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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL
Case No.  8:22-cv-1599-JVS-DFM Date  December 21, 2023

Title MR Technologies, GMBH v. Western Digital Technologies. Inc.

sufficiently thin to control (by reducing but not preventing) the exchange coupling
between adjacent layers.” (Id. at 29.) MR Tech also points out that “the Examiner raised
an indefiniteness rejection as to a different term,” but not to “thin” or “thin exchange
coupling layer.” (Id.)

Western Digital argues that “a thin exchange coupling layer” is indefinite because
it neither has an “ordinary meaning in the field” nor is it defined in the 997 Patent.
(Western Digital Op. Br. at 23.) Western Digital asserts that the diagram and written
description both lack “guidance on either the purpose or thickness of any such coupling
layer in the nucleation host.” (Id.) Western Digital contends that MR Tech’s proposed
definition based on the thin exchange coupling layer’s purpose is “not inherent in the
claim language, nor is it described in the specification.” (Id. at 24.)

MR Tech argues that Dr. Bertero understood “that an exchange coupling layer is a
layer that reduces the exchange coupling between adjacent layers” and a “[a] POSITA
thus understood that a ‘thin’ exchange coupling layer is simply an exchange coupling
layer that is sufficiently thin to reduce but not prevent this exchange coupling.” (MR
Tech Resp. Br. at 18.) MR Tech argues against indefiniteness by contending that a
descriptive rather than numerical boundary suffices, particularly that the “whether an
exchange coupling layer is sufficiently thin to alter but not prevent exchange coupling
between adjacent ferromagnetic layers would depend on its magnetic properties as well
as the magnetic properties of the adjacent layers.” (Id. at 20.) MR Tech also asserts that
Western Digital’s arguments are directed at layer 22, which “is not the claimed ‘thin
exchange coupling layer.””

Western Digital responds that there are no upper or lower bounds to “thin.”
(Western Digital Resp. Br. at 18.) Western Digital argues that because an exchange
coupling layer “by definition, is a layer that ‘alters but [does] not prevent exchange
coupling,” then the “requirement that the ‘thin’ coupling layer ‘not prevent’ exchange
coupling leaves room for ‘normal’ or ‘thick’ coupling layers.” (Id.) Western Digital also
refutes MR Tech’s assertion that the Examiner did not object to “thin,” asserting that
regarding the claim element “wherein at least two of the ferromagnetic layers are
exchange coupled with a thin coupling layer,” the Examiner stated that “‘large’ and
‘thin’ in Claim 1 are relative terms which render the claim indefinite.” (Id. at 20.)

b.  Analysis
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nucleation host is coupled to the hard magnetic storage layer by an exchange coupling
layer to provide an exchange coupling sufficiently strong to enable a formation of a
domain wall across an interface of the hard magnetic storage layer and the nucleation
host during reversal.” (Id.) MR Tech contends that the “progressively” limitation that
Western Digital seeks to import is unclear and “excludes a domain wall between two
layers that are separated by an exchange break layer,” but the claim “expressly recites
that the domain wall forms across an exchange break layer—an exchange coupling layer
is an exchange break layer.” (Id. at 27.)

Western Digital argues that “not all instances where a ‘region over which
magnetic moments of the material are changing from one direction to another in response
to a magnetic field’ . . . would be understood to be a ‘domain wall.”” (Western Digital
Op. Br. at 27.) Western Digital asserts that, according to Dr. Bertero, “[t]here are
various types of domain walls,” and “[a] person of skill in the art would understand that
a domain wall is a region over which the magnetic moments are progressively
changing—this is what distinguishes domain wall switching from coherent switching.”
(Id. at 26.)

MR Tech responds that Western Digital’s construction “contradicts the claim
language and specification” because “there is no limitation specifying whether switching
must be coherent or incoherent” and “the claim itself recites that the domain wall forms
across an exchange break layer between the nucleation host and the hard storage layer.”
(MR Tech Resp. Br. at 24.)

Western Digital argues that MR Tech’s construction “ignores the difference
between coherent switching (no domain wall) and incoherent switching (domain wall).”
(Western Digital Resp. Br. at 20.) Western Digital asserts that MR Tech’s patent
citations “describe only what a domain wall does, not what it is,” and that “coherent
switching without a domain wall is explicitly excluded by the claim language.” (Id. at
21.) Western Digital does not dispute “a domain wall between two layers that are
separated by an exchange break layer.” (Id.)

b.  Analysis
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(Id.) Western Digital also takes issue with the term “usable” for “perpendicular
recording” or “recording on patterned elements” because it is highly subjective, as a
POSITA would understand usability “for a specific purpose includes a determination of
the error rate of the medium when used for that purpose.” (Id.) Thus, Western Digital
argues that the claim term is indefinite because it fails to inform of “the scope of the
invention with reasonable certainty and would require undue experimentation.” (Id.)

MR Tech argues that its construction reflects the plain meaning of “usable”:
“capable of being used.” (MR Tech Resp. Br. at 25.) MR Tech asserts that “the
specification explains that embodiments of the invention are ‘potential candidate[s] for
patterned media since the switching field distribution due to an easy axis distribution is
reduced.”” (Id.) MR Tech argues that the term is not indefinite as Western Digital
alleges, and Western Digital “largely relies on written description and/or enablement
defenses, which do not remotely suggest the term cannot be understood.” (Id.)
Moreover, MR Tech contends that “usable” is not subjective because “there is no dispute
the accused products use perpendicular magnetic recording (PMR) media” and “MR
Tech does not allege any recording media in this case is usable for ‘recording on
patterned elements.’” (Id.)

b.  Analysis

As noted above, in order to meet the “definiteness” requirement, “a patent’s
claims, viewed in light of the specification and prosecution history, [must] inform those
skilled in the art about the scope of the invention with reasonable certainty.” Nautilus I,
572 U.S. at 910. The party alleging indefiniteness must prove invalidity by clear and
convincing evidence. See Nautilus I, 783 F.3d at 1377. The Court concludes that
Western Digital has not met its burden

Western Digital does not show by clear and convincing evidence that the term,
“the recording medium is usable for at least one of perpendicular recording or recording
on patterned element,” is indefinite. Western Digital argues that the patent “does not
teach how the structure claims would be used or optimized in each case or why it would
even be advantageous for bit patterned media.” While not a focus of the patent, the
specification does not skip over at least some discussion of the reason for its use for
patterned media: “[t]his makes exchange spring media also a potential candidate for

patterned media since the switching field distribution due to an easy axis distribution is
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