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the final rejection of clains 1-14, all the pending clains.
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The instant invention relates to a structural arrangenent
of a printed circuit board and interface cable connector for a
magneti c di sk drive. Appellants' specification
("Specification"), page 1, lines 10-12. The inproved
arrangenment structure of the printed circuit board and the
i nterface connector enable an increased degree of freedom of
t he arrangenment construction of a spindle notor and an
optim zed size of the printed circuit board. Specification,
page 13, lines 1-5. The invention places the interface cable
connector on a side opposite the spindle notor and the printed
circuit board is sized so as not to contact with the spindle
nmotor in the height direction. Specification, page 4, |ines
8-12.

Appel | ants' independent claim 1, reproduced below, is
representative of one enbodi nent of the invention:

1. In a magnetic di sk drive conprising:

a device enclosure having a bottom base and a cover;

at | east one storage disk;

a spindle motor, coupled to and extending partially from

t he encl osure, the spindle nmotor having a shaft coupled to the
di sk for rotating the disk;
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a voice coil nmotor, coupled to the enclosure, for
controlling the position of a carriage, the carriage
supporting a nmagnetic head, the head being positioned relative
to the disk for reading or witing magnetic information to and
fromthe disk

a printed circuit board, coupled to the enclosure, for
controlling the magnetic disk drive; and

an interface cable connector, coupled to the printed
circuit board, for providing a connection froma main CPU to
the printed circuit board;

wherein said printed circuit board is disposed under the
encl osure base generally beneath said carriage and said voice
coil nmotor, wherein an entirety of the printed circuit board
is positioned between the spindle notor and the interface
cabl e connector.

Appel | ants' independent claimb5, reproduced bel ow,
recites anot her enbodi mrent of the instant invention:

5. A magnetic disk drive conprising an enclosure case
containing part of a spindle notor for rotating a nmagnetic
di sk and a voice coil motor for controlling the position of a
carriage having a magnetic head for reading or witing
magnetic information fromto said nagnetic disk, and a printed
circuit board having an interface cable connector attached to
t he outside of said enclosure case for connection to a main
CPU, wherein said printed circuit board is disposed at a
position underneath the enclosure case opposite to said
carriage and said voice coil notor, the printed circuit board
bei ng di sposed under the voice coil motor and shortened with
respect to an area directly underneath said spindle notor, an
entirety of the printed circuit board being | ocated between
the spindle motor and the interface cable connector, and said
interface cabl e connector being disposed at an end of the
printed circuit board positioned opposite to said spindle
not or .
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Yet anot her structural enbodi ment of the instant
invention is recited by Appellants' independent claim 14,
reproduced bel ow.

14. In a magnetic disk drive conprising:

a device enclosure having a bottom base and a cover;

at | east one storage disk;

a spindle nmotor, coupled to and extending partially from
the encl osure, the spindle notor having a shaft coupled to the
di sk for rotating the disk;

a voice coil notor, coupled to the enclosure, for
controlling the position of a carriage, the carriage
supporting a magnetic head, the head being positioned relative
to the disk for reading or witing magnetic information to and

fromthe disk

a printed circuit board, coupled to the enclosure, for
controlling the magnetic disk drive; and

an interface cable connector, coupled to the printed
circuit board, for providing a connection froma main CPU to
the printed circuit board;

wherein said printed circuit board is disposed outside
the device enclosure at a position under the enclosure base,
the printed circuit board being sized and shaped to cover a
mnority of a bottom surface of the encl osure case.

In rejecting Appellants' clains, the Exam ner relies on a
single reference:

Vettel et al. (Vettel) 5, 038, 239 Aug. 6,

1991
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Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9, 13 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U S.C
8 102(b) as being anticipated by Vettel et al. (“Vettel”).
Claims 4, 8, and 10-12 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103(a)
as being obvious over Vettel. Rather than repeat the
arguments of the Appellants and the Exam ner, we refer the
reader to the Appellants' Briefs! and Exam ner's Answer? for
the respective details thereof.
OPI NI ON

Wth full consideration being given the subject matter on
appeal, the Examner's rejection and the argunments of
Appel | ants and the Exam ner, for the reasons stated infra, we
will reverse the Exanm ner's rejection of claims 1-3, 5-7, 9,
13 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by
Vettel. We will also reverse the Exam ner's rejection of
claims 4, 8, and 10-12 under 35 U. S.C. § 103(a) as

unpat ent abl e over Vettel

1 Appellants filed an Appeal Brief ("Brief") on
Decenmber 11, 1998. Appellants subsequently filed a Reply Bri ef
on March 4, 1999.

2 The Exam ner, in response to Appellants' Brief, filed an
Exam ner's Answer on Decenber 31, 1998.

5
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Focusing first on Appellants' argunments, Appellants first
assert that the claimed disk drive of the present invention is
not suggested, taught, or disclosed by Vettel. Brief at page
7. Appellants further contend that, in Vettel, the printed
circuit board 28 identified by the Exam ner is not disposed
under the enclosure generally beneath the carriage and voice
coil motor. Brief at page 8. Instead, Appellants point out
that the printed circuit board is positioned at the top of the
encl osure case. Brief at page 8. Furthernore, Appellants
state that the printed circuit board is not coupled to, or
connected to the interface cable connector but rather is
coupled to a separate interface card that is nmounted to the
rear wall of the frame. Brief at page 8.

The Exam ner responds that the printed circuit board of
Vettel can be reasonably interpreted as bei ng under the
encl osure. Exam ner's Answer at page 6. The Exam ner further
states that it is well known in the art that disk drives and
frames can be carried upside down and can be nmounted in any
orientation (right side up, upside down, sideways, etc.)
within conputer mcro towers. Exam ner's Answer at page 6.

Additionally, the Exam ner rebuts that the printed circuit

6
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board is coupled to the cable connector and further asserts
t hat al though the data channel card is not expressly directly
connected to the interface connector, nothing in Appellants’
clai ms precludes such an indirect coupling or connection,
particularly since the clains contain the open-ended
transitional phrase "conprising." Exam ner's Answer at page
7.

"Arejection for anticipation under section 102 requires
t hat each and every limtation of the clainmed invention be
disclosed in a single prior art reference.” 1In re Paulsen,
30 F.3d 1475, 1478-79, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1994).
The first step of an anticipation analysis is claim
construction. Helifix, Ltd. v. Blok-Lok, Ltd., 208 F.3d 1339,
1346, 54 USPQ2d, 1299, 1303 (Fed. Cir. 2000). It is already
wel | -settled that claimconstruction includes a review of the
cl ai m I anguage and the specification. See Vitronics Corp. V.
Conceptronic, Inc.,
90 F.3d 1576, 1582-83, 39 USPQ2d 1573, 1576-77 (Fed. Cir.
1996). Ordinary principles of claimconstruction requires

that "claimlanguage be given its ordinary and accustoned
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meani ng except where a different neaning is clearly set forth
in the specification or where the accustoned nmeani ng woul d
deprive the claimof clarity.” Northern Telecom Ltd. v.
Samsung El ecs. Co., 215 F.3d 1281, 1287, 55 USPQ@d 1065, 1069

(Fed. Cir. 2000). In general, the plain | anguage of the claim
controls. Id. at 1075. The second step in an anticipation
anal ysis involves a conparison of the construed clain{s] to
the prior art. Helifix 208 F.3d at 1346, 54 USPQ2d at 1303.

Construing claiml1l, we first note that claim1l1l plainly
requires a device enclosure having a bottom base and a cover.
Conparing this to the prior art, we find that Vettel teaches
an encl osure having a cast body and cover in colum 2, lines
46- 49:

t he seal ed encl osure formed by the cast body 12,

cover 20 and sealing tape 11 serves to enclose and

seal the disk and actuator assenblies to forma

head- di sk assenbly (HDA).

Next, claim 1l recites a requirenment for at |east one
storage disk. W find that Figure 2 of Vettel illustrates

storage disks. Further support for the limtation of storage

disks is found in Vettel at columm 3, lines 10-13:
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Fig. 2 shows the organi zati on of the nechani cal and
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electrical elenments within the formfactor and
mounted on frame 14. The disks 8 are nmounted about
a hub 6 which contains the spindle drive notor.
The third claim1 [imtation requires "a spindle
not or, coupled to and extending partially fromthe
encl osure, the spindle nmotor having a shaft coupl ed

to the disk for rotating the disk." Appellants’

Figure 1, shown below, illustrates this limtation.

The open top of a base 12 is closed with a cover 14 to

form an encl osure case. Specification, page 8, lines 14-
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15. In the encl osure case, part of

a spindle notor 8 18 is contained in the

as
base.

9
X_- Speci fication, page 8,
lines 17-19. ETE

We find .%HH“______,,WE that Vettel discloses a
spindl e drive \\\\\ 2 ¢¢f'nntor and a spindle
shaft at col umm 3, lines 12-16:

The disks 8 are mounted about a hub 6 which contains the

spindle drive notor (not shown). The spindle shaft 9,

which fornms a part of the wound stator of the spindle

drive notor, is secured at each end to the body 12 by

bolts 35 (one of which is shown).

However, in conparison, we do not find that Vettel's

spi ndl e notor extends partially fromthe enclosure. In

fact, as illustrated in Vettel's Figure 2, partially shown

bel ow, and descri bed, supra, Vettel's spindle drive notor

is contained within a hub 6.

10
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Because Vettel fails to teach or disclose the third claim1
l[imtation of a spindle notor coupled to and partially extending from
the enclosure, we find that Vettel does not anticipate Appellants’
claim 1.

Turning now to construe independent claim 14, we note that it
recites a limtation conmon to claim1: "a spindle notor, coupled to
and extending partially fromthe enclosure, the spindle notor having
a shaft coupled to the disk for rotating the disk." Having already
determ ned that Vettel does not teach or disclose this claim
[imtation, we therefore, |ikew se hold that Vettel does not
antici pate Appellants' claim 14.

We further find that Vettel also fails to read on i ndependent
claim5. W note that claim5 first requires "an enclosure case
containing part of a spindle notor for rotating a magnetic disk and a

voice coil nmotor." However, based on Vettel's Figure 2, shown supra,

11
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the part of the enclosure case 10 shown would contain the spindle
notor within the hub 6 in entirety instead of in part as clained.

Because we find that Vettel does not teach or disclose this
claimlimtation, Vettel does not anticipate Appellants' claimb5.

I n summary, Vettel does not read on, and therefore does not
antici pate Appellants' independent clainms 1, 5, or 14. Appellants’
rej ected dependent clains 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, and 13 are al so not
anticipated by Vettel. Accordingly, we reverse the Exam ner's
rejection of clains 1-3, 5-7, 9, 13 and 14 under
35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Vettel.

We now consi der appealed clainms 4, 8, and 10-12, rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103(a) as obvious over Vettel. 1In rejecting clainms under
35 U.S.C. §8 103, the Exam ner bears the initial burden of
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. Oetiker, 977 F.2d
1443, 1445, 24 USPQ 1443, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992). See also Piasecki,
745 F. 2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788 (Fed Cir. 1984). The Exam ner
can satisfy this burden by show ng that sone objective teaching in
the prior art or know edge generally available to one of ordinary

skill in the art suggests the clainmed subject matter. Fine, 837 F.2d

1071, 1074, 5 USPQ@2d 1596, 1598. Only if this initial burden is net

12
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does the burden of comng forward with evidence or argunment shift to
the Appellants. Oetiker, 977 F.2d at 1445, 24 USPQ at 1444. See

al so Piasecki, 745 F.2d at 1472, 223 USPQ at 788 ("After a prim
faci e case of obviousness has been established, the burden of going
forward shifts to the applicant”). |If the exam ner fails to
establish a prima facie case, the rejection is inproper and
accordingly nmerits reversal. Fine, 837 F.2d at 1074, 5 USPQ2d at
1598.

An obvi ousness anal ysis comences with a review and
consideration of all the pertinent evidence and argunents. Ceti ker,
977 F.2d at 1445, 24 USPQ2d at 1444 ("In review ng the exam ner's
deci si on on appeal, the Board nust necessarily weigh all of the
evi dence and argunment”). Accordingly, we now comrence our analysis
with a consideration of claimA4.

Dependent clainms 4 and 10-12 incorporate all the limtations of
i ndependent claim 1. W have already established that Vettel does
not teach the claiml1l limtation of "a spindle notor, coupled to and
extending partially fromthe enclosure, the spindle notor having a
shaft coupled to the disk for rotating the disk." Neither does

anything in Vettel, either alone or in conbination, suggest

13
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Appel | ants' precisely clained structural orientation of the spindle
not or .
The Exam ner, therefore, having failed to show some objective
teaching or suggestion in the prior art of Vettel of Appellants’
clai med subject matter, has failed to establish a prim facie case of
obvi ousness.
Simlarly, dependent claim8 incorporates all the I[imtations
of independent claim5. W have already established that Vettel does
not teach the claim5 [imtation "an encl osure case containing part
of a spindle notor for rotating a magnetic di sk and a voice coil
motor." Neither does Vettel, either alone or in conbination, suggest
the clainmed structure. Therefore, with respect to claim@8, the
Exam ner has failed to establish a prinma facie case of obvi ousness.
Accordingly, we reverse the Exaniner's rejection of clainms 4,

8, and 10-12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Vettel.

14
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I n summary, based on the foregoing, we reverse the Exam ner's
rejection of clainms 1-3, 5-7, 9, 13 and 14 under
35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) as anticipated by Vettel; we also reverse the
Exam ner's rejection of claims 4, 8, and 10-12 under 35 U S.C.

8§ 103(a) as being obvious over Vettel.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R. FLEM NG ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) | NTERFERENCES
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