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journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the
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Bef ore HAI RSTON, FLEM NG and LALL, Adm nistrative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U. S.C. § 134 from
the exam ner’s final rejection of clains 1-37, which
represents all of the clainms remaining in the application.

The invention pertains to a nethod and systemfor testing

a packaged sem conductor nenory device to determ ne whet her

! Application for patent filed Decenber 22, 1993.
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redundant rows and col ums have been i nplenented on the
sem conductor nenory device. Mre specifically, through
external pins on the packaged sem conductor nenory devi ce,
three redundancy rollcall tests are performed on the device to
det er m ne whet her redundancy has been inplenented, and to
identify the row addresses and the colum addresses at which
redundancy has been i npl enent ed.

Clains 1, 11 and 372 are illustrative of the clained
invention, and read as foll ows:

1. A net hod of testing a packaged sem conductor menory
device to acquire information on redundant el enents, said
met hod conprising the steps of:

configuring the device in a test node; and

in response to configuring the device into a first test
node, sensing a first programmed signal indicating that
redundancy has been inpl enented on the device, and changi ng
the state of at | east one output pin when the first signal has
a presel ected val ue.

11. A nethod of testing a sem conductor device to
acquire information on redundant el enents, said nethod
conprising the steps of:

configuring the device for at |east one test node;

2Inclaim37, line 7, it appears that the phrase “first
signal” should read —programed signal--. This informality
shoul d be corrected in any further prosecution that may occur.
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sequentially addressing selected cells of the device;
changing the state of at |east one device output if a
redundant |ine has been addressed.

37. A method of testing a sem conductor device to
det erm ne whet her redundancy i npl enentation has occurred on
redundant elenents within the sem conductor device, the nethod
conprising the steps of:

configuring the device in at |east one test a [sic] node;

sensing a progranmed signal indicating whether redundancy
has been inpl enented on the device; and

changing the state of at |east one device output when the
first signal has a predeterm ned val ue, wherein whet her
redundancy i npl enentati on of redundant elenents in the

sem conductor nenory device is indicated by the changed state
of the at |east one device output.

The prior art relied upon by the exam ner is:

Saito et al. (Saito) 4, 860, 260 Aug. 22,
1989

The appeal ed clains stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 102
or § 103 as follows:
a) clainms 1-6, 11-15, 28-33 and 37-40 under 35 U. S.C. 8§

102 (b) as being anticipated by Saito; and
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b) clainms 7310, 16-27% and 34-36 under 35 U.S. C. § 103
(a) as being unpatentabl e over Saito.

W nmake reference to the exam ner’s answer (Paper No. 14,
mai | ed August 22, 1996) and the Ofice Action referred to
therein for the exam ner’s reasoning in support of the
rejections, and appellant’s appeal brief and reply brief
(Paper No. 13, filed May 20, 1996 and Paper No. 15, filed
Cct ober 21, 1996, respectively) for appellant’s argunents

t her eagai nst .

OPI NI ON
In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have given
careful consideration to appellant’s specification and cl ai ns,
to the applied prior art references, and to the respective

positions articul ated by appellant and the examner. As a

3Inclaim7, line 6, after “one” there appears to be a
termmssing fromthis |ine.
“1Inclaim27, line 4, “swtching” should be changed to --

changi ng- -.
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consequence of our review, we have made the determ nations

whi ch foll ow.

W w il not sustain the examner’s rejection of claiml
under 35 U. S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Saito.

Al though we find that Saito teaches the steps of (1)
“configuring the device in a test node” (col. 5, |ines 41-44)
and (2) “sensing a first progranmmed signal indicating that
redundancy has been inpl enented on the device” (col. 6, lines
16-38), we are in general agreenent with the appellant (Brief,
page 5) that Saito fails to teach the recited step of
“changing the state of at |east one output pin when the first
signal has a preselected value.” The exam ner, on page 4 of
the Answer, maintains that “substitution of a redundant
el ement (blowing of a fuse)” is precisely on point with the
Appel lant’s clainmed “state change of the output of a pin.” W
do not agree. The appellant argues on page 6 of the brief
that the output pin defined in claim1l represents the out put
pin of the device. 1In contrast, a review of the teachings of

Saito reveals that the step of blowing a fuse results in a
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change in state of an output of one of the elenents within the
sem conductor device rather than a change in state of an
out put pin of the sem conductor device. Therefore, the
artisan woul d not have been placed in possession of the
presently clained invention defined by independent claim1 as
is required by 35 U S.C. 8§ 102. Accordingly, we will not
sustain the examner’s rejection of claiml1l under 35 U. S.C. §
102(b). It follows that we also will not sustain the
examner’s rejections of clains 2-6 and 8-10 based on Saito.

We now turn our attention to the rejection of clains 11
and 37 under 35 U. S.C. § 102(b) based on the disclosure of
Sai t o.

Initially, we note that anticipation under 35 U S.C. 8§
102 is established only when a single prior art reference
di scl oses, expressly or under the principles of inherency,
each and every elenment of the clained invention. See In re
Schrei ber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477, 44 USPQ 1429, 1431 (Fed. Gr
1997); In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 1478-79, 31 USPQRd 1671
1673 (Fed. Cr. 1994); 1In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 708, 15

UsP2d 1655, 1657 (Fed. Cir. 1990); RCA Corp. v. Applied
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Digital Data Systens, Inc., 730 F.2d 1440, 1444, 221 USPQ 385,
388 (Fed. Cir.), cert. dismssed sub nom, Hazeltine Corp. v.
RCA Corp. , 468 U S. 1228 (1984). However, the | aw of
anticipation does not require that the reference teach
specifically what an appellant has disclosed and is clai mng.
Anticipation nerely requires that the clainms on appeal "read
on" sonething disclosed in the reference, i.e., al
[imtations of the claimare found in the reference. See
Kal man v. Kinberly-Cark Corp., 713 F.2d 760, 772, 218 USPQ
781, 789 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 465 U S. 1026 (1984).
Wth the above in mnd, we note that both Saito and the
appellant’s claim 11l are directed toward a nethod of testing a
sem conduct or device that includes redundancy inplenentation.
More specifically, after careful review of appellant’s claim
11 and the teachings of Saito, we find that we are in general
agreenent with the examner (Ofice Action mailed April 6,
1995) that appellant’s limtation of “[a] nethod of testing a
sem conductor device to acquire information on redundant

el enents” is taught in colum 5, lines 55-68 and colum 6,
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lines 39-65 of Saito. The appellant’s claim11l limtation of
“configuring the device for at | east one test node” is net by
appl ying the supply voltage (V..) and supplying test signals
TEST 1 to TEST Mto appropriate pads of the exchange
controller. W also agree with the exam ner that the
appellant’s claim1ll limtation of “sequentially addressing
selected cells of the device” is met by the teachings in
colum 5, lines 41-43 and |lines 55-67, and colum 6, |ines 65-
67 of Saito. The appellant’s claim11l Iimtation of *changing
the state of at | east one device output if a redundant |ine
has been addressed” is nmet by the change in state of the
device output RDE froma high level signal to a |low | eve

si gnal when a redundant |ine has been addressed. (Colum 5,
lines 62-67 and columm 6, lines 11-15). W are mndful of the
fact that clains are to be given their broadest reasonable
interpretation during prosecution. In re Prater, 415 F.2d
1393, 162 USPQ 541 (CCPA 1969). Consequently, unlike
appellant’s claiml, claiml1ll is not limted to changing the
state of an external output pin on the sem conductor device.

Quite the opposite, when we give claim1l the broadest
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reasonabl e interpretation consistent wwth appellant’s
specification, we find that the limtation of “. . . changing
the state of at | east one device output if a redundant |ine
has been addressed” covers any device output, even one |ocated
within the sem conductor device that changes state as a result
of addressing a redundancy line. A close review of the

di scl osure of Saito reveals that prior to addressing a

redundant line, RDE is held high for the purpose of enabling
the row decoder (32). Saito specifically teaches in colum 5,
lines 49-67 and columm 6, lines 11-15 that:

Upon detection of the programed
row address signal AR, exchange
controller 46 inhibits the

sel ective operation of row
decoder 32 and sel ects the row of
redundancy nenory cell array 30B
I n accordance with the detected
speci fied row address signal.

The sel ecting operation of
decoder 32 is enabled during the
time period in which the contro
signal RDE is set at a high |evel
and di sabled during the tine
period in which the contro

signal RDE is set at a |ow | evel
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Accordingly, the change in state of output RDE on device

(54) located within the sem conductor nmenory device neets the

limtation of “. . . changing the state of at |east one device
output . . .” as required by claim1l
Thus, we wll sustain the examner’'s rejection of claim

11 since all of the limtations required by claim 1l are found
in Saito.

Turning nowto claim37, the limtation of “configuring
the device in at |east one test a [sic] node” is again nmet by
appl ying the supply voltage (V..) and supplying test signals
TEST 1 to TEST Mto appropriate pads on the exchange
controller. The limtation of “sensing a programed si gnal
i ndi cati ng whet her redundancy has been inplenented on the

device” is net by any of address detectors 50-1 to 50-M The
[imtation of “changing the state of at |east one device

out put when the first signal has a predeterm ned val ue,
wher ei n whet her redundancy i npl enmentati on of redundant

el ements in the sem conductor nenory device is indicated by
the changed state of the at | east one device output” is net by

device (54) and the change in state of its output RDE when

10
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redundancy has been i nplenented on the sem conductor device.
(colum 5, lines 49-54, 62-67; colum 6, lines 11-15; and
colum 7, lines 15-26).

Since the examiner’s rejection of clains 11 and 37 has
been affirmed, we |likew se affirmthe rejections of clains 7
and 12-36 since these clains stand or fall (Brief, page 3)
wWth representative clains 11 and 37, respectively, and the
appel l ant has failed to provide any reasons why clains 7 and
12-36 are believed to be separately patentable.

To sunmmari ze:

We have reversed the examner’s rejections of clains 1-6
and 8- 10.

We have affirmed the examner’s rejections of clains 7
and 11-37.

DECI SI ON

The decision of the examner is affirned-in-part.

11
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR 8§

1.136 (a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
) BOARD OF
PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
PARSHOTAM S. LALL )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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Ri chard K. Robi nson

SGS- Thonson M croel ectroni cs,
1310 El ectronics Drive
Carrollton, TX 75006

| nc.
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