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THIS OPINION WAS NOT WRITTEN FOR PUBLICATION

The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not written for publication in a law
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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HAIRSTON, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION ON APPEAL

This is an appeal from the final rejection of claims 21, 22

and 24 through 37.

"Application for patent filed July 23, 1993. According to
the appellants, the application is a continuation of Application
No. 07/855,461, filed March 19, 1992, now Patent No. 5,231,670,
which is a continuation of Application No. 07/057,332, filed
June 1, 1987, now abandoned.
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The disclosed invention relates to a system for generating

text in response to a succession of audio signals representing
spoken input events provided by a user.

Caim?21 is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as follows:

21. A systemfor generating text in response to a
successi on of audio signals representing spoken input events
provi ded by a user, said system conpri sing:
means for conparing each spoken input event with a plurality of
t okens representing vocabul ary words thereby to identify a
plurality of candidate tokens which nmay correspond to the spoken
I nput event, each candi date being scored as to |ikelihood of
mat ch;

conmput er inplenented neans for generating and storing, for each
spoken input event, a data record which includes:

the identity of the best matchi ng candi date token;
the identity of the correct candi date; and

data placing the chronology of the data record relative
ot her data records in the database;

thereby to generate a dictation event database useful for
i mprovi ng recogni zer accuracy by learning a user’s speech
behavi or.

The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Baker 4,866, 778 Sept. 12, 1989
(filed Aug. 11, 1986)

Claims 21, 22 and 24 through 37% stand rejected under

35 U.S.C. §8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Baker.

?As indicated by the examiner (Answer, pages 1 and 2), the
rejection under the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112 has been
withdrawn.
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Reference is made to the brief and the answer for the

respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.
OPI NI ON

In response to the exam ner’s obvi ousness determ nation
(Answer, pages 2 through 5), appellants argue that Baker does not
di scl ose ‘neans for generating and storing . . . a data record’
because “the vocabul ary | anguage nodel and word nodel s are data
structures which are stored prior to providing the speech
recognition functionality” (Brief, page 6), and that Baker does
not disclose a “historical database based on the successive
recognition events in a dictation session” (Brief, page 6).

To the extent that multiple candidates are identified in Baker
(Figures 26 and 27) as part of the recognition process,
appel l ants argue that “they are used only in permtting
correction of the current word and there is no suggestion of the
creation of a database wherein each record identifies the best or
nost |ikely candi date and alternate candi dates for each
recognition event” (Brief, page 6).

In Baker, the multiple candidates in display 478 (Figure 26)
are stored in nenory before a “spoken input event,” and the only
“data record” that is created in Baker (colum 18, |lines 53
through 56) as a result of the “spoken input event” is the best
selected word (i.e., DEMONSTRATES) output 482. No other data is

stored in Baker to generate a historical “database” for
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successive recognition events. Accordingly, the stored “data
record” in Baker does not include data placing the chronol ogy of
the data record relative other data records in the database
(claims 21, 22 and 24 through 34), data defining any “hierarchi al
relationship” (Brief, page 7) to other simlarly generated
records (clains 29 and 35 through 37), and a text event database
record (clainms 30 through 37). In summary, the obvi ousness

rejection is reversed.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 21, 22 and
24 through 37 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.
REVERSED

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

JAMES D. THOVAS )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

)

)

) BOARD OF PATENT
KENNETH W HAI RSTON ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND

) | NTERFERENCES

)

)

)

)

)
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