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Abstract:

 New classes of ultrathin flexible and stretchable devices have changed the way modern electronics are designed to interact with their target systems. Though more and more novel technologies surface and steer the way we think about future electronics, there exists an unmet need in regards to optimizing the fabrication procedures for these devices so that large-scale industrial translation is realistic. This article presents an unconventional approach for facile microfabrication and processing of adhesive-peeled (AP) flexible sensors. By assembling AP sensors on a weakly-adhering substrate in an inverted fashion, we demonstrate a procedure with 50% reduced end-to-end processing time that achieves greater levels of fabrication yield. The methodology is used to demonstrate the fabrication of electrical and mechanical flexible and stretchable AP sensors that are peeled-off their carrier substrates by consumer adhesives. In using this approach, we outline the manner by which adhesion is maintained and buckling is reduced for gold film processing on polydimethylsiloxane substrates. In addition, we demonstrate the compatibility of our methodology with large-scale post-processing using a roll-to-roll approach.
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1. Introduction

Flexible and stretchable electronics systems—comprised of sensors and circuitry—are increasingly deemed relevant to the future of industrial and consumer electronics devices. The evolution of bulky and rigid electronics into their thin and unobtrusive counterparts has required innovative techniques going beyond standard implementations of CMOS microfabrication. Of these, screen-printing techniques achieve low-cost and scalable processing of flexible sensors and systems [1,2,3,4,5,6,7], though some devices lack the potential for fully integrated electronics with ultra-thin profiles. Engineering of thin film nanocomposites is another example of this trend in miniaturizing our every-day electronic devices [8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27]. Within this class, electronics systems utilizing sacrificial layers (e.g., poly(acrylic acid) (PAA), poly(sodium 4-styrene sulfonate) (PSSNa), poly(n-vinylpyrrolidone) (PVP), poly(methyl methacrylate) (PMMA), water soluble tape, Silicon (Si), SiO2) [28,29,30,31] and intermediate substrates (e.g., polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS), water soluble tapes) for transfer printing have allowed for nanomembranes with mechanically-tuned properties [8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,32]. For example, epidermal electronics systems boast ultra-thin, high resolution, “skin-like” sensors and circuitry designed for conformal lamination onto the skin [8,9,10,11,12,14,15,16]. These systems excel in the area of intimate integration with contoured and elastic real estates, as compared to traditionally rigid or thin film sheet devices that are otherwise too inflexible and/or unstretchable. The result is robust skin-electrode contact yielding prolonged biosignal acquisition with reduced motion artifact [33]. Overall, these electronics present many significant advances for mobile technologies, but the manner in which they are fabricated requires intermediate materials, and precision involved in transfer printing in order to produce high yields.

A demand for tomorrow’s inconspicuous sensors is quickly rising, in particular due to the advent of “wearable” devices and the Internet of Things (IoT)—a paradigm emphasizing data interconnectedness through the omnipresence of networked sensors and systems. This is exemplified by the five-fold increase in sensors from 2012, resulting in 23.6 billion sensors in 2014 [34]. Unfortunately, these numbers are accompanied by the high cost and complexity of fabricating minimally obtrusive sensors, which proves to be a barrier for widespread adoption of IoT practices in spaces such as healthcare, home, and industrial use [34,35].

Herein we describe an alternative microfabrication approach requiring approximately half the steps of previously reported multi-step transfer printing approaches to build adhesive-integrated flexible and stretchable electrical and mechanical sensors. This reduction in steps has multiple benefits including higher yield and the elimination of time-consuming steps, allowing new opportunities for large-scale production of these sensors. This new approach uses a weakly-adhering interface and inverted fabrication scheme, which obviate the need of a sacrificial layer or intermediate transfer printing, and allow for direct integration of the sensor from the donor substrate to target receiving adhesive. Direct integration without transfer printing is facilitated by a simple mechanical peel-off step—similar in nature to the methods used for exfoliation of graphene and other materials [36,37,38,39], except that a complete device is peeled and packaged without requiring further microfabrication steps. Adhesive-peeled (AP) mechanical strain sensors are demonstrated to maintain their design and connection during axial loading. Moreover, electrical AP sensors are used to record electrophysiological signals with results compared to those of a transfer printing approach [8,9,10,11,12,13], demonstrating similar sensor fidelity while emphasizing a simple peel-off technique that has potential for industry-scale roll-to-roll post-processing.



2. Experimental Section


Process Description

Throughout this discussion, we consider approaches that result in a sensor of pre-specified geometry to be embedded within a given adhesive. The purpose of this work is to facilitate a process by which the same or similar sensor can be made more easily and with higher yield. We compare an approach that utilizes transfer printing (TP) of passive sensors to a new methodology presented herein. To differentiate the two, sensors produced by the TP approach are designated as “TP sensors”, while the presented approach yields “AP sensors”.

Figure 1 provides a conceptual description of the two approaches. The TP process (top) begins with a donor substrate and undergoes a string of standard cleanroom procedures, which includes depositing a “sacrificial layer” (e.g., PMMA). The donor substrate is then dipped in solvent (e.g., acetone) that dissolves the sacrificial layer and separates the carrier substrate from the other deposited materials. Subsequently, two transferring steps ensue through which the desired pattern is delivered to an intermediate transfer material (e.g., PDMS), and then upon pressure, finally onto a target receiving substrate. This process path culminates in an adhesive with a patterned metal-polymer stack ready for use. The AP process (bottom) obviates the need for depositing a sacrificial layer or intermediate transfer printing and allows for direct application of the adhesive onto the donor substrate to embed the pattern within the adhesive. The AP process accomplishes this reduction in steps and direct transfer to the adhesive through the use of (1) a weakly-adhering donor substrate and (2) inverted production of the metal-polymer stacks comprising the sensor designed. The rationale for this approach will be elucidated in the Discussion section.

Figure 1. Example of TP vs. AP processes. (Top) TP process steps, starting with Si donor substrate. Includes procedures such as depositing a sacrificial layer, using solvent for stripping sacrificial layer, and transfer printing by an intermediate elastomeric substrate; (Bottom) AP process obviates the need for sacrificial layer, use of solvents, or use of an intermediate elastomer for transfer printing. Instead, a weakly-adhering donor is used, from which reversed metallization and a combined polymer deposition and photolithography step are implemented to create an inverted sensor. Because the sensor is inverted on a weakly-adhering surface, peel-off is performed directly by adhesive. Both processes result in a similar sensor embedded within adhesive; the latter requires fewer steps and materials.
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The process for fabrication of AP sensors is illustrated in Figure 2. Experimental details can be found in the Supplementary Information under the Experimental Details section. An example for results in this narrative is as follows. A standard Si wafer is coated with a thin silicone layer, creating a weakly-adhering interface, which comprises the donor substrate (Figure 2a). Standard cleanroom techniques are applied in a semi-reversed order for creating inverted flexible sensors on the donor substrate. Sequential metallization of gold (Au) and chromium (Cr) thin films onto PDMS form the conductive layer of these sensors (Figure 2b): the Au thin film interfaces with the weakly-adhering donor while Cr is exposed at the top. A photodefinable polyimide (PPI) is then used for simultaneous formation and patterning of the sensor’s polymer backing (Figure 2c). An etch-back of the exposed Cr-Au regions (Figure 2d) results in a donor substrate with electrical AP sensors that can be directly peeled-off by the adhesive of choice (Figure 2e,f).

Figure 2. Fabrication process for electrical AP sensors: (a) formation of weakly-adhering donor; (b) metallization of Au and Cr films, respectively; (c) formation and patterning of PPI polymer backbone; (d) etch-back of Cr and Au films using PPI as etch mask; (e) flexible adhesive substrate adhered to pattern, ready for peel-off; and (f) pattern peeled-off onto receiving adhesive with Au surface exposed, ready for use.
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3. Results


3.1. Qualitative Comparison of Fabrication Methods for TP and AP Sensors

Figure 3 showcases electrical sensors fabricated using the AP process. AP sensors can be densely packed onto the same working area of the donor substrate since submersion in the solvent and wafer dicing are not necessary. Figure 3a shows AP sensors on a four-inch glass wafer, while Figure 3b illustrates AP sensors on a Si wafer. The ease with which a sensor can be peeled-off onto an adhesive material (Scotch Tape, 3M, Saint Paul, MN, USA) is shown (Figure 3c). In contrast, TP sensors are subject to a lengthy release process involving sacrificial layer stripping via solvent treatment, after which a TP sensor carefully undergoes a two-step transfer printing process (Video S1 is shown with sacrificial layer being PMMA, solvent being acetone, and transfer stamp being PDMS—27 minutes). The requirement of controlled pattern release rates from the donor substrate during sacrificial stripping can often lead to sensors that are deformed from the intended design. These challenges are only magnified when considering larger, more complex heterogeneous sensor patterns, often requiring subjective user judgment and manual dexterity.

Figure 3. Alternative approach—electrical AP sensors: (a) dense sensor assembly on rigid glass donor substrate; (b) similar sensor assembly on Si wafer; and (c) AP sensor peeled-off from Si donor substrate onto adhesive.
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Conversely, with the AP approach, the desired pattern is fabricated and objectively post-processed onto a receiving adhesive of choice with a one-step peel-off, obviating the need for solvents and intermediate stamps (Video S2—35 seconds). To further demonstrate this—and the possibility of roll-to-roll post-processing—we demonstrate peeling off AP sensors with a consumer-grade lint roller (Video S3). The force required to successfully peel-off AP sensors from the weakly-adhering donor was calculated at 0.22 ± 0.03 N. Experimental details can be found in the Materials and Methods.

A montage of consecutively peeled sensors demonstrates the low variability with which electrical sensors are produced using the AP process (Figure 4). Fabricated sensors are accurate to the desired pattern with very little deformity. Although it is possible with the TP approach to retrieve sensors identical to the desired pattern, considerable time and expertise are required if performed manually. Though automation has been demonstrated for TP production of thin film silicon-based electronics [40,41,42], these systems require high precision, multi-point calibration, and visual inspection of transfer printing to ensure high yield post-processing. Because the AP approach requires fewer procedures, does not require sacrificial stripping or undercutting, and is not subject to the variability in release rates, there is significant potential for automated post-processing of AP sensors. Comparing both methods, there is an approximately 50% reduction in processing time using the AP method.

Figure 4. AP Sensor variability: (Left) desired sensor pattern and (Right) AP sensors consecutively peeled-off from same donor substrate. On average, AP sensors closely reflect the desired pattern, primarily because release rates in solvents pertaining to removal of sacrificial layer are not required.
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3.2. Fabricating on PDMS Surfaces

Microfabrication on PDMS is expected to yield poor adhesion at PDMS–metal interfaces, due to low wettability of PDMS and the large mismatch in thermal expansion coefficients between elastomers like PDMS and thin metal films [43,44,45]. Consequently, compressive stress develops in thin metal films that induce spontaneous wrinkling and buckling, which can progress to propagating cracks throughout the metal layers [46,47]. However, there are ways to address the issues of premature buckling of thin Au films during processing on PDMS. During fabrication, we found stiffening of the PDMS-based weakly-adhering layer (by reducing the ratio of PDMS pre-polymer to crosslinker) helped prevent adverse buckling during processing. During sputter-based processing, the known formation of a silica-like layer through plasma exposure prevented the delamination of sputtered AP sensors from their weakly-adhering donor substrates.

Figure 5 gives a closer look at the surface topography of peeled-off AP sensors and their respective optimized PDMS surfaces for ebeam evaporated and sputter coated processes. Evaporated sensors appear smooth, exhibiting very little wrinkling (although wafer-length wrinkles occasionally form around patterns during processing); the metal layer shows a regular grain pattern with spherical Au nuclei approximately 50 nm in diameter (Figure 5a). This smoothness is mirrored by the respective weakly-adhering donor (Figure 5b), which maintains a lightly speckled finish akin to the resulting metal grain. In contrast, sputtered AP sensors demonstrate wrinkled surface topography after processing that extends to the underlying PPI backing, and a continuum of elliptical Au particles (Figure 5c). The respective PDMS surface maintains the same wavy pattern after the sensor peel-off (Figure 5d). This characteristic of Au film wrinkling on PDMS is expected, though wrinkles are not apparent to the naked eye for sputtered sensors. Evaporated sensors, on the other hand, occasionally formed wafer-length wrinkles form around PPI patterns during processing; these wrinkles disappear after PPI development. Despite the differences, both instances of evaporated and sputtered AP sensors maintain their electrical interconnects and sensing properties.

Figure 5. SEM images of evaporated and sputter-coated AP sensors: (a) evaporated sensor on adhesive film; (b) weakly-adhering PDMS surface after evaporated sensor peel-off; (c) sputter-coated sensor on adhesive film; (d) weakly-adhering PDMS surface after sputter-coated sensor peel-off; and (insets) Zoomed-in surface definition of respective surfaces.
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3.3. Quantitative Comparison of TP and AP Sensors

To ensure functional characteristics of the electrical sensors are preserved when fabricating with the AP approach, a common eyes-opened/eyes-closed paradigm for measurement of the 8–12 Hz alpha rhythm in electroencephalogram (EEG) [48] was performed. An EEG test was chosen to demonstrate that electrical AP sensors can adequately measure lower amplitude-frequency signals, while indirectly suggesting that larger biopotentials such as ECG and EMG can be easily measured with high fidelity. This is especially true due to gold’s low impedance in high-frequency bands, as compared to bands characteristic of EEG signals [49,50]. A set of wired AP and TP sensors on Tegaderm (3M, Saint Paul, MN, USA) were connected to semi-encapsulated custom flex cabling (Pica Manufacturing, Derry, NH, USA) which is conductive to the sensors, but insulated to the skin. These sets were applied in the three-lead mastoid configuration, as per Figure 6a; each set consisted of recording (REC, forehead), reference (REF, right mastoid process), and ground (GND, left mastoid process) leads. Sensors were carefully arranged side-by-side so to prevent electrical cross-talk between channels (Figure 6b, cables not shown). AP and TP sets were wired into an Avatar EEG biopotential amplifier system (Electrical Geodesics, Eugene, OR, USA) through the flex cabling. EEG data was simultaneously recorded from both wired electrical sensor sets according to details found in the Materials and Methods section. The acquired biopotential data was sampled at 500 Hz and digitally band-passed in Matlab (MathWorks Inc., Natick, MA, USA) to a 6–14 Hz spectral range.

Figure 6. Electrophysiological comparison of sensors: (a) EEG testing electrode montage; (b) sensors applied to acquisition site—TP on the left, AP on the right; (c) time−voltage plot for one epoch of data: red = TP, blue = AP; and (d) spectrographic representation of epoch: TP on the left, AP on the right. The alpha rhythm begins just after the 10 s mark for both sensors.
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Voltage and time-frequency representations of data from both sensor sets are illustrated in Figure 6c,d. Time-frequency plots were generated using the robust spectrotemporal decomposition outlined in the literature [51]. In both representations, the first 10 s of data are eyes-opened followed by 20 s of eyes-closed data, which is characterized by a 10–12 Hz alpha rhythm (Figure 6c,d). Visually, it is easy to confirm that EEG data from both sensor types co-vary closely with one another. This suggests that this alternative microfabrication approach has no significantly negative effect on the acquisition capability of such electrical sensors.



Electrical AP sensor fidelity is compared to that of TP sensors by use of the Pearson’s correlation coefficient [52], which ranges from −1 to 1: −1 being negatively correlated, 1 being positively correlated, and 0 representing no correlation.
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(1)




Equation (1) is used to calculate the r statistic for each TP-AP pair of simultaneously recorded voltage data. Table S1 (Supplementary Information) lists correlation coefficients for each of the six TP-AP trials. Many of trials resulted in similar TP and AP time series (r > 95%), suggestive of AP sensors’ high fidelity acquisition despite alternative fabrication procedures. Still, perfect correlation is not possible in that both sensors record nuances in thermal noise and motion artifact at the sight of signal acquisition.



3.4. Non-Electrical AP Sensors

Using the AP process outlined, other sensor types are easily fabricated for monitoring through other modalities. An instance of this is the production of a variety of simple strain sensors (Figure 7a). AP mechanical strain sensors are fabricated according to the same framework presented in Figure 2; the pattern used during photolithography is replaced by the desired pattern to produce a variety of functional strain sensors with tailored gauge factors. Post-processing of these sensors follows the same peel-off process—from the donor substrate onto the receiving adhesive of choice. The axial strain-resistance performance of one AP strain sensor over several trials is illustrated in Figure 7b, and its gauge factor (GF) calculated. With a GF of 0.79, these gold strain sensors demonstrate relatively poor sensitivity to mechanical stimuli, as compared to other strain gauge varieties [53,54]. However, the emphasis here is that the present method demonstrates versatility in the types of sensors that can be produced, from which improvements can be made.

Figure 7. Mechanical strain sensor fabrication using AP process: (a) mechanical strain sensors on wafer; (b) characteristics of a simple mechanical strain sensor; and (b, inset) Image of AP strain sensor stretched during axial testing. Gauge factor (GF) = 0.79.
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3.5. AP Sensors on Flexible Donor Substrate

Finally, the simple peel-off properties of this method allow us to consider fabrication on flexible donor substrates; this enables the use case of roll-to-roll post-processing. Instead of a silicon or glass wafer, Kapton film was used to fabricate electrical AP sensors; fabrication utilized the same technique outlined (Figure 8a,b). Supplemental Video S4 shows the peel-off process from the flexible Kapton-based donor. AP sensors from flexible donors show no apparent differences as compared to their analogs from rigid donor substrates. To demonstrate their function, a single-channel EKG snapshot acquired using wired AP sensors is shown in Figure 8c, clearly illustrating a strong QRS complex alongside P and T waves. One can imagine simply inserting a roll of AP sensors to an existing tape manufacturer’s production line (with some modifications), where AP sensors are directly peeled directly onto the target adhesive and sent out to the end user.

Figure 8. Electrical AP Sensors processed and peeled-off a flexible donor substrate: (a) AP sensors half-peeled by consumer tape with flexible weakly-adhering donor mounted on a tube; (b) free-standing flexible donor substrate with sensors; and (c) time−voltage plot of EKG acquired using AP sensors off flex donor.
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4. Discussion

Here we have presented a process scheme by which a class of flexible sensors can be fabricated and post-processed in a relatively efficient manner. It is important to emphasize here that while there is vast significance in flexible and stretchable sensor capability and performance, we ultimately require a process that can scale with research and consumer needs. It is mentioned that roll-to-roll processing is a ubiquitously used industrial process, which boasts efficiency at the levels of cost and automation. Rather than “re-invent the wheel” for accommodating these growing spaces, it is in our interest to leverage the maturity of other processes such as roll-to-roll, at least initially at the stage of post-processing and packaging.

To summarize, our AP sensors are fabricated on a weakly-adhering donor substrate through an inverted construction. Fabrication with PDMS is a not a new concept—previous methods have demonstrated thin film formation and encapsulation of constructs with PDMS featured as the donor during a multi-step transfer printing process. or underlying substrate [14,15,16,17]. Others have created methods by which a device is either transferred to or is initially constructed on PDMS as a final receiving substrate [55,56,57]. In some of these instances, oxidized PDMS exhibits relatively strong adhesive properties when in contact with certain materials—such as SiO2—that promote silanol hydrogen-bonding [58]. Presented herein, PDMS is used as a donor substrate without any modifications, so to exploit its weak (but sufficient) adhesion to Au films [59] during a one step peel-off process. In concert with the reversed deposition of Au/Cr films and polymer backing, we are allowed to simply peel-off target features, obviating the need for sacrificial layers, immersion in solvents, repetitive transfer steps, and intermediate stamps. Other fabrication details—such as the use of PPI for simultaneous patterning and polymer formation—make for a streamlined process with fewer process failures and better resource allocation during AP sensor preparation.

The use of a PPI polymer backbone is attractive here due to its electrically insulating properties, chemical resistance and thermal stability. Moreover, PPI’s known biocompatibility for clinically implantable electronic systems makes it an attractive polymer over conventional photoresists [60] Because some emphasis is placed on the use of AP sensors for wearable/clinical applications, PPI appears to be the most feasible polymer to implement in the methodology. For sensors not involving biological systems, we speculate other polymers like a photoresist can be used while maintaining the combined formation/patterning step of the AP sensor backbone, though this needs to be investigated.

Ultimately, any adhesive or adhesive-coated material that can effectively adhere to the desired pattern (for the weakly-adhering donor example, with an adhesive force approximately > 0.2 N) is likely to perform a successful peel-off of AP sensors during post-processing. Moreover, knowledge of the range of forces necessary for successful peel-off enables us to consider situations where one might initially constrain the adhesive to be used and “reverse engineer” the adhesion force between PDMS and Au films. For example, if certain types of strong adhesives cannot be used due to their damaging of a target surface (e.g., application on neonates with sensitive skin) [61], there is opportunity to tailor the PDMS–sensor interface. In doing so, one can decrease the interface adhesion for facilitating peel-off with weaker adhesive material, while maintaining AP sensor stationarity during microfabrication.

Because Au flexible sensor fabrication is possible with the weak-interface approach outlined, a next step is to better characterize the interfacial adhesion and exploit this method for use with other interfacing material types. It is known that noble metals possess a proclivity for weak adhesion to an elastomeric rubber such as PDMS [59]. We surmise the methods outlined here can be readily implemented for other metals most similar in nature to Au. Of interest might be metal substitutes such as Ag, of which can be post-processed for yielding Ag/AgCl (one of the best suited for DC coupled signal acquisition) and Pt AP sensors (used for its long-term stability and biocompatibility in vivo; standard practice in neural stimulation) [49,62]. AP sensors comprising Ag or Pt as the interfacing material may be possible to fabricate by simply changing the layer designations during reverse metallization.

Integrated systems of AP sensors with miniaturized back-end transmission and processing circuits may be possible using the present approach. With improved integration of active components and passive interconnections, there is opportunity to integrate with miniaturized rigid electronic circuits [63,64,65], or further transition away from rigid and stiff electronic assemblies to more flexible, stretchable, and unobtrusive options [13,15]. Advances in this regard might be spurred by recent actions to strengthen the infrastructure of U.S. manufacturing of smart flexible hybrid electronics systems [66,67].

A degree of Au film micro-scale buckling is observed during sputter-based AP sensor fabrication, though this characteristic of sputtered sensors has not been observed as detrimental to the sensor fidelity. To the naked eye, sputtered metal films on optimized PDMS maintain their adhesion during processing and do not present large wrinkles, buckling, or cracks. It is important to note, however, that an overall ease with which the sensors can be peeled-off by an adhesive is maintained in spite of this adhesion. We hypothesize that during the sputter coating process, Au nanoparticles are engulfed by the elastic PDMS surface, creating immobilized nucleation sites that resist metal film delamination during processing. Moreover, it appears that sputter coating in this instance is responsible for rendering a wavy PDMS topography—as a consequence, surface area is increased which might give rise to better adhesion. It has been reported that gaseous plasma treatment (e.g., Ar plasma) during sputter coating increases the wettability of PDMS and prevents fast hydrophobic recovery of the PDMS surface, through the creation of hydroxyl-terminated, silica-like surfaces [68,69,70]. This phenomenon, in concert with the increased surface area and engulfed Au nanoparticles, may explain the unexpected immobilization of Au films during processing on PDMS.

During early evaporation tests, buckling in Au films often lead to propagating cracks, as was expected due to differences in PDMS and Au thermal expansion coefficients. We sought to remedy the buckling issues by addressing the mechanical mismatch between the underlying PDMS and the metal film above. It is known that the relative stiffness of PDMS depends on the ratio of pre-polymer to crosslinker agents used. The result of a smaller ratio is a stiffer PDMS structure that exhibits a relatively large elastic modulus, as compared to lower ratios [71]. Keeping this in mind, stiffer concoctions of PDMS (e.g., 3:1) were used, the idea being that stiffer PDMS (of higher elastic modulus) will resist expansion, therefore reducing the disparity in expansion during thermal cycles. A reduction in film buckling was observed, with no signs of cracking in the resulting AP sensors. Moreover, total film lamination appeared to improve during processing, though this was not quantitatively inspected. Ultimately, evaporated AP sensors maintain their interconnections conductance during processing, and easily peel-off the underlying PDMS surface.

Though the AP approach allows for easy peel-off of microscale thin film features, one should consider the sensor design to be employed. Poorly fashioned sensor patterns and z-thick metal-PPI stacks may result in micro-cracks across stress raisers during the peel-off process. Other pattern characteristics, such as the x–y thickness of pattern features, may pose similar issues due to the inherent tug-of-war between the weakly-adhering donor and receiving adhesive during the peel-off process. We speculate that an increase in effective x–y area will cause a departure in the observed peel-off force threshold, requiring stronger adhesives. Conversely, a decrease in the x–y area might give rise to premature release of patterns during fabrication on the donor substrate, causing problems with device yield. Although our methodology was successful for relatively large 1 cm × 1 cm square features, design constraints and peel-off force thresholds should be characterized for better understanding the nature of this weak adhesion and applying relevant findings to future work outlined above.

Lastly, although the present method boasts efficiency over previous works, AP sensors require an adhesive surface for facilitating peel-off. Moreover, AP sensors cannot be re-used, as the necessary adhesive for peel-off wears down during use and is difficult to re-apply. Instead, AP sensors might be immediately suitable as single-use, peel-and-stick sensors in the arena of clinical patient monitoring—where disposable systems are preferred due to concerns of sterility and contamination—and more generally in the spaces of consumer and industrial sensing that benefit from single-use flexible and stretchable form factors.



5. Conclusions

In summary, the work here describes a microfabrication method utilizing unconventional procedures for faster production of ultrathin AP flexible, stretchable electrical and mechanical sensors on adhesives. AP sensor production utilizes standard microfabrication procedures while leveraging the expected weak adhesion between PDMS elastomeric substrates and thin Au films. The methodology is agnostic to the different procedures for metallization and robust to adverse cracking of sensor layers. Though sensor performance enhancement is not the aim the present method, sensors are objectively processed and peeled-off onto flexible adhesive substrates in a manner that provides substantial improvements over existing thin film methods. With significant technological advances in the realms of wearable and industrial sensors and circuits, it is important to develop and optimize methods for which production of these technologies is commensurate with their current and projected commercial demands. Keeping pace with these trends and demands will allow us to more readily disseminate flexible/stretchable electronics technology and usher in a new façade of our everyday devices.







Supplementary Files

Supplementary File 1



Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the NSF Center for Science of Information (NSF CCF-0939370), National Science Foundation (NSF SMA-1451221), Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (GCF-OPP1061388), Naval Medical Research Center (W911QY-12-C-0090), Gerber Foundation (GF-554-3288), Army Research Office (ARO-62793-RT-REP), The Hartwell Foundation, Kavli Foundation, National Science Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship (2012137216), and the UCSD Institute of Engineering and Medicine Graduate Fellowship.



Author Contributions

D.Y.K., Y.-S.K., and M.S. conceived the idea; D.Y.K. and Y.-S.K designed the methodology; D.Y.K., Y.-S.K, G.O., and K.N. tested and gathered results; and D.Y.K., Y.-S.K., and T.P.C. wrote the paper.



Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.



References


	1. 
Søndergaard, R.R.; Hösel, M.; Krebs, F.C. Roll-to-roll fabrication of large area functional organic materials. J. Polym. Sci. Part B Polym. Phys. 2013, 51, 16–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Metters, J.P.; Kadara, R.O.; Banks, C.E. New directions in screen printed electroanalytical sensors: An overview of recent developments. Analyst 2011, 136, 1067–1076. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Harada, S.; Honda, W.; Arie, T.; Akita, S.; Takei, K. Fully printed, highly sensitive multifunctional artificial electronic whisker arrays integrated with strain and temperature sensors. ACS Nano 2014, 8, 3921–3927. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	4. 
Windmiller, J.R.; Bandodkar, A.J.; Valdés-Ramírez, G.; Parkhomovsky, S.; Martinez, A.G.; Wang, J. Electrochemical sensing based on printable temporary transfer tattoos. Chem. Commun. 2012, 48, 6794–6796. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	5. 
Bandodkar, A.J.; Molinnus, D.; Mirza, O.; Guinovart, T.; Windmiller, J.R.; Valdés-Ramírez, G.; Andradec, F.J.; Schöning, M.J.; Wang, J. Epidermal tattoo potentiometric sodium sensors with wireless signal transduction for continuous non-invasive sweat monitoring. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2014, 54, 603–609. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	6. 
Martínez-Olmos, A.; Fernández-Salmerón, J.; Lopez-Ruiz, N.; Torres, A.R.; Capitan-Vallvey, L.F.; Palma, A.J. Screen printed flexible radiofrequency identification tag for oxygen monitoring. Anal. Chem. 2013, 85, 11098–11105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	7. 
Foster, C.W.; Metters, J.P.; Kampouris, D.K.; Banks, C.E. Ultraflexible screen-printed graphitic electroanalytical sensing platforms. Electroanalysis 2014, 26, 262–274. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	8. 
Kim, D.-H.; Lu, N.; Ma, R.; Kim, Y.-S.; Kim, R.-H.; Wang, S.; Wu, J.; Won, S.M.; Tao, H.; Islam, A.; et al. Epidermal electronics. Science 2011, 333, 838–843. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Kim, D.-H.; Kim, Y.-S.; Wu, J.; Liu, Z.; Song, J.; Kim, H.-S.; Huang, Y.Y.; Hwang, K.-C.; Rogers, J.A. Ultrathin silicon circuits with strain-isolation layers and mesh layouts for high-performance electronics on fabric, vinyl, leather, and paper. Adv. Mater. 2009, 21, 3703–3707. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	10. 
Ying, M.; Bonifas, A.P.; Lu, N.; Su, Y.; Li, R.; Cheng, H.; Ameen, A.; Huang, Y.; Rogers, J.A. Silicon nanomembranes for fingertip electronics. Nanotechnology 2012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	11. 
Son, D.; Lee, J.; Qiao, S.; Ghaffari, R.; Kim, J.; Lee, J.E.; Song, C.; Kim, S.J.; Lee, D.J.; Jun, S.W.; et al. Multifunctional wearable devices for diagnosis and therapy of movement disorders. Nat. Nanotechnol. 2014, 9, 397–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	12. 
Jang, K.-I.; Chung, H.U.; Xu, S.; Lee, C.H.; Luan, H.; Jeong, J.; Cheng, H.; Kim, G.-T.; Han, S.Y.; Lee, J.W.; et al. Soft network composite materials with deterministic and bio-inspired designs. Nat. Commun. 2015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	13. 
Xu, S.; Zhang, Y.; Cho, J.; Lee, J.; Huang, X.; Jia, L.; Fan, J.A.; Su, Y.; Su, J.; Zhang, H.; et al. Stretchable batteries with self-similar serpentine interconnects and integrated wireless recharging systems. Nat. Commun. 2013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	14. 
Jeong, J.-W.; Kim, M.K.; Cheng, H.; Yeo, W.-H.; Huang, X.; Liu, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Huang, Y.; Rogers, J.A. Capacitive epidermal electronics for electrically safe, long-term electrophysiological measurements. Adv. Healthcare Mater. 2014, 3, 642–648. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	15. 
Kim, J.; Banks, A.; Cheng, H.; Xie, Z.; Xu, S.; Jang, K.-I.; Lee, J.W.; Liu, Z.; Gutruf, P.; Huang, X.; et al. Epidermal electronics with advanced capabilities in near-field communication. Small 2015, 8, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	16. 
Jang, K.-I.; Han, S.Y.; Xu, S.; Mathewson, K.E.; Zhang, Y.; Jeong, J.-W.; Kim, G.-T.; Webb, R.C.; Lee, J.W.; Dawidczyk, T.J.; et al. Rugged and breathable forms of stretchable electronics with adherent composite substrates for transcutaneous monitoring. Nat. Commun. 2014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	17. 
Lee, S.-K.; Kim, B.J.; Jang, H.; Yoon, S.C.; Lee, C.; Hong, B.H.; Rogers, J.A.; Cho, J.H.; Ahn, J.-H. Stretchable graphene transistors with printed dielectrics and gate electrodes. Nano Lett. 2011, 11, 4642–4646. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	18. 
Viventi, J.; Kim, D.-H.; Moss, J.D.; Kim, Y.-S.; Blanco, J.A.; Annetta, N.; Hicks, A.; Xiao, J.; Huang, Y.; Callans, D.J.; et al. A conformal, bio-interfaced class of silicon electronics for mapping cardiac electrophysiology. Sci. Transl. Med. 2010, 2, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	19. 
Viventi, J.; Kim, D.-H.; Vigeland, L.; Frechette, E.S.; Blanco, J.A.; Kim, Y.-S.; Avrin, A.E.; Tiruvadi, V.R.; Hwang, S.-W.; Vanleer, A.C.; et al. Flexible, foldable, actively multiplexed, high-density electrode array for mapping brain activity in vivo. Nat. Neurosci. 2011, 14, 1599–1605. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	20. 
Li, T.; Suo, Z.; Lacour, S.P.; Wagner, S. Compliant thin film patterns of stiff materials as platforms for stretchable electronics. J. Mater. Res. 2005, 20, 3274–3277. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	21. 
Ware, T.; Simon, D.; Hearon, K.; Liu, C.; Shah, S.; Reeder, J.; Khodaparast, N.; Kilgard, M.P.; Maitland, D.J.; Rennaker, R.L., II; et al. Three-dimensional flexible electronics enabled by shape memory polymer substrates for responsive neural interfaces. Macromol. Mater. Eng. 2012, 297, 1193–1202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	22. 
Simon, D.; Ware, T.; Marcotte, R.; Lund, B.R.; Smith, D.W.; di Prima, M.; Rennaker, R.L.; Voit, W. A comparison of polymer substrates for photolithographic processing of flexible bioelectronics. Biomed. Microdevices 2013, 15, 925–939. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	23. 
Lipomi, D.J.; Vosgueritchian, M.; Tee, B.C.-K.; Hellstrom, S.L.; Lee, J.A.; Fox, C.H.; Bao, Z. Skin-like pressure and strain sensors based on transparent elastic films of carbon nanotubes. Nat. Nanotechnol. 2011, 6, 788–792. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Schwartz, G.; Tee, B.C.-K.; Mei, J.; Appleton, A.L.; Kim, D.H.; Wang, H.; Bao, Z. Flexible polymer transistors with high pressure sensitivity for application in electronic skin and health monitoring. Nat. Commun. 2013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	25. 
Kaltenbrunner, M.; Sekitani, T.; Reeder, J.; Yokota, T.; Kuribara, K.; Tokuhara, T.; Drack, M.; Schwödiauer, R.; Graz, I.; et al. An ultra-lightweight design for imperceptible plastic electronics. Nature 2013, 499, 458–463. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	26. 
Jeong, G.S.; Baek, D.-H.; Jung, H.C.; Song, J.H.; Moon, J.H.; Hong, S.W.; Kim, I.Y.; Lee, S.-H. Solderable and electroplatable flexible electronic circuit on a porous stretchable elastomer. Nat. Commun. 2012. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	27. 
Forrest, S.R. The Path to ubiquitous and low-cost organic electronic appliances on plastic. Nature 2004, 428, 911–918. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	28. 
Kim, S.H.; Yoon, J.; Yun, S.O.; Hwang, Y.; Jang, H.S.; Ko, H.C. Ultrathin sticker-type ZnO thin film transistors formed by transfer printing via topological confinement of water-soluble sacrificial polymer in dimple structure. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2013, 23, 1475–1482. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	29. 
Linder, V.; Gates, B.D.; Ryan, D.; Parviz, B.A.; Whitesides, G.M. Water-soluble sacrificial layers for surface micromachining. Small. 2005, 1, 730–736. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	30. 
Yim, K.H.; Zheng, Z.; Liang, Z.; Friend, R.H.; Huck, W.T.S.; Kim, J.-S. Efficient conjugated-polymer optoelectronic devices fabricated by thin-film transfer-printing technique. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2008, 18, 1012–1019. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Zhao, B.; Ji, G.; Gao, X. Transfer printing of magnetic structures with enhanced performance using a new type of water-soluble sacrificial layer. RSC Adv. 2015, 5, 56959–56966. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	32. 
Carlson, A.; Bowen, A.M.; Huang, Y.; Nuzzo, R.G.; Rogers, J.A. Transfer printing techniques for materials assembly and micro/nanodevice fabrication. Adv. Mater. 2012, 24, 5284–5318. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	33. 
Yeo, W.-H.; Kim, Y.-S.; Lee, J.; Ameen, A.; Shi, L.; Li, M.; Wang, S.; Ma, R.; Jin, S.H.; et al. multifunctional epidermal electronics printed directly onto the skin. Adv. Mater. 2013, 25, 2773–2778. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	34. 
Idustrial Internet of Things: Unleashing the Potential of Connected Products and Services. Available online: http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEFUSA_IndustrialInternet_Report2015.pdf (accessed on 22 January 2015).

	35. 
Atzori, L.; Iera, A.; Morabito, G. The Internet of Things: A Survey. Comput. Networks 2010, 54, 2787–2805. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	36. 
Novoselov, K.S.; Geim, A.K.; Morozov, S.V.; Jiang, D.; Zhang, Y.; Dubonos, S.V.; Grigorieva, I.V.; Firsov, A.A. Electric field effect in atomically thin carbon films. Science 2004, 306, 666–669. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	37. 
Fujita, K.; Yasuda, T.; Tsutsui, T. Flexible organic field-effect transistors fabricated by the electrode-peeling transfer with an assist of self-assembled monolayer. Appl. Phys. Lett. 2003, 82, 4373–4375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	38. 
Ilic, B.; Craighead, H.G. Topographical patterning of chemically sensitive biological materials using a polymer-based dry lift off. Biomed. Microdevices 2000, 2, 317–322. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	39. 
Defranco, J.A.; Schmidt, B.S.; Lipson, M.; Malliaras, G.G. Photolithographic patterning of organic electronic materials. Org. Electron. 2006, 7, 22–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	40. 
Yoon, J.; Baca, A.J.; Park, S.-I.; Elvikis, P.; Geddes, J.B., III; Li, L.; Kim, R.H.; Xiao, J.; Wang, S.; Kim, T.-H.; et al. Ultrathin silicon solar microcells for semitransparent, mechanically flexible and microconcentrator module designs. Nat. Mater. 2008, 7, 907–915. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	41. 
Park, S.-I.; Xiong, Y.; Kim, R.-H.; Elvikis, P.; Meitl, M.; Kim, D.-H.; Wu, J.; Yoon, J.; Yu, C.-J.; Liu, Z.; et al. Printed assemblies of inorganic light-emitting diodes for deformable and semitransparent displays. Science 2009, 325, 977–981. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	42. 
Chung, H.-J.; Kim, T.-I.; Kim, H.-S.; Wells, S.A.; Jo, S.; Ahmed, N.; Jung, Y.H.; Won, S.M.; Bower, C.A.; Rogers, J.A. Fabrication of releasable single-crystal silicon–metal oxide field-effect devices and their deterministic assembly on foreign substrates. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2011, 21, 3029–3036. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	43. 
Van Krevelen, D.W.; te Nijenhuis, K. Properties of Polymers; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	44. 
Bowden, N.; Brittain, S.; Evans, A.G.; Hutchinson, J.W.; Whitesides, G.M. Spontaneous formation of ordered structures in thin films of metals supported on an elastomeric polymer. Nature 1998, 393, 146–149. [Google Scholar]

	45. 
Huck, W.T.S.; Bowden, N.; Onck, P.; Pardoen, T.; Hutchinson, J.W.; Whitesides, G.M. Ordering of spontaneously formed buckles on planar surfaces. Langmuir 2000, 16, 3497–3501. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	46. 
Lacour, S.P.; Jones, J.; Wagner, S.; Li, T.; Suo, Z. Strechable interconnects for elastics electronic surfaces. IEEE Proc. 2005, 93, 1459–1466. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	47. 
Adrega, T.; Lacour, S.P. Stretchable gold conductors embedded in PDMS and patterned by photolithography: fabrication and electromechanical characterization. J. Micromech. Microeng. 2010, 20, 055025–055033. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	48. 
Niedermeyer, E.; Lopes da Silva, F.H. Electroencephalography: Basic Principles, Clinical Applications, and Related Fields; Lippincott Williams & Wilkins: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	49. 
McAdams, E.T.; Jossinet, J.; Subramanian, R.; McCauley, R.G.E. Characterization of gold electrodes in phosphate buffered saline solution by impedance and noise measurements for biological applications. In Proceedings of the 28th IEEE EMBS Annual International Conference, New York, NY, USA, 30 August–3 September 2006.

	50. 
Tallgrena, P.; Vanhataloa, S.; Kailaa, K.; Voipioa, J. Evaluation of commercially available electrodes and gels for recording of slow EEG potentials. Clin. Neurophysiol. 2005, 116, 799–806. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	51. 
Ba, D.; Babadi, B.; Purdon, P.L.; Brown, E.N. Robust spectrotemporal decomposition by Iteratively reweighted least squares. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 2014, 111, E5336–E5345. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	52. 
Liao, L.-D.; Wang, I.-J.; Chen, S.-F.; Chang, J.-Y.; Lin, C.-T. Design, fabrication and experimental validation of a novel dry-contact sensor for measuring electroencephalography signals without skin preparation. Sensors 2011, 11, 5819–5834. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	53. 
Zhou, J.; Gu, Y.; Fei, P.; Mai, W.; Gao, Y.; Yang, R.; Bao, G.; Wang, Z.L. Flexible piezotronic strain sensor. Nano Lett. 2008, 8, 3035–3040. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	54. 
Chang, N.-K.; Su, C.-C.; Chang, S.-H. Fabrication of single-walled carbon nanotube flexible strain sensors with high sensitivity. Appl. Phys. Lett. 2008, 92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	55. 
Patel, J.N.; Kaminska, B.; Gray, B.L.; Gates, B.D. A sacrificial SU-8 mask for direct metallization on PDMS. J. Micromech. Microeng. 2009, 19, 115014–115024. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	56. 
Patel, J.N.; Kaminska, B.; Gray, B.L.; Gates, B.D. PDMS as a sacrificial substrate for SU-8-based biomedical and microfluidic applications. J. Micromech. Microeng. 2008, 18, 095028–095039. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	57. 
Melzer, M.; Karnaushenko, D.; Lin, G.; Baunack, S.; Makarov, D.; Schmidt, O. Direct transfer of magnetic sensor devices to elastomeric supports for stretchable electronics. Adv. Mater. 2015, 27, 1333–1338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	58. 
McDonald, J.C.; Duffy, D.C.; Anderson, J.R.; Chiu, D.T.; Wu, H.; Schueller, O.J.A.; Whitesides, G.M. Fabrication of microfluidic systems in poly (dimethylsiloxane). Electrophoresis 2000, 21, 27–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	59. 
Schmid, H.; Wolf, H.; Allenspach, R.; Riel, H.; Karg, S.; Michel, B.; Delamarche, E. Preparation of metallic films on elastomeric stamps and their application for contact processing and contact printing. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2003, 13, 145–153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	60. 
Sun, Y.; Lacour, S.P.; Brooks, R.A.; Rushton, N.; Fawcett, J.; Cameron, R.E. Assessment of the biocompatibility of photosensitive polyimide for implantable medical device use. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. Part A 2009, 90, 648–655. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	61. 
Harbert, M.J.; Rosenberg, S.S.; Mesa, D.; Sinha, M.; Karanjia, N.P.; Nespeca, M.; Coleman, T.P. Demonstration of the use of epidermal electronics in neurological monitoring. Ann. Neurol. 2013, 74, S76–S77. [Google Scholar]

	62. 
Merrill, D.R.; Bikson, M.; Jeffrys, J.G.R. Design, electrical stimulation of excitable tissue: Design of efficacious and safe protocols. J. Neurosci. Method. 2005, 141, 171–198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	63. 
Ghomashchi, A.; Zheng, Z.; Majaj, N.; Trumpis, M.; Kiorpes, L.; Viventi, J. A low-cost, open-source, wireless electrophysiology system. In Proceedings of 36th Annual International Conference of the IEEE: Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society (EMBC), Chicago, IL, USA, 26–30 August 2014.

	64. 
Escabí, M.A.; Read, H.L.; Viventi, J.; Kim, D.-H.; Higgins, N.C.; Storace, D.A.; Liu, A.S.K.; Gifford, A.M.; Burke, J.F.; Campisi, M.; et al. A high-density, high-channel count, multiplexed µ ECoG array for auditory-cortex recordings. J. Neurophysiol. 2014, 112, 1566–1583. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	65. 
Mercier, P.P.; Lysaght, A.C.; Bandyopadhyay, S.; Chandrakasan, A.P.; Stankovic, K.M. Energy extraction from the biologic battery in the inner ear. Nat. Biotechnol. 2012, 30, 1240–1244. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	66. 
Report to the President: Accelerating U.S. Advanced Manufacturing. Available online: http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/PCAST/amp20_report_final.pdf (accessed on 30 October 2014).

	67. 
Flexible Hybrid Electronics Manufacturing Innovation (FHEMI) Institute. Available online: http://manufacturing.gov/docs/fhemi-faq.pdf (accessed on 1 April 2015).

	68. 
Patrito, N.; McLachlan, J.M.; Faria, S.N.; Chan, J.; Norton, P.R. A novel metal-protected plasma treatment for the robust bonding of polydimethylsiloxane. Lab Chip 2007, 7, 1813–1818. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	69. 
Efimenko, K.; Wallace, W.E.; Genzer, J. Surface modification of sylgard-184 poly(dimethyl siloxane) networks by ultraviolet and ultraviolet/ozone treatment. J. Coll. Interface Sci. 2002, 254, 306–315. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	70. 
Ginn, B.T.; Steinbock, O. Polymer surface modification using microwave-oven-generated plasma brent. Langmuir 2003, 19, 8117–8118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	71. 
Armani, D.; Liu, C.; Aluru, N. Re-configurable fluid circuits by PDMS elastomer micromachining. In Proceedings of the 12th IEEE International Conference: Micro Electro Mechanical Systems, Orlando, FL, USA, 17–21 January 1999.





© 2015 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







media/file4.png
Adhesive

PPI
iAP Sensor






nav.xhtml


  sensors-15-23459


  
    		
      sensors-15-23459
    


  




  





media/file1.png
@)

6)
Si+PDMS

—

r—

Adhesive






media/file2.png





media/file7.png
2 3 0
Time (s)





media/file5.png
EyesOpen

c) <

TP Sensor AP Sensor

EyesC bsed
L] L] L] L L

llll>

41

Amplitude (mV)
[ R - S R )

0

——TP Sensors
——AP Sensors| |

G

w
k3
oy
§1u
g
o

o N~ ® ©

10

<+—><¢
EyesOpen Eyes C bsed

2

I

Frequency (Hz)
3

BRRYEBBS88RELS

9
8
7
6

+—> <
EyesOpen Eyes C bsed





media/file3.png
AP Sensors






media/file0.png
~

"
o
@ - -@ - ) - .

Photolthography
Etching

Sacrificial Stripping Intermediate Transfer Print Final Transfer Printonto

i Donor Substrate.
Target Ready for use

Coumemprcasu

- 1. Reverse ,%
Metallization

0 == 2. Combined Polymer - =
Photolithography

3. Eching
Do;SrMSus-bsm: . Immediate Peel-off
(e POMS-costea i onto Target it






media/file6.png
°
°
2

(R-Ro)/Ro (%)
s
g8 8

°
e

003 004 005
Strain (%)





