The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not witten
for publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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HAI RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 6, 10, 11, 14 and 16. |In an Arendnent After Final
(paper nunber 13), claim1ll was anended. Cains 8, 9, 12, 13,
15 and 17 have been all owed (paper nunber 15).

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod of

calibrating discrete portions of a synchronous read channel 1C
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used in a magnetic data storage systemto achi eve an opti mum
oper ati ng node.
Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it

reads as fol |l ows:

1. A method for calibrating a progranmabl e discrete
tinme equalizing filter of a synchronous read channe
| C utilized in a magnetic data storage systemto
achi eve an optimum operating node, conprising the steps
of :

(a) programm ng the discrete tine equalizing
filter of t he synchronous read channel 1C wth
at | east one conponent setting;

(b) readi ng data froma nagnetic storage medi um
usi ng t he synchronous read channel 1C

(c) generating at |east one neasured error val ue

wi thin the synchronous read channel 1C,

(d) repeating steps (a) through (c) at |east once;
and

(e) progranmming the discrete tinme equalizing filter

with at | east one conponent setting responsive
to t he nmeasured error values of step (c).

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Abbott et al. (Abbott) 5, 341, 249 Aug. 23, 1994

(filed Aug. 27, 1992)
Claims 1 through 6, 10, 11 and 16 stand rejected under 35

U S . C 8 102(e) as being anticipated by Abbott.
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Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Abbott.

Reference is made to the brief (paper nunber 17), severa
O fice Actions (paper nunbers 7 and 11), and the answer (paper
nunber 21) for the respective positions of the appellants and
t he exam ner.

CPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse all of the rejections.

According to the exam ner (paper nunber 11, pages 2 and
3), “[t]he reference shows a nethod for calibrating a discrete
time equalizing filter for a magnetic storage system

conprising the steps of programmng a filter with at | east one

conponent setting (col. 18, Il. 34-38, 66-68, col. 19, Il. 1-
20), reading data (col. 20, Il. 15-32), generating error
val ues (col. 20, IIl. 15-32, col. 21, |l. 2-34), repeating the

af orenenti oned steps and programm ng the filter with the
cal cul ated settings (col. 22, |I. 2-4, col. 24, 1l. 14-31).”
Appel  ants argue (brief, pages 6 and 7) that:
Abbott discloses an “adaptive algorithn for
calibrating the conmponent settings (coefficients) of

a discrete equalizer filter in a synchronous read
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channel IC. . . . Abbott discloses that the
adapti ve update al gorithm can be perfornmed during
normal operation while reading the recorded user
data, or during a “training” node where the filter
is adapted by reading a known test pattern fromthe
di sk (Abbott, col. 22, lines 26+). Either way, the
adaptive al gorithm operates by adjusting the filter
coefficients in “real time” using a single error

val ue generated wth each data sanple read fromthe
di sk .

To overcone these drawbacks, the appellant has

[sic, appellants have] disclosed a calibration

met hod that is not real-tinme adaptive. Essentially,

the present invention operates by nmeasuring several

error val ues, and specifically accunul ating several

sanpl e error values, over a range of filter

paraneter settings, and then programm ng the filter

according to a predetermned criteria based on the

nmeasured error val ues, such as the paraneter setting

t hat generates the m nimum error val ue.

We agree with the exam ner (paper nunber 11, pages 2 and
3) that the excised portions of claim1l are found in Abbott.
On the other hand, we agree with appellants’ argunent that
Abbott does not programthe filter “wth at | east one
conponent setting responsive to the neasured error val ues”
(brief, page 6) (enphasis added). Abbott expressly states
(colum 24, lines 14 through 17) that “[d]Juring the filter
trai ning node, the error value on the path 215 causes the
recursive adaptation circuit 222 to adjust the filter

coefficients to mnimze the squared-error value” (enphasis

4
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added). Inasnuch as a value is not “values,” all of the
l[imtations of claim1 are not disclosed by Abbott. To
anticipate a claim a prior art reference nust disclose every
l[imtation of the clainmed invention, either explicitly or

inherently. G axo Inc. v. NovopharmLtd., 52 F.3d 1043, 1047

34 USPQ2d 1565, 1567 (Fed. Gr. 1995). Thus, the 35 U.S.C. §
102(e) rejection of claim1l through 3 is reversed.

Turning to clains 4 through 6, appellants argue (brief,
pages 10 through 12) that Abbott does not disclose the clained
steps for calibrating analog filter paranmeters, whereas the

exam ner argues (answer, pages 4 and 5) that Abbott expressly

teaches the clained invention at “col. 18, |l. 34-38, 66-68,
col. 19, II. 1-20, col. 20, IIl. 15-32, col. 21, Il. 2-34, col
24, 1l1. 14-31 . . . .” Athough the referenced portions of

Abbott are concerned with calibration of a filter, Abbott does
not calibrate a filter in the manner required by clains 4
through 6 on appeal. For this reason, the 35 U S.C. § 102(e)
rejection of clainms 4 through 6 is reversed.

Wth respect to clains 10 and 11, the exam ner is of the
opi nion (answer, page 5) that Figure 4 of Abbott illustrates a
calibration systemfor gain control. Appellants argue (brief,
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page 12) that “Abbott does not teach or even suggest to
calibrate the gain control circuit, and Abbott does not
“inherently’ disclose the calibration process of the present
invention.” W agree. Accordingly, the 35 U S.C. 8 102(e)
rejection of clains 10 and 11 is reversed.

Turning next to claim 16, the exam ner indicates (answer,
page 5) that “the reference shows a generic calibration
systenf in response to appellants’ argunent (brief, page 13)

t hat “Abbott does not disclose appellant’s [sic, appellants’]
iterative nmethod for calibrating the settings of the sequence
detector.” In the absence of a description of a calibration

nmet hod for a sequence detector in Abbott, we agree with

appel lants’ argunent. It follows that the 35 U S.C. § 102(e)
rejection of claim116 is reversed.

Turning lastly to the obviousness rejection of claim 14,
t he appel l ants repeat the above-noted “error val ues” argunent
(brief, page 14), whereas the exam ner states (answer, page 6)
that “the reference inplicitly, if not expressly, teaches
recursive calibration of a disc recovery circuit using .

time correction elenents.” In spite of such teachings in
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Abbott, the steps of claim14 are neither taught by nor woul d
have been suggested by Abbott. In sumary, the 35 U.S. C

8 103 rejection of claim14 is reversed.

DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through
6, 10, 11 and 16 under 35 U. S.C. § 102(e), and clai m 14 under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
JOSEPH F. RUGE ERO ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND

) | NTERFERENCES

)

)
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JOSEPH L. DI XON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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