The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not written for
publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This appeal is froma rejection of clains 1-5, which are al

of the pending cl ai s.
THE | NVENTI ON

The appellants claima junction device and net hod for joining
toget her with adhesive a planar |ightwave circuit chip and an
optical -fiber block. Cdainms 1 and 4 are illustrative:

1. Ajunction device for assenbling a PLC (Pl anar

Li ghtwave Circuit) chip and an optical-fiber bl ock,

conprising: an adhesive material disposed between the PLC

chip and the optical -fiber block, the PLC chip and the

optical -fi ber block having an inclined surface area at a
predeterm ned angle; an ultraviolet-light source
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positioned over the ultraviol et-hardeni ng adhesive for
providing an ultraviolet ray to harden the adhesive

mat eri al and di sposed slanted in alignnent with the
inclined surface area; an optical sensor also disposed
slanted in alignnment with the inclined surface area and
posi ti oned under the ultraviolet-hardeni ng adhesive for
measuri ng a power change of the ultraviolet ray that has
penetrated the adhesive material; an optical power-neter
for displaying the power change in the ultraviolet ray
based on the output fromthe optical sensor; and, a
controller for detecting when the adhesive material is
conpl etely hardened based on the output fromthe optical
power - net er .

4. A method for assenbling a PLC (Pl anar Lightwave
Crcuit) nodule, the nethod conprising the steps of:
provi ding a device having a PLC (Planar Light Crcuit)
chip and an optical-fiber block, the contacting surface
bet ween the PLC chip and the optical-fiber bl ock having
an inclined contact area at a predeterm ned angl e;
provi di ng an adhesive nmaterial between the contact area
of the PLC chip and the optical-fiber block; slanting an
ultraviolet ray into alignment with said inclined contact
area in applying the ray to the adhesive material at the
predeterm ned angle to harden the adhesive material; and,
nmonitoring a change in the ultraviolet-ray output that
penetrated the adhesive material in a substantially
vertical direction.

THE REFERENCES

Ref erence relied upon by the exam ner

Kojima et al. 2002/ 0033546 Al Mar. 21, 2002
(Kojima ‘546, U. S. patent application publication)

Ref erence relied upon by the appellants

Kojima et al. 2003/ 0026919 A1 Feb. 6, 2003
(Kojima 919, U. S. patent application publication)
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THE REJECTI ON

Clainms 1-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over the appellants’ admtted prior art in view of
Koj i ma ‘ 546.

OPI NI ON

We affirmthe aforenentioned rejection.

The appel | ants acknow edge that each el enment of the clained
i nvention was known in the art except the claim1l ultraviolet ray
source and optical sensor in slanted alignment with the inclined
adhesive, and the optical power neter and controller, and the claim
4 ultraviolet ray alignment and nonitoring of the ultraviolet ray
out put (specification, page 1, line 16 - page 2, line 11).

Regardi ng the optical sensor in slanted alignnment with the
i nclined adhesive (claim1l) and the ultraviolet ray alignment with
the inclined adhesive (claim4), the appellants state that if the
ultraviolet rays are not aligned with the inclined adhesive
(appellants’ figure 2), then the portion of the inclined adhesive
t hat cannot be penetrated by the ultraviolet rays does not harden
properly (page 4, lines 3-11). Because this statenment is in the
description of the related art, it appears to be an adm ssion that
the problemresulting fromapplying the ultraviolet rays

perpendicularly to the wafer rather than in alignnent with the
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i nclined adhesi ve was known in the art. Gven this problem those
of ordinary skill in the art would have been notivated to use their
skill to solve the problem As stated in In re Nomya, 509 F.2d
566, 572, 184 USPQ 607, 613 (CCPA 1975):

The significance of evidence that a problemwas known in

the prior art is, of course, that know edge of a problem

provi des a reason or notivation for workers in the art to

apply their skill to its solution.
It woul d have been readily apparent to one of ordinary skill in the
art, when faced with the problemof ultraviolet rays applied
perpendicularly to a wafer not penetrating to all portions of an
adhesi ve because the adhesive is inclined such that the
per pendi cul arl y-applied rays cannot reach the bottom portion of the
i nclined adhesive, to align the ultraviolet rays with the adhesive
so that the rays penetrate all of the adhesive. Mreover, even if
the problem were not known in the art, it would have been apparent
to one of ordinary skill in the art that all of the adhesive needs
to be hardened, and that using ultraviolet rays to harden all of
t he adhesive requires that the ultraviolet rays penetrate all of
t he adhesive. For this reason it would have been prima facie
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to align the
ultraviolet ray source with the inclined adhesive.

The appel l ants argue that Kojima ‘919 indicates that

Kojima ‘546 uses slanted ultraviolet rays to prevent bubbling

4
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(brief, pages 8-9; reply brief, page 11). Kojinma ‘546 prevents
bubbl i ng by using heat in addition to ultraviolet rays (1Y 0028,
0041 and 0064). Regardless, the prevention of bubbles in

Kojima ‘919 pertains to curing optical fiber coatings (11 0241,
0246 and 0247). Slanting the ultraviolet rays in alignment with
the inclined adhesive used to join the prior art planar |ightwave
circuit chip and optical-fiber block woul d have been prina facie
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as discussed above.

Kojima ‘546 discloses that the ultraviolet ray intensity is
detected by a photodetector (5) to control the ultraviolet ray
output to the level suitable for curing the particul ar adhesive so
that stable curing characteristics of the adhesive are obtained
(1 0024).

The appel l ants argue that Kojinma ‘546 does not disclose or
suggest an optical sensor for neasuring a power change or an
optical power neter for displaying the power change (brief,
pages 11-13; reply brief, pages 11-13). The Kojima ‘546 disclosure
that the ultraviolet light output is controlled based on the
ultraviolet light intensity detected by a photodetector (f 0024)
woul d have fairly suggested, to one of ordinary skill in the art,
usi ng a phot odet ect or whi ch nmeasures the change in ultraviol et

light intensity on which the control of that ultraviolet |ight
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output is based. Because the change in light intensity is a
control variable, Kojima ‘546 would have fairly suggested, to one
of ordinary skill in the art, displaying the correspondi ng change
inultraviolet light output to permt nonitoring the adequacy of
t he control

For the above reasons we are not persuaded of reversible error
in the exam ner’s rejection.

DECI SI ON
The rejection of clains 1-5 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 103 over the

appel lants’ admitted prior art in view of Kojima ‘546) is affirned.
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