
 

Table 1: Piezoelectric material comparison with common FOM, 
from [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8] which includes bandgap (Eg), breakdown 
electric field (EBD), and electromechanical coupling coeƯicient (k2) 

Figure 5: 1μm2 3D-rendered surface topologies generated using Gwyddion and respective top-
down views:  a) unannealed sample (66.59pm RMS surface roughness), b) 500°C anneal 
(161.5pm RMS surface roughness), c) 900°C anneal (1.858nm RMS surface roughness) 
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Figure 2: Deposition Rate and thickness, 
lower Figure 2e from [9] 
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Dep. Rate = 1 – 0.020133*(Pressure)  

r2 = 0.988 

Figure 1: Research approach flowchart 

Figure 4: Obtained XRR measurements Figure 3: Measured diƯerence in film thicknesses 
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