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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clainms 14, 15, 17 through 19, 21, 22, and 24
t hrough 27, which are all of the clains pending in this
application. The rejection of claim15, however, does not
appear in the Examner's Answer, nor is the secondary
reference previously used in the rejection of claim15
included in the Exam ner's Answer under the listing of the
prior art. Therefore, we assune that the rejection of claim

15 has been w thdrawn. Accordingly, only clains 14, 17
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t hrough 19, 21, 22, and 24 through 27 remain before us on
appeal .

Appel lants' invention relates to a nmethod of speech
recognition in a tel ecommuni cati on network wherein an input
signal is estimted, plural approximtions are output, and one
of the approximations is confirmed. Caim14 is illustrative
of the clainmed invention, and it reads as foll ows:

14. A nethod of speech recognition in a
t el ecomruni cati on network consisting essentially of the steps
of placing an input signal onto the network froma first
termnal, estimating the content of the input signal within
the network, transmitting an output signal conprising an
estimate of the content of the input signal back to the first
termnal for confirmation, said estimte conprising nore than
one approxi mation of the input signal, and confirm ng one of
the nore than one approxi mation.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the

exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns are:

Hanle et al. (Hanle) 5, 054, 055 Cct. 01, 1991
Lar key 5,127, 055 Jun. 30, 1992
Dar den 5, 204, 894 Apr. 20, 1993
Rhee 5,524, 137 Jun. 04,
1996

(filed Cct. 04, 1993)
Clainms 14, 18, 22, and 24 stand rejected under 35 U. S. C

8 102(e) as being anticipated by Darden.
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Clains 17, 19, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103 as bei ng unpat entabl e over Darden in view of Hanle and
Lar key.

Clainms 25 through 27 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. § 103
as being unpatentable over Darden in view of Rhee.

Ref erence is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 29,
mai l ed April 14, 1998) for the exam ner's conplete reasoning
in support of the rejections, and to appellants' Brief (Paper
No. 28, filed March 23, 1998) and Reply Brief (Paper No. 31,
filed August 13, 1998) for appellants' argunents thereagainst.

CPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the clains, the applied
prior art references, and the respective positions articul ated
by appellants and the exam ner. As a consequence of our
review, we will reverse both the anticipation rejection of
clainms 14, 18, 22, and 24 and al so the obvi ousness rejections
of claims 17, 19, 21, and 25 through 27.

| ndependent clains 14 and 24 recite "transmtting an
out put signal conprising an estimte of the content of the
input signal . . . said estimate conprising nore than one
approxi mation of the input signal.” Simlarly, independent
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clainms 25 and 27 each recite "transmtting an output signal
conprising nore than one approximation of the content of the
input signal." Thus, all of the clainms require that the

out put signal include plural approximtions of the input
signal. Darden discloses (colum 6, lines 10-52) that a
subscriber stores a listing in a directory by saying the first
four letters of the name to be stored foll owed by the conplete
name and the tel ephone nunber. To retrieve a listing in the
directory, the subscriber is asked to say the first four
letters of the name to be retrieved. Then the voice
recognition unit replies with all of the nanes that begin with
those first four letters, and the subscriber then confirns

whi ch of the nanes is the correct listing. ( See columm 6,
line 63-colum 7, line 26.) Thus, the input signal consists
of the first four letters of the nanme to be retrieved. The
out put, however, does not approximate the content of the first
four letters, as explained by appellants (Brief, page 5), but
rat her includes all nanes stored using the four letters.

Al t hough Darden may output nultiple nanmes, the nanmes are not
approxi mations of the input. Since Darden does not neet each
and every |[imtation of clains 14, 18, 22, and 24, we cannot
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sustain the anticipation rejection of clainms 14, 18, 22, and
24.

Regarding clainms 17, 19, and 21, Hanle and Larkey fail to
cure the deficiency of Darden. Specifically, Hanle is
directed to a caller identification system which displays
i nformati on about a caller to the person being called. Hanle
does not disclose a voice recognition system which outputs
pl ural approxi mations of an input signal. Larkey discloses a
voi ce recognition systemin which during speech recognition,
the user nodifies the content of stored representations by
changing a quality score for each of plural candi dates which
approxi mate the input speech to indicate or confirmwhich
candi date should be stored as the best. Although Larkey
appears to disclose the clainmed nethod steps of providing an
i nput signal (though not on a tel ecommuni cati ons networKk),
transmtting an output signal conprising nore than one
approxi mation of the input signal, and confirm ng one of the
approximations, it is unclear how or why one woul d conbi ne
Larkey's nethod of nodifying stored representations of speech
wi th Darden's phone directory retrieval systemto arrive at
the clained invention of a speech recognition systemin a
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t el ecomuni cati on network. Therefore, we wll not sustain the
rejection of clainms 17, 19, and 21 over Darden, Hanle, and
Lar key.

As to clainms 25 through 27, the exam ner conbi nes Rhee
with Darden. However, Rhee fails to cure the deficiency of
Darden noted above. |In particular, Rhee discloses a nulti-
medi a nmessagi hg system not a voice recognition system which
outputs a plurality of approximtions of an input signal.
Consequently, the exam ner has failed to establish a prim
faci e case of obviousness, and we cannot sustain the rejection

of clainms 25 through 27

The reversal of the rejection is based solely on the
record before us. Although we note the simlarities between
Larkey’s nethod and the clainmed steps, we decline to nake a
new ground of rejection conbining Larkey's nethod with a
t el econmuni cati on network, since we find no evidence in the
record before us that woul d suggest the conbination as recited
in the clains. There is no reason, in our judgenment, as to
why it woul d have been obvious to conbine Larkey with

Daudel in, PN 4,922,519, as proposed in the concurring
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opinion. 35 U S.C. 8 103 requires that the conbinati on woul d
have been obvi ous, not nerely that it could have been obvi ous
or that the references could have been conbi ned.

CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 14, 18, 22,
and 24 under 35 U. S.C. § 102(e) is reversed. The decision of

t he

exam ner rejecting clains 17, 19, 21, and 25 through 27 under

35 US.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED
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JAMVES D. THOVAS

Adm ni strative Patent Judge
BOARD OF PATENT
APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

ANI TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N

BARRY, Adm nistrative Patent Judge, Concurring:

| agree with the majority’s decision to reverse the
examner’s rejection of clains 14, 18, 22, and 24 as being
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antici pated by Darden; his rejection of clainms 17, 19, and 21
as being obvious over Darden in view of Hanle and Larkey; and
his rejection of clains 25-27 as being obvious over Darden in
view of Rhee. In addition, | would enter a new ground of
rejection under 37 CF.R 8 1.196(b). Specifically, | would
reject at least clains 14 and 24 under 35 U. S.C. 8 103(a) as
bei ng obvi ous over U S. Patent No. 4,922,519 (Daudelin)?!(copy
attached) in view of Larkey.

The appellants admt that enploying a speech recognizer
in a tel econmuni cati ons networking environnment was known in
the art, citing Daudelin as evidence thereof. Specifically,
“the speech recognizer itself can be located ... in the
network as in United States Patent No. 4,922,519.” (Spec. at
1.) Although Daudelin describes “an illustrative enbodi nent
of [its] invention,” col. 16, |l. 57-58, the reference
enphasi zes that "various and numerous other arrangenments may

be devised by one skilled in the art ....” Col. 17, Il. 3-5.

'Daudel i n was patented on May 1, 1990.
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Lar key woul d have suggested one such arrangenent. The
reference teaches an inventive “speech recognition apparatus
and nmethod.” Col. 1, Il. 11-12. | agree with the majority
that “Larkey appears to disclose the clained nethod steps of
providing an input signal ..., transmtting an output signal
conprising nore than one approxi mation of the input signal,
and confirm ng one of the approximations ....” Furthernore,
Larkey nentions several advantages of its invention.
Specifically, “a primary object of the invention is to inprove
the recognition accuracy in a speech recognition environnent.
O her objects of the invention are a dynam c reference pattern
updati ng nechani smfor inproving the precision with which
i ncom ng unknown speech can be identified, and providing
reference patterns which better characterize a speaker's
manner of pronouncing a selected word vocabulary.” Col. 1,
1. 49-56. Because enploying Larkey’ s speech recognition
apparatus and nethod in Daudelin’ s speech recognition
environment, i.e., its telecommunications network, would have
i nproved recognition accuracy, inproved identification
precision, and better characterized a speaker's manner of
pronunci ation, | am persuaded that the prior art as a whole
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woul d have suggested arranging the invention of clainms 14 and
24. Therefore, | would enter a new ground of rejection

agai nst

clainms 14 and 24 as bei ng obvi ous over Daudelin in view of

Lar key.

LANCE LEONARD BARRY ) BOARD OF PATENT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
) | NTERFERENCES
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