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Appeal2018-004922
Application 15/179,424
Technology Center 2100

Before CARLA M. KRIVAK, JASON V. MORGAN, and
MICHAEL J. STRAUSS, Administrative Patent Judges.

STRAUSS, Administrative Patent Judge.
DECISION ON APPEAL
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According to Appellant, the real party in interest is Oracle International
Corporation. See App. Br. 1.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from a rejection of claims
1-20. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b).
We REVERSE. 2
THE INVENTION
The claims are directed to media and drive validation in a storage
library. Spec., Title. Claim 1, reproduced below, is illustrative of the
claimed subject matter:
1. A storage library system, comprising:
a plurality of tangible storage media;
a plurality of media drives that operate to receive the
plurality of tangible storage media for reading or writing; and
at least one processor that operates to communicate with
at least one host application, and to perform steps comprising:
instructing at least one media drive of the plurality
of media drives to execute a validation of at least one
tangible storage medium of the plurality of tangible
storage media;
permitting access to the at least one tangible storage
medium by the at least one host application during the
validation; and
maintaining visibility of the at least one tangible
storage medium by the at least one host application during
the validation.
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We refer to the Specification, filed June 10, 2016 ("Spec."); the Final
Office Action, mailed July 6, 2017 ("Final Act."); the Appeal Brief, filed
December 8, 2017 ("App. Br."); the Examiner's Answer, mailed April 5,
2018 ("Ans.") and the Reply Brief filed April 9, 2018 ("Reply Br.").
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REFERENCES
The following prior art is relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the
claims on appeal:
Bolt
Goodman et al.
("Goodman")

us 6725394
US 2008/0065582 Al

Apr. 20, 2004
Mar. 13, 2008

REJECTIONS
The Examiner made the following rejections:
Claims 1-12 and 16-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § I02(a)(l) as
being anticipated by Goodman. Final Act. 2---6.
Claims 13-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvious over
Goodman in view of Bolt. Final Act.7-10.

ISSUE ON APPEAL
Based on Appellants' arguments in the Appeal Brief (App. Br. 3-8)
and Reply Brief (Reply Br. 2-5), a dispositive issue presented on appeal is
whether Goodman's data storage device is visible to a host computer
application while the data storage media is loaded in a "phantom load mode"
during background operations.

ANALYSIS
We have reviewed the Examiner's rejections in light of Appellants'
arguments that the Examiner has erred in rejecting independent claims 1-20
under 35 U.S.C. § I02(a)(l) as being anticipated by Goodman. We agree
with Appellants' conclusions as to this rejection of the claims.
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The Examiner finds, by aborting a background operation upon
reception of a media load request from a host, Goodman's device avoids
disrupting host computer processes "which implies the media/cartridges of
the library remain visible to the host application." Final Act. 3 (emphasis
omitted). Appellants contend, operating in a phantom load mode, Goodman
hides the media status of the data storage device from the host computer
such that the host may be unaware the data storage media has been loaded
into the data storage device. App. Br. 5. "Appellant respectfully asserts that
visibility of the media in Goodman cannot be maintained by the host
computer during the background operations if the host computer is unaware
of the media being loaded in the drive in the first place." Id. The Examiner
responds that Appellants' Specification discloses maintaining visibility of a
storage medium by interrupting execution of a media validation in response
to an access request in a manner that is effectively transparent to the host
system. Ans. 3--4. Thus, according to the Examiner, the host perceives the
media as being available and is unaware of the media or drive validation
(MDV) operation. Id. Appellants reply by arguing "no ordinary artisan
would interpret hiding the media status of a data storage drive from a host
as in Goodman to mean maintaining visibility of a tangible storage medium
by the host as required in the present claims." Reply Br. 2 (underlining
omitted).
Appellants' argument is persuasive of Examiner error. As argued by
Appellants, Goodman's "phantom load mode operates to hide the media
status of the data storage drives from host computers during background
operations involving the data storage drives." Ans. 4; Goodman, Abstract.
Goodman hides this background operation to avoid disrupting host computer
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processes "because, from the perspective of the host computer, the data
storage drive unexpectedly shows up with data storage media loaded
therein." Goodman ,r 6. Although Goodman further discloses "abort[ing]
the background operation upon reception of a media load request for the
selected data storage drive" (Goodman ,r 10 (emphasis added); see also id.

,r 13), it is not clear that media status is available until the background
operation is terminated, i.e., that media status is available during the
validation as required by the claims. Accordingly, we do not sustain the
rejection of independent claims 1, 8, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a)(l) as
being anticipated by Goodman or the rejection of dependent claims 2-7, 912, and 17-20. We also do not sustain the rejection of claims 13-15 under
35 U.S.C. § 103 as obvious over Goodman in view of Bolt as the
Examiner's applications of the Bolt reference fails to cure the deficiency in
the base rejection addressed supra.
Because we agree with at least one of the arguments advanced by
Appellants, we need not reach the merits of Appellants' other arguments.

DECISION
We reverse the Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-20.

REVERSED
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