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Abstract

The study about scan failure analysis is performed
competitively among many companies early to
stabilize FAB process due to process scale down
and increased design size.

But, scan failure analysis is complex and difficult
thing compared to BIST or BIRA analysis of
memory. Although failure diagnosis is completely
performed, it is not easy to find the location of
failure cell detected by scan diagnosis.

This paper will describe how to localize the
location of failure cell based on statistical method
and introduce real PFA (physical failure analysis)

results using the invented technique.
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Figure 2. An example of STA Results
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Figure 3. Accumulation Portion on Failure Cells
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Figure 4. An example of filing path given by ATPG

tool diagnosis.
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Figure 8. Layout showing failure location and
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Figure 9. Active bridge showed by SEM.
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Figurel?2. O, Al, and Si confirmed by EDX element
Figure 10, Extreme Low yield wafer analysis.
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Figurel4. O, Si, Co and Fe confirmed by EDX

element analysis.
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