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
written for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding
precedent of the Board.

Paper No.

UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte YOSH NORI KADOWAKI

Appeal No. 1997-3965
Application No. 08/389, 069*

HEARD: January 24, 2000

Bef ore BARRETT, HECKER, and GROSS, Administrative Patent Judges.

GROSS, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of claims 1 through 5, 7, 8, and 10, which are al
of the clains pending in this application. dainms 6, 9, and

11 through 13 have been cancel ed.

1 Application for patent filed February 14, 1995. According to
appel lant, this application is a continuation of Application No. 08/ 064, 958,
filed May 20, 1993, now abandoned
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The appellant's invention relates to a magnetic di sk
apparatus having a floating slider. The |ongitudinal axis of
the slider body coincides with a tangent |ine of an
internedi ate track when the slider is positioned over that
track. In addition, two parallel rails on the slider extend
obliquely to the longitudinal axis of the slider body. The
rails forman angle with the tangent line of the track over
which the slider is positioned, the angle being substantially
zero for the innernost track and increasing as the slider
noves radially away fromthe innernost track. Caimlis
illustrative of the claimed invention, and it reads as
foll ows:

1. A magnetic di sk apparatus conpri sing:

a plurality of coaxially arranged nmagnetic di sks having
respective opposite surfaces and tracks arranged on said
sur f aces;

a magnetic head assenbly including a rotatabl e head
carriage with a hub and a plurality of head arnms extendi ng
fromthe hub in a line, each of the head arns having a
| ongi tudi nal central axis;

at | east one floating slider having a body configured in
a generally rectangul ar parall el epi ped shape carried by each

of the head arns and having at | east one magnetic head for
access of one of the surfaces of the magnetic disks;
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sai d body having a | ongitudinal central axis extending
generally parallel to the longitudinal central axis of the
associ ated head armand a first surface adapted to face the
surface of the magnetic disk, and at |least two parallel rails
arranged on the first surface of the floating slider,
extending obliquely to the longitudinal central axis of the
body and defining a rail angle between said rails and a
tangent |ine of a corresponding one of said tracks over which
said body is positioned, wherein said rail angle is
substantially zero when said body is positioned over an
i nnernost track and said rail angle increases as said body
noves radially away from said i nnernost track; and

wherein said | ongitudinal central axis of said body
coincides with a tangent line of an internediate track when
said body is positioned over said internediate track.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the

exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns are:

Toensi ng 5,012, 367 Apr. 30,
1991
Kur oda 5, 299, 079 Mar. 29,
1994

(filed April 29, 1992)
Yamada et al. (Yanada)? JP 60-047278 Mar. 14,
1985
(Japanese Patent specification)
Ono et al. (Ono)? JP 2-161667 Jun. 21,
1990

2 The exaniner refers to this reference as Nippon Denki K.K. Further,
our understanding of this reference is based upon a translation provided by
the Transl ations Branch of the Patent and Trademark Office.

8 The examiner refers to this reference as Ricoh Co Ltd. Further, our

understandi ng of this reference is based upon a translation provided by the
Transl ati ons Branch of the Patent and Trademark O fice.
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(Japanese Pat ent Publication)

Hanagat a* JP 2-281486 Nov. 19,
1990

(Japanese Kokai Patent Publication)

Claims 1 through 5, 7, 8, and 10 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Toensing in view of
Yamada and either Kuroda or Ono, and for claim8, further in
vi ew of Hanagat a.

Ref erence is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 30,
mai | ed Novenber 22, 1996) and the Suppl enental Exam ner's
Answer (Paper No. 33, mailed April 11, 1997) for the
exam ner's conpl ete reasoning in support of the rejections,
and to appellant's Brief (Paper No. 29, filed Cctober 1, 1996)
and Reply Brief (Paper No. 32, filed January 24, 1997) for

appel l ant's argunents thereagai nst.

OPI NI ON

As a prelimnary nmatter we note that appellant indicates
on page 7 of the Brief that all of the clains are to stand or

fall together. Accordingly, we will treat all of the clains

4 The exanminer refers to this reference as NEC Corp. Further, our
understandi ng of this reference is based upon a translation provided by the
Transl ati ons Branch of the Patent and Trademark O fice.
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as a single group with claiml1, the only independent claim as
representative.?®

We have carefully considered the clainms, the applied
prior art references, and the respective positions articul ated
by appellant and the exam ner. As a consequence of our
review, we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 1
through 5, 7, 8, and 10.

Claim1 requires that (1) the longitudinal axis of the
slider body extends parallel to both the |ongitudinal axis of
t he associ ated head arm and al so the tangent |ine of an
internmedi ate track when the body is positioned thereover, (2)
two rails extend obliquely to the longitudinal axis of the
slider body, and (3) the angle between the rails and a tangent
line of a track over which the slider is positioned is zero
for the innernost track and increases as the slider noves
radially away fromthe innernost track. The exam ner asserts
t hat Toensing shows (1) (Answer, page 4), Yanada teaches (2)
(Answer, pages 5-7), and Kuroda and Ono teach (3) (Answer,

pages 4-5).

5 Since the exanminer only applied Hanagata against claim8, which is to
stand or fall with claim1, we will not discuss Hanagata in this decision.
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Appel | ant argues (Brief, pages 8-14) that Toensi ng does
not di sclose the angul ar rel ati onship between the |ongitudinal
axis of the slider body and the tangent of an internedi ate
track. Appellant contends (Brief, pages 9-11, and Reply
Brief, pages
4-5) that without a discussion in Toensing as to the angul ar
relationship, the other references applied by the exam ner
evi dence that Toensing cannot be interpreted to include the
clainmed rel ati onship. However, the additional references
di scl ose structures that differ significantly from Toensing's.
On the other hand, appellant discloses (Specification, page 2,
lines 22-28) a prior art structure simlar to that shown by
Toensing's figure 3 and admts that "[c]onventionally,
when the floating slider is positioned on an internedi ate
track the angle the rails on the floating slider formwth the
tangent to the radially internmediate track is zero." Thus,
appel l ant's adm ssi ons appear to be nore relevant extrinsic
evi dence as to what Toensing inherently discloses.

Further, appellant asserts (Brief, pages 11-14) that one
cannot infer any relationship fromthe draw ngs of Toensing
unl ess "one of ordinary skill in the art would have known the
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val ues for such neasurenents.” Toensing' s figures 2 and 3
show two rails aligned with the |ongitudinal axis of both the
slider and the head armand both the direction of rotation and
position of the armrelative to the disk. The draw ngs appear
to have the longitudinal axis of the slider parallel to a
track tangent somewhere in the mddle of the disk. @G ven
appel l ant's adm ssi ons di scussed above as to what is
conventional, one of ordinary skill in the art would have
known that the floating slider is parallel to the tangent of
an internediate track. Accordingly, the skilled artisan would
properly interpret the draw ngs as having the slider body and
corresponding rails aligned with the tangent of an
intermedi ate track

Appel l ant states (Brief, page 15) that even if Toensing
does align the longitudinal axis of the slider with the
tangent of an internediate track, "there is no notivation to
mai ntain the angular relationship found in Toensing (as
asserted by the Exam ner)" when nodifying Toensing with the
teachi ngs of Kuroda and Ono. Mre specifically, appellant
expl ains (Brief, pages 15-17) that Kuroda and Ono both teach
aligning the slider body with the tangent of the innernost
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track and increasing the angle between the slider and the
tangent of the track over which the slider is positioned as
the slider noves radially outward fromthe innernost track.
Further, Kuroda and Ono, as well as Toensing, orient the rails
parallel to the |longitudinal axis of the slider body.
Therefore, both the longitudinal axis of the slider and the
rails of the slider will be at an angle of zero degrees to the
tangent of the innernost track, not an internediate track.

We agree that the application of the teachings of Kuroda
and Ono to Toensing elimnates the angular rel ationship
bet ween the slider body and the tangent to the internediate
track. The issue therefore is whether Yanada provides
notivation for reestablishing the rel ationship between the
slider body and the tangent to an internedi ate track.

Yamada teaches formng the rails at an angle to the
| ongi tudi nal axis of the slider body and aligning the slider
body and arm parallel to the tangent of a track instead of
aligning the slider body at a skew angle to the track tangent.
Then, the apparatus can be forned nore easily as the slider
axis can be sinply matched with the tangent of the track,
t hereby avoiding the difficulty of precisely providing the
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skew angl e. Since Yamada has a constant skew angle, no

sel ection of an appropriate track is required. Applying the
t eachi ngs of Yamada to the conbination di scussed above, there
is no notivation in any of the references to select a track
where the skew angle is non-zero, so that the rails can be
aligned at that skew angle and the slider body can be aligned
parallel to the tangent to the track

The exam ner relies on Toensing' s slider body being parallel
to an internediate track, but the application of Kuroda and
Ono elimnates Toensing's angul ar rel ati onshi p, and no
reference teaches a reason to reestablish a zero degree angle
bet ween the slider body and the internedi ate track.
Accordingly, we agree with appellant that the exam ner | acks
the notivation to maintain the angular rel ati onshi p between
the slider body and the tangent to an internedi ate track.

We note that were we to apply the teachings of Yanmada to
Toensing first, before applying Kuroda and Ono, we woul d reach
t he sane conclusion. Toensing has the rails and slider body
at a zero degree angle to the tangent to an internedi ate
track. Yanada teaches obliquely aligning the rails on the
slider body at the skew angle so as to orient the slider
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parallel to the tangent, which is easier than orienting the
slider at the skew angle. However, as the slider is already
aligned with the tangent of the internediate track, there is
no notivation to make the nodification. Even if we could
merely substitute Yamada's slider for Toensing's, thereby
mai ntai ni ng the angul ar rel ati onship between the slider body
and the tangent to the internediate track, there is no
notivation to maintain that angular relationship after

appl ying the teachings of Kuroda and Ono. Consequently, the
angul ar rel ationship between the |ongitudinal axis of the
slider and the rails would not have

been obvious. Therefore, we nust reverse the rejection of

clainms 1 through 5, 7, 8, and 10.
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CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through
5, 7, 8, and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

STUART N. HECKER APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

ANI TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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GREER BURNS & CRAIN LTD
SUI TE 8660 SEARS TOVWER

233 SOUTH WACKER DRI VE
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