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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 6 through 10 and 13. The rejection of clainms 11 and 12
has been w thdrawn by the exam ner.

The invention pertains to charge-coupl ed devi ces (CCD)
and, nore particularly, to a photodi ode conprising neans for
drai ning away charges to a storage gate. The drai nage device
i ncludes a potential well which has a continuously varying
depth. The photosensitive region of the photodi ode device has
two portions, one which is adjacent to the storage gate, or
region, and one portion which is renote fromthe storage
region. The drainage device, |located within the renote
portion, drains charges which are created in the renote
portion toward the storage region.

| ndependent claim6 is reproduced as follows:

6. A photosensitive device, conprising:

a non-phot osensitive storage region,

at | east one photosensitive region adjacent to said non-
phot osensitive storage region, said photosensitive region
having a first portion adjacent to said storage region and a
second portion renote fromsaid storage region, wherein said
storage region receives charges created in said photosensitive
region during illum nation thereof, and

a drai nage device located within said photosensitive
second portion, wherein said drai nage device drains towards

sai d storage region charges created in said second portion
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during illum nation, said drainage device including a
potential well having a continuously varying depth.
The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:
i zuka 5,182, 622 Jan. 26, 1993
M wada ( EP) 0 457 192 Nov. 21, 1991
Clainms 6 through 8, 10 and 13 stand rejected under 35

US C 8§ 102(b) as anticipated by Mwada. C aim9 stands

rejected under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 103 as unpatentabl e over M wada

vi ew of 1izuka.
Reference is made to the brief and answer for the
respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

W reverse.

At the outset, we note that the exam ner has set forth

the teachings of Mwada at pages 4-5 of the answer but while

t he exam ner has pointed out the various p- and n- type doped

regions and gate and transfer gate el ectrodes of Mwada, the

exam ner never correlates these teachings to the el enents of

the instant clains. Thus, the examner’s rationale presents

no prima facie case of anticipation.
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Neverthel ess, we have reviewed Mwada and find that, with
reference to Figure 11 of M wada, M wada discloses a
phot osensiti ve device conprising a non-photosensitive region
[those regi ons covered by mask, or photo-shield plate, 29] and
at | east one photosensitive region [that region exposed by the
slot 29a]. The photosensitive region nay be said to have a
first portion adjacent the storage region [shift register 27],
and a second portion renote fromthe storage region. Quite
clearly, the storage region [shift register 27] does receive
charges created in the photosensitive region and there is a
dr ai nage device which “allows electric charges accunulated in
t he photo-electric converting region 23b and 23d to flow into
the vertical shift register 27" [Mwada, colum 7, lines 2-5].
The charges nmay al so be said to have been created in the
second portion during illumnation. It mght also be said
that the drai nage device includes a potential well having “a
continuously varying depth” [see projections 28a and 28b in
M wada] .

However, independent claim6 also requires that the
dr ai nage device be “located within said photosensitive second

portion.” This is not shown or suggested by Mwada. The
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dr ai nage devi ce, conprising projections 28a and 28b, and the
outl et subregions 24a and 24b are | ocated beneath the photo-
shield plate 29 and, therefore, not even in the photosensitive
region. Moreover, even if the photo-shield plate 29 did not
cover elenments 24a, 24b, 28a and 28b, constituting the

dr ai nage devi ce, and the drai nage device could be said to be
in a photosensitive region, the drainage device would still,
at best, be located at a first portion of a photosensitive
regi on, adjacent the storage region, rather than at a second
portion of the photosensitive region, renote fromthe storage
region, as required by claim®6.

Wiile the exam ner is correct, in general, that “renote”
is arelative term in this case, it is clear that the terns
“adj acent” and “renote” are used to clearly describe portions
of a photosensitive region with regard to those portions’
proximty to a storage region, i.e., the portion "“adjacent”
being closer to the storage region than the portion “renote”
fromthe storage region. The drainage device in Mwada is
clearly in a region “adjacent” to, and not “renote” from the
storage region. Thus, the drainage device in Mwada woul d not

be “within said photosensitive second portion,” as required by
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claim6 and, as indicated supra, Mwada’' s drainage device is
not even in the photosensitive region at all since the
dr ai nage device is shielded by plate 29.

Accordi ngly, Mwada cannot anticipate clains 6 through 8,
10 and 13.

Wth regard to dependent claim9, lizuka does not provide
for the deficiency of Mwada, noted supra, with regard to
i ndependent claim6. W also find no reason, within the
meani ng of 35 U . S.C. 103, for the skilled artisan to have
nodi fied Mwada, either alone, or in view of I|izuka, in order
to arrive at the instant clainmed subject matter. Accordingly,
we will not sustain the rejection of claim9 under 35 U.S.C. §
103.

The exam ner’s decision rejecting clains 6 through 8, 10
and 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and claim9 under 35 U S.C. 8§
103 is reversed.

REVERSED

Errol A Krass
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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