appl}ed pressure P, = 0.048 MP:a. The.resglts are given in Fig. 16. b) R,= 100 um and 0, =5 um
In Fig. 16a, where the pad-asperity radius is taken as Ry = 50 pm,
the model overpredicts the saturation particle concentration. The de- 1+ P
viation between experiment and model results decreased for an as- i R e h
perity radius of R; = 100 pm used in the model (o, =5 pm), as | .
shown in Fig. 16b. A larger pad-asperity radius R, shifts the model 08} v
results for the saturation particle concentration v, to a lower level. i e
A similar effect can be obtained by decreasing the SD of pad rough- % i /
ness o, which also causes the mean contact pressure P, to de- = o6l //;
crease, as a smaller number of particles, n,, are sufficient to prevent 3 - ,
direct contact at lower local contact pressures. Good agreement was % i , /) .
found between experiment and model results when oy =3 pm is E o4 [ , 0.40 m /s (G
used in the model, as shown in Fig. 16c. Considering the effect of s [ Y - 40 m/s (Guo)
pad conditioning parameters on pad topography, it is possible that z 5 // 3 4 0.47 m/s (Guo)
pad-asperity radius R, and pad-asperity SD o were different in ex- i / v 0.61 m/s (Guo)

; o0 ; 0.2 / .
periments by Guo and Subramanian” than the default values used in [ Model - Adhesive
the model (Tal.jlie I?. The values in hterature. reﬂecF thl.S variation for | — — _ _  Model - Abrasive
different conditioning methods as pad-asperity radius in the range of s
30 wm = R, = 100 pm 7 and pad-asperity SD in the range of 0¥ ‘ 1' ‘ ‘ é ‘ ‘ :',) ‘ ‘ cll ‘ ‘ é

3 pm=o0,=29 pm 3536 were reported. Therefore, the model re-
sults are considered to be accurate although some adjustments for
asperity radius R, and SD o within the ranges given in literature are
required to match experimental results more closely.

Effect of pad topography.— Although the applied pressure P, is
one of the important process parameters in CMP, the real contact
pressure acting at the interface of the pad asperity and the wafer
determines the characteristics of material removal. The surface to-

Particle concentration, n, %

¢) R,=100 um and g, =3 um

Figure 16. The comparison of the variation in normalized MRR with par-
ticle concentration 1), determined in experiments by Guo and Subramanian®
and models with asperity radius and pad roughness values of (a) R,
=50 pm and oy =5 pm, (b) Ry=100 pm and oy =35 pm, and (c) R,
=100 pm and o, =3 pm.
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pography of a rough pad influences the contact and the distribution
of the applied pressure through the asperities on the wafer, and the
mean real contact pressure P, on each asperity and the real contact
area A, are, therefore, strong functions of pad topography. The mean
pad-asperity radius Ry, the SD o, the PDF ®, of the pad-asperity
peak heights, and the areal density of asperity peaks are the param-
eters related to pad topography analyzed. A Gaussian distribution for
PDF of asperity summit heights is employed in this work.

The mean contact pressure P, and the real contact area A, are
related as P, = P,/A,, where P, decreases as contact spreads over a
larger area. The real contact area A, is the main controlling param-
eter for the number of active particles n,, whereas the direct contact
area A, is a strong function of the mean contact pressure P,. The
general trends seen for the variation of RFF with pad topography are
similar for a soft (E; = 10 MPa) or hard (E; = 100 MPa) pad and a
low (P, =0.007 MPa) or high (P, = 0.07 MPa) applied pressure.
Furthermore, the effects of RFF due to adhesive wear R,4 are similar
to that of abrasive wear R,;,. Therefore, in Fig. 17a and b, the varia-
tion in RFF due to adhesive wear R, is presented. The effects of the
SD of pad-asperity summits o, and the mean pad-asperity radius Ry
are investigated for E¢ = 10 MPa and P, = 0.007 MPa. These fig-
ures show that the RFF is higher for smaller o or larger R, values.
This effect becomes more significant with increasing pad porosity
E/E,. This behavior can be explained as follows.

As the SD oy of the pad-asperity summits decreases, the real
contact area A, due to the pad-to-wafer contact increases, causing a
mean contact pressure P, to decrease (Fig. 18a). A lower mean
contact pressure P, decreases the tendency of particles to become
embedded in the pad, thus diminishing the direct contact area ratio
A4/A,, as demonstrated in Fig. 18b. This improves the ability of the
pad to transfer applied pressure on the particles. These effects gen-

erally cause RFF to increase with smaller values of the SD o of the
pad roughness. Figure 18b also shows that the direct contact area
ratio Ay4/A, does not vary significantly when porosity is small, e.g.,
E(/E, = 1, as direct contact remains dominant for different o val-
ues. For more porous pads, e.g., E(/E, = 4, the mean contact pres-
sure P, transitions, with o, from a particle-dominant to a direct-
contact-dominant regime, where a small change in contact pressure
translates to a significant variation in direct contact area A4/A; and
particle contact pressure ratio Pp/P, magnifying the effect of o for
large E/E;,. A similar mechanism explains the variation in RFF with
respect to asperity radius R.

The effect of pad topography was investigated experimentally by
performing oxide CMP experiments with silica slurry.35 Two differ-
ent conditioning disks, random diamond disk (RDD) and uniform
diamond disk (UDD), were used to generate different pad topogra-
phies. RDD had diamonds with different distributed protrusion
heights and shapes, while the protrusions on UDD were of pyrami-
dal shape and had the same heights. As a result of the geometry of
conditioning disks, pads conditioned by RDD had an SD of pad-
asperity heights o3 = 4.94 pm and skewness S, = 0.19, whereas for
pads conditioned by UDD these values were o= 2.96 pm and
S, = 0.44, respectively. CMP experiments were performed by using
each pad with an applied pressure, P, = 0.035 MPa (=5 psi). The
average MRR achieved using an RDD conditioned pad (320 nm/
min) was 10% lower than the MRR achieved using a UDD condi-
tioned pad (355 nm/min). We modeled the conditions of these ex-
periments by introducing o, of each pad and by using E
=100 MPa, ES/Ep = 4, with the base parameters listed in Table 1.
The effects of skewness were neglected. The model predicted the
MRR of the RDD conditioned pad to be 14% lower than that of the
UDD conditioned pad, which agrees with experiments.
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Effect of passivated surface layer.— The slurry chemicals react
with the wafer surface and form a passivated surface layer on the
wafer. The hardness of this layer Hy,, may be lower or higher than
the hardness of the bulk wafer material wa.37 The eftective hard-
ness H,, of the wafer is calculated based on Eq. 23. The indentation
depth of a SP 8, can be calculated as 8, = f,/(7r,H,,) by using Eq.
22. Considering the dependence of the pad-to-particle contact force
on the particle radius, fp ™ ™ = 2 (Eq. 3 and 4), the indentation
depth is linearly proportional to the particle size (i.e., 8y, * rp). As
the particle size r, increases, the indentation depth of a particle 3,,
becomes larger. If the passivated layer is softer than the bulk, this
causes the effective hardness H,, to increase, or if the passivated
layer is harder than the bulk, the effective hardness H,, decreases.
This, in turn, has an effect on the MRR, as RR, = 1/H,, and
RR,, = 1/H22.

The effect of the mean abrasive particle size ., is investigated
for different passivated layer thicknesses in the range of 0 < 1,
< 16 nm, and P, =0.007 MPa (1 psi) in Fig. 19. The elastic
modulus of a hard pad, E; = 100 MPa, passivated layer hardness,
Hp,, = 1000 MPa, and bulk wafer hardness, Hy,, = 4000 MPa, are
used in this figure, along with the base values listed in Table I.
Figure 19a shows that the mean indentation depth of particles 3}
increases linearly with mean particle radius ., when the passivated
layer thickness #,, is very small (z,, ~ 0) or very large (7,
~ 16 nm). For intermediate values, e.g., fpw ~ 4 or 8 nm, a change
in slope occurs as the mean particle size p, exceeds a critical value,
at which the particles start to indent through the passivated layer. As
a result, effective hardness H,, increases with mean particle size .,
as shown in Fig. 19b, and approaches the bulk wafer hardness H,,
~ H,,. A larger effective hardness H,, translates to a lower MRR as
quantified by RFF normalized by effective wafer hardness, R,4/Hy,
plotted in Fig. 19c. An opposite behavior would be observed if the
passivated wafer is harder than the bulk, H,, > H,,. In this case,
MRR would decrease with a larger particle size p,, for intermediate
values of passivated layer thickness 1%.22 The experimental findings
in literature show both increasing3 7 and decreasing33 trends for
MRR with a larger particle size. The results presented here can help
guide the interpretation of similar findings.

Conclusions

In this work, contact of a rough deformable pad and a smooth
wafer with interfacial abrasive particles was analyzed. The interac-
tions due to the two-body contact between the pad and the wafer
(direct contact) and the three-body contact between the pad, the
abrasive particles, and the wafer (particle contact) were considered.
The model is extended for the computation of MRR for CMP by
considering abrasive and adhesive wear mechanisms. The effects of
these parameters are investigated, and the model results are com-
pared with published experimental data. The results of this paramet-
ric analysis are summarized as follows.

1. Applied pressure: The model shows that the MRR has a
power law relationship with applied pressure P,. The power law
exponent was computed to be in the range of 0.85 < n < 1.1. The
sublinear behavior corresponds to a soft pad (e.g., E; = 10 MPa)
with high porosity (e.g., Ei/E,, = 4). The value of n decreased with
decreasing particle concentration m,, and a SD of pad roughness o.

2. Pad substrate modulus and porosity: The model showed that
stiffer pads (large E,) and increased porosity cause the MRR to
increase for both adhesive and abrasive wear assumptions.

3. Particle concentration: The model shows that the MRR in-
creases linearly with the particle concentration m,, when r,, is small.
A saturation effect was observed at a critical saturation particle con-
centration n\cﬁ, above which the MRR due to adhesive wear remains
constant. For m,, > 7, the MRR due to abrasive wear was pre-
dicted to decrease.

4. Pad roughness: The model results indicate that the MRR in-
creases with a smaller SD of pad summits o, whereas a larger
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Figure 19. The effect of mean particle radius p, on (a) effective wafer
hardness H,, and (b) MRR due to adhesive wear R,; normalized with respect
to effective wafer hardness for different passivated layer thicknesses #,,,
(Hyy, = 4000 MPa and H,,, = 1000 MPa).

summit radius Ry and an increased asperity density m, causes the
MRR to decrease.

5. Water hardness: The MRR becomes a function of particle size
K, due to the effect of p, on the effective hardness. In the soft
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passivated surface layer, a larger particle size p, results in lower
MRR, while the opposite is true in the hard passivated surface layer.

6. Wear mechanism: A better agreement is found between the
MRR predicted by the model using adhesive wear and experiments
as compared to abrasive wear. Therefore, adhesive wear mechanism
assumption seems to be more appropriate for CMP.

This work showed that the fraction of the applied pressure car-
ried by particle contacts is an important factor affecting the MRR, as
most of the materials are removed by the abrasive particles trapped
between the pad asperities and the wafer. Each of the problem pa-
rameters, whose effects are summarized above, affects this fraction
differently. Nevertheless, a contact mechanics approach was shown
to be helpful in explaining the experimentally obtained trends. The
authors hope that this and similar models can be used to design
controlled experiments to investigate the complex interrelations be-
tween the various parameters that control material removal in CMP.
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