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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journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore JERRY SM TH, FLEM NG and CARM CHAEL, Adnini strative
Pat ent Judges.

CARM CHAEL, Adm nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 11-
24, 26, 28, 31-32, and 34, which constitute all the clains

remai ning in the application.

! Application for patent filed Decenber 21, 1992.
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Claim 1l reads as foll ows:
11. A packaged el ectronic device structure, conprising:

a plate of thermally and electrically conductive
mat eri al ;

a mcroelectronic device chip having a first surface
thereof electrically and thermally connected to said plate,
and containing one or nore miniature el ectronic devices and
one or nore bond pads on a second surface thereof;

a plurality of externally accessible conductive |eads,
each having one end adjacent to said chip, said | eads being
thi nner than said plate;

wires interconnecting said | eads to said bond pads of
said chip; and a pol yner body encapsul ating said chip, and
each of said wires, and at | east part of said plate;

wherein at | east sone portions of said plate have a
surface roughness of greater than R=1um and other portions
have a surface roughness | ess than R=1um

wherein at | east sone portions of said | eads have a
surface roughness of greater than R=1um and

wherein said plate has undercut surfaces in predeterm ned
areas which contact said pol yner body to enhance adhesi on
thereof to said plate, and wherein said undercut surfaces
i ncl ude areas with roughness R, greater than 1lum

The Exam ner’s Answer cites the following prior art:

Hayakawa et al. (Hayakawa) 4,151, 543 Apr. 24,
1979
McShane 5,041, 902 Aug. 20,
1991
Hi deo 57- 96559 June 15, 1982
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Japanese Kokai Patent

Nobuhi r o 60- 231349 Nov.

16, 1985
Japanese Kokai Patent

OPI NI ON

Clainms 11-13, 15-21, 23-24, 26, 28, 31-32, and 34 stand
rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 103 as unpat entabl e over Nobuhiro,
Hayakawa, and McShane. Cains 14 and 22 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as unpatentable over Nobuhiro, Hayakawa,
McShane, and Hi deo.

The clains all recite a packaged el ectroni c device
structure having a thermally conductive plate (such as a heat
sink for a power integrated circuit device) w th undercut
surfaces having a roughness val ue greater than one m cron.

According to the exam ner, Nobuhiro discloses the clained
devi ce except for the undercut surfaces and the roughness
value. Final rejection (Paper No. 17) at 2. The exam ner
stated that it would have been obvious to use undercut
surfaces in Nobuhiro to pronote adhesion as taught by MShane,

and a roughness greater than one m cron as taught by Hayakawa.
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Appel l ants argue that it woul d not have been obvious to
conbi ne Nobuhi ro and McShane because Nobuhiro is a non-power
devi ce whereas McShane is a power device. Appeal Brief at 6-
9. To support that argunent, appellants present an expert
affidavit fromRi chard A Bl anchard.

The exam ner responds by saying that the clains are not
limted to power devices. The exam ner does not nention the
expert affidavit.

The nere fact that the prior art may be nodified in the
manner suggested by the exam ner does not neke the
nodi ficati on obvious unless the prior art suggested the
desirability of the nodification. 1In re Fritch, 972 F. 2d
1260, 1266 n. 14, 23 USPQR2d 1780, 1783-84 n.14 (Fed. Cr
1992) .

We agree with appellants. The affidavit supports the
argunment that power devices (MShane) and non-power devices
(Nobuhiro and Hayakama) present different concerns to the
skilled artisan and therefore would not have suggested the
exam ner’ s proposed conbi nation. Affidavit at 3-4. For
exanple, we are left with no discernible notivation for
appl yi ng McShane’ s roughened undercut to Nobuhiro’s device.
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The exami ner’s contention, that the clains are not limted to
power devices, does not rebut appellants’ argunent that the
power and non-power references are not properly conbi nable.
Even if the references were conbi nabl e, the exam ner has not
identified any surface in Nobuhiro that could be undercut in
accordance with MShane's teachings. It appears to us that
the rejection relies on inproper hindsight.

As to dependent clains 14 and 22, the examner’s reliance
on Hi deo for coined edges does not renedy the problens of the
basic rejection discussed above.

We commend appel lants for their thorough yet concise
brief. Especially helpful were the consistent citations to
specific parts of the record in support of appellants’
argument s.

CONCLUSI ON
The rejections are not sustained.

REVERSED
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