TH'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 | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the

Boar d.

Paper No. 42

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte MLO W FRISBIE and MAVIN C. SWAPP

Appeal No. 97-1042
Application No. 07/969, 5411

ON BRI EF

Bef ore HAI RSTON, KRASS and JERRY SM TH, Admi ni strative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 10,

13 through 15 and 18 through 20.?2

! Application for patent filed October 30, 1992.
According to the appellants, the application is a continuation
of Application No. 07/582,819, filed Septenber 13, 1990, which
is a continuation of Application No. 07/413,034, filed
Sept enber 27, 1989.

2 1n the parent application, the Board in a decision dated
June 10, 1992 found clains 1 and 9 to be anticipated by the
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The di sclosed invention relates to a nethod of testing a
sem conduct or devi ce.

Caim110 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

10. A nethod of testing a sem conductor devi ce,
conprising the steps of:

providing a plurality of w ping contacts;

provi di ng a sem conduct or device having a plurality of
| eads;

positioning the sem conductor device wherein the
plurality of |eads are between, but not naking electrica
contact to the plurality of the w ping contacts;

novi ng the sem conductor device in one direction fromthe
poi nt where the plurality of |eads are between, but not making
el ectrical contact to the plurality of the w ping contacts
past the plurality of the wi ping contact wires such that the
plurality of the | eads of the sem conductor device are no
| onger between the plurality of w ping contacts, wherein at
| east one of the plurality of w ping contacts nakes el ectrica
contact to a side of one of the plurality of |eads of the
sem conduct or device during the noving of the sem conductor
devi ce.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:
Vancel ette 4, 320, 339 Mar. 16,

1982

teachings of Pfaff, and clains 2 through 8 to be obvi ous over
t he conbi ned teachings of Pfaff and Cedrone.

2
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Clainms 10, 13 through 15 and 18 through 20 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Vancel ette.
Ref erence is nade to the brief and the answers for the

respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.
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CPI NI ON
We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clains 10, 13
t hrough 15 and 18 t hrough 20.

Appel l ants argue (Brief, page 4) that “Vancelette is not

beli eved to show or nake obvious . . . noving the
sem conductor device in one direction . . . past the plurality
of the wiping contacts . . . wherein at |east one w ping

contacts [sic, contact] makes electrical contact to a side of
one of the |l eads during the noving of the sem conductor
device, as applicants claim” Appellants and the exam ner
agree (Brief, page 4; Answer, page 4; Supplenental Answer,
page 2) that cooperative neasurenment contacts 70 and 72 in
Vancel ette performa “static neasurenent” (colum 4, lines 35
t hrough 51) on | eads L of conponents C (Figures 1 and 6
through 9). Accordingly, the obviousness rejection is
reversed because of the |ack of any novenent between the | eads
L and the nmeasurenent contacts 70 and 72 when they are in

el ectrical contact.
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The deci sion of the exam ner

DECI S| ON

rejecting clains 10, 13

t hrough 15 and 18 through 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is

rever sed.

jrg

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ERRCL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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Scottsdale, AZ 85271-0219
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