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FLEM NG Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1, 2 and 4 through 20, all of the clains pending in the
present application. Caim3 has been cancel ed.

The present invention relates to nmethods and systens for
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converting text to speech.
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| ndependent claim1 is reproduced as follows:

1. A method for generating a statistical representation
of intonational feature information for a text-to-speech
system the nethod conprising the steps of:

(a) annotating a set of predeterm ned text with
i ntonational feature annotations to generate annotated text,
the set of predeterm ned text being unrelated to speech, said
annotati ng being perforned by a human annot at or;

(b) with a conputer neans, generating a set of structural
i nformation regardi ng the predeterm ned text;

(c) with the conputer neans, generating said statistical
representations of intonational feature information based on
the set of structural information and the intonational feature
annot ati ons; and

(d) storing said statistical representation for use in
training a text-to-speech system

The Exam ner does not rely on any references.

Clainms 1, 2 and 4 through 20 stand rejected under 35
U S C 8 101 as being directed to non-statutory subject
matter.

Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellant and the
Exam ner, reference is made to the brief and the Exam ner's
answer for the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

After a careful consideration of the record before us, we
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will not sustain the 35 U S.C. § 101 rejection of clains 1, 2

and 4 through 20.
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Wth respect to the mat hematical al gorithm
exception, the Federal Circuit in State Street Bank v.
Signature Financial, 149 F.3d 1368, 47 USPQ@2d 1596 (Fed. G r
1998) first identified the three categories that are not
pat ent abl e--1 aws of nature, natural phenonena and abstract
i deas. The opinion went on to note "a mathematical al gorithm
is unpatentable only to the extent that it represents an
abstract idea" and is thus not "useful." Id. at 1600-01 n. 4.
Later in its opinion, the court returned to this issue: "[T]he
mere fact that a clainmed invention involves inputting nunbers,
cal cul ati ng nunbers, outputting nunbers, and storing nunbers,
in and of itself, would not render it nonstatutory subject
matter, unless, of course, its operation does not produce a
‘useful, concrete and tangible result."™ Id. at 1602. 1In this
case, the court stated that "the transformation of data,
representing discrete dollar anmounts, by a machine through a
series of mathematical calculations into a final share price,
constitutes a practical application of a mathenati cal
algorithm. . . because it produces 'a useful, concrete and

tangible result' . . ." Id. at 1601.
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Significantly, the court concluded its analysis of the
mat hematical algorithmissue as follows: "The question of
whet her a cl ai m enconpasses statutory subject nmatter shoul d
not focus on which of the four categories of subject matter a
claimis directed to . . . but rather on the essenti al
characteristics of the subject matter, in particular, its
practical utility.” Id. Wth respect to the Freenman-\Wlter-
Abel e test, the Federal Circuit held the district court erred
in applying it. According to the court, after D ehr and
Chakrabarty were decided by the Suprene Court, the test had
"little, if any, applicability to determ ning the presence of
statutory subject matter.” 1d. at 1601.

Appellant's claim1 recites a

met hod for generating a statistical representation
of intonational feature information for a text-to-
speech system the nethod conprising the steps of:
(a) annotating . . .; (b) with a conputer neans,
generating a set of structural information regarding
the predeterm ned text; (c) with the conputer neans,
generating said statistical representations of
intonational feature information based on the set of
structural information and the intonational feature
annotations; and (d) storing said statistical
representation for use in training a text-to-speech
system
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Appel I ant di scl oses on pages 1 through 4 of the specification,
that there is a need to assign appropriate intonation to the
text so that the speech generated will have a quality of

nat ur al ness. Appel |l ant discloses that intonation includes
such features as variations in prom nence, pitch range,

i ntonational contour, and intonational phrasing. Appellant

di scl oses a nethod of training a text-to-speech systemthat

i nvol ves taking a set of predeterm ned text and having a human
annotate it with intonational feature annotations. This
results in annotated text. Next, the structure of the set of
predeterm ned text is analyzed to generate information which
is a statistical representation. The statistical
representation may be repeatedly used to generate synthesized
speech for new sets of input text without training the text-

t o-speech systemfurther. W find that the clai ml|anguage
recited in Appellant's claim1 recites subject matter that is
a practical application of generating statistical
representation of intonational feature information for use in

training a text-to-speech system
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We note that Appellant's claim9 recites an apparatus for
perform ng text-to-speech conversion of a set of input text
and Appellant's claim 15 recites a nethod for perform ng text-
t o- speech conversion of a set of input text. W find that
both of these clains are directed to the practical application
of generating synthesized speech fromtext. Therefore, we
find statutory subject matter.

We have not sustained the rejection of clainms 1, 2 and 4
t hrough 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Accordingly, the Exam ner's
decision is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

PARSHOTAM S. LALL
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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