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Graphical IDDQ Signatures Reduce
Defect Level and Yield Loss
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Abstract—We propose a new DDQ testing signature, the graph-
ical DDQ signature. We discovered that noise, in the entire set of
current measurements for a chip, is a vastly superior feature for
classifying chips as good or bad, compared to present methods.
The measured DDQ current as a function of vectors is defined
here as the signature. We examine the shape of the waveform de-
fined by the total set of the DDQ measurements, to extract the
number of bands that all of the current measurements cluster into,
the width and separation of the bands and current glitches or noise
among all DDQ measurements. We examined the DDQ signa-
tures of all SEMATECH experiment chips that were classified as
good or bad by a combination of functional, delay, and scan voltage
tests. A single DDQ threshold, whether absolute or differential,
cannot separate good/bad chips reliably. Good chip signatures con-
tain discrete levels (or bands) of varying widths and separations. A
faulty chip almost always displays noise and glitches in the band
structure. The graphical DDQ classifier shows very high accu-
racy for SEMATECH test data with a test escape rate of 5.97%,
compared with 7.5% for the single threshold method, 7.6% for
current differences and 7.5% for the� DDQ method. The graph-
ical DDQ method had a 1.2% test overkill, compared with 2.3%
for the single threshold method, 6.1% for current differences and
7.0% for � DDQ .

Index Terms— DDQ testing, current noise, current signatures,
data mining, pattern recognition.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE testing [1] finds defects not detectable by
voltage tests when the average current caused by a de-

fect is significantly higher than the average quiescent current
of good integrated circuits (ICs). The variation of quiescent
current over a test set, chips, wafers, and fabrication processes
must be small, and must not affect the classification. This
assumption no longer holds for deep submicrometer (DSM)
technologies. With the minimum feature size shrinking to
less than 70 nm, the subthreshold current increases and the
range of all sorts of leakage currents in good devices becomes
wider, which makes the differentiation between defective and
defect-free devices much harder. Concern has been expressed
whether testing will remain useful [2]. For DSM devices
with high background current, single threshold methods
result either in unacceptably high levels of yield loss (declaring
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a good chip to be bad) or test escapes (declaring a bad chip to
be good). Methods were proposed to address the higher leakage
current and process variation problems [3]–[7], but improved
methods are still needed. Sachdev [8] discusses options for
DSM testing, including , reverse body bias, and
power-supply resistive drop methods.

We introduce a graphical model as a current signature. Here,
the absolute value of current measurement is no longer
used for the chip pass/fail decision. Instead, the appearance of
noise in recognizable patterns in the measured data over the en-
tire set of test vectors is the distinguishing factor. This view of

measurements reflects more physical information for dis-
criminating good and faulty devices than the mean , vari-
ance , or other comparisons. The self-contained method
is not affected by wafer and production process variations. We
studied the graphical method on SEMATECH data [9], because
it was readily available and had an unusually large number of

measurements (most other data sets have only 5 or 10).
Although the data is old, it illustrates the value of the graph-
ical method very well. Experiments on all SEMATECH data
show significant improvement in yield loss (overkill) and defect
level (test escapes). This may allow testing to substan-
tially reduce the usage of other testing methods. Section II de-
scribes prior work. Section III describes the devices-under-test
(DUTs). Section IV presents the experiment, analyzes phys-
ical phenomena, and discusses results. Comparisons appear in
Section V, a training set experiment appears in Section VI and
statistical significance is analyzed in Section VII. Section VIII
is an analysis of testing feature correlation. Section IX is an
analysis of the test economics of graphical testing and
Section X concludes this paper.

II. PRIOR WORK

testing was first proposed by Levi [10]. Malaiya and
Su [11] and Acken [12] proposed a single pass/fail current
threshold. By the mid 1980’s, the test was proven to
detect physical defects (gate oxide shorts, floating transistor
gates, stuck-open transistors and bridging, some delay, leakage,
and weak transistor faults). Most of these are due to resistive
shorts between transistor terminals. In the early 1990’s,
test was used commercially (ViewLogic, Duet, Synopsys, LSI,
Lucent, IBM) as a cost-effective test method (no overhead, few
test vectors), and for reliability screening [13]. Books on
testing [1], [14]–[17] exist.

1) Current Signatures: Previously, it was assumed that the
variation of the current measurement (energy consump-
tion ratio) is limited over two different test vectors for a good
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chip [18]–[20]. Gattiker and Maly [3], [21] observed mea-
surements clustering into bands. They developed current signa-
tures, with all current measurements sorted by value and found
that a significant break (a current step or an activation path)
in the measured current in various vectors indicated an active
defect. These steps were often due to activating a different cur-
rent path through a bridging fault or gate-oxide transistor short.
There were two defect kinds: active and passive. Gattiker et al.
measured current for the first vector and rejected die if subse-
quent vector currents differed by more than a threshold.

2) Testing: Thibeault [7], [22] took differences in
measurements between a vector and the next one and

plotted them in a histogram to differentiate good and bad chips.
testing transformed a Gaussian distribution with a mean

and a variance representing the fault-free distri-
bution into a distribution with zero mean and a variance .
Miller [23] detected active defects [3] for up to 10 mA leakage
with testing on 100 SRAMs and 197 Pentium micro-
processors. The main advantage of testing is that the
test conditions remain almost identical for both measurements.
Small anomalies due to active defects are detected, but
passive defects are missed. Kruseman et al. [24] compared the
max-min method of Gattiker et al. with Thibeault’s method [7]
and concluded that neither was more sensitive than the other.
They discovered that as a function of sorted test patterns
was more sensitive than a single ratio-based testing approach.

3) Current Ratios: Maxwell et al. [6] used a current ratio
method with a statistical regression model to dynamically
recalibrate the minimum and maximum acceptable leakage
current thresholds according to wafer and process variations:

Threshold Slope Intercept. Slope was the
slope of the line from the origin to the point representing a
DUT on a graph of maximum current against minimum current.
Intercept accounted for nonsubthreshold leakage currents. Min
was measured from a predetermined minimum current vector.

4) Clustering: A second assumption is that the absolute
value of the current measurement should be less than
a threshold. In current clustering [25]–[28], multiple
thresholds are used for multiple defect distributions in a single
chip. Henry and Soo [4] computed an mean and
standard deviation for every vector, and rejected devices
when any one measurement exceeded for the
corresponding vector.

5) DUT and State Dependence: Li and McCluskey [5]
summed up the total variances of current to check an

curve with respect to the standard signature for all
vectors. A DUT failed when the sum exceeded . Since
other nondefect phenomena might cause fluctuations in current
measurements, e.g., DUT-dependency, this method had more
yield loss than others. Henry and Soo [4] and Li and McCluskey
[5] took the state dependence into account, but they leveled out
the DUT dependence. State dependence means that the
current in a given logic gate depends on the gate input logic
states. DUT dependence means that the current measured
for a die depends on its position on the wafer. Kruseman et al.
[24] asserted that the DUT dependence will dominate in DSM
technologies and showed that , which is a
real limitation of the method.

6) Miscellaneous Methods: Thibeault [29] took the fast
Fourier transform (FFT) of measurements and the dc
component and the first harmonic were compared with those of
good chips to eliminate variation between chips and between
wafers and to improve resolution. Chess [30] calculated the
mean current for each DUT by measuring the
current using statistically sufficient test patterns and then de-
termined upper and lower thresholds. Variyam [28] used the
difference of the predicted and the measured to detect
defects. Okuda [31] used the average of the current
measurements through multiple strobe points as the pass/fail
threshold. Lu et al. [32] estimated the current for DUTs.
Then, they either tested the DUT current using different
test vectors or they tested two chips under the same test vector
and compared the difference with .

III. TEST CHIP DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

SEMATECH data is used here [9]. The DUT power supply is
3.3 V. It has 116 000 equivalent (two-input NAND) gates and its
two clock domains are 40 MHz and 50 MHz. Five test steps
were taken, i.e., wafer level, T0 package level, T1 packaged
burn-in level (6 h), T72 packaged burn-in level (78 h), and T144
packaged burn-in level (150 h).1 In each step, four kinds of
tests were applied to each device: stuck-at tests (8023 patterns
with 99.79% stuck-fault coverage); functional tests (532 K cy-
cles with 52% stuck-fault coverage); delay tests (15 232 patterns
with 91% transition fault coverage); and SEMATECH
tests (195 patterns with 96% pseudo-stuck-at fault coverage)
[33].2 The SEMATECH experiment used 5 A as the
pass/fail limit, which may not be good for production testing.
In total, 18 466 devices were tested at wafer test. A subset of
them went through the other four test steps. Additional charac-
terization tests were added to package-level tests. Test results
were recorded for each test step as well as the kinds of tests
failed. Since none of these four tests has complete fault cov-
erage, bad devices may pass all four tests. The single pass/fail
current threshold of the test means that a device failing
only the test is not necessarily defective, either. We treat
the subset of devices that went through several stages of burn-in
and did not fail as good. Here, tested devices are categorized as
follows.

1) Reliable good devices passing all four tests in all five test
steps or passing all available test steps when not all steps
are used. Devices that fail wafer probe test, but pass pack-
aged test and burn-in, are good, because the error was due
to poor wafer probe registration [34].

2) Bad devices failing tests other than the test, or having
extremely high current, 8 A, which causes the
chip to eventually overheat and fail.

3) only fails, which failed only on the test with
8 A current.

The statistical analysis is based on this classification.

1Nigh of IBM has explained that there is a discrepancy in this data, so that
T72 is really 78 h and T144 is really 150 h.

2The pseudo-stuck-at fault model for a logic gate includes all hard stuck-at
faults and all internal transistor shorts.
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Fig. 1. Good chip with single-band profile.

IV. NEW CLASSIFICATION FEATURES

We introduce a new graphical model for chip classification for
current testing [35]–[38]. Instead of using the absolute value of

current measurement to pass/fail a chip, the graphical ap-
pearance of the measurement over the entire set of test vectors
is used. This reflects more physical information for discrimi-
nating between good and defective devices than , , or other
thresholds. The self-contained method will not be affected by
the wafer and production process variations. This method dif-
fers from the current signatures or current differences of Gat-
tiker and Maly [3], because it is the noise in the bands of
measurements that we use to classify chips as good or bad,
whereas they classify based on a difference between two con-
secutive sorted measurements. When this difference ex-
ceeds a threshold, indicating another activation path due to an
active defect, they reject the chip. In our new method, instead, it
is the number of bands in the signature, their separations, their
widths, the presence of current glitches, and the activity within
the bands that is used to classify chips as good or bad. Results
will show that ours is a more effective classifier, because it in-
dicates variability in the chip based on the noise-like behavior
of the current measurement data.

Previously, it was assumed that the variation range of the
current measurement is limited for a good chip and that

the absolute value of the current measurement should be
less than a threshold. For the first assumption, we plot each

current versus test vector number for all 195 vectors and
call this the band diagram. Sample profiles for several
chips are shown in Figs. 1–6. Figs. 1 and 2 are two kinds of
good devices. There are 5674 good devices out of 18 466 devices
having the form of Fig. 2. Fig. 3 is a bad device. Any comparison
of the ’s or ’s will fail the good chip of Fig. 2 when the band
separation is wide enough so that it exceeds the threshold,
and it will pass the faulty chip of Fig. 3 because the spike does
not exceed the threshold. Another 5684 devices have only
one band as in Fig. 1. This also shows that there is no such thing
as a current standard for each vector as the second assumption
requires.

We plot the profile by points or by a line. Fig. 1 is typ-
ical of the profile for a good device with a single band, i.e., a high

Fig. 2. Good chip with two-band profile.

Fig. 3. Faulty chip with noisy single-band profile.

Fig. 4. Faulty chip with smeared single-band profile.

frequency random waveform. Fig. 2 shows the two-band
profile for a good device. The profiles of single-band faulty de-
vices of Figs. 3 and 4 only differ from good devices due to either
continuous or spiked noise. Figs. 5 and 6 are faulty two-band
devices. These four devices are typical of the majority of defec-
tive devices. In Fig. 3, obvious glitches are observed, while in
Figs. 4 and 6, the waveform has high-frequency random signals.
However, it differs from the defect-free ones, as the amplitude
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Fig. 5. Faulty chip with smeared two-band profile.

Fig. 6. Faulty chip with smeared two-band profile.

changes obviously in some places. These irregular glitches can
either be featured as different bands, or as glitches. The ampli-
tude changes can be described by the number of bands, as in
Fig. 6, or by the unclear band, as in Fig. 4. The differentiation
between good and bad can only be made by the presence of noise
in the band structure.

We propose the use of the following four new features of all
current measurements for classification purposes:

1) number of bands that all of the current measurements
cluster into;

2) width and separation of bands;
3) glitch detection among all measurements;
4) lack of activity in the bands.
Even good devices often had non-Gaussian measure-

ment distributions that clustered into well-defined bands as in
Fig. 2. These devices may have one or more high resistance
shorts. Some vectors sensitize these shorts to current flow, by
causing opposite potentials across them. Good chips might
have multiple band current signatures, if a few high resistance
shorts are present. Two or three bands in the good SEMATECH
chips indicate one or two switching paths, possibly due to
some bridging path(s) with a lower defect resistance. This
phenomenon may worsen in DSM technologies. These chips

TABLE I
BAND STATISTICS IN SEMATECH DATA

were classified as good by IBM because their anomalies were
not detectable by prior test methods.

Table I shows statistics for all of the SEMATECH data based
on the classification standard of SEMATECH and IBM [9]. We
chose 450 A as the limit here to catch passive defects and
because data analysis showed that any limit between 8 and 1 A
gave nearly the same result of lowest defect level. In addition
to this criterion, if we relax the pass/fail current threshold to
450 A, we also found the following.

1) If the device band diagram looks like Fig. 5, with unclear
bands, then even if the number of bands is less than 5,
the device is bad with more than 99% certainty. These de-
vices may have one or more resistive shorts of high resis-
tance. Some vectors sensitize these shorts to current flow,
by causing opposite potentials across the resistive short.
The bands become unclear because different vectors sen-
sitize different paths, which lead to various logic gates
switching late in the clock period. This makes the bands
smear and merge with each other.

2) If the band width is greater than 4 A, then with 96%
probability, the device is defective. The explanation of the
band smearing (Case 1) applies here.

3) If multiple bands, such as in Fig. 2, part more than 5.0 A,
then it is 98% likely that the device is defective. This
means that the shorts had lower resistance, so the difference
in the current between a vector that sensitizes a resistive
short and one that does not increases.

4) If just a few points are far apart from the majority band, say
away from of the band, as in Fig. 3, then the device is

99% likely to be defective. The physical explanation of
Case 3 may apply.

5) If the number of bands exceeds 4, (Fig. 6 has only four
bands) then the device is 99% likely to be defective. The
band differentiation algorithm in Fig. 7 determines the
bands and the band width is the difference between the
maximum and minimum measurements put in this band
by the algorithm. In this case, there are more than just
three resistive shorting paths in the chip, so more bands
appear, indicating a defective device.

We now describe our new graphical test result classi-
fier, which rejects chips based on the following features:

1) when there are unclear bands existing in the band diagram;
this means that more than one group of data cluster, but the
edges are not clear and obvious;

2) when the band width is greater than 3.5 A or if the bands
part by more than 5.1 A;

3) when the number of bands exceeds 4;
4) when just a few obvious glitches are observed;
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Fig. 7. Band differentiation algorithm.

Fig. 8. Glitch detection algorithm.

5) when the second or third band is more than 2 times wider
than the first (bottom) band.

The exact number of current measurements and the
classifier parameters differ among designs because the
current relates to the manufacturing technologies and the logic
gate count of the DUT.

We now summarize the method as follows.
1) Analyze a representative sample of chips during current

and voltage characterization, and calculate (with various
tests) the number of bands, the band extents, the band sep-
aration, and the current glitch criteria for good chips to get
a classification standard.

2) During manufacturing test, for each chip run the band dif-
ferentiation (see Fig. 7) and glitch detection (see Fig. 8)
algorithms and classify it as good or bad.

Based on these criteria and voltage tests, our method classi-
fied DUTs into the following six categories in Table II.

1) Good Pass: Those DUTs that passed all SEMATECH tests
and also passed our evaluation.

2) Good Fail: Those DUTs that passed all SEMATECH tests
but failed our evaluation.

3) Bad Pass: Those DUTs that failed some SEMATECH tests
other than the test but passed our test.

4) Bad Fail: Those DUTs that failed some SEMATECH tests
other than the test but also failed our test.

5) Unknown Pass: Those DUTs that only failed the SE-
MATECH test but passed our test.

6) Unknown Fail: Those DUTs that only failed the SE-
MATECH test and failed our test as well.

TABLE II
SEMATECH STATISTICS, TEST ESCAPES, AND YIELD LOSS

For multiple power domains, a mix of logic and memories
and different mixtures of library cells (high leakage versus low
leakage) in the DUT, we will segregate the bus used for

measurements so that each domain has its own bus
for test. Also, our classifier must be reparameterized when
the fabrication process changes. We show in Section IX how the
larger number of measurements required by our method
is offset by a reduction in voltage tests.

V. RESULTS

No paper has given the total test statistics about the
SEMATECH data except for the single threshold criterion.
So we calculate results from Thibeault’s method [7]
and from Gattiker et al.’s current difference method [3] for
that data. Table III compares the various methods on
the SEMATECH data, using three different thresholds.

methods compared include the single-threshold, current
difference, and two kinds of methods. The first
method uses 4 A as the pass fail threshold for the current
difference of two consecutive vectors, instead of , because
4 A gave a much better overkill rate. We also calculate the

method for , for comparison purposes, where is
0.35 A, as given by Thibeault [7].

We tried these methods with three different ultimate
thresholds, 8, 25, and 450 A in Table III. Because the ulti-
mate thresholds vary, the universe of chips changes. For the
8 A column of the table, it is {11 824 good chips, 6520 bad
chips, and 122 unknown chips}, for the 25 A column, it is
{11 843 good chips, 6137 bad chips, and 486 unknown chips}
and for the 450 A column it is the same as in Table I. The
parameters for this experiment were a noise ratio of 0.11, a
band separation limit of 5.1 A, a limit of 4 bands, a single
point glitch limit of 15 times the minimum value, a
maximum band width of 3.5 A, a band width variation
limit of 7 times between bands, and a limit of 2 times the
maximum third minimum minimum .

The noise ratio is the ratio of the current to the
maximum current. The threshold for the single
threshold testing method is determined in a somewhat ad hoc
way. Therefore, we want to see the robustness of these methods
over different choices. Table III shows that the graphical

testing method always achieves the best test coverage
and second lowest overkill rate, just slightly higher than the

(4 A) method. There are two reasons why, when the
threshold decreases, the graphical test quality improves:
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TABLE III
COMPARISON OF TEST ESCAPE AND OVERKILL IN SEMATECH DATA

TABLE IV
TEST VECTOR SET TRUNCATION RESULTS

some defective chips that escaped the test when using 450 A
now are declared defective by the lower threshold, so the test
escape rate drops; also, some good chips that were overkilled
by the 450 A threshold standard now are declared good by
the new classification standard, hence, the overkill rate drops as
well. The ultimate threshold affects the overkill rate and
must be set by accurate failure effect analysis down to the phys-
ical defect. We must minimize the overlap of the -pass set
with the voltage test-fail set. Measurement errors are accounted
for by the band width parameters.

A. Test Vector Selection

Since our goal is to use testing to reduce the use of
other test methods, we analyze the effect of vector selection on

defect detection. All four test methods, functional, delay,
stuck-at fault, and single threshold test, clearly provide
incomplete fault-coverage on the SEMATECH data. The
fault models are: stuck-at, pseudo-stuck-at, bridging, and spe-
cial faults. The bridging fault model is better than all others
in detecting defects. No single model achieves complete
fault coverage, so one should choose tests for all sorts of faults.
The test vectors consist of the following:

1) 125 vectors created by IBM’s test generator, which
targets pseudo-stuck-at-faults (95.7% fault coverage) (set
# 1);

2) ten vectors that applied simple, regular patterns into the
scan chains (set # 2);

3) first 60 vectors of the stuck-fault tests (set # 3).
We experimented on a truncated set of test vectors (see

Table IV, where explanations for the numbers of chips in the
title row can be found in Table II). The ten vectors (set # 2) that
applied simple, regular scan chain patterns are more effective
than the 60 stuck-at faults (the longer set # 3) in catching
defects, given the number of vectors added. We concluded that
sets # 1 and # 2 are sufficient for testing. Randomly selecting
test vectors does not work well here because of the information
loss due to omitted vectors, but results show that increasing the

TABLE V
0.8-�m CHIPS ESCAPING THE GRAPHICAL I TEST

AND PROBING ERROR STATISTICS

number of randomly selected vectors improves test quality. The
experiment shows that a better selection of current measure-
ment vectors leads to lower defect level and low overkill rate.

B. Test Escapes

Table V, second column, gives the test escape distribution
from the graphical test. The 434 chips in Table V, third
column, failed various tests specified in column 1 at the wafer
test stage but passed all tests applied at the package and burn-in
test stages (note, however, that only a chosen subset of tests may
have been applied). In column 3 of Table V, the denominators
are the total number of chips in each category, while the numera-
tors are the chips that were recovered by the graphical test.
These chips should be defined as probing errors, which means
that they are actually good chips, but were claimed by wafer tests
to be defective. Some other chips have a similar phenomenon,
but are real defective chips that self-healed. The difference is
that healers also fail package stage tests.

Since the classification algorithm can still be improved, we
also rechecked misjudged bad chips visually using Microsoft
Excel. We found another 105 chips that can be visually classified
as bad using the criteria given here, even though the previous al-
gorithm classified them as good. Some bands are irregular even
though they do not exceed the bandwidth or band separation
limits. By irregular, we mean that the band was not flat, it had
uneven density or the bandwidth changed along the band. Fig. 9
shows a typical bad chip with a sloped band, while Fig. 10 shows
a chip with variable bandwidth. All of these chips were rejected
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Fig. 9. Bad 0.8-�m chip with sloped current band.

Fig. 10. Bad 0.8-�m chip with variable band width.

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF EFFICIENCIES OF TEST METHODS

by sight classification. This additional classification would re-
duce the test escape percentage of the graphical test algorithm
to 4.1%.

The efficiencies of all test methods and that of the graphical
method are given in Table VI. In this table, we sight

classified another 105 chips as defective in the graphical
experiment for the 450 A threshold, using the criteria of
this classifier. This boosted the percentage of defective chips
detected from 94.03% to 95.9%. For the experiment with a
threshold of 8 A, 99 chips were sight classified as defective,
which brought the defective chip detection rate up to 96.5%.
Obviously, the graphical method identifies more defective chips
than other methods and has lower overkill because of the 434
chips that first were declared bad due to wafer probing errors
but later turned out to be good.

VI. TRAINING SET SELECTION

To test the classifier quality, we experimented with training
using samples, thus examining the effect of the sample size on

TABLE VII
RESULTS OF TRAINING SETS

the classifier quality. We adjusted the noise ratio of the clas-
sifier. Table VII shows results for training sets with 200, 400,
and 800 samples. We also tried the classifiers on a verification
vector set of the same size as the training set. The names of the
sets have two numbers, e.g., 5000_200. Here the first number
gives the position of the start chip of the training set in the SE-
MATECH data set. The second number gives the training set
size. Hence, 5000_200 means the training set starts from the
5000th chip of the data set and has 200 samples.

The criterion for choosing the parameters of the classifier
using the training set is to find the combination of the param-
eter set with the minimum test escape rate and the minimum
overkill rate. From the table, the training set size does not affect
the quality of the classifier much. But, the starting chip number
is important to the classifier quality. Training set 0_200 gives a
better classifier than training set 10000_200. There may be dif-
ferences in the randomness of the two training sets.

VII. STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF DATA

To overcome the randomness problem, we need a statis-
tically significant size for the training set. The classifier is a
mixed parametric-nonparametric pattern recognizer [39]. It
is nonparametric because we do not have density functions of
the measurement band that can be characterized by a set
of parameters to feature the classifier. It is parametric because
some parameters, such as the bandwidth, the band separation,
the noise level, etc., can be characterized by density functions.
The discriminant features of the classifier are parameters, while
the parameters that specify the density functions of the param-
eter set of the classifier are not parameterizable. Therefore,
the estimation of the classifier is more complex than a simple
parametric classifier or a nonparametric classifier. The classifier
parameters must be estimated from available samples, so errors
come from the classifier design errors, the sample errors, and
measurement errors.
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We have two subsets of samples available: the defective chips
(for the minimum test escape rate) and the defect-free chips (for
the minimum overkill rate). To determine the sample size, we
use the defective chips and assume that each is statistically in-
dependent of the others. Following Agrawal [40], [41], we use
the following notation.

• is the total number (population) of defective chips for
which coverage is to be determined.

• is the unknown but true fault coverage of the given test,
. This is the quantity being estimated.

• is the actual (but unknown) number of defective chips
detectable by the given test.

• is the number of randomly sampled chips from the set
of defective chips. .

• is the sample coverage, a random variable, .
• is the value of determined from sampling, .
• is the number of sampled defective chips detected by

the given test. This is a known quantity.
The number of ways in which we can pick chips from a

population of defective chips is

Ways of obtaining sample of size

(1)

The number of ways in which a sample with coverage is pos-
sible is the product of the ways of sampling the detectable and
undetectable fault subpopulations

Ways of obtaining sample coverage

(2)

The probability of a fault sample giving a value for is ob-
tained by dividing (2) by (1)

sample coverage

(3)

This is the hypergeometric probability density function of a dis-
crete-valued random variable [42]. The random variable can
only take discrete values, . When is
large, can be treated as continuous and (3) is conveniently
approximated by a Gaussian probability density function with
mean and variance [40]

(4)

The variance of is given by [40]

(5)

The confidence range of the normal distribution gives the
fault coverage. So for the 63 defective sample chips, the entire
set of 18 466 chips and a fault coverage of 95.9%, the sample

TABLE VIII
CHOICE OF THE FEATURE SET

accuracy is 7.4%. For the 268 defective sample chips, the
sample accuracy is 3.6%. To achieve 1% accuracy, one
needs 2910 samples. We care only about the representativeness
of the sample and not the fault coverage estimate accuracy. So,
the classifier parameterized from the sample set of size 268 is
good. A sample set size of 63 defective chips is also good, but
not statistically significant.

VIII. CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF GRAPHICAL

TESTING FEATURE SET

Feature relevance analysis should be done to improve the
classifier efficiency. The Pearson or product-moment correla-
tion measures the degree of linear relationship between two vari-
ables, and . The correlation coefficient sign ( , ) defines
the direction of the relationship and the absolute value mea-
sures the strength of the relationship. Correlation coefficients
are represented as a correlation matrix. denotes variance
and is the covariance of and having mean
and , respectively. The correlation coefficient of and

is

(6)

(7)

(8)

If two variables are strongly correlated, only one of them
should be chosen in a classifier or the model will be overfitted.
It is possible for two variables to be related (correlated), but
not have one variable cause another (no causation). In this case,
choosing only one of the two for the classifier is inappropriate
because it is difficult for the classifier to achieve optimal quality,
since the related variables cannot be set separately able to sat-
isfy optimality.

A. Choice of Feature Set

The features utilized in graphical testing are: the
number of bands, the bandwidth, the band separation, and
the extreme points (noise). Here, we choose the 35 feature
parameters in Table VIII.

We consider efficient rank. If a matrix is huge, but the eigen-
values differ greatly, then only those rows with relatively sig-
nificant eigenvalues count. If a 5 5 matrix has the following
eigenvalues:

(9)
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TABLE IX
TEST TIME ESTIMATION FOR 0.8-�m CHIPS

TABLE X
TEST ECONOMICS FOR 0.8-�m CHIPS

then the efficient rank of this matrix is 1, since the second largest
eigenvalue is less than a tenth of the largest one. The effect of
the columns (rows) with smaller eigenvalues is negligible.

B. Feature Correlation Analysis of all SEMATECH Chips

The entire SEMATECH data set is analyzed first. By cal-
culating the efficient rank of the 35 35 feature matrix from
Table VIII, only the following 13 features are efficient:

1) maximum current;
2) ’s of the first, second, third, and fourth bands;
3) ’s of the widths of the first and second bands;
4) numbers of points in the first and second bands;
5) band separation of the first two bands;
6) widths of the first, second, and third bands.
The correlation coefficient matrix of these 13 features from

the entire SEMATECH data was computed. Some features such
as or of the bandwidth strongly correlate with the band width
(0.4850, 0.9751). The maximum value strongly correlates
with the of the first band (0.4741), the of the width of the
second band , and the number of points in the second
band (0.7691) since a majority of chips have only one or two
bands. But, one cannot eliminate these features, which give in-
formation about noise. For example, the spread of a band may
be caused by measurement noise, but measurement noise is not
necessarily the cause of the band width, as there may be de-
fect-induced noise.

C. Feature Correlation Analysis of SEMATECH Good Chips

From the efficient rank of the 35 35 feature matrix in
Table VIII of the good chip data set, only the following 10
features are efficient:

1) maximum current;
2) number of bands;
3) ’s of the first, second, and third bands;
4) ’s of the widths of the first and second bands;

5) number of points in the first band;
6) band separation of the first two bands;
7) width of the first band.
The correlation coefficient matrix of these 10 features from

the good chip SEMATECH data was computed. The strong
correlations among those features in the last subsection are
caused by noise, since the largest correlation is 0.2012 in
the good data set. So, the choice of feature set for graphical

testing is sound, but a parametric classifier would not
be proper for graphical testing, because of the strong
correlations among some features. Hence, linear discriminator,
quadratic discriminator, and logistic regression analysis should
not be used here. The classifier discussed here is a decision tree
method. It is a hybrid parametric and nonparametric one, which
reduces the influence of strongly correlated features.

IX. TEST ECONOMICS

To achieve better test economics, we propose several new
ways to utilize the graphical testing method. Conven-
tional testing uses scan-chain stuck-at fault, functional, delay,
and single threshold tests with only 10-20 measure-
ments. In the SEMATECH case in Table IX, the number of chips
that failed only stuck-at voltage tests is only 10 out of 18 466, so
we consider eliminating these time-consuming voltage tests. In
New way # 1, we discard the scan chain stuck-at fault test and
use the graphical test with 135 test patterns instead
of the single threshold test. In New way # 2, the func-
tional test is discarded to reduce test time and cost. The delay
test cannot be removed, since the number of delay faults that es-
cape the graphical test is relatively large. In New way # 3,
all voltage tests are discarded and only the graphical test is
used. Table X gives the estimation of the total test time required
for each way. New way # 1 uses less test time than the Conven-
tional way, New way # 2 uses more test time and New way # 3
uses only one tenth of the test time of the Conventional way. In
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New way # 1, with less test time, we found 1.4% more defective
chips than the Conventional way. So, the Conventional way has
a defect level of 2.4% 5576 1 000 000 18 466 7247 de-
fective chips per million, but New way # 1 has a defect level of
1.0% 5576 1 000 000 18 466 3020 defective chips per
million. New way # 3 has a high defect level, but it only uses
one-tenth of the conventional test time and test pattern genera-
tion is much simpler.

The classifier for this method was augmented with sight
classification of additional chips as defective. Sight classifica-
tion boosted the defect coverage of New way # 3 from 94.1%
to 95.9%, due to 105 additional chips classified as defective.
Better test patterns would improve the graphical
test quality even further [43].

X. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a new graphical current signature,
where we plot all measurements as a waveform and ac-
cept or reject chips based on the noise in this waveform. This
method can catch some defects that other tests cannot.
This graphical test may substantially reduce the number
of conventional voltage tests. This method has a slightly higher
overkill rate of 1.2%, compared to the method with an
enlarged threshold of 4 A. It is not clear whether these losses
are really losses, since the tests are incomplete. On the other
hand, this method can correct for a majority of the probing er-
rors during wafer test to reduce the overkill rate.

We clearly defined the device classes and did extensive ex-
periments on the IBM SEMATECH data. The results showed
promising signs that testing can still survive through DSM
technology because this method does not relate results of
testing to absolute current measurements, but rather to the shape
of the series of measurements. Statistical significance analysis
is also provided. Lu et al. [32] calculated the leakage current
caused by faults for DSM chips until year 2011 and found that
the leakage current would still scale beyond the nondefective
leakage current.

The graphical method computational complexity is
for number of current measurements, since the

most computation-intensive part is sorting. The classifier can
be implemented on an existing automatic test equipment.

This method gives clearer insight and more realistic criteria,
hence it can catch more faults, i.e., it has a lower defect level.
It also allows multiple bands to exist in measurements
of good chips and since it does not depend on absolute values
of current measurements, the faulty information introduced by
erroneous probing is eliminated. Hence, the overkill rate is re-
duced at the same time as the defect level by this method.

Further research can be done on DSM technologies using test
vectors generated from multiple fault models, and physical di-
agnosis needs to be done on those devices that caused yield
loss. More features of defective devices need to be found for
the test to replace other tests.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors would like to thank Dr. P. Nigh and the IBM
Corporation for giving them access to the data from the
SEMATECH experiment. Their generosity made this work
possible.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Chakravarty and P. Thadikaran, Introduction to I Testing.
Boston, MA: Springer, 1997.

[2] T. Williams, R. Dennard, R. Kapur, M. Mercer, and W. Maly, “I
test: Sensitivity analysis of scaling,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1996, pp.
786–792.

[3] A. Gattiker and W. Maly, “Current signatures,” in Proc. VLSI Test
Symp., 1996, pp. 112–117.

[4] T. Henry and T. Soo, “Burn-in elimination of a high volume micropro-
cessor using I ,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1996, pp. 242–249.

[5] J. Li and E. McCluskey, “I data analysis using current signature,”
in Proc. Int. Workshop I Testing, 1998, pp. 12–14.

[6] P. Maxwell, P. O’Neill, R. Aitken, R. Dudley, N. Jaarsma, M. Quach,
and D. Wiseman, “Current ratios: A self-scaling technique for produc-
tion I testing,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1999, pp. 738–746.

[7] C. Thibeault, “A novel probabilistic approach for IC diagnosis based
on differential quiescent current signatures,” in Proc. VLSI Test Symp.,
1997, pp. 80–85.

[8] M. Sachdev, “Current-based testing for deep-submicron VLSIs,” IEEE
Design Test Comput., vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 76–84, Mar./Apr. 2001.

[9] P. Nigh, W. Needham, K. Butler, P. Maxwell, and R. Aitken, “An
experimental study comparing the relative effectiveness of functional,
scan I , and delay-fault testing,” in Proc. VLSI Test Symp.,
Apr./May 1997, pp. 459–464.

[10] M. Levi, “CMOS is most testable,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1981, pp.
217–220.

[11] Y. Malaiya and S. Su, “A new fault model and testing technique for
CMOS devices,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1982, pp. 25–34.

[12] J. Acken, “Testing for bridging faults (shorts) in CMOS circuits,” in
Proc. Des. Autom. Conf., 1983, pp. 717–718.

[13] W. Needham, C. Prunty, and E. Yeoh, “High volume microprocessor
test escapes, an analysis of defects our tests are missing,” in Proc. Int.
Test Conf., 1998, pp. 25–34.

[14] R. K. Gulati and C. F. Hawkins, I Testing of VLSI Circuits.
Boston, MA: Springer, 1993.

[15] Y. K. Malaiya and R. Rajsuman, Bridging Faults and I Testing.
Los Alamitos, California: IEEE Computer Society, 1992.

[16] R. Rajsuman, I Testing for CMOS VLSI. Boston, MA: Artech
House, 1995.

[17] M. Sachdev, Defect Oriented Testing for CMOS Analog and Digital
Circuits. Boston, MA: Springer, 1998.

[18] W. Jiang and B. Vinnakota, “IC test using the energy consumption
ratio,” IEEE Trans. Comput.-Aided Des. Integr. Circuits Syst., vol. 19,
no. 1, pp. 129–141, Jan. 2000.

[19] S. Kim, S. Chakravarty, and B. Vinnakota, “Analysis of the delay defect
detection capability of the ECR test method,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf.,
2000, pp. 1060–1069.

[20] B. Vinnakota, “Deep submicron defect detection with the energy con-
sumption ratio,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Comput.-Aided Des., 1999, pp.
467–470.

[21] A. Gattiker and W. Maly, “Current signatures: Application,” in Proc.
Int. Test Conf., 1998, pp. 1168–1177.

[22] C. Thibeault, “On the comparison of delta I and I testing,”
in Proc. VLSI Test Symp., 1999, pp. 143–150.

[23] A. Miller, “I testing in deep submicron integrated circuits,” in
Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1999, pp. 724–729.

[24] B. Kruseman, R. van Veen, and K. van Kaam, “The future of delta
I testing,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 2001, pp. 101–110.

[25] S. Jandhyala, H. Balachandran, and A. Jayasumana, “Clustering based
techniques for I testing,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 1999, pp.
730–737.

[26] S. Jandhyala, H. Balachandran, M. Sengupta, and A. Jayasumana,
“Clustering based evaluation of I measurements: Applications in
testing and classification of ICs,” in Proc. VLSI Test Symp., 2000, pp.
444–449.

[27] Y. Okuda, “DECOUPLE: Defect current detection in deep submicron
I ,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 2000, pp. 199–206.

[28] P. Variyam, “Increasing the I test resolution using current predic-
tion,” in Proc. Int. Test Conf., 2000, pp. 217–224.

[29] C. Thibeault, “Detection and location of faults and defects using digital
signal processing,” in Proc. VLSI Test Symp., 1995, pp. 262–267.

[30] B. Chess, “Method of improving the quality and efficiency of I

testing,” U.S. Patent 5 914 615, Jun. 22, 1999.
[31] Y. Okuda, “Method and apparatus of testing and analyzing CMOS in-

tegrated circuit,” U.S. Patent 6 515 500, Feb. 4, 2003.
[32] C. Lu, C. Lee, C. Su, and J. Chen, “Analysis of application of the I

technique to the deep sub-micron VLSI testing,” J. Electron. Test., vol.
18, no. 1, pp. 89–97, Feb. 2002.

Authorized licensed use limited to: Auburn University. Downloaded on September 3, 2009 at 13:27 from IEEE Xplore.  Restrictions apply. 



RAO et al.: GRAPHICAL SIGNATURES REDUCE DEFECT LEVEL AND YIELD LOSS 1255

[33] P. C. Maxwell and R. C. Aitken, “I testing as a component of test
suite: The need for several fault coverage metrics,” J. Electron. Test.:
Theory Appl., vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 305–316, Dec. 1992.

[34] A. D. Singh, “A Comprehensive wafer oriented test evaluation
(WOTE) scheme for the I testing of deep sub-micron technolo-
gies,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Workshop I Test., 1997, pp. 40–43.

[35] L. Rao, M. L. Bushnell, and V. Agrawal, “New I signatures reduce
defect level and yield loss,” in Proc. North Atlantic Test Workshop,
2002, pp. 45–55.

[36] L. Rao, M. L. Bushnell, and V. Agrawal, “I signatures reduce
defect level and yield loss,” in Proc. Int. Conf. VLSI Des., 2003, pp.
353–360.

[37] L. Rao, “Graphical CMOS IDDQ testing signatures based on data
mining,” Ph.D. dissertation, Electr. Comput. Eng. Dept., Rutgers Univ,
Piscataway, NJ, 2003.

[38] L. Rao and M. L. Bushnell, “Graphical I signatures for ULSI
testing,” U.S. Patent 6 812 724, Nov. 2, 2004.

[39] K. Fukunaga, Introduction to Statistical Pattern Recognition. San
Francisco, CA: Morgan Kaufmann, 1990.

[40] V. D. Agrawal, “Sampling techniques for determining fault coverage
in LSI circuits,” J. Digit. Syst., vol. V, no. 3, pp. 189–202, 1981.

[41] M. L. Bushnell and V. D. Agrawal, Essentials of Electronic Testing
for Digital, Memory and Mixed-Signal VLSI Circuits. Boston, MA:
Springer, 2000.

[42] K. Trivedi, Probability and Statistics With Reliability, Queuing
and Computer Science Applications. Englewood-Cliffs, NJ: Pren-
tice-Hall, 1982.

[43] J. van Sas, U. Swerts, and M. Darquennes, “Towards an effective I
test vector selection and application methodology,” in Proc. Int. Test
Conf., 1996, pp. 491–500.

Lan Rao received the B.S., M.S., and Ph.D. degrees
in automation from Beijing University of Aeronau-
tics and Astronautics, Beijing, China, and the Ph.D.
degree in electrical and computer engineering from
Rutgers University, Piscataway, NJ.

She is currently a Project Manager with Sun
Microsystems, Santa Clara, CA, where she works
with a new generation characterization tool. She
was an Assistant Professor for four years with
the Department of Computer Science, Tsinghua
University, Tsinghua, China. Her research interests

include novel approaches to address issues such as crosstalk, process variations
affecting timing, noise, and power characterization, integrated hardware and
software reliability, data mining, and testing. She has published papers in many
areas.

Dr. Rao was a recipient of one Best Paper Award and one national award from
China. She holds one U.S. patent.

Michael L. Bushnell (M’74–SM’01) received the
B.S. degree from the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Cambridge, and the M.S. and Ph.D. de-
grees from Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh,
PA.

He is a Professor I and a Board of Trustees Re-
search Fellow with the Electrical and Computer Engi-
neering Department, Rutgers University, Piscataway,
NJ. He has written 110 papers, co-authored 4 books,
and holds 7 U.S. patents. He has graduated 9 Ph.D.
students and 39 M.S. students. His research interests

include spectral analysis for digital and analog built-in self-testing, fault toler-
ance, wireless circuits, and nanotechnology.

Prof. Bushnell was a recipient of four Paper Awards.

Vishwani D. Agrawal (S’68–M’70–SM’80–F’86)
received the B.E. degree from the University of
Roorkee, Roorkee, India, in 1964, the M.E. degree
from the Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore,
India, in 1966, and the Ph.D. degree in electrical
engineering from the University of Illinois, Ur-
bana-Champaign, in 1971.

He is the James J. Danaher Professor of the De-
partment of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
Auburn University, Auburn, AL. His research areas
of work include VLSI testing, low-power design,

and microwave antennas. He has published over 300 papers, has coauthored
five books, and holds 13 U.S. patents. His textbook, Essentials of Electronic
Testing for Digital, Memory and Mixed-Signal VLSI Circuits, co-authored with
M. L. Bushnell, was published in 2000. He is the founder and Editor-in-Chief
(since 1990) of the Journal of Electronic Testing: Theory and Applications and
a past Editor-in-Chief (1985-1987) of the IEEE Design and Test of Computers
Magazine. Since 2003, he has served on the Editorial Board of the IEEE
TRANSACTIONS ON VERY LARGE SCALE INTEGRATION (VLSI) SYSTEMS.
He is a co-founder of the International Conference on VLSI Design and the
International Workshops on VLSI Design and Test.

Prof. Agrawal was a recipient of seven Best Paper Awards, two Honorable
Mention Paper Awards, the Life-Time Achievement Award of the VLSI Society
of India in 2006, the Harry H. Goode Memorial Award of the IEEE Computer
Society, for innovative contributions to the field of electronic testing, in 1998,
and the Distinguished Alumnus Award of the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, in 1993. He is a Fellow of the IETE-India (elected in 1983) and a
Fellow of the Association of Computing Machinery (ACM) (elected in 2003).

Authorized licensed use limited to: Auburn University. Downloaded on September 3, 2009 at 13:27 from IEEE Xplore.  Restrictions apply. 


