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(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore JERRY SM TH, BARRETT and CARM CHAEL, Adm ni strative Patent
Judges.

CARM CHAEL, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1-
21, 29-31, and 34, which constitute all the clainms remaining in
t he application.

Claim1l reads as foll ows:

1 Application for patent filed Septenber 13, 1994.
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1. Athin filmtransistor, conprising:

an active layer including a channel region of a first
conductivity type, a source region of a second conductivity type
adj acent to one end of the channel region, an offset region of
the first conductivity type having one end connected to anot her
end of said channel region, and a drain region of the second
conductivity type connected to another end of the offset region;

a first insulating filmformed on a first surface of
said active |ayer;

a gate electrode formed at a position opposing to said
channel region with said first insulating filminterposed; and

a second insulating filmfornmed at a position opposing
to said offset region with said first insulating filminterposed,
including an ion inplanted inpurity for form ng charges in an
anmount sufficient to reduce the | eakage current.

The exam ner’s answer cites admtted prior art and the
foll ow ng reference:

Wods 4,007, 294 Feb. 8, 1977

OPI NI ON
The clains stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over admtted prior art in view of Wods.
Wil e the exam ner has set forth a prima facie case of
obvi ousness as to clains 1 and 6, the exam ner has not stated a
prima facie case as to clains 11, 17, 20, and 21 because there is

no treatnment of the penultimate recitation of each of these

cl ai ms.
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In response to the rejection, appellant argues inter
alia that application of Wods’ teachings to the admtted prior
art thin filmtransistor would render the transistor unsuitable
for its intended function because Wods' application of 5,000
volts woul d exceed the transistor’s breakdown vol tage. Appell ant
supports his argument with reference to technical literature.
Appeal Brief at 16.

The exam ner does not reply to that argunent. Because
appel l ant’ s argunent appears reasonable on its face and the
exam ner has not addressed it, we are constrained to reverse the
entire rejection on the present record.

CONCLUSI ON
The rejection i s not sustai ned.

REVERSED

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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JAMVES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge



Appeal No. 97-0725
Application 08/ 304, 906

LOVWE, PRI CE, LEBLANC & BECKER
99 CANAL CENTER PLAZA, STE. 300
ALEXANDRI A, VA 22314



