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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
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final rejection of clains 15 through 41, which constitute al

the clains remaining in the application.

Representative claim 15 is reproduced bel ow
15. A liquid crystal display device conprising:

a first electrode substrate having a plurality of signa
lines and a plurality of scanning lines disposed in a matri X
manner and a plurality of pixel electrodes, each of the pixel
el ectrodes being connected to at | east one of the signal |ines
and at | east one of the scanning lines via a sw tching
el enent, said switching el enent having an active | ayer
conposed of a polycrystalline silicon film said first
el ectrode substrate including:

an opaque conducive film provi ded between the pixel
el ectrodes and at | east one of a plurality of said
signal lines and a plurality of said scanning |ines,
for reduci ng coupling capacitance therebetween,

a first insulating film provided between the
conductive filmand said at | east one of the plurality
of signal lines and the plurality of
scanning lines, and

a second insulating | ayer disposed between the
conductive filmand the pixel electrodes;

a second el ectrode substrate including an opposi ng
el ectrode which is opposite to the pixel electrodes; and

a liquid crystal |ayer sealed between the first and
second el ectrode substrates.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:
M yasaka et al. (M yasaka) 5,372,958 Dec. 12, 1994

(filed Nov. 15,
1991)
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Yanagi sawa ( EPA) 0 136 509 Apr. 10, 1985

Mat sueda! 1- 156725 Jun. 20, 1989
(Japanese Patent)

Clains 15 through 41 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103. As evidence of obviousness, the exam ner relies upon
Mat sueda in
vi ew of Yanagi sawa as to clainms 25 through 41, with the
addition of Myasaka as to clains 15 through 24.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exam ner, reference nmade to the briefs and the answer for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
We reverse both stated rejections generally for the
reasons
set forth by appellant in the brief.
Each of independent clains 15, 25, 30, 38 and 40 recite
in
some manner an opaque conductive film provided between the

pi xel

! A trandlation of thisreference is being provided by the Patent Office.
3
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el ectrodes and at |east one of a plurality of signal Iines and
a

plurality of scanning lines. This “between” |anguage in claim
38

is recited in a manner that the conductive filmis between two
adj acent pi xel electrodes and one of the signal |ines,

whereas claim40 requires a simlar recitation between two

adj acent pi xel electrodes and one scanning line. Caim 30
recites this basic “between” |anguage in a slightly different

formby reciting that the opaque conductive filmis disposed

above the scanning and signal |ines and di sposed bel ow t he
pi xel el ectrodes.

For his part, appellant argues at pages 8 and 9 of the
brief:

Yanagi sawa il lustrates the two covering positions
in which the all eged conductive film (28) can be

di sposed in Figures 7 and 8, respectively. In
Figure 7, Yanagi sawa teaches one of these covering
positions, i.e., the bottomposition, in which the
light shielding film(28) is disposed bel ow both

pi xel electrode (12) and the signal and scanning
lines (20 and 24). In Fig.8 Yanagi sawa teaches the
ot her of these covering positions, i.e., the top
position, in which the light shielding layer (28) is
posi ti oned above both pixel electrode (12) and the
signal and scanning lines (20 and 24).
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We are unpersuaded by any reasoning set forth by the
exam ner in the Advisory Action mailed on August 13, 1997, and
the answer as to the obviousness of the placenment of the
cl ai mred opaque conductive filmin the manner recited in each
of the independent clains on appeal. WMatsueda sets forth
essentially what appellant admts to be the basic prior art
structure for liquid crystal display elenents, per se.
Appel l ant’ s
quoted portions fromthe brief as it relates to Yanagi sawa i s
a
accurate generalization of the showings in Figures 7 and 8 of
this reference. Yanagisawa is explicit in indicating the
| ocation of the conparable conductive film28 to that which is
clainmed to be either below both the pixel electrode 12 and
signal and scanning lines 20 and 24 or both above the pixel
el ectrode 12 and the scanning lines 20 and 24.

The Exam ner does not present to us additional teaching
references to indicate the desirability of placing the clained
conductive filmin the manner recited in each independent
cl ai m on appeal between the pixel el ectrodes and the scanning

and/or signal lines. The bottomline thrust of the exam ner’s
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argunents fromthe earlier noted Advisory Action and the
answer is sinply that the artisan nmay have found or m ght have
found or could have found it obvious to have pre-arranged the
| ocation of the conductive filmrelative to the pixel

el ectrodes and the scanning signal lines, but we are

unpersuaded that it “would have been” obvious to the artisan

to do so based upon the evidence provided in the formof the
applied prior art as well as the exam ner’s reasoning.

In view of the foregoing, we therefore reverse the
rejection of clainms 15 through 24 under 35 U S.C. § 103
because essentially the sanme pontinen features are recited in
clainms 25 through 41. As such, it is evident fromeven a
cursory view of Myasaka that this reference does not teach or
show anyt hi ng which would aide in the exam ner’s reasoni ng as

to the obvi ousness of these cl ai ns.

Therefore, the decision of the exam ner rejecting clains

15 through 41 under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED
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