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Boar d.

Paper No. 27

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte DEEPAK MAHULI KAR, PAUL R HOFFMAN
and JEFFREY S. BRADEN

Appeal No. 1996-0060
Application No. 08/ 033, 596

ON BRI EF

Bef ore HAI RSTON, LALL and GROSS, Administrative Patent Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 13 and 15 through 36. In an Amendnent After Final
(paper nunber 15), clainms 1, 21, 23, 25, 28 through 30, 32, 34
and 35 were anmended, and clainms 20, 22, 27, 31 and 33 were

cancel ed.

! Application for patent filed March 19, 1993.
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Accordingly, clains 1 through 13, 15 through 19, 21, 23
t hrough 26, 28 through 30, 32 and 34 through 362 remain before
us on appeal .
The disclosed invention relates to an el ectroni c package.
Claims 1 and 25 are illustrative of the clained
i nvention, and they read as foll ows:
1. An electronic package, conprising:
a netallic base having interior and exterior surfaces;

a plurality of electrically conductive vias extending
through said netallic base and term nating approxi nately at
said exterior surface, said electrically conductive vias
adapted to receive a first electrically conductive neans
selected fromthe group consisting of solders, conductive
pol ymers and conductive sealing gl asses adjacent said exterior
surf ace;

a second electrically conductive neans selected fromthe
group consisting of thick filnms, thin films, internal circuit
boards, wre bonds and netallic foils interconnecting said
el ectrically conductive vias to an el ectronic device nounted
on said netallic base; and

a cover bonded to said netallic base with said electronic
devi ce di sposed t herebetween.

25. An el ectroni c package, conpri sing:
21t is noted that claim36 still depends from cancel ed
claim 31.
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a nmetallic base having interior and exterior surfaces and
an array of through holes, a dielectric |ayer coating at |east
a portion of said netallic base;

a plurality of nmetallic termi nal pins extending through
said holes and term nating approxi nately at said exterior
surface, at least a portion of said netallic term nal pins
electrically isolated fromsaid netallic base, said netallic
term nal pins adapted to receive solder on the end adjacent
sai d exterior surface;

a nmeans for electrically interconnecting said netallic
termnal pins to an electronic device nmounted on said netallic
base, said electrically interconnecting neans selected from
t he
group consisting of thick films, thin filnms, internal circuit
boards, wire bonds and netallic foils; and

a cover bonded to said netallic base with said electronic
devi ce di sposed t herebetween.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

McShane et al. (M Shane) 5, 006, 922 Apr
9, 1991

Shi ndo 0 272 390 June 29, 1988
(Eur opean Patent Application)

Yamanoto et al. (Yanmanoto):? 4- 33357 Feb. 4, 1992

(Japanese Patent Application)
Clains 1, 2 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 102(b)

as being antici pated by Shi ndo.

® A copy of the translation for this reference is
attached.
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Clainms 3 through 8, 10 through 13, 15 through 19, 21, 23
t hrough 26, 28 and 29 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Shi ndo.

Clainms 30, 32 and 34 through 36 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentabl e over Shindo in view of
McShane and Yamanot o.

Reference is nmade to the briefs and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

The 35 U.S.C. §8 102(b) rejection of clainms 1, 2 and 9 is
sustained as to clainms 1 and 2, and is reversed as to claim09.
The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 3 through 13, 15 through
19, 21, 23 through 26, 28 through 30, 32 and 34 through 36 is
reversed.

Appel | ants argue throughout the briefs that the netallic
termnal pins in the applied references do not term nate
“approxi mately at said exterior surface” of a netallic base
(clainms 25 through 29) or of a netallic cover (clains 30, 32
and 34 through 36) of an el ectronic package. Wth respect to

clains 1 and 2, appellants argue (Brief, page 9) that “[t] here
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is nothing in Shindo that anticipates term nal pins that
termnate at the exterior surface of the base.”

Appel I ants’ argunments to the contrary notw t hstandi ng,
there is nothing in clains 1 and 2 that requires the
term nation of term nal pins “approxinmately at said exterior
surface” of the nmetallic base. 1In fact, termnal pins are not
recited inclains 1 and 2. Cains 1 and 2 only require that
the conductive vias* term nate “approximately at said exterior
surface.” The vias 1b in Shindo do exactly that. Thus, in
t he absence of other argunents by appellants, we wll sustain
the 35 U S.C. 8 102(b) rejection of clains 1 and 2.

Turning next to the obviousness rejection of claim3, and
the clains that depend therefrom appellants argue (Brief,
page 13) that the base 1 in Shindo is made fromiron or a
fermal l oy, and that “[t]here is nothing in Shindo to teach or
suggest form ng the base from copper, alum num or alloys
thereof.” W agree with appellants’ argunent. A nere

statenment by the exam ner (Answer, page 3) that such materials

4 According to the McGrawHi Il Electronics Dictionary, a
“via” is nothing nore than a through-hole in a | ayer of
material. A copy of the dictionary definition is attached.

5
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are “very well known in the art” cannot take the place of

evi dence or a convincing |ine of reasoning by the exam ner

t hat denonstrates that such a conclusion is correct. In
short, the obviousness rejection of clains 3 through 8, 10
through 13, 15 through 19, 21, 23 and 24 is reversed because

t he exam ner has not nmade a prima facie show ng of

obvi ousness.

Based upon the foregoing reversal of the 35 U S.C. § 103
rejection of claim4, it follows that the 35 U S.C. § 102(b)
rejection of claim9 nust be reversed because claim9 depends
fromclaim4 (Brief, page 10).

As indicated supra, appellants argue that none of the
termnal pins in the applied references term nate
“approximately at said exterior surface” of a netallic
base/ cover. W agree. The terminal pins 3 in Shindo, the
termnal pins 20 in McShane and the termnals pins 10 in
Yamanoto all term nate well beyond the “exterior surface” of
any base or cover. The broadness of the claimlanguage
not wi t hst andi ng (Answer, page 6), the applied references
nei t her teach nor woul d they have suggested to one of ordinary
skill in the art to termnate the termnal pins at the clained

6
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| ocation. In summary, the obviousness rejection of clainms 25,
26, 28 through 30, 32 and 34 through 36 is reversed.
DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 and 2
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 102(b) is affirned. Al of the other
rejections are reversed. The decision of the exam ner is,

therefore, affirmed-in-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal

§ 1.136(a).

irg

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

PARSHOTAM S. LALL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ANl TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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may be extended under 37 CFR
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