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Judges.
BARRETT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U S.C. 8§ 134 from
the final rejection of clainms 5-7, 11, and 12.
W reverse.

BACKGROUND

Wth reference to Appellants' figure 21, the invention is
directed to a conposite magnetic head having a thin conductor
film593 or 594 forned on at | east one of the faces of the
opposi ng magneti ¢ heads 557, 558 to intercept |eakage fl uxes
fromthe opposing magnetic head gap gl, g2 to mnim ze
i nterference and assure good recordi ng and reproduction.

Caim5 is reproduced bel ow

5. A conposite nagnetic head conpri sing:
a pair of magnetic heads havi ng magneti c gaps havi ng

di fferent azimuth angles fromeach other and di sposed

closely in an opposing relationship to each other in a

head feeding direction to define respective track w dths

and a track pitch, said heads further having respective
faces which are spaced from each other in opposing

rel ation; and

a thin conductor filmforned on at | east one of said

faces of said nagnetic heads for intercepting | eakage
fluxes fromthe magnetic gap of the other magnetic head,
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the thin conductor filmhaving a thickness and bei ng
| ocat ed such that the track pitch forned by the nagnetic
heads is substantially independent of the thickness of
the thin conductor film
The Exami ner relies on the followng prior art:
Lorteije 4, 860, 132 August 22, 1989
Sanyo El ectric Co.? (Sanyo) 62-22205 January 30, 1987
(Japanese Kokai)
Claimb5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Lorteije.
Clainms 6, 7, 11, and 12 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8§ 103 as being unpatentable over Lorteije and Sanyo.
W refer to the Final Rejection (Paper No. 22) (pages

referred to as "FR__") and the Exam ner's Answer (Paper

No. 28) (pages referred to as "EA

") for a statenent of the
Exam ner's position and to the Brief (Paper No. 27) (pages
referred to as "RBr__") for Appellants' argunents
t her eagai nst.

CPI NI ON
daimb5

The Exami ner finds that "Lorteije also shows '"thin

2 A translation acconpanies this decision.
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conductor film 26 on opposing faces of the magnetic heads”
(FR2). Appel l ants argue that "Lorteije does not disclose 'a
thin conductor filmforned on at |east one of said faces of
said magnetic heads for intercepting | eakage fluxes fromthe
magneti c gap of the other magnetic head'" (Br6). Appellants
argue that "[t]he nagnetic screen in Lorteije is positioned in
a sl ot between the two transducer gaps such that there are air
gaps on both sides of the screen" (Br7). The Exam ner
responds (EA6): "There is no support in Lorteije that there
are air gaps on both sides of the screen. Yes, the screen is
positioned in a slot, and in order for the head to operate as
i ntended the screen would have to be secured to [the] slot.”
The Examner's finding is clearly erroneous. Figure 4
shows the nmagnetic screen 26 centered in and spaced fromthe
sides of the gap 25. The Exam ner has shown the gaps around
the screen 26 in green and gold in the Attachnment to the
Exam ner's Answer. That the width of the gap is larger than
the width of the screen 26 is evidenced by the fact that the
short-circuit turn 28, which is wound around the core part 17
and a portion of the central part 13, waps around the edge in

part 13 defining the right side of the gap, which is clearly
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shown as spaced fromthe edge of screen 26. Lorteije does not
state how the screen 26 is secured in the gap, but clearly it
cannot "float" in space; one can speculate that the gap is
filled with glass or epoxy to cenent the screen 26 in
position. W agree with Appellants that Lorteije appears to
di scl ose one of the admtted prior art methods of intercepting
| eakage fluxes (Br8, referring to specification, page 4,

i nes 22-24).

Appel l ants further argue that "[t] he magnetic screen in
Lorteije is mechanically secured between two magnetic heads,
perhaps to core 17, and is not a thin conductor filmforned on
the face of the magnetic heads" (Br7). The Exam ner
interprets the statenment of "[secured,] perhaps to core 17" to
mean that Appellants are suggesting the screen 26 is attached
to the top of the slot 25, instead of the sides of the
slot 25, which the Exami ner considers to be equally l|ikely
(EAG-T7).

The Exam ner does not address the argunent. How the
screen 26 is secured is not the issue. Lorteije shows a space
bet ween the screen 26 and the three sides of the gap 25.

Because of this space, the screen 26 nust be a separate piece
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nmounted (sonmehow) in the gap. The screen 26 cannot be a film
formed on a face of the magnetic head because it does not
touch the head. As Appellants note (Br8), the filmforned on
the head all ows the di stance between heads to be mnimzed as
conpared to the admtted prior art, represented by Lorteije,
of a plate.

The Exam ner has not made any argunents that figure 4 of
Lorteije is not to scale and that the gaps between the
screen 26 and the gap 25 are greatly exaggerated. Nor has the
Exam ner argued that it would have been obvious to put a film
on the heads in view of Lorteije's teaching of using a screen
to prevent crosstalk. The rejection relies conpletely on the
erroneous finding that screen 26 is a filmfornmed on a face of
the magnetic head. The Examiner has failed to establish a

prinma facie case of obviousness. The rejection of claim5 is

rever sed.

Clains 6, 7, 11, and 12

The Exam ner applies Sanyo to teach the materials,
resi stance, and thickness of clainms 6, 7, 11, and 12. The
Exam ner's statenent of the rejection using Sanyo does not
address the deficiencies of the rejection of claim5. The
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Exam ner has not argued that the high conductive layer 9a in
Sanyo is a "thin conductor film and that since the |ayer 9a
IS in contact with the head Ha, it would have been obvious to
formthe |layer on the head Ha instead of on the magnetic
material 8. The Exam ner has failed to establish a prim
facie case of obviousness. The rejection of clainms 6, 7, 11,
and 12 is reversed.

CONCLUSI ON

The rejection of clains 5-7, 11, and 12 is reversed.

REVERSED
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Pat ent Judge )
BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

ERI C FRAHM
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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