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Abstract: MEMS (Micro Electro-Mechanical Systems) sensors enable a vast range of applications:
among others, the use of MEMS accelerometers for seismology related applications has been emerging
considerably in the last decade. In this paper, we provide a comprehensive review of the capacitive
MEMS accelerometers: from the physical functioning principles, to the details of the technical
precautions, and to the manufacturing procedures. We introduce the applications within seismology
and earth sciences related disciplines, namely: earthquake observation and seismological studies,
seismic surveying and imaging, structural health monitoring of buildings. Moreover, we describe
how the use of the miniaturized technologies is revolutionizing these fields and we present
some cutting edge applications that, in the very last years, are taking advantage from the use
of MEMS sensors, such as rotational seismology and gravity measurements. In a ten-year outlook,
the capability of MEMS sensors will certainly improve through the optimization of existing
technologies, the development of new materials, and the implementation of innovative production
processes. In particular, the next generation of MEMS seismometers
could be capable of reaching
√
a noise floor under the lower seismic noise (few tenths of ng/ Hz) and expanding the bandwidth
towards lower frequencies (∼0.01 Hz).
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1. Introduction
Progresses in seismology firmly rely on the development of instrumentation. The first,
although pioneering tools, were only used to display the ground shaking after the strongest
earthquakes. The technical advancements throughout the 20th century made it possible to realize
increasingly reliable and sensitive seismometers thus that today, seismometers are able to characterize
the ground motion with great accuracy and over a wide range of frequency. From a scientific
point of view, accuracy is crucial: the greater is the quality of the observation, the more reliable
will be the knowledge of the earthquake-related phenomena and, in turn, the following considerations
about seismic hazards.
Further developments in the next future will likely improve even more the present-day capabilities,
not without a tendency for the price of professional instruments to rise exponentially. For this
reason, at least for some applications, the trend is a compromise between the quality of the sensor
and the quality of the results, which, in the last few decades, resulted especially in the technological
development of miniaturized systems. Traditional sensors based on a spring-mass principle have
heavy proof masses making them bulky and difficult to transport and manage. Miniaturized
sensors, on the other hand, reduced the size and weight, in addition to the shock survivability
and the reduced cost. The application of Micro Electro-Mechanical Systems (MEMS) to seismology
(and related branches) is very recent: in the book “Instrumentation in Earthquake Seismology”
edited in 2004 [1], the MEMS were not even mentioned. The second edition, published twelve
years later [2], introduced some new trends in seismic sensors, and, among others, a comprehensive
section on micromachined devices.
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The term “MEMS” in academic literature appears since the mid 1980s. The database Scopus
returned more than 29,000 entries with the word “MEMS” in the title in February 2019; among those,
only the 0.6% is listed in the field of Earth Sciences (which includes seismology and geophysics),
while the most cited discipline is Engineering (>40%). The graph in Figure 1 shows the number
of indexed papers in which the term MEMS is contained in the title in the last 30 years. Since the early
1990s to the early 2000s, the topic grew exponentially, while in the last ten years the trend is constant,
with ca. 1700 papers on the average, and ca. 20 papers in the field of Earth Sciences.
Since 1979, the Stanford University (USA) hosted the first pioneering demonstrations of the use
of MEMS accelerometers [3,4], long before they became the extremely popular products they
are today. MEMS accelerometers are today used in a multitude of fields and are ideal
for large-scale and large-volume applications (e.g., monitoring of machines and vehicles, navigation
systems, etc.) [5–8]. Later, boosted by space exploration necessities, sensors became even more
lightweight and sensitive, and suitable also for the requirements of earthquake monitoring [9,10].
The increasing capillarity of their diffusion is literally revolutionizing both the industry and the
market. A comprehensive list of the variety of possible applications of MEMS devices is given in [8,11].
Schematically, a MEMS device can be defined as a system capable of sensing the external environment
and then convert the measured physical quantities into electrical impulses. Therefore, a MEMS
is a system capable of getting information from the external environment converting the measured
physical quantities into electrical impulses. MEMS are fabricated directly upon a silicon substrate and
can reach the dimension of a few microns. MEMS accelerometers can be classified according to the
physical effect used in the sensing mechanism: capacitive, piezoresistive, piezoelectric, electrochemical,
optical, thermal, etc. Each method has its own advantages and disadvantages. For example,
piezoelectric accelerometers are not suitable for static acceleration, while the capacitive ones are
generally more performing and reliable.
This review aims to provide the state-of-the-art of the use of MEMS in the broad field of seismology
after about 10 years from the first significant applications. At present, such contribution is missing,
with only a short review recently proposed [12]. We describe the functioning principles of the capacitive
MEMS which are the most suitable for applications within the sensing and the frequency ranges
of seismological interest. We introduce the basics of the capacitive devices, treating all the details
about the various systems’ configuration, the constructive processes, and the precautions on their
use as seismic sensors. We present the present-day applications and give an outlook for the possible
future ones.

Figure 1. Number of scientific papers containing the term “MEMS” in the title from Scopus database
(accessed on February 2019).

Sensors 2019, 19, 3093

3 of 22

2. The Capacitive MEMS Accelerometers
Accelerometers are inertial sensors designed to detect velocity variations, typically in the
medium-to-high range of frequency. Among the various typologies of MEMS accelerometers,
the electromechanical capacitive sensors dominate the market and are widely chosen for many
applications. The highest resolution is in the high frequency range: typically from hundreds of Hz
to some kHz, but, using the electronic capacitance-switch, they can also respond to lower frequencies
and continuous components.
An accelerometer is a directional device; therefore, it is able to detect accelerations along a single
axis. To measure accelerations on the three dimensions, three accelerometers, oriented along the axes
of an orthogonal triad, are then necessary. This task could be challenging in the microscopic scale
where the flat base of silicon wafer sets the manufacturing limits. If it could be relatively easy
to manufacture two identical structures on the plane, it is harder to extend the structure perpendicularly
off of plane. For this constructional reason, the type of electrodes employed for the manufacture
of a three-component MEMS accelerometer are different: while the wafer-coplanar are variable gap
electrodes, the perpendicular one is a variable area electrode. The latter typology is less sensitive;
therefore, to obtain the same sensitivity among all three axes, it is necessary to build this axis over
a larger area.
In the following paragraphs, we introduce the theoretical basics of the capacitive MEMS
accelerometers, focusing in particular on the analogies between the mechanical and electrical systems
and how these are adopted in the realization of the transducers employed in the MEMS sensors.
The detailed recall of these topics is also essential to consciously evaluate the present-day capabilities
of the MEMS sensors and to depict their possible future developments.
2.1. Basics of the Mechanical System
The sensing system of an accelerometer is designed for the detection of inertial forces on the
base of a damped spring-mass structure. The system can be described by the equation of motion
for a rigid body: the second law of Newton states that the force applied to the body is proportional
to the acceleration and the constant of proportionality is the mass:

−
→
→
F = m−
a

(1)

Considering a single direction, along the working axis of the device, the vector equation is reduced
to a scalar expression:
Fx = ma x .
(2)
It is possible to use the Newton equations even in a no-inertial system, replacing the reference
system. The origin point of the new reference system must be fixed on the device (coordinates of the
moving body; Figure 2). It turns that acceleration a x , calculated in global coordinates, is replaced with
acceleration ẍ calculated in body coordinates.
Equation (2) is then available for the new reference system. The equation of motion for the mass
proof in the body coordinate system x = Xm − X0 is:
m( Ẍm − Ẍ0 ) + b( Ẋm − Ẋ0 ) + k( Xm − X0 ) = −m Ẍ0 .

(3)

On the left-hand side are the contributions related to the inertial motion of the proof mass,
to the damping, and to the linear force of the spring (Figure 2); on the right-hand side is the initial
external force, which is often referred to as the apparent, or fictitious, force. The Fourier transform can
be used to obtain the mechanical transfer function:
Ĥjωx/a (ω ) =

jω/ω02
,
1 − (ω/ω0 )2 + 2jζ (ω/ω0 )

(4)
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√
where ω0 √=
k/m is the mechanical resonant frequency of the suspended proof mass,
and ζ = b/ 4km is the damping ratio; the Equation (4) describes the mechanical systems [13].
The analogies with the damping spring mass system can be used to schematize the mechanical
system as a resistor capacitor–inductor system; the equivalent circuit diagram is shown in Figure 3.

Figure 2. The accelerometer is a spring-mass system attached to a moving reference frame xy; XY is
the inertial reference frame. The meaning of m, b, and k is described by Equation (3).

Figure 3. The equivalent circuit of the proof mass accelerometer.

2.2. Modeling of the Capacitive Transducer
The electromechanical transducer is a device characterized by the reversibility property
of the electromachine: it is able to transform the mechanical power into the electrical one, and back
again. To simplify the explanation of the mathematical model, a lossless system with a single
electrode and a single degree of mechanical freedom can be considered and, according to the principle
of superposition, the mathematical model of the whole transducer can be obtained later.
A schematic diagram of a capacitive transducer is shown in Figure 4. On the electrical side,
voltage v(t) and current i (t) are time-dependent; on the mechanical side, electrical force f e (t)
and velocity ẋ (t) (where x is the position) are time-dependent. By means of these variables, it is possible
to obtain both the electric power pe (t) = v(t)i (t) and the mechanical power pm (t) = f e (t) ẋ (t).
Assuming the absence of any dissipative effects, it gives pe = pm . Not all the power is used
in the transformation process since part of it is accumulated in the electrostatic form on the capacitor.
By assuming a capacitive transducer with an electrically linear response, the capacity C [ x (t)] is defined
as the linear coefficient between electrical charges q(t) and voltage v(t):
q(t) = C [ x (t)]v(t),

(5)

where x (t) is the mechanical variable. By means of the principle of charge conservation, the current
i (t) and the electric power pe (t) can be obtained. This is the result of the sum of the electrostatic energy
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C(x) 2
2 v ]

and the mechanical power

pm (t) =

1 dC 2 dx
2 dx v dt .

The mechanical power can

1 dC 2 dx
v
= f e (t) ẋ (t).
2 dx dt

(6)

From Equation (6), the electrostatic force is obtained:
fe =

v2 dC
.
2 dx

(7)

Figure 4. Basic electromechanical transducer with one electrical terminal pair and a single mechanical
degree of freedom.

In Equation (7), any variables or mechanical constants appear; this means that the force is solely
of electrical origin.
The operating points of these electric machines can be classified according to the four possible
combination between temporal average of both electrical and mechanical powers. The capacitive
transducers and then any seismic sensor, and also the MEMSs, are characterized by negative pe (t)
and pm (t): the mechanical power input is converted into electrical power. Therefore, in the plane
between electrical and mechanical powers, they fall in the third quadrant (Figure 5).

Figure 5. In the plane between electrical power and mechanical power, the capacitive transducers fall
in the “sensor” field.

2.3. Capacitive MEMS
The manufacturing of MEMS accelerometers is made using the crystalline Si and a dry reactive
ion attachment process. This construction technique was initially borrowed form the ones employed
in the realization of the integrated circuits and it is nowadays fairly simple and economical.
Only later, some MEMS-specific fabrication processes have been developed. The basic production
process is the photolithographic process which involves the “printing” of the pattern of the circuit
on the crystalline silicon wafer. Consecutive and repeated steps of substrate carving and etching,
together with ion doping to alter the materials’ properties, allow for creating the three-dimensional
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structure. These processes allow for achieving the complex mechanical pattern of the MEMS geometry
which include both fixed and mobile elements. Probably, in the next future, the 3D printing will
represent the new approach for the fabrication of miniaturized devices, replacing the other methods,
at least for rapid prototyping [14]. For a complete review of the fabrication technologies and materials
used for MEMS production, refer to [11].
The mechanical stiffness of the various elements is ensured by a truss structure. The gap between
the elements is in the order of few µm and is small if compared to the width of the trusses. The trusses
of the mobile elements are electrically conductive, while those of the stationary electrodes are isolated
on both sides. The capacitance between a single truss and the Si substrate is very small, so that
parasites and contributions of stray are much larger than transducer capacitance. Complex structures
that involve higher capacity are preferred because they are less susceptible to parasites.
The sensing part of a MEMS device is interconnected to the circuitry using metal traces that are
patterned on the thin dielectric layer. The estimation of the capacitance of the traces is important
to counteract their contribution in the parasitic effects and improve the sensitivity. The adjacent
electrodes are designed for a given capacitance, but they could interact with the surrounding elements
and in particular with substrate. The resulting effect is the lowering of resolution and accuracy.
The capacitive MEMS transducers can be classified into two types according to the different
designs of their geometry: variable gap and variable area transducers [15] (Figure 6). The first type
is characterized by fixed area and variable gap between the capacitors. The electrical constraints
imposed on a variable-gap capacitive transducer are the constant charge and the constant voltage.
The constant charge constraint gives constant electrical force. The constant voltage constrains
the electrical force to have a strong dependence on gap. The second type is characterized by fixed gap
and variable area. The constant voltage constraints the electrical force to be constant. The constant
charge constrains the electrical force to have a strong dependence on the area. The two types
of transducers have different behaviours and they exploit constant charge and constant voltage
respectively, to counteract the distribution of the surface charge on the electrodes.

Figure 6. (Left): variable-gap capacitor with parallel electrodes of fixed area; if the gap x (t) remains
small with respect to all areal dimensions, the fringing fields can be neglected. (Right): variable-area
capacitor; the air gap is fixed and the area is variable with respect to one degree of freedom. If the gap
is small with respect to areal dimensions, fringing can be neglected.

The comb-drives are electrodes with interdigitated structure which are used in a variety of MEMS
actuators. They have high aspect-ratio geometry and are specifically designed to maximize the useable
working area. Such geometry is usually adopted for variable area capacitors. In the comb-drive
electrodes with single polarity excitation, the moving electrodes undergo a direct force perpendicular
to the plane of combs. The main limitation of comb-drive geometry is an unwanted electrostatic
force component that pulls the moving electrodes out of alignment. To reduce such parasitic
effect, the devices may be operated as three-plates systems in which the middle electrode moves
back and forth (Figure 7) using the bipolar voltage excitation [9]. The advantage of the tree-plate
systems, operated in a differential mode, is the excellent response linearity between displacement
and capacitance charge over a large dynamic range. Moreover, they are immune to the parasitic
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cable capacitance and most of the three-plates geometries are inherently self shielding, which reduces
stray coupling noise. The performance depends on the difference between the two capacitances
and improvements in the linear dynamic range of such sensor can be achieved through the cancellation
of the second-order terms arising from the capacitance design.

Figure 7. (Left): three-plate variable-gap device; (Right): three-plate variable-area device.

For both the variable-gap and variable-area transducers, the electromechanical force always acts
to increase the overall capacitance of the system; this general rule of thumb is always valid and applies
to all capacitive electromechanical couplings, irrespective of the geometry. The only way to overcome
the tendency of force to increase is to introduce an external constraint such as feedback [15].
The negative feedback is a system designed with the aim to exert a force which opposes
the movement of the oscillating mass. The negative feedback affords benefits to the sensor, reducing
the nonlinearity of transducers [16]. The force feedback uses the electrostatic force to maintain
the moving element at the equilibrium position: when the mass oscillates, it drives the moving
element back to the equilibrium. Moreover, the force feedback attenuates the effects imparted
by eventual mechanical shocks, when the signal is far larger compared with the normally expected
one. To be effective, the feedback response must be sufficiently fast and the feedback voltage must
have sufficient voltage range [17,18].
The feedback force balance is realized exactly adopting the comb geometry described above
which entails a high aspect ratio; they are usually designed as variable area capacitors. The electric
field in the coplanar comb-drive structures is highly non-uniform, meaning that the uniform field
approximation cannot be used. The comb-drive and variable-area geometries have electrical force
independent of displacement for fixed voltage. The mathematical treatment used to model a capacitive
sensor is the coenergy; for a complete review, refer to [19,20].
The electronic circuitry for commercial accelerometers is quite sophisticated.
An application-specific integrated circuit (ASIC) is designed to handle not only sensing, but also ratio
metric and temperature compensation. It often converts output into various digital formats. Switched
capacitance is used to mimic resistors and a modulation scheme suppress noise with constant 1/ f .
Electronics can be simplified for an analysis with op-amp circuit with feedback capacitance and resistor.
The transfer function relating the current î to the output voltage v̂0 is:
Ĥv0 /i0 (ω ) =

Rf
v̂0 (ω )
=
.
1 + jωR f C f
î0 (ω )

(8)

The transfer function of the sensor is calculated as the product of the subsystems’ transfer
functions. The equivalent circuit of the whole system is shown in Figure 8.
The transfer function acceleration a to output voltage v0 is:
Ĥv0 /a0 (ω ) ≈ −2

1
dC 1
.
Vo
2
ω0 dx C f

(9)
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Figure 8. Equivalent circuit of the capacitive MEMS accelerometer.

In International System (SI) units, the term Ĥv0 /a0 in Equation (9) is in V/(m/s2 ) , while in
the commercial MEMS accelerometers the sensitivity is usually specified in mV/g where g is the
gravitational force due to gravity and is g = 9.81 m/s2 . To convert the units from standard SI units to
this most common convention, the term Ĥv0 /a0 (ω ) is multiplied by a factor of 103 /9.81 ≈ 101.94.
Since the mechanical transfer function is dependent on air density, the packaging is an integral
part of MEMS design. This imposes a design trade-off between the requirements of good sensitivity
and a large bandwidth. The mechanical white noise of thermal origin influences the resolution
of accelerometers [17,18]. This noise can be represented as an external force contribution related
to an integral of the noise density over the bandwidth of the accelerometer.
The selection of the type of electrode (variable-gap or variable-area) imposes the design rules
of the MEMS fabrication process. The design rules prescribe a certain minimum value for the gap
spacing d and a maximum value for h (height of the electrode). Assuming the same values both
for d and h in the two design alternatives, the variable-gap configuration is L/d times more sensitive
than the variable-area configuration (L is the length of the electrode). The typical accelerometer
structure features a large number of electrodes and a correspondingly large effective length (Figure 9).
Thus, for high-sensitivity (low-g) applications, the variable-gap configuration may be the best choice.
Conversely, for low-sensitivity (high-g) applications (e.g., detection of mechanical jolts and shocks),
the variable-area structure may be preferred because sensitivity can be traded in favour of a larger
bandwidth. The variable-gap configuration is subject to pull-in problems which can be avoided
by designing mechanical stops to prevent the distance to be too small if compared to the traction
spacing: d > dbs < d∗ where d∗ is the traction spacing. The shocks result in small contact areas
and the van der Waals forces cannot prevent the spring from restoring the moving electrode around
its equilibrium. For this reason, the springs are built with bent beam structures so that the moving test
mass is kept in balance.

Figure 9. SEM image showing the details of a capacitive MEMS accelerometer.

Sensors 2019, 19, 3093

9 of 22

The sensitivity of the accelerometers is directly proportional to dC/dx and to the bias voltage
VB ; it is inversely proportional to the squared resonant frequency and to the feedback capacitance C f .
A practical constraint imposed on the MEMS manufactures is that, for any given fabrication process
and the associated design rules, the nominal capacitive air gap is fixed. Thus, the only way to increase
the derivative dC/dx to increase the net area of the capacitive element, which increases the proof
mass. The increasing of the mass decreases the resonant frequency, which, in turn, further increases
the sensitivity, to the detriment of the bandwidth.
The study of the stability of capacitive MEMS devices is aimed to the prevention of their failures.
It is convenient to look for general criteria to assess the instability of the system. Table 1 summarizes the
instability thresholds for both types of transducers. Considering the definition of capacity, it is possible
to deduce that only the variable-gap devices can become unstable and only when the voltage
is fixed. The instability consists of pull-in phenomena when a threshold value of a voltage between
the electrodes is overcome, causing their permanent instability. Pull-in instability can even permanently
disable the in variable-gap MEMS devices. Finally, high order effects, noise sources, and distortions
may affect the signal. For this reason, it is important to consider the following parameters accordingly
to the specific objectives: offset, sensitivity, resolution, nonlinearity, cross-axias sensitivity, temperature
sensitivity, ASIC, ratiometricity, and self-test. The treatise of these topics is out of the aim of this review;
we therefore refer to the specific literature [13,15,16,19,20]. In this review, we will only report the range
of values of some generic parameters desirable for application in seismology.
Table 1. The stability of basic variable-gap and variable-area capacitive transducers.
d2 C
dx2

d2 C
dx2

Electrical Constraint

Basic Variable-Gap Capacitor:

Constant charge: i = 0

Always stable; no effects on system
stiffness

Always stable;
electromechanical
coupling stiffness and increased resonant
frequency

Constant voltage: v = 0

Electromechanical coupling decreases the
resonant
√ frequency; pull-in instability if
|v0 | > 2k/d2 C/dx2

Always stable; no effects on system
stiffness

>0

Basic Variable-Area Capacitor:

=0

3. Application of Capacitive MEMS Accelerometers to Seismology
Apart from the applications strictly related to earthquake monitoring, MEMS sensors are also
employed for closely related topics. The following wide areas of application can be distinguished:
(i) earthquake observation and seismological study, (ii) seismic surveys and imaging, and (iii) vibration
monitoring of structures and structural assessment. We will introduce the most relevant applications
within these groups, and present some cutting-edge applications which have started developing in the
most recent years.
The conventional seismic sensors are usually conceived to measure the ground velocity or,
alternatively, ground displacement and acceleration These traditional sensors rely on the spring-mass
principle in which the inertial oscillations of a damped, bulky mass are converted into an electrical
signal. The size of the MEMS devices imposes, first of all, limited sizes and weight; therefore, the proof
mass must be extremely reduced. As a consequence, the minimum forcing to induce a detectable
electrical output should be greater than a given threshold. For this reason, the MEMS sensors are
naturally sensitive to the acceleration in the higher range of the seismic spectrum (strong-motion)
and they are commonly referred as “MEMS accelerometers”. Those constructive constraints represent
a limit for the development of effective “MEMS velocimeters” which could be better suitable for the
“weak-motions”. The available MEMS accelerometers have different technical specifications. The exact
requirements depend on the specific application and the following parameter should be considered:
1.

the noise output spectral density
√ should have a flat response to the acceleration and be in the
−
5
−
7
−
2
order of 10 to 10 m·s / Hz;
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the sensitivity, defined as the ratio between the physical input and the electrical output, should be
in the order of 102 mV·m−1 ·s2 ;
the detectable amplitude range should be in the order of ±2 × 100 to ±2 × 101 m·s−2 ; however,
it ultimately depends on the aims of the application;
the bandwidth should overlap, even partially, with the range between 10−2 and 102 Hz;
the resolution, defined as the least detectable acceleration, should be in the order
of 10−2 −10−3 m·s−2 .

Figure 10 shows the Power Spectral Density (PSD) of a noise test for the commercial MEMS
accelerometer employed for an urban seismic network [21] and for the best MEMS available today.
Even the poorer ones are able to detect peaks of acceleration for local earthquakes. The choice
of the sensors may be either the result of a selection among the most suitable devices commercially
available, or the result of ad hoc design and production. The decision depends on the specific
objectives and scale of the purposed application, and on the allocated budget. In those applications
encompassing the use of a notable number of sensors, the design of a targeted device could be easily
amortized and therefore is even desirable. However, the offer of commercial MEMS is very wide and
new products with increased performance are continuously released, making it pretty easy to choose
the sensor with the desired requirements for earthquake observation and structural monitoring systems.
The effectiveness of several commercial MEMS has been proved by means of various validation
techniques [22–28]. Many studies focused on the accelerometers integrated in the smartphones just
because of their large diffusion, even though these are not the best-performing [29–33]. A more
accurate characterization should be recommended especially for prototypes; the characteristics should
be ideally tested for each single sensor.
Self-noise inevitably affects each sensor and the quality of its measure. The techniques
for the characterization of self-noise in the sensors used in seismology, and, in general, in all the
inertial sensors are well consolidated and standardized. In particular, the self-noise is the result
of the combination of several types of errors. Both the deterministic and the stochastic errors can
be analytically or mathematically modeled so that their effects can be mitigated or even entirely
eliminated. The assessment of the noise sources, either digital or analog, can be modeled by evaluating
the power spectrum (analysis in the frequency domain) or analyzing the time signal (analysis in the time
domain) [29,34–36]. The causes of the noise (i.e., white noise, random walk, movement noise,
quantization noise) can be derived trough the evaluation of the shape of the Power Spectrum Density
(PSD) and Allan Variance (AV) curves, known the theoretical link between PSD and AV. In fact,
each type of error is characterized by different slope angles of their respective PSD and AV functions
in a bi-logarithmic graph [34]. The evaluation and modeling of the errors are essential to compensate
and minimize their influence on the performance of the sensor and then increase their reliability.
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Figure 10. Comparison of the Power Spectral Density (PSD) for some MEMS sensors compared with the
seismic noise models (red and blue lines from [37]), and with a spectra response of a local earthquake
(green line). The red area indicates the target zone desirable for the next generation of MEMS sensors.
Figure from [12].

3.1. Earthquake Observation and Seismological Studies
Earthquake observation and related seismological studies are certainly the fields where the resort
to MEMS has the most striking impacts. In the last decade, MEMS accelerometers have been more
and more exploited for a new generation of seismic monitoring network. The implementation
of high-density, real-time, and low-cost networks was also encouraged thanks to the technological
development reached in data transmission, computational power, and data storage capability.
The structure of the networks is unchanged with respect to the traditional networks, but owing
to their higher noise floor, the MEMS-based seismic stations can also be installed in relatively noisy sites
such as urban areas or even inside buildings. Because of this characteristic, such networks are often
built on a community participation principle, in which volunteers host in their own place a seismic
monitoring station. In their early stages, MEMS-based seismic networks were developed as limited,
prototypal networks within universities or research institutions. Over time, some of them developed
until they become well-established structures extending both at urban scale and country scale.
The networks were mainly established in areas characterized by high seismic risk (e.g., Italy, Japan,
Korea, New Zealand, Taiwan, USA), where the combination between seismic hazard and vulnerability
is particularly unfavourable (i.e., historical city centres), or where the combination between hazard and
exposure is critical (i.e., schools, hospitals, or any other crowded building). Commonly, the ultimate
objectives of such conceived networks are: earthquake detection and “now-cast”, intensity mapping for
immediate responses for civil protection authorities, and earthquake early warning systems (EEWS).
Here, we describe some of the most relevant cases of earthquake observation networks based
on MEMS sensors. Among the first, a network of 25 MEMS accelerometers managed by the Idaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory [38], the Quake-Catcher Network (QCN)
managed by the University of Stanford [39,40], a project from the Japan Meteorological Agency [41],
and the Community Seismic Network (CSN) developed by the California Institute of Technology [42].
In particular, the QCN has spread in several countries and has become a global-scale network [43–46].
Starting from the 2010s, a multitude of similar projects have been implemented all around
the world. Some of them encompass the design, prototyping, and production of devoted MEMS
sensors [47–49], some focusing on the realization of a complete MEMS-based seismic station
exploiting commercial products [50–56], and some others realize real networks with MEMS-based
stations [21,57–61]. Some other projects just exploit the mobile phones themselves by means
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of specific apps, focusing on the huge diffusion of those devices [31,62,63]. In all the aforementioned
cases, the main declared, ultimate task of those networks is the implementation of EEW systems
to automatically take timely and targeted actions in case of strong earthquakes [64]. Even though
the short period of activity, the MEMS-based seismic networks provided significant results and proved
to be reliable enough and especially suitable for both on-site and regional EEW systems. Their capability
allows for recording strong (M > 6) regional earthquakes at a distance of few hundreds of km, and even
moderate (M∼3) local earthquakes at a distance of the order of some tens of km [21,28].
The MEMS-based seismic station described in those projects were specifically designed
and assembled, and some of them have been commoditized in the very last few years. The criteria
to set a MEMS-based seismic station are basically very similar (Figure 11). The core of the system
is a microcontroller, or a Single Board Computer (SBC) if more computational power is required
(e.g., data processing on site); it manages the main operations. A three-axial MEMS accelerometer
is the standard choice; however, several complementary sensors can be integrated in a single station
(e.g., angular, magnetic, acoustic, thermal, or pressure sensors) to build a multi-parametric system.
Some MEMS have a digital output, some others need the Analog-to-Digital Converter (ADC) to sample
the analog signal and provide a digital output to the controlling unit. Considered the frequency
range of interest for earthquakes (10−1 –102 Hz), the data coming from the MEMS accelerometer must
be sampled at the appropriate frequency. In order to reduce aliasing, the sampling rate is recommended
between 100 and 200 Hz. A temporal reference is necessary for the synchronization of the signals
coming from the various stations and precision in the order of the 10−3 s is desirable. The most
reliable way to get a temporal framework is with a GPS; otherwise, the Network Time Protocol
(NTP) is also suitable when the internet connection is available. Both the systems widely guarantee
the precision required. The transmission of the data are a crucial part: to be really useful for early
damage assessment, and even more for early warnings, the stations must transfer information in real
time. The transmission systems can be various; a differentiation of the typologies of transmission
is desirable in order to guarantee the continuity in case one of them fails. Then, data must be collected
and managed into a main hub (i.e., seismic room). Finally, the station needs low voltage DC power
supply and the consumption is very low. An opportune buffer battery can guarantee in case of temporal
power interruption.
The use of MEMS-based networks for more specific seismological applications (i.e., localization,
magnitude estimation, etc.) is conversely not really robust at present, mainly because the data
accuracy requested for such tasks is certainly higher. In fact, rougher information about the arrivals
or about the amplitude of seismic waves would result in relevant uncertainties in the estimation
of the location of a given earthquake or into a weak assessment of its energy release (i.e., earthquake
magnitude) although some results are encouraging [65–67]. However, MEMS stations could contribute
for temporary network tightening in case of seismic crisis when a fast monitoring enhancement
around the epicentral area is desirable, also with the help of local citizens [43,44,68]. Moreover,
in the cases when a certain degree of redundancy is required (e.g., diversification of the instruments
or of the transmission protocols), then a mixed traditional-MEMS network could represent a proper
solution in terms of cost–benefit ratio [28,67,69–71].
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Figure 11. Working scheme of a typical MEMS-based station for seismic monitoring.

3.2. Seismic Surveys and Imaging
Another field of application of MEMS accelerometers is the seismic surveying and imaging
both for deep (i.e., oil and gas exploration) and shallow (e.g., near surface geophysics) investigation;
fundamentally, they are suitable for the active techniques, i.e., those involving an artificial source
for generating the seismic waves. With respect to the traditional, the MEMS sensors might be preferable
because of their reduced dimension and weight, being easier to handle, and also better in the long-term
endurance [72]. In this field, either the commercial products, or specifically designed devices can
be used. Moreover, the use of MEMSs can indirectly improve the quality of the seismic imaging:
a huge array of sensors (hundreds to thousands) can be deployed at the same time with contained
cost and acceptable quality, resulting in high-resolution geophysical models.
Since the mid-2000s, numerous papers compare the traditional, one component coil geophones
employed in the geophysical exploration with several types of MEMS accelerometers or examined
the results after lab and field experimental tests [73–86]. For the early generations of sensors, the results
were not so favourable; later, the results indicate, all things considered, better performance for active
seismic surveys. Benefits mainly involve the passage from analog 1C sensors, to digital (non-requiring
digitizer) 3C ones. The amplitude response is more accurate over a broader bandwidth. Considering
the spectrum of the seismic noise, MEMS accelerometers give better results at the higher frequency,
while the traditional geophones are still better in the lower frequency range (below 1 Hz).
3.3. Vibration Monitoring and Damage Assessment of Structures
The Structural Health Monitoring (SHM) is a fundamental tool to integrate and support
conservation strategies of infrastructures and to preserve their strategic function (i.e., security,
management, organization). Buildings, and any infrastructure in general, are built to stand for ordinary
and extreme events. The stress factors acting on the structures can be due to natural or anthropogenic
factors: seismic events, atmospheric agents (wind, thermal cycles), vibration due to traffic flow,
and applied loads. They all contribute to lower the resistance properties (corrosion, alteration, etc.).
The effects of such factors are today examined by means of various types of sensors [87,88].
At present, monitoring is often carried out for short periods because of the costs and of the logistic
difficulties to maintain long-term campaigns; this inevitably leads to poor technical and scientific
results. It is about making a choice between technical-scientific needs and the financial affordability
and, again, MEMS technology helps to overcome such a compromise. Not only the cost of the sensors
can be drastically cut, but also the cost to wire a building because the miniaturized MEMS-based
monitoring stations can be easily connected wireless and manage real-time data [89–91].
Several recent projects encompass the realization of prototypes of MEMS-based (mainly
accelerometers and gyroscopes) monitoring station specifically designed for SHM: they are
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based on the measure of the structural vibration, from which structural health and post-event
(e.g., earthquake) damage can be diagnosed [22,23,61,92–99]. Other studies also investigated
the possibility to use the MEMS accelerometers integrated within the smartphones to develop
citizen-engaging networks for SHM, like the ones created for earthquake observation
and EEW [30,62,100,101].
Validations are performed with scaled experiments on lab shaking tables, full scale test on shaking
platforms, or empirical evaluations in comparison with traditional sensors. The main target buildings
are structures relevant for their historical and cultural value or crucial infrastructure for safety
or transports. All these systems enable the remote monitoring of constructions; the compilation
of a register of historical data, the creation of files for post-processing; and establish computer-based
protocols for evaluation of information, defining automatic alarms when the monitored data exceed
given thresholds. A reliable modeling of the structure behavior is still an open research issue
and the extensive and systematic monitoring of buildings possible with MEMS sensors can also
provide relevant data for the support and the implementation of robust modal analysis or finite
element analytical models [97].
3.4. Other Applications
An emerging application of MEMS sensors is rotational seismology. In addition to the translational
motion, earthquakes generate also a rotational one, especially in the near-field. The simultaneous
measurement of all the six components of motion is essential to characterize thoroughly the ground
shaking and also to refine the mechanical models of the seismic rupture which account only
the translational components [102]. Even more essential is the evaluation of the rotational components
for buildings and structures. The considerable cost of rotational sensors represented the main limitation
for the development of dedicated networks. Rather, MEMS accelerometers and gyroscopes specifically
designed could represent a solution with an acceptable price/performance ratio.
The first observation of the rotational components using a commercial MEMS sensor
is presented in [103]. More recently, some other studies proposed prototypes of angular MEMS
sensors. In particular, [104,105] designed and characterized the performance of an electrochemical
sensors based on the molecular-electronic transfer (MET) technology, today considered as one of
the most promising technologies for the measurement of angular velocity. Others [106] realized a
capacitive MEMS rotational sensor, while [107] designed a capacitive sensor that combine both angular
and linear (acceleration) sensing.
Another side application of MEMS technology regards measurements of the gravity acceleration.
Gravity anomalies are related to irregular distribution of rock density and therefore could be really
useful for oil and gas exploration, detection of buried fault, and in general of any crustal discontinuity.
The measure of the gravitational acceleration requires devices able to guarantee high sensitivity
and high stability over time. For these reasons, gravimeters are extremely bulky and expensive
instruments. MEMS accelerometer can only operate as a seismometer because they cannot reach the
required sensitivity at very low frequency, but recent technical development made possible some steps
toward MEMS gravity sensors. The use of an anti-spring system, in which the spring become softer
with increasing displacement, allowed the lowering of the resonant frequency of the sensor. In this way,
it is even possible to measure signals with frequency in the order of 10−5 Hz. Such conceived sensors
have been able to detect the Earth tides [108,109], and experimental field tests confirmed the possibility
to used them as portable devices for gravity imaging [110,111].
4. Future Perspectives
After the extraordinary development of MEMS applied to all kind of technological fields,
during the mid-2000s, the limits of the technical development of MEMS accelerometers have been
considered as almost reached [112]. Although the physical limits exist and are insurmountable,
in the very last years, the research in this field has always been able to find new solutions to cope
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with them. Such solutions involve the optimization of existing technologies, the development of new
materials, or the implementation of innovative production processes. Moreover, indications in the
development of the future sensors can also be suggested by a rigorous assessment of the failures that
affected MEMS sensors [113].
Data for pure seismological studies require the highest possible fidelity, but, currently, MEMS
sensors fail to provide data with the requested reliability. However, for more flexible seismology-related
applications, they already today represent a good option and will probably be the best one in the
future. The capability of the next generations of sensors will allow also for assessing the seismic
√
background noise, detecting signals with acceleration density in the order of a few tenths of ng/ Hz
(target zone in Figure 10). Probably the main success for the very next generation of MEMS sensor for
seismology would be to reach high sensitivity into the lower part of the earthquake frequency spectrum
(∼0.01 Hz) [114]. The contributions in this direction are numerous in the last several years, even though
improvements and optimization are possible for capacitive-based sensors [115–118]. It will probably
be necessary to abandon these types of sensors in the place of devices based on other physical
principles [2]. High-precision (nano-g) optical MEMS accelerometers were proposed [119], but likely
the most promising technology will be a new generation of electrochemical sensors [1,120–128],
optical [108,129], or resonant accelerometers [99,130]. In some cases, the proposed solutions imply
to the detriment of dimension (from ca. few µm to ca. hundreds of µm) in order to increase the involved
physical quantities; however, they still remain micro-sensors.
The potential outcomes coming from the bandwidth extension are huge, with immediate
consequences in all the applications fields listed in the previous paragraphs. MEMS are considered
the future innovation for country-scale networks in a 10-year outlook [131], focused not only to map
the intensity distribution or to early warning systems, but also to proper seismological studies.
Similarly, the great diffusion of smartphone equipped with MEMS and devoted apps will enable
the development of human-centred, global-scale, seismic networks involving the participation
of the citizens [132–134].
5. Conclusions
In this review, we provided the state-of-the-art of the role of capacitive MEMS in seismology
and related disciplines. MEMS are small, low power, durable, and, above all, cheap devices enabling
a wide range of applications in terms of scale and variety of recorded signals. MEMS sensors were
revealed to be very important for the most recent developments in seismology-related disciplines.
They enabled the implementation of several systems that otherwise would have been just impossible
to realize, mainly because of the huge costs. In fact, high density seismic networks or high detail
structural monitoring were only rarely encountered in the past. In the most recent years, MEMS-based
applications have been greatly emerging, especially those devoted to earthquake early warning systems
and earthquake intensity mapping.
Despite the progress reached in the last decade, the performance of MEMS sensors is still
not comparable to the traditional devices. The self-noise of the MEMS accelerometer will be likely
reduced in the next generations of sensor, so that also part of the seismic background noise
could be assessed (Figure 10). Another disadvantage is the relatively poor response at low
frequencies; this is the reason that MEMS sensors are especially suitable for strong-motion seismology
these days. However, the most recent developments are promising and, likely, in the very
next future the sensors offering good performances at lower frequency will broaden the range
of application. The improvements direction is towards smart buildings and smart cities, where
the health of all the structures is continuously monitored and the information shared in real time
to support local-and-regional-scale EEW systems. In addition, side-applications like rotational
seismology, seismic imaging, and gravity measurement will grow more and more.
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The growing phase of such technology is just started. It will also involve the availability of a huge
amount of data representing an unprecedented opportunity for scientists and technicians to make
progress in seismological studies, earthquake engineering, and geotechnical engineering.
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