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 Abstract—Surface scattering in interconnects is usually treated 
by using Fuchs-Sondheimer (FS) approach. While the FS model 
offer explicit inclusion of the physical parameters, it lacks spatial 
dependence of conductivity across the interconnect cross-section.  
To capture the space-dependency of conductivity, an empirical 
modeling approach based on “cosh” function has been proposed, 
but it lacks physical insights. In this work, we present a 2D 
spatially resolved FS (SRFS) model for rectangular interconnects 
derived from the Boltzmann transport equations. The proposed 
SRFS model for surface scattering offers both spatial dependence 
and explicit relation of conductivity to physical parameters such 
as mean free path and specularity of electrons (p) as well as 
interconnect geometry. The solution obtained from our SRFS 
model is exact for diffusive scattering. For specular scattering, we 
approximate the solution and show that the average conductivity 
obtained from SRFS shows a good match with the previous models 
for a general value of p. We highlight the importance of physics-
based spatially resolved conductivity model by showing the 
differences in the spatial profiles between the proposed physical 
approach and the previous empirical approach. In Part II of this 
work, we build upon the SRFS approach to propose a compact 
model for spatially-resolved conductivity accounting for surface 
scattering in rectangular interconnects.   

 
Index Terms—Boltzmann transport equation, Fuchs-

Sondheimer, interconnect, 2D resistivity model 

I. INTRODUCTION 
echnology scaling has been amongst the most important 
drivers for the advancement of electronic devices. 
However, several issues are coming to the fore that 

impair the effectiveness of scaling, amongst which, 
interconnects scaling is becoming a major bottleneck [1]. The 
challenges in the interconnect scaling are manifold. Reducing 
the interconnect width increases their resistance due to lower 
cross-sectional area. But, more importantly, the resistivity (ρW) 
also increases with width scaling due to increase in the sidewall 
scattering [2]. This issue is further aggravated in standard 
interconnects that utilize thin barrier/liner layers to mitigate the 
electromigration in copper (Cu) [3], [4]. The barrier/liner layers  
do not scale proportionally with technology scaling, leading to 
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the active conduction area that is lower than the interconnect 
footprint. This further increases the sidewall scattering. To 
counter this, alternate designs including novel interconnects 
materials [5], [6], [7] and structures [8] are being explored.        

To understand the pros and cons of interconnect materials 
and topologies, modeling their conductivity is highly important. 
To that end, several models have been proposed. The sidewall 
scattering is usually treated using the Fuchs-Sondheimer (FS) 
theory [9]. This approach has been used to model the resistivity 
of thin film (Fig. 1a) [9], square wires with diffusive scattering 
(Fig. 1b) [10] and circular wires [11]. Another important 
scattering mechanism due to grain boundaries is captured using 
the Mayadas-Shatzkes (MS) theory [12]. With these theories 
forming the bedrock of conductivity modeling, several works 
have utilized variants of FS and MS models to estimate the 
conductivity in scaled technologies [13], [14], [15].  

Another important approach for sidewall scattering was 
proposed in [16], in which the wire resistivity is obtained based 
on kinetic theory. For wires with square/rectangular cross-
section, this approach yields an exact result for perfectly 
diffusive surface scattering (specularity p=0). However, for 
general p (p≠0), the exact solution is challenging to obtain for 
rectangular wires [17]. Thus, for general p, resistivity model 
based on [16] an infinite series expansion was proposed [16].  

However, one limitation of most of the existing sidewall 
scattering models is that the conductivity is not spatially 
resolved but is an average value across the whole cross section 
[18]. Modern tapered interconnect structures [19], particularly 
vias, exhibit non-trivial vertical current paths (Fig. 2a), 
requiring models that can predict the space-dependent 
conductivity. For example, the current spreading at Cu-liner or 
liner/barrier interfaces [15] necessitates the modeling of 
conductivity variation across the cross-section in these layers.  

A notable exception amongst various works on interconnect 
modeling is [20] that does consider the spatial dependence of 
conductivity due to sidewall scattering. In this work, the authors 

T 

 
Fig. 1. a) Thin film structure b) rectangular wire structure used 
for modeling showing fully elastic (specularity p=1) or inelastic 
scattering (p=0) when electron hits surfaces 



2 
> REPLACE THIS LINE WITH YOUR MANUSCRIPT ID NUMBER (DOUBLE-CLICK HERE TO EDIT) < 
 

use an empirical approach using a “cosh” function to model the 
conductivity as a function of location in the interconnect cross-
section. However, being an empirical approach, this technique 
lacks the physical insights that the FS theory provides. 

In this two-part paper, we bridge the gap between the FS 
approach and the “cosh”-based model [20] by obtaining a 
spatially resolved model for interconnect conductivity while 
retaining the physical insights. In Part I, we derive the spatial 
dependence of the conductivity of rectangular/square wires 
(Fig. 2a) based on the FS theory. For p=0, our conductivity 
model is exact and consistent with the FS theory. For p≠0, we 
propose some approximations and present a spatially resolved 
conductivity model for a general p. Based on this, in Part II, we 
present a circuit-compatible model for interconnect 
conductivity considering sidewall scattering and accounting for 
spatial dependence as well as the dependence on physical 
parameters. The proposed spatially resolved conductivity 
models (especially the circuit-compatible version) can be 
integrated in a finite element simulation [15] to obtain the 
overall interconnect resistance, accounting for non-trivial 
current transport. Note, that in this process, one can also 
account for surface roughness along the current direction by 
cross-sections slices of varying dimensions, as shown in Fig. 
2b. However, the proposed model does not explicitly consider 
surface roughness in the cross-sectional slice (Fig. 2c). It is 
worth clarifying that the objective of this work is to only 
propose spatially resolved conductivity model; its deployment 
in a finite element simulation to predict the overall resistance 
and the effect of spatially resolved conductivity on interconnect 
delay is a subject of future research. The main contributions of 
Part I of this work are as follows:  
• We derive an expression for spatially resolved FS (SRFS) 

conductivity for rectangular interconnects based on 
Boltzmann transport equation (BTE) for diffusive surface 
scattering (p=0). The model comprises of physical 
parameters such as electron mean free path ( 𝜆! ) and 
interconnect width/height. 

• Based on this, we propose an approximate solution for 
spatially resolved conductivity for specular scattering 
(generic p) and validate our approach by comparing the 
average conductivity with previous works [16], [21].  

• We compare the proposed model with the previous “cosh”-
based modeling approach [20], highlighting the importance 
of the physics-based spatial resolution of conductivity and 
laying the groundwork for Part II of this paper.   

II. SPATIALLY RESOLVED FS (SRFS) MODEL FOR 
RECTANGULAR WIRES  

We begin by presenting the derivation of the space-
dependence of the surface scattering model for rectangular 
wires following the FS approach, which we refer to as the 
spatially resolved FS or SRFS model. We start with purely 
diffusive scattering i.e. specularity (p)=0 (exact solution). We 
then generalize the discussion for an arbitrary p (between 0 and 
1). We assume that the electric field (EZ) and the current flow 
is along the z-direction, and the wire has width and height equal 

to a and b (along the x- and y- directions), respectively – Fig. 
1b. We consider the origin of the coordinate system to be in the 
center of the wire cross-section. Note, we neglect explicit 
surface roughness in the cross-section (similar to FS model); 
however, one may abstract the effect of surface roughness in 
specularity, when calibrating the model with experiments [22].  

A. Purely Diffusive Surface Scattering (p=0) 
The FS approach uses the Boltzmann Transport Equations 

(BTE) to obtain the conductivity, which involves obtaining the 
deviation of the electron distribution function from its 
equilibrium value ( 𝛥𝑓 ). We follow the approach in [18] 
accounting for scattering at the four surfaces of the wire to 
obtain 𝛥𝑓 for a rectangular wire as  
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s1=sign(𝑣.),	s2=sign(𝑣5),	i.e.	𝑠1, 𝑠2 ∈ {−1,+1}.	

(1) 

Here, s1 = sign(vx), s2 = sign(vy), where vx, vy and vz are the 
electron velocities in the x-, y- and z-directions. Hence, 𝑠1, 𝑠2 ∈
{−1,+1}. Thus, there are four possible expressions for 𝛥𝑓 viz. 
𝛥𝑓"#,"# , 𝛥𝑓%#,"# , 𝛥𝑓"#,%# , and  𝛥𝑓%#,%#  that cover the vx-vy 
plane. Other terms in (1) are defined as follows: q is the 
electronic charge, meff is the effective mass of the electrons, 𝜏 is 
the relaxation time, and f0 is the equilibrium distribution 
functions of the electrons. The 𝛥𝑓  functions are used in the 
BTE for quasi-free electrons to obtain the current density 𝐽&	as 

𝐽&(𝑥, 𝑦) = −2𝑞 0
𝑚'((

ℎ 3
)
45𝑣&𝛥𝑓𝑠1,𝑠2𝑑𝑣*𝑑𝑣+𝑑𝑣&
,#,,-

 (2) 

where h is the Planck’s constant. 
In the existing FS models, the average conductivity is 

obtained by dividing (2) by EZ and averaging along the x and y 
directions. In order to retain the spatial dependency of the 
conductivity, the current density (Jz(x,y)) is divided by Ez 
without averaging. Thus, spatially-resolved conductivity 
(𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦)) accounting for surface scattering can be obtained as  

𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦) = −
2𝑞$𝑚&''

$

ℎ<  

× H I
𝜕𝑓(
𝜕𝑣

𝑣%$𝜏
𝑣 𝜁 K

𝑥 + (𝑠1) 𝑎2
𝜏𝑣.

,
𝑦 + (𝑠2) 𝑏2

𝜏𝑣5
L𝑑𝑣.𝑑𝑣5𝑑𝑣%

!",!$

 
(3) 

Here 𝜁 is a function that depends on the spatial location (x and 
y) and the electron velocities vx and vy and is derived by 

 
Fig. 2. a) Tapered via structure with copper conductor and 
barrier/liner, showing non-trivial current transport (such as 
current spreading effect at the bottom of the via) b) line-edge 
roughness along the current direction c) line-edge roughness 
along the cross-section. 
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substituting the 𝛥𝑓!",!$ functions of (1) in the expression for Jz 
in (2). We will derive the explicit form of this function 
subsequently. 

Now, following the FS approach, a degenerate electron gas 
is assumed, which implies that for any function 𝑔(𝑣) , the 
following holds.  

 
; 𝑔(𝑣)

𝜕𝑓!
𝜕𝑣 𝑑𝑣 = 	−	𝑔

(𝑣=)	
.

!
 (4) 

Here,	𝑣=	is the magnitude of the electron velocity at the Fermi 
surface. Using this condition in (3), transforming the electron 
velocities to the spherical coordinate system, and substituting 
the electron mean free path (𝜆!) = 	𝜏𝑣=, we obtain 𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦) as 

 𝜎(𝑥, 𝑦)

=
2𝑞-𝑚'((

-

ℎ) 4; ; 𝜏𝑣=)𝑐𝑜𝑠-θ𝑠𝑖𝑛θ
/!

/0/"

1

20!,#,,-

× 𝜁 E
𝑥 + (𝑠1) 𝑎2
𝜆!𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑐𝑜𝑠Φ

,
𝑦 + (𝑠2) 𝑏2
𝜆!𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑠𝑖𝑛Φ

G𝑑Φ𝑑θ 

(5) 

Here, Φ  and θ  are the azimuthal and the polar angles, 
respectively. {Φ3 , Φ4} = 00, 1

-
3 , 01

-
, 𝜋3 , 0𝜋, )1

-
3 , 0)1

-
, 2𝜋3 for 

{s1, s2} = (+1,+1), (−1,+1), (−1,−1), (+1,−1) 
respectively. Now, we substitute the bulk conductivity (𝜎!) =

	51
)

6#7$%%
# 89#

4&
𝜆!  in (5). Further, we follow a common practice 

used to express the FS model in terms of the ratio of the wire 
width/height and the electron mean free path [18]. For that, we 
define 𝜅: =

:
;'

 and 𝜅< =
<
;'

. We also normalize x and y as 𝑥= =
*
:/-

 and 𝑦= =
+
</-

. Hence, xn and yn range from -1 to 1. Finally, 
we obtain 
𝜎(𝑥𝑛, 𝑦=) = (3/4𝜋) × 𝜎( 
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(6) 

Let us first consider the integral of 𝜁 with respect to Φ, which 
we define as 𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ). Thus, 

 
𝜎(𝑥=, 𝑦=) =

3
4𝜋 𝜎!; 𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ)𝑐𝑜𝑠-θ𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑑θ

1

20!
 (7) 

Now to evaluate 𝜂, we consider four cases based on the signs 
of 𝑣* and 𝑣+ (i.e. the values of s1 and s2 - see (1)): (i) 𝑣. > 0,	
𝑣5 > 0,	 for which	Φ = 0	 → @

$
,	 and	𝛥𝑓 =	𝛥𝑓+1,+1 ,	 (ii) 𝑣. < 0 ,	

𝑣5 > 0,	 (Φ = @
$
→ 𝜋 ,	 and	𝛥𝑓 =	𝛥𝑓−1,+1) 	,	 (iii) 𝑣. > 0 ,	 𝑣5 < 0,		

(Φ = 𝜋	 → <@
$
,	and		𝛥𝑓 = 	𝛥𝑓+1,−1),	and	(iv) 𝑣. < 0,	𝑣5 < 0,	(Φ =

<@
$
→ 2𝜋,	and	𝛥𝑓 =	𝛥𝑓−1,−1).	Thus, 𝜂 can be written as	
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(8) 

We define the four integrals of the right hand side of (8) as 
𝜂"#,"#, 𝜂%#,"#, 𝜂"#,%#, 𝜂%#,%#, respectively i.e.  

 𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ) = 𝜂"#,"# +	𝜂%#,"# + 𝜂"#,%# +	𝜂%#,%# (9) 
Let us first look at 𝜂"#,"#. It can be observed that the min 

function in (1) dictates that if  𝑣𝑦
𝑣𝑥
= 8,E=2,E=/

8,E=2FG,/
= 𝑡𝑎𝑛Φ <

	𝑦+𝑏/2
𝑥+𝑎/2

= 𝑏
𝑎
0#"+.
#"*.

3 , 𝛥𝑓"#,"#	in (1) uses \1 − 𝑒
-/0(+*2.)
#45.67849^, else it 

uses \1 − 𝑒
-/:(+*;.)
#45.645.9^. Thus, 

𝜂"#,"# = ; \1 − 𝑒
%H0(#"*.)
-,E=2FG,/^𝑑Φ

K:=-+L𝑏𝑎M
#"+.
#"*.
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!
 

						+; \1 − 𝑒
%H:(#"+.)
-,E=2,E=/^ 𝑑Φ

1
-

K:=-+L𝑏𝑎M
#"+.
#"*.
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(10) 

In a similar manner, when we repeat this for other 𝜂 
functions and change the limits of integration to 0	 → @

$
, we get 

the following expressions.  

𝜂,#,,- = ; \1 − 𝑒
%H0(#"(,#)*.)
-,E=2FG,/ ^𝑑Φ

K:=-+L𝑏𝑎P
#"(,-)+.
#"(,#)*.

QO

!
 

													+; \1 − 𝑒
%H:(#"(,-)+.)
-,E=2,E=/ ^𝑑Φ

1
-

K:=-+L𝑏𝑎P
#"(,-)+.
#"(,#)*.

QO
 

(11) 

Substituting (11) in (9), we can rewrite the expression for 𝜂 
as 
 

𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ) =4_; \1 − 𝑒
%H0×S

-,E=2FG,/^ 𝑑Φ
K:=-+M<:

=
SN

!=,S

+; \1 − 𝑒
%H:×=

-,E=2,E=/^ 𝑑Φ
1
-

K:=-+M<:
=
SN

` 

 

(12) 

where (𝑛, 𝑑) → {(1 + 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=)	, (1 − 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=), (1 +
𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=), (1 − 𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=)}.  

Let us call these four points defined by (n,d) as the boundary 
points. Depending on the spatial location, the ascending order 
of the four boundary points from 0 to 1

-
 can have eight different 

possibilities. In general, the order of the boundary points may 
be needed to simplify (12), which, being space-dependent, may 
make the expressions complicated. However, we solve (12) 
following an approach which makes the order of the boundary 
points irrelevant and thus considerably simplifies the final 
SRFS conductivity model. The details of our approach are 
provided in Appendix A1.  

Substituting the simplified expression of (12) (see A1) in (8), 
we obtained the final space-dependent conductivity as  

 
𝜎(𝑥=, 𝑦=) =

3
4𝜋 𝜎!; 𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ)𝑐𝑜𝑠-θ𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑑θ

1

20!
 (13) 

𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ) = 2𝜋 
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-,E=2,E=/ × cosh 0

𝜅<𝑦=
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+	𝑒
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𝜅:𝑥=

2𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑐𝑜𝑠Φ

f
1
-

/0!
𝑑Φ 

				− #
-
∑ ∫ i𝑒

-/0×=
#∗45.67849 − 𝑒

-/:×.
#∗45.645.9i

?
#
/0! 𝑑Φ=,S   

(14) 
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where (𝑛, 𝑑) → {(1 + 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=)	, (1 − 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=), (1 +
𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=), (1 − 𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=)} and 𝑥= ∈ [−1,1],			𝑦= ∈ [−1,1] 

B. Specular Surface Scattering (General p) 
Let us now generalize the SRFS model accounting for 

specularity (p) at the surfaces (which models both diffusive 
(inelastic) and elastic scattering at the surface). Here, we 
consider that all the four surfaces have the same value of p. 

As noted earlier, the exact solution for general p is 
challenging to obtain for square/rectangular wires [17] 
(although for thin films and circular cross-sections, the exact 
solutions have been obtained [10], [11]). Therefore, here, we 
propose approximate expressions for 𝛥𝑓  and follow the 
approach we discussed in the previous sub-section to obtain the 
spatially resolved conductivity. We adopt the methodology 
proposed for thin film as described in [18]. In this approach, for 
a general p, it is assumed that p fraction of electrons scatter 
elastically, resulting in no change in energy, while 1-p fraction 
of electrons lose their energy completely. The boundary 
conditions are modified accordingly. Note, for p=0, the 
boundary condition at the surfaces is that 𝛥𝑓=0 (see (1)). For a 
general p, the boundary conditions are modified as per the 
process in [18] i.e. at any surface, 𝛥𝑓 for electrons travelling 
away from it = p times 𝛥𝑓 corresponding to electrons travelling 
towards it (more details in [18]). Utilizing this methodology and 
assumptions, the approximate expression for 𝛥𝑓  are given 
below. 
 𝛥𝑓!",!$ =

𝑞𝜏𝐸%
𝑚&''

𝜕𝑓(
𝜕𝑣%

× 

⎝

⎜
⎛
1 − (1 − 𝑝) ×max

⎩
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎧

𝑒)
./(!")2$
84!

1 − 𝑝	𝑒)2 84!⁄ ,
𝑒
)
5/(!$)6$
84"

1 − 𝑝	𝑒)2 84"⁄

⎭
⎪
⎬

⎪
⎫

⎠

⎟
⎞

 
(15) 

The choice of the approximations are based on the following 
observations and conditions. First, the solution obtained from 
the SRFS model is exact for p=0, while for p=1 the solution is 
trivial (i.e. spatially uniform conductivity = bulk conductivity). 
Thus, for general p, the solution should lie somewhere in 
between these two exact extreme solutions. Also, the 
approximate expressions should converge to the exact solution 
for p=0 and p=1. (Note, substituting p=0 in (15) yields (1) with 
the max function in (15) translating to the min of the argument 
of the exponential function in (1)). Second, the proposed 
solution should converge to the exact solution [18] for the thin 
wire (i.e. when one of the dimension a or b is infinitely large) 
for general p. Third, the expressions should be such that they 
can be seamlessly applied to the method of spatial resolution 
that we have discussed in the previous section. The expressions 
in (15) satisfy these requirements. It is important to note that 
our approximations neglect 2D interactions due to scattering 
from orthogonal surfaces, and better approximations 
accounting for such scattering events can help improve the 
model in the future. In this paper, we proceed with the 
expressions in (15) and derive the spatially resolved 
conductivity for general p. Later, we will show how good these 
approximations are by comparing the average conductivity to 
the previous works [16], [21].  

Following the same process as for p=0, we obtain the final 
SRFS conductivity model as a function of specularity (p) as 

 
𝜎(𝑥=, 𝑦=) =

3
4𝜋 𝜎!; 𝜂(𝑥=, 𝑦=, θ)𝑐𝑜𝑠-θ𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑑θ

1

20!
 (16) 
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1
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2𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑠𝑖𝑛Φ)3

1 − 𝑝𝑒
%H:

,E=2,E=/

1
-

/0!
𝑑Φ 

 

 
+
1
24; m

𝑒
%H0×S

-∗,E=2FG,/

1 − 𝑝𝑒
%H0

,E=2FG,/
−

𝑒
%H:×=

-∗,E=2,E=/

1 − 𝑝𝑒
%H:

,E=2,E=/
m

1
-

!
𝑑Φ

=,S

` (17) 

 
where (𝑛, 𝑑) → {(1 + 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=)	, (1 − 𝑦=, 1 + 𝑥=), (1 +
𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=), (1 − 𝑦=, 1 − 𝑥=)} and 𝑥= ∈ [−1,1],			𝑦= ∈ [−1,1] 

The first (‘ 2𝜋 ’) term in (17) corresponds to the bulk 
conductivity (𝜎!) and the rest of the terms to surface scattering 
(𝜎UU). Note that in the proposed SRFS model, the terms 𝜎! and 
𝜎UU  are subtracted to obtain the overall conductivity. This is 
different from some recent empirical works [20] which add the 
resistivity components rather than subtract the conductivity 
components. Since the subtraction of conductivity terms 
follows from the rigorous FS treatment (as also shown in [18]), 
that should be a preferred method to combine different 
mechanisms as opposed to resistivity addition.  

As can be observed from (16) and (17), the SRFS model 
offers (a) the space-dependence of conductivity as well as (b) 
its explicit relationship to physical parameters p, λ0 and the wire 
cross-section width (a) and height (b).    

C. Expression for Thin Films 
The expression obtained in (17) is generic and can be applied 

for thin films of thickness b along the along the y-direction by 
setting 𝜅: → ∞. The model for a thin film simplifies to 

 𝜎UVWU(𝑦=)
𝜎!

=
3
4𝜋; 𝜂o𝑦𝑛, θp𝑐𝑜𝑠

2θ𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑑θ
𝜋

θ=0
 

𝜂(𝑦=, θ) = 2𝜋 − (1 − 𝑝) 

× 4; E	
0𝑒

%H:
-,E=2,E=/ × cosh	( 𝜅<𝑦=

2𝑠𝑖𝑛θ𝑠𝑖𝑛Φ)3

1 − 𝑝 ∗ 𝑒
%H:

,E=2,E=/
Gd	Φ	

1
-

/0!
 

(18) 

where 𝑦= =
+
</-

∈ [−1,1] and 𝜅< =
<
;'

 

III. ANALYSIS 

A. Proposed SRFS Model and Previous FS-based Models 
As mentioned before, the previous works [13], [22], [23], 

[24], based on FS models have utilized the simplified versions 
the average (not spatially resolved) conductivity derived in [10] 
to model the effect of surface scattering on the conductivity of 
square wires (i.e. 𝜅: = 𝜅< = 𝜅 ). For different ranges of 
𝜅,	different expressions are derived. (It may be noted, however, 
that several recent works utilize a simple expression for FS 
conductivity that must be used only for cases that 𝜅	>4,	as also 
pointed out in [16]). Here, we utilize the models in [10] and 
compare them to the values obtained by averaging the SRFS 
models across the cross section to validate our approach. The 
comparison is shown in Fig. 3a illustrating how conductivity 
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increases with increasing κ. In [10], the expressions assume that 
all electrons experience inelastic surface scattering (p=0). It can 
be observed in Fig. 3a that the average SRFS model for p=0 
overlaps with the values in [10], validating the expressions 
presented in the previous sections. We also show conductivity 
versus κ for other values of p. As p increases and electrons 
experience more elastic scattering, the conductivity rises. For 
large p and large κ, the conductivity is close to the bulk value, 
as expected.  

We also compare the FS model with the average conductivity 
obtained from the proposed SRFS model for a thin film in Fig. 
3b. The scatter points are obtained from [18] for p equals to 0 
and 0.5. Since our SRFS model is general, we set κa to be very 
large value to simulate a thin film and study the effect of 
different κb (see Section II C). Our SRFS model matches the 
results from the original FS model [18] for both p values and 
wide range of dimensions. 

B. Proposed SRFS Model and Kinetic Theory-based Model for 
Specular Surface Scattering in Square Interconnects 

As noted before, the work in [16] proposes an infinite 
summation series to model the conductivity averaged across 
the cross-section considering specular surface scattering for 
rectangular interconnects, as given below: 

 
\
𝜎
𝜎!
^
X,;'

= (1 − 𝑝)-4t𝑗𝑝Y%# \
𝜎
𝜎!
^
X0!,;'/Y

v
.

Y0#

 (19) 

Where the Z
Z'

 ratio for general p is defined as the infinite 

weighted sum of  Z
Z'

 for p=0 and 𝜆! = 𝜆!/𝑗. We implement (19) 
by substituting the average conductivity obtained from our 
SRFS model for p=0 (which, recall, is exact) into the terms 
0 Z
Z'
3
X0!,;'/Y

.We compare the results obtained from this 

approach to the average conductivity obtained from the 
proposed SRFS model for general p (see Fig. 4). At small p, our 
SRFS model shows < 3% difference compared to (19). The 
maximum difference is < 10% when p=0.5. As p increases 
further, the difference reduced again to < 6% @p=0.9. Thus, the 
proposed SRFS approach is able to model the conductivity for 
general specularity (p) in rectangular interconnects with a 
reasonable accuracy. While the proposed SRFS approach needs 
to compute the complex integrals only once, the technique from 
[16] involving infinite sum in (19) needs computation of the 
complex integrals many times (depending on the maximum 
value of j). 

C. Proposed SRFS Model versus “cosh” Model 
The “cosh” model [20] is another spatially resolved 

conductivity model which uses fitting parameters to match the 
average conductivity values obtained from the experiment. 
Here, we compare the spatial dependence of conductivity 
predicted by the proposed SRFS model with the “cosh” model. 
We use width of 10nm and thickness of 29nm for the 
interconnect as used in [20]. Further, following the method in 
[20], we lump the bulk conductivity and the grain boundary 
scattering component in the first term of (17) in the SRFS model, 
and use the same value of this lumped parameter as in [20]. We 

 
Fig. 5. Conductivity comparison between the proposed SRFS 
model with “cosh” model along x direction for a) y=0 b) 
y=7.25nm, along y direction for c) x=0 d) x=2.5nm, 
highlighting the mismatch between the proposed physical 
model and an empirical approach. 

 

 
Fig. 4. 𝜎/𝜎( (conductivity normalized to bulk conductivity) for 
different κ and p for a square wire between the approximation 
proposed (Solid) [16] and SRFS (Dashed), showing SRFS 
model is able to capture conductivity for general p. 

 

 
Fig. 3. Conductivity vs 𝜅  for different specularity p for a) 
square wire showing the comparison between the proposed 
SRFS model with the results [10]. b) thin film showing the 
comparison between the proposed SRFS model with the results 
[18]. 

 

 
Fig. 6. Spatial profile of normalized conductivity along y 
direction for x=0, listing three different p values for SRFS and 
“cosh” model [20]. Here, 𝜎KL= and 𝜎K2. are the minimum and 
maximum 𝜎. The results show that the SRFS p=0.663 spatial 
profile lies between p=0 (exact) and pà1. 
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then match the average conductivity from SRFS model to the 
“cosh” model by sweeping p. Specifically, the “cosh” model 
reports an average conductivity of 9.8 S/µm (matched to the 
experiments). We find p=0.663 in the SRFS model yielding the 
same value.  

After matching the average conductivity, we compare the 
spatial dependence of conductivity obtained from the two 
models. The conductivity along the width (x) direction for y=0 
and y=7.25nm are plotted in Fig. 5a and 5b, showing a large 
mismatch between the physical (SRFS) and the empirical 
(“cosh”) approaches. Similar mismatches are observed for the 
conductivity along y in Fig. 5c and 5d. The SRFS model has a 
much flatter conductivity profile compared to the “cosh” model. 
Although the average conductivity is the same between the two 
models, the spatial-dependence of conductivity due to surface 
scattering shows a significant difference, highlighting the 
importance for a physics-based spatially resolved conductivity 
model (such as proposed SRFS approach) as opposed to an 
empirical approach.  

Since the proposed SRFS approach for a general p involves 
some approximations, we show the normalized conductivity 
profiles for p=0 (exact) and pà1 along with p=0.663 in Fig. 6. 
The trends illustrate the similar spatial profile for the SRFS 
model for different values of p. As expected, the conductivity 
spatial profile for p = 0.663 lies between the bounds i.e. p=0 
and pà1. On the other hand, that the spatial profile from “cosh” 
model lies outside the bounds, suggesting that the proposed 
SRFS model is more accurate than this empirical approach. 

D. SRFS Conductivity for different 𝜅 and p 
We show the spatial dependence of conductivity for a square 

wire predicted by the proposed SRFS model κ=κa=κb=0.2, 1, 5 
and p=0, 0.9 in Fig. 7. At lower κ values, the surface scattering 
has a larger effect on the conductivity (compared to larger κ). 
Thus, the conductivity is smaller at the center. For small κ, the 
conductivity reduces smoothly when moving towards the four 
edges. At larger κ, the surface scattering effect is reduced at the 
center; hence the conductivity is closer to bulk conductivity at 
center. The profile is flat in the center and reduces relatively 
more sharply closer to the edges (than smaller κ). With an 
increase in p, the conductivity increases but the shape stays 
relatively similar. 

IV. CONCLUSION 
We present a 2D spatially resolved FS (SRFS) model for 

capturing the surface scattering in interconnects with 
rectangular cross-sections. The primary advantage of our new 
model is that it offers both space dependence of conductivity 
and establishes a direct relationship with essential physical 
parameters. The proposed model is derived from the basic 
Boltzmann Transport Equation, which relates the spatially 
resolved conductivity to electron mean free path, specularity, 
and the dimensions of the conductor. The solution from SRFS 
is exact for p=0 (i.e. diffusive surface scattering). For general p 
(p≠0), we make certain approximations and show that the 
difference for average conductivity across the cross-section 
between proposed SRFS and previous works [16], [21] is 
reasonably small. When compared to the 1D [18] and 2D FS 

models [10], the average conductivity obtained from the 
proposed model shows a close match. We also show that a 
previously proposed empirical approach in [20] exhibits a large 
mismatch in the spatial profile compared to the physics-based 
modeling approach of SRFS (despite the same average 
conductivity), highlighting the importance of the latter model 
presented in this work.    

The rigorous nature of the SRFS model leads to complex 
expressions. While these expressions are easy to implement in 
standard software such as MATLAB, they may be too time 
consuming to solve in a circuit simulator. Therefore, building 
on the SRFS model presented in this part, we present a compact 
model for spatially resolved conductivity accounting for surface 
scattering in rectangular interconnects in part II of this work. 

APPENDIX A1 
When we integrate (12), in general, there are eight different 

cases (depending on the spatial location) for the order of the 
four boundary points in the range from 0 to 1

-
. However, we 

solve (12) following an approach which makes the order of the 
boundary points irrelevant. 

To illustrate this approach, we take a region where 𝑥=<0 and 
𝑦=<𝑥= as an example. For this region, 𝜂 function can be written 
as (a1)  

𝜂(𝑥!, 𝑦!, θ) = 
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Fig. 4. 𝜎/𝜎( (conductivity normalized to bulk conductivity) 
for different κ and p for a square wire between the 
approximation proposed in [16] and SRFS, showing SRFS 
model is able to capture conductivity for general p. 

 

 
Fig. 7. The spatial profiles for 𝜎/𝜎( (conductivity normalized to 
bulk conductivity) for different κ and p for a square wire, a) 
κ=0.2 p=0 b) κ=0.2, p=0.9 c) κ=1, p=0 d) κ=1, p=0.9, e) κ=5, 
p=0 f) κ=5, p=0.9 showing as p increases conductivity also 
increases, as κ increases conductivity increases to bulk 
conductivity especially at the center of the wire. 
 

(a1) 
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Here	 𝜉(α%) = 1−𝑒

−(!
2𝑠𝑖𝑛θ 	and	 𝛼./ =

𝜅𝑎(1+𝑥𝑛)
𝑐𝑜𝑠Φ ,𝛼.) =

𝜅𝑎(1−𝑥𝑛)
𝑐𝑜𝑠Φ ,𝛼5/ =

𝜅𝑏M1+𝑦𝑛N
𝑠𝑖𝑛Φ ,𝛼5) =

𝜅𝑏M1−𝑦𝑛N
𝑠𝑖𝑛Φ .	 Equation (a1) can be 

rewritten as follows by changing the upper limits of all the 
integrals to 1

-
. 
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If we observe the second and third term from (a2), they have 
the same integration limits and differ from each other only in 
one of the four sub-expressions dependent on αE. By summing 
the second and third expressions, we obtain 

 
T p𝜉[𝛼5/\ − 𝜉(𝛼.))q 𝑑Φ
@
$

O2=;<P𝑏𝑎Q
1+𝑦𝑛
1−𝑥𝑛

RS
 (a3) 

We repeat this for all the terms #2 through #9. Also, the first 
term in (a2) is rewritten as 

4T 𝑑Φ
@
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@
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>?(
 

Thus, the 𝜂 function can be simplified as follow 

𝜂(𝑥-, 𝑦-, θ) = 4' 𝑑Φ
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If we look at the terms within the curly bracket, the order of 
the boundary points does not matter. The expression is only a 
function of the boundary points. Thus, this 𝜂 expression holds 
true for any location of the interconnect cross section (not just 
the region considered before). 

Recall, when we transformed (a1) to (a2), we make the upper 
limits of all the integrals to be 1

-
 and then combine the 

expressions. We can also follow a similar process but make the 
lower limit of the integrals to be 0. By completing the same 
steps, we can get another expression for 𝜂 function (a6).  
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Now, we add the two 𝜂 functions in (a5) and (a6) together 
and divide by 2 to get the final expression (14). Note, when we 
combine two 𝜂 functions (a5) and (a6), we add the two integrals 
corresponding to the same boundary points in the upper/lower 
limit of integration to obtain the final integral with Φ = 0àπ/2. 
For instance, we add the first term in the curly braces in (a5) 
with the last term in the curly braces in (a6) and obtain 

 
; <𝜉>𝛼-.@ − 𝜉(𝛼/0)B 𝑑Φ
1
2

34!$%5647
8.-&
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:

;

= ; D𝜉(𝛼/0) − 𝜉>𝛼-.@D𝑑Φ
1
2

;
 

(a7) 

It is noteworthy that the two integrals on the left hand side of 
(a7) can be combined into one (right hand side) as the 
corresponding integrands are the same except for a negative 
sign. Also, the integrands are always positive, as dictated by the 
min function in (1). Hence, we use the absolute value of 
𝜉(𝛼*%) − 𝜉o𝛼+"p	  on the right hand side of (a7). Similarly we 
combine the other integrals in (a5) and (a6) to obtain the final 
expression in (14). This approach is also valid the approximate 
expressions obtained for a general p.   
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