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Application No. Applicant(s)

16/274,170 Carpenter et al.
Office Action Summary Examiner ArtUnit | AIA (FITF) Status
JAKIEDA R JACKSON 2657 Yes

-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the corresponderice address --
Period for Reply

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTHS FROM THE MAILING
DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION.

Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing
date of this communication.

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6} MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication.

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133).
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any earned patent term
adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b).

Status
1) Responsive to communication(s) filed on 10/25/19.
0 A declaration(s)/affidavit(s) under 37 CFR 1.130(b) was/were filedon
2a)l¥] This action is FINAL. 2b) [J This action is non-final.

3)(J An election was made by the applicant in response to a restriction requirement set forth during the interview
on ; the restriction requirement and election have been incorporated into this action.

4)J Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is
closed in accordance with the practice under £x parre Quayte, 1935 C.D. 11, 453 O.G. 213.

Disposition of Claims*
5) Claim(s) 1-17 and 19-22 is/are pending in the application.

5a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration.

6) Claim(s) 11-17 and 19-22 is/are allowed.

7) Claim(s) 1-10 is/are rejected.

8) [J Claim(s) ____is/are objected to.

9) [ Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement

* If any claims have been determined allowable, you may be eligible to benefit from the Patent Prosecution Highway program at a
participating intellectual property office for the corresponding application. For more information, please see

http://www.uspto.gov/patents/init_events/pph/index.jsp or send an inquiry to PPHfeedback@uspto.gov.
Application Papers
10)(1] The specification is objected to by the Examiner.
11)J The drawing(s) fledon ____is/are: a)(] accepted or b)[] objected to by the Examiner.
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a).
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d).

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119
12)[J Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f).
Certified copies:

a)d All b)J Some**  ¢)J None of the:
1.[J Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.
2.(] Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No.

3.0 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)).

** See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received.

Attachment(s)
1) Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 3) [ Interview Summary (PTO-413)
. . Paper No(s)/Mail Date
2) [ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08a and/or PTO/SB/08b) 4) (] Other:
Paper No(s)/Mail Date I—
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-326 (Rev. 11-13) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20200104
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 2
Art Unit: 2657

DETAILED ACTION
Notice of Pre-AIA or AIA Status
The present application, filed on or after March 16, 2013, is being examined

under the first inventor to file provisions of the AlA.

Response to Amendment
In response to the Office Action mailed November 21, 2008, applicant submitted
an amendment filed on February 23, 2008, in which the applicant traversed and
requested reconsideration.
Response to Arguments
Applicants argue that the prior art cited fails to teach the claims as amended.
With regards to claims 1-10, the arguments are persuasive, but are moot in view of new
grounds of rejection. With regards to remaining claims, the rejection has been

withdrawn.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

A patent for a claimed invention may not be obtained, notwithstanding that the claimed
invention is not identically disclosed as set forth in section 102, if the differences between the
claimed invention and the prior art are such that the claimed invention as a whole would have
been obvious before the effective filing date of the claimed invention to a person having
ordinary skill in the art to which the claimed invention pertains. Patentability shall not be
negated by the manner in which the invention was made.
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 3
Art Unit: 2657

Claim(s) 1 and 9 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over
Negreiro (USPN 7,110,963) in view of Berg et al. (PGPUB 2017/0109843), hereinafter

referenced as Berg.

Regarding claim 1, Negreiro discloses a method of comprising the steps of:

providing an audio stream of customer ordering transactions (figure 11, element
507 with dialog to place order; column 3, line 39 — column 4, line 65 with column 6, lines
1-41);

slicing the audio stream into short clips (parsing stream; column 5, lines 25-50);

transcribing the short clips into text using a transcription unit (figure 5, element
227 and column 3, line 39 — column 4, line 65);

adding metadata tags to the transcribed text using the transcription unit (codes;
column 3, line 39 — column 4, line 65);

training a speech-to-text system by populating the artificially intelligent order
processing system with the transcribed text having the metadata tags (training data;
column 3, line 39 — column 4, line 65), but does not specifically teach recognizing an
identity of a customer with a business processor, correlating the identity of the customer
with at least one past order with the business processor and querying the customer with
an order addition based on the at least one past order as directed by the business
processor.

Berg discloses a method comprising:

recognizing an identity of a customer with a business processor (paragraphs

0009, 0148-0149),
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 4
Art Unit: 2657

correlating the identity of the customer with at least one past order with the
business processor (paragraph 0097); and

querying the customer with an order addition based on the at least one past
order as directed by the business processor (paragraph 0097), to customize a user’s
experience.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify
the method as described above, to allow a convenient and easy ordering processing
method.

Regarding claim 9, Negreiro discloses a method wherein the audio stream used
for text transcription is a stream from a customer accessible microphone to a base

station (figure 3 with column 3, lines 4-38 and column 6, lines 1-41).

Claim 2 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Negreiro
in view of Berg and in further view of Brelig et al (9,646,286), hereinafter referenced as

Brelig.

Regarding claim 2, Negreiro and Berg disclose a method as described above,
but does not specifically teach wherein the transcription unit is a crowd source platform.
Brelig discloses a method wherein the transcription unit is a crowd source

platform (column 7, lines 9-35), to identify product profile.
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify
the method as described above, to provide new and useful data to automating ordering

processing.
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 5
Art Unit: 2657

Claim 3 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Negreiro

in view of Berg and in further view of Sankaranarayanan (USPN 8,879,242).

Regarding claim 3, Negreiro and Berg disclose a method as described above,
but does not specifically teach wherein the metadata tags provide data regarding tone
or inflection that would be lost in a traditional speech-to-text conversion.

Sankaranarayanan discloses a method wherein the metadata tags provide data
regarding tone or inflection that would be lost in a traditional speech-to-text conversion
(column 4, lines 19-50), to allow synthesis.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify
the method as described above, to mark the customer interaction for classification and

analysis.

Claim 3 is alternately rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over
Negreiro in view of Berg and in further view of Erbey et al. (PGPUB 2012/0317038),

hereinafter referenced as Erbey.

Regarding claim 3, Negreiro in view of Berg disclose a method as described
above, but does not specifically teach wherein the metadata tags provide data regarding
tone or inflection that would be lost in a traditional speech-to-text conversion.

Erbey discloses a method wherein the metadata tags provide data regarding
tone or inflection that would be lost in a traditional speech-to-text conversion (paragraph

0011), to receive desired outcome based on real-time changes.
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 6
Art Unit: 2657

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify
the method as described above, to output data that reflects changes and sounds

natural.

Claim 4 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over

Negreiro in view of Berg and in further view of Tsao (USPN 9,239,987).

Regarding claim 4, Negreiro in view of Berg disclose a method as described
above, but does not specifically teach a method wherein the speech-to-text system
employs a deep neural network.

Tsao discloses a method wherein the speech-to-text system employs a deep
neural network (column 7, lines 53-67), to help estimate likelihoods.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify

the method as described above, to assist with predictive modeling.

Claim 5 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Negreiro

in view of Berg and in further view of Szabo (USPN 7,184,438).

Regarding claim 5, Negreiro of Berg disclose a method further comprising the
steps of:
identifying a word or phrase in the text (keywords; figures 5 and 7) using the

speech-to-text processor (speech to text; column 3, lines 51 — column 4, line 65), but

KEA EX1008
Page 7 of 11



Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 7
Art Unit: 2657

does not specifically teach providing meaning for the identified word or phrase using a
natural language processor.

Szabo discloses a method providing meaning for the identified word or phrase
using a natural language processor (column 72, line 63 — column 73, line 57), to provide
an intelligent system for providing definitions.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify
the method as described above, for clarity.

Regarding claim 6, Negreiro discloses a method further comprising the step of
generating an order with a business processor using the identified word or phrase from
the natural language processor (naturally ordering; column 3, line 39 — column 4, line

65).

Claims 7 and 8 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over

Negreiro in view Berg and Szabo and in further view of Sankaranarayanan,

Regarding claim 7, it is interpreted and rejected for similar reasons as set forth in
the combination of claims 3 and 5. In addition, Sankaranarayanan discloses a method
wherein the natural language processor is configured to trigger an alert when a warning
condition is encountered (column 4, lines 19-50).

Regarding claim 8, it is interpreted and rejected for similar reasons as set forth in
the combination of claims 3 and 5. In addition, Sankaranarayanan discloses a method
wherein the warning condition is a word or phrase indicative of customer dissatisfaction

or confusion (column 4, lines 19-50).
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 8
Art Unit: 2657

Claim 10 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over

Negreiro in view of Berg and in further view of Kim (PGPUB 2018/0277107).

Regarding claim 10, Negreiro in view of Berg disclose a method as described
above, but does not specifically teach a method further comprising the step of
decreasing the strength of the audio stream prior to transmission to the transcription
unit.

Kim discloses a method further comprising the step of decreasing the strength of
the audio stream prior to transmission to the transcription unit (paragraph 0060), to
enhance speech recognition.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art to modify

the method as described above, to modify audio transition.

Allowable Subject Matter

Claims 11-17 and 19-22 are allowed.

The following is a statement of reasons for allowance:

As for independent claims 11 and 17, they recite a method for artificially
intelligent order processing. Prior art of record discloses a similar method, but fails to
teach the claims in combination with switching the order processor from an
autonomous mode to an auditor-assist mode in response to the comparison of the audio
stream with the generated order alerting an auditor of detected exceptions in the order,
wherein the auditor is located off-site and connected to the order processor via a data

connection, deactivating the order processor with the auditor in response to the
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 9
Art Unit: 2657

detected exceptions in the order and prompting an on-site employee to engage the
customer and complete the order.
Dependent claims 12-16 and 19-22 are allowed because they further limit their

parent claims.

Conclusion
The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to
applicant's disclosure. This information has been detailed in the PTO 892 attached

(Notice of References Cited).

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37
CFR 1.136(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later

than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action.
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Application/Control Number: 16/274,170 Page 10
Art Unit: 2657

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
examiner should be directed to JAKIEDA R JACKSON whose telephone number is
(671)272-7619. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 6:30a-2:30p.

Examiner interviews are available via telephone, in-person, and video
conferencing using a USPTO supplied web-based collaboration tool. To schedule an
interview, applicant is encouraged to use the USPTO Automated Interview Request
(AIR) at http://www.uspto.gov/interviewpractice.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’'s
supervisor, Daniel Washburn can be reached on 571.272.5551. The fax phone number
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR.
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only.
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000.

/JAKIEDA R JACKSON/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2657
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