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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe examner's fina
rejection of clains 14, 15 and 17-19, which are all of the
clainms pending in this application.

BACKGROUND

Appel l ants’ invention relates to a high capacitance

storage node substrate. An understanding of the invention can
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be derived froma reading of exenplary claim14, which is

r epr oduced bel ow.

14. A substrate with a high capacitance
storage node, conpri sing:

a trench forned in a substrate having
sidewal I s and a bottom

a projection of said substrate centrally
positioned within said trench projecting above
said bottom of said trench;

a dielectric material coated on said
sidewal I s and bottom of said trench and on said
projection of said substrate within said trench
and

a conductive material filling said trench
on top of said dielectric material.

The sole prior art reference of record relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appealed clains is:
Kei ser et al. (Keiser) 4,671, 970 Jun. 09,

1987

Clainms 14, 15 and 17-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §
102 as being anticipated by Keiser.

W refer to the brief and to the answer for the opposing
vi ewpoi nts expressed by appellants and the exam ner concerni ng
t he above-noted rejection.

OPI NI ON
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Upon careful review of the entire record including the
respective positions advanced by appellants and the exam ner,
we find ourselves in agreenent with appellants that the
exam ner has failed to carry the burden of establishing a
prima facie case of anticipation. Accordingly, we wl]l
reverse the examner’s 8 102 rejection.

In this regard, the exam ner has the initial burden of
establishing a prinma facie case of anticipation by pointing
out where all of the claimlimtations appear in a single
reference. See In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 708, 15 USPQd
1655, 1657 (Fed. Cir. 1990); In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1327,
231 USPQ 136, 138-39 (Fed. Cir. 1986). As developed in
appel l ants’ brief, the exam ner has not net this burden.

The exam ner has not reasonably established where Kei ser
descri bes a substrate with a high capacitance storage node
having a trench filled with a conductive material as herein
clainmed. Rather, Keiser discloses a sem conductor substrate
having dielectric material filled trenches. See, e.g., colum
1, line 14 through colum 2, line 5 and Figure 5 of Keiser.

Wi | e Kei ser may use polysilicon (a conductive material) in
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the process of formng a final product substrate and hence
forms internedi ate substrate structure(s) that include

pol ysilicon, the exam ner has not established that any fully
descri bed internediate structure of Keiser neets appellants’

cl ai med subject nmatter.

For exanpl e, each of appealed clainms 14, 15 and 17
require a substrate having a trench forned therein wherein a
projection of the substrate is centrally positioned within the
trench and projects above the bottomof the trench. The
sidewal I s and bottom of the trench and the centrally | ocated
substrate projection inside the trench are coated with a
dielectric material. The coated trench is filled with a
conductive material and the trench and projection therein are
arranged so as to provide the substrate with a high
capacitance storage node. |In other words, the conductive
material that fills the dielectric coated trench serves as one
conductor of a capacitor with the substrate serving as the
ot her conductor with a dielectric coating therebetween. See
the sentence bridging pages 15 and 16 of appellants’

specification. 1In order for the clainmed substrate to conprise
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a high capacitance storage node, the dielectric is | ocated

bet ween the two conductors; that is, the centrally | ocated
substrate projection inside the trench is, in effect, an

i sland projection inside the trench (see page 4, lines 3 and 4
of the specification). Viewed another way, the conductive
material that fills the trench surrounds the centrally
positioned dielectric-coated projection of the substrate
inside the trench to formthe high capacitance storage node.
See appellants’ drawing figures 3 and 4, for exanple.

On the other hand, Keiser forns nultiple trenches, each
filled with a dielectric material. The portion of the
substrate of Keiser reproduced and highlighted by the exam ner
at page 6 of the answer is not a projection centrally |ocated
within a trench so as to formpart of a high capacitance

storage node, as herein clained.® Rather, that reproduced and

! The cl ai ned subject matter does not read on a substrate
including two separately filled trenches separated by a
portion of the substrate that extends between those two
separate trenches, and with each separate trench not having
projections centrally |ocated there within. This is so since
the singular article “a” is enployed in the appealed clains to
descri be the trench, the projection and the high capacitance
storage node and in light of the described |ocation of the
projection within the single trench. This interpretation of
the claimlanguage is consistent with appellants’
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hi ghlighted portion of Figure 1 of Keiser represents an active
region of the substrate of Keiser that is |ocated between a
narrow and wi de trench region after several processing steps
but prior to conpletion of formng the dielectrically filled
trenches desired by Keiser. See colum 3, line 36 through
colum 6, line 5 of Keiser. Simlarly, the exam ner has not
est abl i shed how t he subject matter of appealed clains 18 and
19 is met by Keiser. Accordingly, we will not sustain the
exam ner’s stated 8 102 rejection.

CONCLUSI ON

specification and the cl aimed subject natter as a whole as it
woul d have been understood by one of ordinary skill in the
art.
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The decision of the examiner to reject clains 14, 15 and
17-19 under 35 U.S.C. §8 102 as being anticipated by Keiser is

rever sed.

REVERSED

CHARLES F. WARREN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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)
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Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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