THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the

Boar d.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte CHARVAKA DUVVURY

Appeal No. 97-1048
Application No. 08/120, 998!

ON BRI EF

Bef ore THOMAS, HAI RSTON, and FRAHM Admi ni strative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 21.

The di scl osed invention relates to a nmethod and appar at us
for protecting an integrated circuit froman externally

created hi gh-energy pul se.

! Application for patent filed Septenber 13, 1993.
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Caimlis illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A hi gh-energy pul se protection apparatus for
protecting an integrated circuit froman externally created
hi gh-energy pul se, the protection apparatus conpri sing:

an integrated circuit substrate region associated with
the integrated circuit, said integrated circuit substrate
region conprising a first conductive substrate;

a protection circuit substrate region being disassociated
fromsaid integrated circuit substrate region while being
connected in commopn with said integrated circuit substrate
region to electrical ground, said protection circuit substrate
regi on conprising a second conductive substrate;

a primary protection circuit associated with said
protection circuit substrate region and having at | east one
connection with the integrated circuit for receiving a high-
energy pul se and di ssipating the high-energy pul se through
said at | east one connection and through said protection
circuit substrate region to said electrical ground for
protecting the integrated circuit fromthe high-energy pul se.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:?

Schott et al. (Schott) 3, 876, 926 Apr. 8,
1975
Davies et al. (Davies) 5,008, 736 Apr. 16
1991

2 Although the reference to Mstry (U S. Patent No.
5,021,853) is listed in the prior art of record (Answer, page
3), it is not discussed in the fornmal statenent of the
rejection (final rejection, pages 3 through 5).
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Clains 1 through 21 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 103
as bei ng unpatentable over Schott in view of Davies.

Reference is made to the final rejection, the briefs and
the answer for the respective positions of the appellant and

t he exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 1
t hrough 21.

Schott discloses a thick-filmvoltage regulator for an
alternator of an autonobile (Figures 1, 2 and 7). The
regul ator is assenbled on two separate substrates 3 and 4
(Figure 2). The insulative substrate 3 supports all of the
regulator circuitry except for a power zener diode 5 and 47
(Figures 2 and 7, respectively) which is nounted on conductive
substrate 4 (colum 5, lines 59 through 61). The circuitry on
the insulative substrate is in the formof a printed circuit
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(colum 3, lines 57 through 60). The zener diode protects the
regul ator and associated circuitry by limting the voltage
across the regulator (colum 5, lines 45 through 48; colum 6,
lines 16 through 20).

Davi es discloses a thermally protected power MOSFET
transistor 16 (Figures 1 and 2). The power MOSFET transistor
16 is forned on an integrated circuit substrate region of a
first conductive substrate chip 11 (colum 1, lines 6 through
20; colum 2, line 66 through colum 3, line 2). A protection
circuit substrate region conprising a second conductive
substrate chip 21 is disassociated fromthe first conductive
substrate chip 11 by contact bunps 22 (colum 3, lines 45
t hrough 50). The contact bunps are used to transmt heat from
the chip 11 to the protection chip 21. |If the heat on the
chip is too great because of a short or because of a | arge
anount of current flow ng through the power transistor, the
circutry on protection chip 21 turns off power MOSFET 16
(colum 7, line 66 through colum 8, line 7).

Appel | ant argues (Brief, page 4) that:

[C]laim1l is patentable over Schott et al in
view of Davies as there is no disclosure or

suggestion in the references of a high energy pul se
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protection apparatus conprising an integrated

circuit conductive substrate and a separate

protection circuit conductive substrate with a

primary protection circuit on the protection circuit

substrate, the protection circuit having at |east

one connection with the integrated circuit for

recei ving the high energy pul se and di ssi pating the

hi gh energy pul se through the protection circuit

substrate to ground.

We agree with appellant that "a printed circuit board
such as substrate 3 of Schott et al is insulative whereas, an
integrated circuit substrate is conductive" (Brief, page 4),
and "[t]here is no suggestion in the references of replacing
the printed circuit board substrate 3 of Schott with the
conductive substrates of Davies" (Brief, page 6). "If the
printed circuit board substrate [of Schott] were replaced with
a conductive substrate [from Davies], all of the |eads on al
of the integrated circuit chips would be shorted together and
the integrated circuit chips would not operate"” (Brief, page
6). Thus, "[p]rinted circuit board substrates such as that
taught by Schott are not interchangeable with substrates such
as those taught by Davies" (Brief, page 6).

Even if we assune for the sake of argunent that it would
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to

conbi ne the teachings of the references, the conbined
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teachings would still not teach a protection circuit that

di ssi pates a high-energy pulse to ground (Brief, pages 4 and

7).

DEC S| ON

The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through

21 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAVES D. THOVAS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ERI C FRAHMV
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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