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 law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s

! Application for patent filed Decenber 3, 1993.
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final rejection of clains 1 to 8 and 10 to 17, which constitute

all the clains remaining in the application.

Claim1l is reproduced bel ow

1. A method of testing an integrated circuit die,
conprising the steps of:

di sposing flat solder pads on the integrated circuit die;

probing said flat solder pads to performan electrical test
on the integrated circuit die before a refl ow sol der process; and

reflowing said flat sol der pads follow ng said probing step

to transform said sol der pads into rounded sol der bunps.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Mones et al. (Mones) 4,273,859 June 16, 1981
Tenple et al. (Tenple) 4,814, 283 Mar. 21, 1989
LeParquier et al. (LeParquier) 5, 002, 895 Mar. 26, 1991
Koopman et al. (Koopman) 5,289, 631 Mar. 01, 1994

(Filed Mar. 4, 1992)

Al'l clainms on appeal stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner relies upon LeParquier

in view of Koopman and Mones as to clains 1 to 3 and 10 to 12,

with the addition of Tenple as to clains 4 to 8 and 13 to 17.

Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellants and the

exam ner, reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
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W reverse the outstanding rejections of all the clains on
appeal .

It appears that the exam ner has not cone to grips with the
requi renent of the first stated step of independent claim11 on
appeal , that of disposing “flat sol der pads” on the integrated
circuit. W find that no reference relied upon by the exam ner
inthe first stated rejection teaches such a feature,
notw t hstanding the examner’s attenpt to refornul ate the
assessnment of the prior art at page 5 of the answer.
LeParquier’s integrated circuit conmponent connection pads P in
his prior art Figs. 1 to 3 are not stated in the reference to be
flat sol der pads as required by independent claim1l on appeal.
The di scussion at the top of col. 3 of the reference indicates
that a separate solder projection or bunp 1 is forned on this pad
P, as depicted in prior art Fig. 2 of LeParquier, both of which
appear in this figure to maintain their separate physi cal
integrity. Therefore, the formation of the solder bunp 1 does
not appear to occur fromany solder already present in the pad P
on the chip IC. Collectively taken, however, the conbination of
the solder bunp 1 and the pad P nay be considered a sol der pad
but it is not stated to be flat and it is not probed directly,

whereas the probing actually occurs on the tape 4 at tape testing
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pads 5 in Figs. 1 and 2. LeParquier’s contribution in the art
depicted in Figs. 4 through 6 appears to use wel ding rather than
sol deri ng.

Conti nuing on the sane points, the barrier netal |layer 24 in
Fig. 2 of Mones may be considered to be a flat pad on an
integrated circuit substrate, but again there is no flat solder
pad that is fornmed before the solder bunp 28 as depicted in Fig.
3 of this reference. There is no testing in Mnes. Finally
Koopman’ s figures show the formati on of a solder bunp 15 on the
integrated circuit chip 11 in the Fig. 1 series of figures.

As to the feature of the clains requiring flat sol der pads,
appellants’ own admtted prior art appears to have been a better
starting point than any of the references relied upon by the
exam ner. |ndeed, except for the feature of independent claim1l
of probing a flat solder pad directly before reflow ng the
sol der, the other features of this claimappear to have been
known in appellants’ admtted prior art.

The real question is still as correctly identified by the
exam ner that the order of the steps was critical to an
under st andi ng of the clained invention, as expressed by the
exam ner at the top of page 6 of the answer. However, we

di sagree with the exam ner’s concl usion that Koopman teaches that
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the clained order of the steps is taught or suggested by this
reference. Koopman clearly teaches probing before a refl ow
sol der process, which reflow sol der process nmay be an option
according to the showwng in Fig. 1E and the teaching at col. 8,
lines 15 through 19 as identified by the exam ner in the answer.
Again, there is no starting point of flat solder pads in this or
in any other reference relied upon before the reflow sol der
process and there is no teaching or suggestion of probing flat
sol ders pads wth an electrical test instrunent as also required
by this claim

Finally, even if we were to consider appellants’ background
of the invention at pages 1 and 2 of the specification as filed
as part of the reasoning process of the outstanding rejection
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 in addition to the prior art relied upon to
LePar qui er, Koopman and Mones according to the exam ner’s
statenent of the rejection, we do not end up with the reordering
of the prior art approach which is the formation of sol der bunps,
testing the bunps and than executing a reflow process. Stated
differently, even considering these three references as applied
along with the prior art approach expressed by appellants in
pages 1 and 2 of the specification as filed, the artisan would

have not been led to have reordered the prior art process to
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arrive at the clainmed invention of first testing with electrical
test probing instrunents flat sol der pads and than reflow ng the

tested or probed flat solder pads to form sol der bunps.

Since i ndependent claim 10 is nore detailed than the simlar
requi renents of independent claim 1l on appeal, the rejection of
this claimnust also be reversed. As such, the rejection of
dependent clains 2 and 3 and 11 and 12 nust be reversed, as well
as the remai ni ng dependent clains, further relying upon Tenple.
Therefore, the decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 to 8
and 10 to 17 under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JAVES D. THOMAS )
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