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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on an appeal fromthe exam ner’s
refusal to allow clainms 1-8, which are the clains pending in
this application.

Clainms 1, 7 and 8 are representative of the subject
matter on appeal and are set forth bel ow

1. A surface processing nmethod for a workpiece,
conprising the steps of:

setting a reference plane in the workpiece;
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controlling a shape of said reference plane to a planar
shape by deform ng the workpi ece; and then

renoving material constituting the workpiece fromthe
surface of the workpiece toward said reference pl ane.
[ enphasi s added]

7. A workpiece surface processing nethod as clainmed in
claim1l, wherein said workpiece conprises two sem conduct or
waf ers which are bonded to each ot her.

8. A sem conductor thin |ayer form ng nmethod conprising
the steps of:

bondi ng the surface of a first sem conductor wafer and
t he surface of a second sem conductor wafer to each other to
forma conposite

controlling a shape of a reference plane which is set in
one of said first sem conductor wafer and said second
sem conductor wafer to have a planar shape by deform ng the
conposite; and then

removing said first sem conductor wafer fromthe back
surface of said first sem conductor wafer toward said
reference plane to forma sem conductor thin |ayer fromthe
residual first sem conductor wafer. [enphasis added]

In support of the rejections, the exam ner relies upon
the follow ng prior art:
Yameki et al. (Yanmaki) 4,962, 056 Oct. 9, 1990

MIler 5,529, 051 June 25, 1996

Clainms 1-7 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Ml er.

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as being
unpatentable over MIller in view of Yamaki

2
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We have carefully reviewed the clains, specification and
applied art, including all of the argunents advanced by both
t he exam ner and appellants in support of their respective
positions. This review | eads us to conclude that the
examner’s 8 103 rejection is not well founded. Accordingly,
we reverse the exam ner’s 8103 rejection for essentially those
reasons set forth in the Brief and Reply Brief. W add the
following primarily for enphasis and conpl et eness.

It is well settled that application clainms, in
proceedi ngs before the USPTO, are to be given their broadest
reasonabl e interpretation consistent with the specification.
In re Sneed, 710 F.2d 1544, 1548, 218 USPQ 385, 388 (Fed. Cir.
1983). Thus, we | ook to appellants’ specification for guidance

in interpreting the clainmed | anguage regarding the recitation
of "by deform ng" the workpiece or conposite.

We observe that on page 42, first paragraph, of the
specification, appellants disclose that the chuck 40 is
deformed in accordance with the height of the vertically-
renovabl e menber 44 by suction force (shown in Figure 12). As
a result, the shape of the reference plane of the workpiece 10
fixed on the workpi ece holding face 22 of chuck 40 can be
controlled. In the paragraph bridging pages 42-43 of the
specification, the appellants disclose that workpiece 10 is
attracted to chuck 40 under vacuum suction with sufficient
suction force. Further, chuck 40 is strongly attracted to
hol der 43 conprising the pre-load shaft under vacuum sucti on.

In this way, the workpiece 10 is defornmed al ong the shape of
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t he wor kpi ece holding face 22 of chuck 40 which is deformed by
the operation of the surface straightening portion 42, thereby
strai ghtening the reference pl ane.

On page 43 of the specification, beginning at |ine 13,
appel l ants disclose that in the grinding/polishing process of
wor kpi ece 10, even when any force is applied to the surface of
t he wor kpi ece 10, the elastic deformation anmount of the
wor kpi ece due to such force is very small. That is, the
el astic deformati on anount of the workpiece due to the force
which is applied to the surface of the workpiece fromthe
grindi ng/ polishing process is extrenely smaller than the
def ormati on anount of the workpiece due to the control of the
reference plane of the workpiece.

Thus, appellants’ disclosure indicates that there is a
di stinction between deformation due to the control of the
reference plane of the workpiece versus elastic deformation
due to the force fromthe grinding/polishing process.

In view of the disclosure as set forth in the
specification as discussed above, it therefore is clear that
the phrase "by deform ng" a workpiece or conposite means
def ormati on due to the control of the reference plane of the
wor kpi ece caused by forces fromthe workpiece holding face 22
of chuck 40 which is deformed by the operation of surface
straightening portion 42, and that therefore the phrase does
not nean el astic deformation due to the force applied at the

surface of the workpiece during grinding/polishing processing.
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In view of the above claiminterpretation, we now anal yze
the exam ner’s rejections.

As indicated by appellants on page 3 and page 4 of the
brief, neither MIler nor Yamaki teach or suggest controlling
the shape of the reference plane to a planar shape by
def ormi ng the workpi ece (deform ng as used here neans
deform ng caused when the workpiece 10 is defornmed along the
shape of the workpiece holding face 22 of chuck 40 which is
def ormed by the operation of the surface straightening portion
42, thereby straightening the reference plane; deform ng as
used here does not nmean elastic deform ng caused by grinding
or polishing).

The exam ner interprets the MIler reference as
controlling the shape of the reference plane during the
grindi ng operation. (answer, page 3). Hence, the examner is
msinterpreting the clains with respect to the phrase "by
deform ng". Additionally, on page 5 of the answer, the
exam ner clearly is interpreting MIler as deform ng due to
grinding (and therefore not due to the control of the
reference plane of the workpiece as di scussed above).

We observe that M Il er does not suggest deformng in the
manner as interpreted above. That is, MIIler does not control
the shape of the reference plane by utilizing forces caused
when a wor kpiece 10 is defornmed al ong the shape of a workpiece
hol ding face 22 of chuck 40 which is defornmed by the operation
of a surface straightening portion 42. The exam ner has not

shown that M Il er provides such control by such forces.



Appeal No. 2000-1713
Appl i cation 09/025, 551

Furthernmore, the exam ner has not explai ned whether the forces
in MIller cause elastic deformation or deformati on as defined
in appellants' specification. W note that the secondary
reference of Yamaki does not cure these deficiencies of
Mller.

Therefore, we determ ne that the exam ner has not set
forth a prima facie case.
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In view of the above, we reverse the rejections of

record.
REVERSED

Chung K. Pak )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)

Paul Lieberman ) BOARD OF PATENT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)

_ | )
Beverly A. Pawl i kowski )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
BAP/ cam
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