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Bef ore LALL, DI XON, and GROSS, Adninistrative 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 clainms 1 through 8, 10, and 14 through 20, which
are all of the clainms pending in this application.

Appel lants' invention relates to an information storage
system Specifically, the systemincludes a rigid disk having
a nedia |l ayer and a transducer having a core of magnetically
perneabl e materi al shaped as a | oop with a subm cron amagnetic

gap between the two ends of the |oop. A magnetic signal from
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the transducer inpinges on the nedia |layer with a nmaxi mum
strength oriented substantially perpendicular to the surface
of the disk. Caim14 is illustrative of the clainmed
invention, and it reads as foll ows:

14. An information storage system conpri sing:

a rigid disk having a surface and an associ ated magnetic
nmedi a | ayer with an easy axis of nagnetization oriented
substantially perpendicular to said surface, and

a transducer having a projection extending toward said
surface, with a conductive coil that is inductively coupled to
a loop of magnetic material having a pair of ends that are
contained by said projection and separated by an amagnetic
gap, at |east one of said ends being exposed adjacent to said
surf ace,

wherein said ends are disposed adjacent to said nedia
such that a nmagnetic signal transmtted from said transducer
has a maxi mum strength felt by said nedia directed
transversely to said surface.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns are:

Ham | t on 4,423, 450 Dec. 27, 1983
Frey et al. (Frey) 5, 333, 086 Jul . 26, 1994

Dani el W Chapman, "A new approach to making thin film head-
slider devices," |EEE Transactions on Magnetics, Vol. 25, No.
5 (Septenber 1989), pp. 3686-88. (Chapnan)
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Clainms 1 through 6, 8, 10, and 14 through 20 stand
rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpat ent abl e over
Chapman in view of Ham Iton.

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Chapman in view of Ham Iton and Frey.

Ref erence is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 22,
mai | ed January 26, 1999) for the exam ner's conplete reasoning
in support of the rejections, and to appellants' Brief (Paper
No. 21, filed Novenber 9, 1998) for appellants' argunents
t her eagai nst .

CPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the clains, the applied
prior art references, and the respective positions articul ated
by appellants and the exam ner. As a consequence of our
review, we will reverse the obviousness rejections of clains 1
t hrough 8, 10, and 14 through 20.

| ndependent claim 1l recites, in pertinent part, "a
magneti c signal fromsaid transducer inpinges upon said nedia
layer with a strength oriented substantially perpendicular to
said surface that is larger than a maxi mum strength oriented
parallel to said surface.” |In other words, the perpendicul ar
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conponent of the magnetic signal that inpinges upon the nedia
is greater than the nmaxi mum | ongitudi nal conponent.

Simlarly, independent claim 14 requires that the magnetic
signal "has a maximum strength felt by said nedia directed
transversely to said surface.”

The exam ner admts (Final Rejection, page 3) that
Chapman fails to disclose the perpendi cul ar conponent of the
magneti ¢ signal being |arger than the conponent parallel to
the surface. In fact, Chapman does not di scuss perpendi cul ar
recording at all. The exam ner (Final Rejection, page 3)
points to the teachings of Ham|lton that thin fil mheads may
be used to record data on perpendicularly oriented nedia and
that the head nust contact or nearly contact the nedia to
realize the full potential of the perpendicul ar recording.
The exam ner further asserts (Final Rejection, page 3) that
because subm cron gaps and small fly heights are known in the
art, it would have been obvious, in light of Hamlton's
di scl osure, to provide such a small gap and fly height to
enabl e perpendi cul ar recording. However, nowhere in either

the Final Rejection or the Answer does the exam ner point to
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any disclosure for the perpendi cul ar conponent of the magnetic
si gnal bei ng the maxi mum conponent.

Appel l ants (Brief, page 12) refer to Figure 3 and the
associated text in the specification. According to
appel l ants, as shown by the graph of Figure 3, the maxi num
perpendi cularly oriented field conponent of the magnetic
signal is greater than the maxi mum |l ongitudinal field
conponent only when the perpendicul ar distance D fromthe head
is a fraction of the amagnetic gap G Distance D includes any
ai rgap and the conbi ned thi cknesses of any overcoats and
| ubricant on the nedia |ayer.

Chapman has a proposed gap di nension of 0.25 m cron.
Chapman does not disclose the specifics of the nedia |ayer.

Al t hough Ham | ton may suggest contact between the head and the
nmedi a | ayer, thereby elimnating an airgap fromthe distance
D, Hami |l ton does not disclose whether the nedia | ayer includes
an overcoat |ayer and/or lubricant, and, if so, what the

t hi ckness thereof would be. Therefore, it is unclear fromthe
evi dence provi ded by the exam ner whether the value of D would
be a fraction of the gap G such that the perpendicul ar
magnetic field conponent would be maxi mum Further the
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exam ner has provided no |ine of reasoning why such a
rel ati onship woul d have been obvious. As the exam ner has not
accounted for each and every elenent of the clains, the

exam ner has failed to establish a prinma facie case of

obvi ousness. Consequently, we cannot sustain the rejection of
claims 1 and 14, nor of their dependents, clains 2 through 6,
8, 10, and 15 through 20.

Regarding claim 7, the exam ner adds Frey to the
conbi nati on of Chapman and Ham | ton. However, Frey does not
cure the above-noted deficiency of the primary conbi nation.

Accordingly, we will not sustain the rejection of claim?7.
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CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through
8, 10, and 14 through 20 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

ANI TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

PARSHOTAM S. LALL )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)
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