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This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of

claims 9 through 15, all clains pending in the application.
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The invention relates to a nmethod of generating reference

patterns for a new speaker in a speech recognition system

Representati ve i ndependent claim9 is reproduced as
fol | ows:

9. A nethod of generating reference patterns for a new
speaker in a speech recognition systemincluding a plurality
of existing speakers, where the new speaker’s speech will be
conpared with reference patterns obtained in advance from each
of said plurality of existing speakers in order to recognize
t he new speaker’s speech, the nethod conprising the steps of:

(a) generating a plurality of sets of speech recognition
reference pattern data wherein each of said sets contain data
representing nore than one sound, one set of reference pattern
data for each of said plurality of existing speakers by using
speech utterance data fromeach of said plurality of existing
speakers;

(b) analyzing said plurality of sets of reference pattern
data; and

(c) generating a set of reference pattern data for said
new speaker based only on the results of the analysis of said
anal yzing step (b) and on special utterance data from said new
speaker which correspond to only a portion of said one set of
reference pattern data, said special utterance data being
substantially | ess than said speech utterance data from each
of said plurality of existing speakers used in said generating
step (a).

The Exami ner relies on the follow ng reference:

Gllick 4,914,703 Apr. 3, 1990 (filed Dec. 5,
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Clainms 9 through 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as being unpatentable over G IIick™.

Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellant and the
Exam ner, reference is nade to the brief, reply brief? answer
and suppl enental answer® for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

After a careful review of the evidence before us, we
agree with the Exam ner that clains 9 through 14 are properly
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Thus, we will sustain
the rejection of these clains but we will reverse the
rejection of claim15 on appeal for the reasons set forth
i nfra.

At the outset, we note that Appellant has indicated on

page 3 of the brief the clains stand or fall together in two

! Al though claim15 is not indicated in the statenent of
the statutory basis of the rejection (both in the fina
rejection and the Examiner’s Answer), the rejection of claim
15 has been argued by both Appellant and the Exam ner in al
appeal docunents, and is clearly understood as being included
in the final rejection.

2 A second reply brief, paper no. 50 was denied entry and
will not be considered by us.

% The suppl enmental answer, paper no. 49, is |abeled
“Response to Reply Brief”.
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groups. Goup | includes clainms 9 through 14, and we wl |
treat claim9 as the representative claim Goup Il includes
cl aim 15.

Wth respect to claim9, the Exam ner reasons that

Gllick teaches everything clainmed except, “said sets contain
data representing nore than one sound”. However, the Exam ner
explains, Gllick teaches that cluster spellings are used for

words, and it is well known in the art that words contain
mul ti pl e sounds. The Exam ner points to Figures 9 and 10 of
Gllick as illustrating that words are made up of nultiple
sounds |inked together. Therefore, the Exam ner states, it
woul d have been obvious for a person having ordinary skill in
the pertinent art, at the tine the invention was nmade, that
G llick teaches that his words are organi zed sets of sounds.
(Answer - pages 3 and 4.)

The Appel l ant argues that the cluster spellings of
Gllick do not represent generated speech recognition
reference pattern data where one set of reference pattern data

is generated for each of a plurality of existing speakers,
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rather the cluster spellings are not associated with any one
i ndividual. (Brief-pages 4 and 5.) Appellant states:

In other words, in step (a) of claim9, a
reference pattern is generated for each speaker. |If
the nunber of existing speakers is, for exanple,
100, an independent reference pattern is separately
generated for each of the 100 speakers, indicating
that reference patterns being 100 in total are
generated. On the other hand, G Ilick describes at
columm 13 that sound data pieces uttered by many
speakers are subjected to clustering to generate a

single reference pattern. Thus, Gllick is totally
different fromthe present invention. (Brief-pages
5 and 6.)

Duri ng prosecution, the Patent and Trademark O fice is
required to give clains their "broadest reasonable
interpretation”, consistent wwth the specification. In re
Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027 (Fed. Gr
1997). Appellant indicates that GIlick generates a single
reference pattern from many speakers. However, to do so, we
note, Gllick nmust first gather sound reference data from each
speaker. As stated in Gllick

Once this is done, the clustering process shown
in FIG 7 can take place. As is described in
greater detail in application Ser. No. 862,275, the

nmet hod of FIG 7 concatenates each of the
correspondi ng node nodel s 20A produced by different
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speakers for a given word into a parallel node node

60. (Colum 11, lines 37-42.) (Enphasis added.)
It isthis internediate step of GIllick that neets the claim
| anguage of having “one set of reference pattern data for each
of said plurality of existing speakers”. W read (b) of claim
9, the analyzing step, as part of the “concatenating” which
pl aces the nulti-speaker information into a single reference
pattern. In this manner, 100 speakers in GIllick would have
produced 100 node nodels 20A from 100 different speakers for a
gi ven word. Then, these 100 patterns (node nodels 20A) woul d
be concatenated as part of the analyzing step into the single
reference pattern acknow edged by Appell ant supra. Thus,
Appel lant’s step (a) |anguage is nmet by Gllick

Wth respect to step (b) of claim9, Appellant argues,
“because G Ilick does not teach or suggest generating the
plurality of sets of reference pattern data, one set for each
of the existing speakers, as required by step (a) of Caima?9,
Gllick necessarily fails to teach or suggest anal yzing the
sets of reference pattern data.” (Brief-page 6.)

However, as we have noted supra, Gllick does teach

generating the plurality of sets of reference pattern data,
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one set for each of the existing speakers, as an internediate
step in generating a single pattern. The concatenating for
this generation of a single pattern is considered as part of
Appel l ant’ s analyzing step (b). Thus, Appellant’s argunent
regardi ng step (b) in not persuasive.

In much the sane fashion, Appellant argues that step (c)
of claim9 is not net because step (b) is not met. (Brief-top
of page 7.)

However, since we have found Gllick to neet step (b) of
claim9, it follows that Appellant’s argunent regardi ng step
(c) is simlarly unpersuasive.

We note that as a result of Appellant’s invention,
Appel I ant’ s new speaker requires |less data for speech
recognition than the data collected fromeach of the existing
speakers (last part of claim9). This result is also net by
Gllick (as noted by the Exam ner) wherein it states:

But, by using cluster spellings and cl uster
nodel s of the type described above, an end user can

train up a | arge vocabul ary system by speaking a

relatively small percent of its vocabul ary words.
(Colum 13, lines 26-29.)
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As pointed out by our review ng court, we nust first
determ ne the scope of the claim "[T]he nane of the gane is
the claim” 1In re Hniker Co., 150 F.3d 1362, 1369, 47 USPQd
1523,1529 (Fed. Gr. 1998). In view of our discussion supra,

Gllick reads of Appellant’s claimlanguage, therefore, we

will sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim9, and |ikew se
clains 10 through 14 which stand or fall in the sanme group.
Appel I ant argues with respect to claim15 that GIlick

does not neet the claimrequirenent of the correlation
paranmeter being a correlation coefficient between a
probability distribution (i) in an acoustic nodel of one
phonenme and another probability distribution (p) in an
acousti c nodel of another phonene. (Brief-page 8.)

The Exam ner responds regarding claim15, “The use of
“probability distribution” in acoustic nodels is shown in
figure 11 of Gllick. See also figures 2B, 3A and 6.~
(Answer -page 4.) Also, the Exam ner points to figure 2A and
notes the that values of MJ (n) are illustrated in figure 3A

(Answer - page 6.)
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We have reviewed the figures indicated by the Exam ner
and find several probability distribution curves illustrated.
However, wi thout further illum nation by the Exam ner, we are
at a loss to understand how they neet the | anguage of claim
15.

W are not inclined to dispense with proof by evidence
when the proposition at issue is not supported by a teaching
in a prior art reference, comon know edge or unquesti onabl e
denonstration. Qur reviewing court requires this evidence in
order to establish a prima facie case. 1In re Knapp-Mnarch
Co., 296 F.2d 230, 232, 132 USPQ 6, 8 (CCPA 1961); In re
Cofer, 354 F.2d 664, 668, 148 USPQ 268, 271-72 (CCPA 1966).
Thus, we will not sustain the Examner’'s rejection of claim
15.

In view of the foregoing the decision of the Exam ner
rejecting clainms 9 through 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is
affirnmed; however, the decision of the Exam ner rejecting

claim15 under 35 U. S.C. § 103 is reversed.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal

§ 1.136(a).
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