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3 Enfish LLC v. Microsoft Corp.
(1) ®&f&

Enfish (X, %57 6151604 % (LAT 604 #7#F) & %F5T 6163775 %5 (LA T 775 4F3F) DFFiF
We# Td 5., Microsoft 1Z, ADO.NET & de Y 7 b o = 7 8L 2 BA%E - 58 LT\ %, 2012
4 Enfish X, Microsoft ™ ADO.NET 7% 604 #53F (claim 17, 31, 32) & O* 775 k5#F (claim
31,32) ZEETHELT, BV 7HL=T OHERITIHKFZ 242 L7-, Enfish ® EEIC &
UL, Microsoft ® ADO.NET 1X, ¥FICfR2 BT — 7L (self-referential table) %

BT D ZZ ATV D,

FIHIFIL., 2TO7 L —NIRHFERIER RSB THL DY~ « Py v A
caETLE (HREFFOZL—2A31, 32250 T, #iftEb7ene L) o

(2) 60483 D 7 L—» 17 (FHRUTEL M)

7 L—AOFLHE FRICTIER)

Means plus function 77 L — 2 DR %

A data storage and retrieval system for a computer
memory, comprising: I E=2—Z AEUD
T2ODT =2 DERBI R AT L ThH-o
T, WEEte:

means for configuring said memory according
to a_logical table, said logical table including:
BT =TV TAEY 2T 572D
FETH- T, Wl T —7 VIR E T

a plurality of logical rows, each said logical
row including an object identification number
(OID) to identify each said logical row, each said
logical row corresponding to a record of
information; #EEDIMELAIIT CThH > T, Hi%
FATIE. ZTNEFET D720 OID &5 F,
WBEAITIE, FHROLa— RITHETDHH D
THY ;

a plurality of logical columns intersecting said
plurality of logical rows to define a plurality of

logical cells, each said logical column including
an OID to identify each said_logical column; and

YEEHOWRBETT L ZE L, B OmE L
ZIERT HDHEBOGMBRFITH > T, Hixsl

1. Create, in a computer memory, a logical table that
need not be stored contiguously in the computer
memory, the logical table being comprised of rows
and columns, the rows corresponding to records, the
columns corresponding to fields or attributes, the
logical table being capable of storing different kinds
of records.

2. Assign each row and column an object
identification number (OID) that, when stored as
data, can act as a pointer to the associated row or
column and that can be of variable length between
databases.

3. For each column, store information about that
column in one or more rows, rendering the table
self-referential, the appending, to the logical table,
of new columns that are available for immediate use
being possible through the creation of new column
definition records.

4. In one or more cells defined by the intersection of
the rows and columns, store and access data, which

https://www.uspto.gov/patent/laws-and-regulations/examination-policy/subject-matter-eligibility
* 35U.S.C. § 112 1 6 (2006) (2 35 < fiRRR, Hiukk DFFIR & B HE,
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ITEBORBEE LA TR L, HBiZKHXY45% | can include structured data, unstructured data, or a
FRH A B E T 5 7250 OID &4 7% ; (%, | pointer to another row.

means for indexing data stored in said table.
FRT =T VICEE SN T — X BRI T
TLHTODOFE,

(3) FEHADHE
PUFIE, RIS X AR OHBNC LS,
T RRORMONLET —FR—R (BHRT— & ~_—2R)

- BT — & ~_— 2 (relational database) i Busumetiliobl
" ID |Title Addrass Author
T%JE 1 |PROJECT PLAN |C:\WORD\PROJ.DOC |1
. /ﬁ(@ 3/)@5:"‘7/1/75‘65‘25{%(%3% Person Table
B . ID |Label Employed By|
- 3FE 7 —7 /L (document table) 1 |SCOTT WLASCHIN|1

- N¥7—7 v (person table)
- 2%k —7 v (company table)

Company Table
ID |Label |Address
1 |DEXIS|117 EAST COLORADO

4T (row) :  HEOI R

- 41l (column) : #EDIETN ID [Title Address Author
« L a— ]\ . &ﬁ@j‘éf‘%‘rifﬁz&%ﬂﬁé\bﬁf: 1 [PROJECT PLAN C:\WORD\PROJ.DOC |1
O TF—=2DF LY

- 74— F:Lra—FR %*%Ek'a‘éﬂﬁlﬁ 0)@; Document.Author --refers to-—-> Person.ID
PEAE

Person Table
ID |Label Employed By
1 |SCOTT WLASCHIN |1

ZORT — 2 RXR—=2DHI T, T—H &,
NEF—TN NWT—T N, BETF—T L0
_ . . Person.Employed_By --refers to--> Company.ID
3ODT =T NOMTRIL, &b, BAW
@Fﬁ{%%E% LTW5ab, Company Table

S . ~ N R ID |Label Address
BIERT —F N—RAZLUE, T F ORI |1 (oeas 117 EAST COLORADO

ST FFEREL (http:/fe-words.jp/) Tix, kD Lk A Sh TN 5,

V=g T —F =R L F, T—H_XR=2ADHED 15T, 1hOT—% 285D
PEOMEDORE LTERIL, MZIIEFETLIETT = E2BML TV FX, BIEES, #E21T
ETHR(T—TN) O TRINLZERZ, KBEKLTWAHHRT, BIZT—#X—2X
EVSTHEARITY L= a AT —ER—RTHDH I ENEL,

M5 B A A bEZ 1 EOTF =2 DF L £V 2L 33— (record) &FFR, L =—
RZtp s 5% DRMEEZ 7 —L K (field) VW5, ROBIZEK LIELGAITIT L 22— FB3T
(row) (2, 74—/ R3% (column) ([ZxfIST %, EHOFIZEENDHFE UmtEs BEAT T 5
TENTE, BT — ORI T — 2 BRI D Z LR TE D,
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KiZle-Th, 7—XOFH GEN, HIFR, BIE) RENEFEHITRD,
A4 FEREIHED BCBRET —F X—2 (self-referential database)

ZAUTHK L, AR LS BCSRAT — 2 X=X T, 1207 —7MIeT
DERPEVIAEND, LT D3 ODOT =T LR LBRET —Z =252 HES
T — 2 X=X CRBET DL, FIZITROLIICRD, LE. AW, SticBET 5
ATOERIT. 1 OOTF—T7 N FIcEHREND,

ID# 4 ThhZE 517 (row) 1%, Type=FIELD. Label=EMPLOYED BY D% H 9 5,

SELF-REFERENTIAL TABLE
ID |Type Title Label Address Employed By (#4) | Author
#1 |DOCUMENT |PROJECT PLAN C:\WORD\PROJ.DOC #2
fi2 |PERSON SCOTT WLASCHIN 3
#3 |COMPANY DEXIS 117 EAST COLORADO
#4 |RIELD EMPLOYEDIBY;

Type=FIELD T/RE#51T (row) 1, FlZR{TCTHY, ZhExEXETLHI LITL-
T, 7—7HDF] (column) =Employed by (/7206 23F B DF]) NHBRIIZER S
b,

DX YT, KERAIZ. 1OOTF—T AR T, T—7 D08 %, [FIELD] T
ESNDITICEVERTHIENTE LD, HERBAET L LI TV S,

BIZIX, F72lZ, e AA VDT RLRERET — 7 /VICHET WD E WD BEFENRAEL
=8A1E. LT —7 00 ID# 512 Type=FIELD, Label=EMAIL #/E#HT 5 Z &
WZED ., T AR O4LIC Email OJRMEE R TIIZHTICERT DI ENTE D,

[ SELF-REFERENTIAL TABLE

|ID |Type Title Label Address |Employed By (#4) | Author | Email (#5)
|#1 | DOCUMENT |PROJECT PLAN C:\WORD\PROJ.DOC | "2

|#2 |PERSON SCOTT WLASCHIN |#3

|#3 |COMPANY DEXIS 117 EAST COLORADO

|#4 |FIELD EMPLOYED BY

|#5 |FIELD EMAIL

APFRFFF IS AU, ARERBNIREREIRIC X L CROFIER D 5,

B, T OEERRNREE D, B, WA T T AN GEAZ GO
T MBS L TCT =7 NV A FHRICPERT 2 2 LN TE D (EFid e AA VD)
(BT —Z R—=2TlL, NS T—INT — T LEOBGRE ER L TBL LE

WD, ) (604 FFFFHAIES 202 3~ 5 217)

(4) 7=FTIFN¥—F%» FO¥EF (Moore, Taranto, Hughes)
7T I =%y NI, AKEE Alice IR OHE (2 BEfET A b)) 124 TEH, kD
KOl L7 (BB 1 B CHRFFESIED 0 &)

BB CHk10~198H)
“We must first determine whether the claims at issue are directed to a patent ineligible
concept.”




---the “directed t0” inquiry applies a stage-one filter to claims, considered in light of the
specification, based on whether “their character as a whole is directed to excluded subject
matter.”

(F9, 7L —L3NHAOHEENSRE U CRFEEMEZA LW EEFIHIC
BT SN TWAENEN TR LR ER S0, ZHUEE 1 BEEofnWTtdH 5, )

The Supreme Court has suggested that claims “purport[ing] to improve the functioning of the
computer itself,” or “improv[ing] an existing technological process” might not succumb to the
abstract idea exception. (1 0 H F7»6 717)

Therefore, we find it relevant to ask whether the claims are directed to an improvement to
computer functionality versus being directed to an abstract idea, even at the first step of the
Alice analysis.

(HH R, 7 L—2, arEa—% AEROBEOSE ., UTBEFOHAMTHY
FHEOYUREZHNET 26D ThHIUE, fIZE L WO B TR S NN L%
R LT,

L7eRoT, BLEBIZBWTY, ZL—A0Rarta—FOWEEDOUGEIZ T

OO, MEBERIZIT ONTZbOENEEZRT LI ENEETHD, )

In this case, however, the plain focus of the claims is on an improvement to computer
functionality itself, not on economic or other tasks for which a computer is used in its ordinary
capacity.

(KIETIE, 7 Lb—20%, T, arEa—FOBEOKRICHITOA TS

DTHY, ara—FiE, REND D DIIMOFEO ML EO DTN EEA

THEMEEZ L TWVDHDTIEAR,

The district court concluded that the claims were directed to the abstract idea of “storing,
organizing, and retrieving memory in a logical table” or, more simply, “the concept of
organizing information using tabular formats.”---However, describing the claims at such a high
level of abstraction and untethered from the language of the claims all but ensures that the
exceptions to § 101 swallow the rule.

CEIHIFIRIL, AfE7 L—2id, T =7 VB E 0T, [FHROMSIE O &% 7

WBTHHDOTHLE LT, EBEICAT N TWD L7z, LrL, Z2DX

N L= EDBENY RN T LR THRIAZI A 5 2 L%, 101 Ol E %%

H+ 5, )

Here, the claims are not simply directed to any form of storing tabular data, but instead are
specifically directed to a self-referential table for a computer database. For claim 17, this is

reflected in step three of the “means for configuring” algorithm described above. (1 4 E T 2>
5 717)
The specification also teaches that the self-referential table functions differently than
conventional database structures.
(RIETIE, 7 b—2A%, BT —7 b LT —# ot ilcmir onTinsd




DTIERL, ALV Ea—2DTF —FRXR—=ZADHOHECERT—T VICmiT b
TV, HMlEL, ZOHCSRAT -2 X—208, ({tkOTF—F _N—2 L T8
HREZHTHZ L HHRLTWS, )

In sum, the self-referential table recited in the claims on appeal is a specific type of data
structure designed to improve the way a computer stores and retrieves data in
memory. - - - Rather, the claims are directed to a specific implementation of a solution
to a problem in the software arts. Accordingly, we find the claims at issue are not directed to
an abstract idea.

(BT DI, ZU—AICHESINTCACSRAT —T ML, arBa—4BnAE]Y

IZBWTT — X &5tk - BT OV HFE2WBETHDICREINTT —ZHED

BEDODZATDOLDOTH D,
7 L—Al%, V7 M= T OSSR D EREERRE O - D O K E D EE )
THENTWS, )
(5) XAV

7 OAHRIZ, 2BET A FO%E 1 B CHRICGERMELRBOTERADER TH D,
2 SO HFE. “directed to” & “in light of specification”73 % — U — RiZ72 > T\ 5,

7 L— LD AT 222 TORENEZIZAT HNATWND D)%
RLTWD, ZORR, BIMEICEE S o, TERENTKT3 5 AHRIZ2 Ee i zh R %
FEHRLTND,

A4 2BET A NMIEIUE, B1EBET, 7T7A T2 b« TAT TIZHT S TY
HLHErEND L, ROE2EBEHELOTH LN, —&IZ, V7 by =7 B3R
Cix, F2BMED arBa—F TETTIDDOYEE (practitioner) ~DH
RBETREBX DO (significantly more) Zpk LZEITTWE0EN EHABEEE
ATVBED) | LI N—RLEMZLZEIIRETHD, ZOXIRIEND,
INET, B1EETHRBERICAITON TS ERBEIND &, 52 B THEk
HEBDOOND 7 —RTNZEAERPSTZOTIER W EEbns (2014 412 HD
DDR F{fHITRD )

AR, B1ERBEICBITS7 L—20MBLICEES RO L, B 1BETKS
(BHEZHE 22BN OE 1 ERBICB ) Z2RbobDEiHMliT5 I N TE
%

v 77 70 —%y FORPRIE, FEBMRDELIT DT HR A SR L TR
W Whwbatru—RBoboRngnts b Tnd, 2ok ) 7d, Ak
X, BB CHE T 2720 0BEZ T, 2 OMFEICY T T A E N T
HIRT, BELD D,

T AEEEFO 7 L— A0, means plus function 7 L—A DA TENNTEY, 35
U.S.C. § 112 1 6(2006)° 1= -3 & | BAMIE IR SNI-NAICIRE L T2 L— L% [RiE

® 35 USC 112, 6th paragraph — “An element in a claim for a combination may be expressed as a means
or step for performing a specified function without the recital of structure, material, or acts in support

7
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4 MCcRO Inc. v. Bandai Namco Games America Inc., et al.

(1) &

McRO &, 2012 4E & 2013 4RI, AV 7 4 /=T ik & 57 7 = 7 IR ICFF 2 212
L7, #E HiX, video 7 — L DBH%E - IIEAIT-> TV D, 2014 1L HICT 7 U =7 )
SRV T A N=TIZEHERBESN, B 73 =7 g cEd (consolidate) X4
720 2014 47 AIZ, W& 51X, HFEF 6307576 5 (LU 576 #5F) K& OWs#F 6611278 5 (LL
T 278 F5FF) 1. 101 SROHHGHESITHEY LIEZTH D & LT, Judgment on the pleadings

ZH LIS C=,

BV T =T e hiEix, R4 9 H 22 H,

W RFRF IR R RSP D 22 W (subject

matter) IZ[AT HHTWH E LT, AN TERE LT,

(2) 576 5,35 D7 L—2A 1 (FHRUTEEZ D) K OMEGER

1. A method for automatically animating lip
synchronization and facial expression of three
dimensional characters comprising:

obtaining a first set of rules that define output
morph weight set stream as a function of phoneme
seguence and time of said phoneme sequence;

obtaining a timed data file of phonemes having a
plurality of sub-sequences;

generating an intermediate stream of output morph
weight sets and a plurality of transition parameters
between two adjacent morph weight sets by
evaluating said plurality of sub-sequences against said
first set of rules;

generating a final stream of output morph weight
sets at a desired frame rate from said intermediate
stream of output morph weight sets and said plurality
of transition parameters; and

applying said final stream of output morph weight
sets to a sequence of animated characters to produce
lip synchronization and facial expression control of
said animated characters.

1. —RILDOBG NYD DR OE) & K OEE
AENEIC T 5 HETH - T, Weat,

AL B O 3% R B O F ] 0 B
& LT, MAOEWHELOEEINZHET HH
1 OBAES Z TG L.

B o FTALES] (sub-sequences) % H 3 5
BEOEMT =4 7 7 ANV ERIG L.
RREHEE O FAELA A REREE 1 OFHILE
IO LTRHMiT2 Z &lck b, 220k
VTR L OMOFBMO M NEREHD
HLEDHNE, BROBH T XA —F &K
L.
RO MBI EHOEEF) &
DB/ T A= LD HHERELOE
B ORI 22F %, Bip 7 L—Ah - L—FT
AERR L

DR 08 & DKM OCFRIEOHI#H 21T 5
72\, HiEH NI EH DR DRk 72

thereof, and such claim shall be construed to cover the corresponding structure, material, or acts
described in the specification and equivalents thereof.” AIA (America Invention Act) TIHEFENE DV |
BUTIETIT 1125, B, ZL—AICED LI BREBRVPHLGAIT 11256 HREHA I DD
T DOWTIE, 20154 6 H 16 H @ enbanc &35 % (Williamson v. Citrix Online, LLC)
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Gz, B NIDO i E O EICENT 5,

(3) REAOHE
PUFIE, HRRIZ X AR HFB OIS <,
T PEREAN

AEEFINL, RO 3L T = A D BEMKIZBT 5,

WERDIFIED 1 DIZ LR, BFEEFOBEORNE 2R TEHO 3RLET NV (NEHR)
FHEL, INLOETAMTEGAMOREZ L EELZ LI2LY, BhEkT 5,

AKX, Aah L 3EEE L TV D8 A\DFEE T
HY. 150 Viseme (OEH) w5,

BlzIE, ==2— M7 ARENE () 5 0h &
FHEETDHRE (F) (2T 2720l2i%, £IEFEZRT
NI A—=H (EREH) %, 005 0. 5 (50 %)
B S H 5,

PEREAT IR, 7= A =% (N) 3, 3 B a—
B uflio T, FEIT, BRITRINTEERF A
VITICEDE CEEREAZ LS XA I
R EERTEL TN, DF D T = A—H )3,
T=A =g VHRIZEETARERA R THD
F—7 L—2n" (@l ., BbEE, F#HT
PE LT,

A AEEFH
AL, ERLOTEREINOMREZ LT 5D TH 5,

Present invention overcomes many of the deficiencies of the prior art and obtains its
objectives by providing an integrated method embodied in computer software for use with a
computer for the rapid, efficient lip synchronization and manipulation of character facial
expressions, thereby allowing for rapid, creative, and expressive animation products to be
produced in a very cost effective manner. CHIP~9 B 1 147LL R, 576 55 203 7~
4 4%7)

(ZOFBZ, 2 Ea—2OFAICLY, T=AF¥ 77 X —OFNROE

DR OREOBRIEEZ KB T 5 Z LIk 0| kB OMBE R Z MR L, Hal

TREM:, REWMEENRT = AR OHIELATRBICT 26D TH D, )

(4) 7=FTI 0¥ —F» bYW (Reyna, Taranto, Stoll)
7T 7 —%y ME, AEE Alice HROHE (2 BT A b)) 124 TEH, RO

T FOBNKEEROMHICED L, F—T L —2L4 (keyframe) =7 = A —L g Ra B a—X
— 777 4y ZIZBWTC, BIEGOERSTLGOE R LD 7 L —LA, =7 L— AROEB
BT DL TT=A—va v ZERLEY, =7 =057 (ES7L—25L) O
ARk T A Z L CTEIMT — X 2 EME LD TE D,

9



F O ZHIWT L7z (Enfish SF & RIERIC, 25 1 B CHRAFFESIED D LRI

I V— AR (B 1 8 EH 1 O4TEAT)

As an initial matter, we note that, in this case, claim construction is helpful to resolve the
question of patentability under 8§ 101. Specifically, the parties’ dispute about whether the
“first set of rules” must evaluate sequential phonemes or can evaluate individual phonemes is
resolved by the claim language. We agree with McRO that the claims are limited to rules that
evaluate subsequences consisting of multiple sequential phonemes.

This limitation is apparent on the face of the claims. See Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d
1303, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc). In particular, the intermediate morph weight sets and
transition parameters are generated “by evaluating said plurality of sub-sequences against said
first set of rules.” 576 patent, cl. 1, col. 11 1. 36-39.10

(101 RICHET DRFEDORIBE AT 2729DI121%, 7 L—LRDP AR TH D,

7 L= ABRIZIZF DR H L0, RO L—2DOLENE, 7 L—AhlE, 25H

S ZtERT D TSN ZFHNT 2 b DICRESND Z EPHLNTH D, )

1R (k2 1H~27H)

The district court determined that claim 1 of the 567 patent is “drawn to the [abstract] idea
of automated rules based use of morph targets and delta sets for lip synchronized
three-dimensional animation.” We disagree. We have previously cautioned that courts “must
be careful to avoid oversimplifying the claims” by looking at them generally and failing to
account for the specific requirements of the claims. Here, the claims are limited to rules
with specific characteristics.

(FHIPTX, 7 b—LICHESINTEXEER/EN T L— a2 mEIC iRk 22 &

DiNE S, TEELRTERLR0, )

Whether at step one or step two of the Alice test, in determining the patentability of a
method, a court must look to the claims as an ordered combination, without ignoring the
requirements of the individual steps. The specific, claimed features of these rules allow for
the improvement realized by the invention.

(Alice 7 A FDF 1 B, 5 2 BLECTORMMIZ Y7o > Tk, 7 L—AIZHE S

il 2 DAT v TS5 Z LR AT O EE L LTHRF L2 ITHE

RBIR, )

As the specification confirms, the claimed improvement here is allowing computers to
produce “accurate and realistic lip synchronization and facial expressions in animated
characters” that previously could only be produced by human animators. >576 patent col.
2 11. 49-50.

(FEOFT#E S, Lo s L— AR EEMIT 5, )

“A patent is not good for an effect, or the result of a certain process” because such
patents “would prohibit all other persons from making the same thing by any means
whatsoever.”

We therefore look to whether the claims in these patents focus on a specific means or

10




method that improves the relevant technology or are instead directed to a result or effect that
itself is the abstract idea and merely invoke generic processes and machinery. (Enfish)

(L7720 SNDRERSCHEEZIAE LET Tl FirdEScdh 5, thENE Ukl
BB 2 L0 T b0EEBT L 2T D IR DINDLTHD,

ZIT, K7 L— o, BET S EINOURICENR D REEDOFERLHTIEICEA
EUTTDEONENEHET o228 ET 5, )

Here, the structure of the limited rules reflects a specific implementation not
demonstrated as that which “any [animator] engaged in the search for [an automation
process] would likely have utilized.” - - - . When looked at as a whole, claim 1 is directed
to_a patentable, technological improvement over the existing, manual 3-D animation
technigues. The claim uses the limited rules in a process specifically designed to achieve
an improved technological result in conventional industry practice.

(AORESNEZREIL. CNETT=A—Ya VHIEEDRIHT S Z L nTE
oS THEOREME e AR KMT A HDTH S,
BRELTERTDE, 7L —AF, ZNETTFETIT-> TV =3 D7 = A Hil
OFFFFARE R BIZT BT b, )

(56) =AU}

7 AT, 7V~A®ﬁﬁ§¢ﬁ%ﬁ?%w\%%Mk@&%%ﬁﬁiﬁﬁgm
METEIZ LD, I RKEFELLbDEEZOND,

A Enfish LLC v. Microsoft Corp. i &} T McRO Inc. v. Bandai Namco *HJ#i%, K[E
FEFPRETDO AT U A DA AN DI, BEEBICEELHE2 T0D

AMe@2&57xb®%1&ﬁfﬁﬁ@%ﬁ% @t#&ﬂmﬁwt_ . I
FRHER ORI b L 5 X TVD L) TH DS,

7 bHolkd, ZMCFOD 475 H 0 11 AICH & u7= Amdocs Ltd. v. Openet Telecom Inc. *f]
R (2 BPET 3R, Plager HIF DIk, Reyna flFHdxt, ) Tidk, 7 L—AIRT
W EFNTZD . PEROaE L u—ROHW RSN LTNDLEZAZRD
ELSEL, 72T 7Y%y hOIRKITH K OTIE ARV EBbhs®, 101 &0
HIWTZIR T D 7 V—LIROIE D R & 72 2 DO TiEZe 0,
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http://www.iptechblog.com/2017/02/recent-district-court-reliance-on-federal-circuits-enfish-mcro-decisio
ns-may-signify-trend-for-alicemayo-patent-eligibility-test/

® Amdocs FIEDORFFFS L— A, 3=V X7 L—ATEHARVWEEDNS, LnL, Z2HERIL,

7 L—2did enhance” & W5 HGEE . WIHIEO R Z 2/ LT, to apply a number of field
enhancement in a distributed fashon” & f#fR U, Reeridits e 2588070, Zaicxt L, SORE R I
ZEERIZZ L— AR VAR YIZZ L— AR AHAAL DO THY, 7 L—LEED| ﬁﬁ#
WRIhiE, b6 SNDREREFCEH LT EF, FFFREEMEZERODITE D 2 E LT
Do
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5 Alice ® 2T X bR L IPOIZX 5 101 £HIERR

(1) Alice @ 2 BxfE7 2 b DRFER
7 Alice @ 2 X7 A2 NIRRT 5720
NFROAE (FhehEic

TiE. 1 EPE T TIEEEB‘Z{TT (2R 2 By
f%zhfb‘éz‘ﬂfﬂ)

. B2 T [FEIMES ] D

A1 (significantly more 59 20570 ZRetd 20BN H %60 H B FE 2 Rk

LEoedsL, MENELD,

A FINRORh RS, SR T 57201
L EE DY L— MEIR LR U DR DI D D,

L. T

LW ER. TOIMENR T E D LRWGE T,
BEPHRTE L L E1T, EDX D ITHIET 5D,
. LB OB E EE L TL %,

Bk, JE 8 M

I, HHIEOLEE ST 2 LEZR D
7LV —LBNIRTE
A O R D BTN R FE
RSBRT TS 2128, Hr

7 Bascom v. AT&T — June 27, 2016 OH|P1%. 55 2 BEpE CHF kst 2 R LT-HE T

H DN
T 57012,

Newman | $1E, IRD X 5 7RG OMEE LEENTWD, 101 F£OHK %
A 0D SRl & RS LSRG 2 & 2
EEC inventive concept DA M Z iR ETT 5 DITIs LU,

ﬁé;{%&{h'% ity ﬂi LTZhé& okt
¥EFFEET) (patentability) & %5

e (eligibility) 13, BIOZNFTH 5, FFaFEZ, FRFENERET 28 E L

T, 102 & CHTMME)

. 103 % GEHAM)

112 &5 GGEdEE) 2HE LTV,

Alice D 2 BxfET 2 b THbON D% < ORI, FraF A THIWT T X 2, FFaFiiis L

b o LRI &,
fEVNFETND

BUED

(2) IPO I & AIKIEH:

DOEHIFTD 101 ScDH|Wr D FEH I

EN Rk

IPO 1£.2017 42 A 7 H.IRD X 5 72 101 SR OWIEDIRE & AN FE L= GRTUIGR) o

101(@)iFBATD 101 LD E, 101(b) L M) IFHTEE D5

HTH D,

101(a) ELIGIBLE SUBJECT MATTER

Whoever invents or discovers, and claims as an
invention, any useful process, machine, manufacture,
composition of matter, or any useful improvement
thereto, shall be entitled to a patent for a claimed
invention thereof, subject only to the exceptions,
conditions, and requirements set forth in this Title.
101(b) SOLE EXCEPTION TO SUBJECT
MATTER ELIGIBILITY

A claimed invention is ineligible under subsection (a)
if and only if the claimed invention as a whole, as
understood by a person having ordinary skill in the art
to which the claimed invention pertains, exists in

101(a) JEHS7R EREHIH
BRI, L B, MR, XX h
LDOFHBEEE L, AL LTI/ L —AL
EIT ATAL, 7 L—A LEEREHEIZHOWT,
Z OEEICHET D B84 il K O IZ O
AT D L HEMEE LT, FFEZTD 2
EMWTE D,

101(b) FREFHEKMEOME—DFIS

7 L= NS, 2R, ke LT,
FEADN BT D B o B IZ F6 T D i O Hak
EATLEOBRTHLEZAICEY . AMD
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http://www.ipo.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/20170207_IPO-101-TF-Proposed-Amendments-and-Re

port.pdf
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nature independently of and prior to any human
activity, or exists solely in the human mind.

101(c) SOLE ELIGIBILITY STANDARD

The eligibility of a claimed invention under
subsections (a) and (b) shall be determined without
regard as to the requirements or conditions of sections
102, 103, and 112 of this Title, the manner in which
the claimed invention was made or discovered, or the
claimed invention’s inventive concept.

IEE) &3S, LT 2o, FALE Y BETCAEE
L., I AROKE# (L) [CORFHET DY
ARy, @EICHET Mkt EA LR

101(c) TEREAE DME— DY YT R 18

7 L— D ENTIEHIZ OV T O (@) K& ON(b)
T ET 2. ZOBEEICHET D
102, 103 KO 112 D FEH:, 7 L— 2 & iz
FEA 72 S TR AL S - BEER, E Y
V— A SO, 200 b 2
Ep CHWT L2 iE e B 2Rw,

WD X 9D RSIEOBBNZEIT LTV 5,

IPO (2 KX, KED 1952 FA457FEIX, £4UE T linventive concept] & 5, HUVE
WS CHIW STV R B 2. R as e, e, FERBMEL VWS KK
BRI LD TH D, & 2 AW HEH R E# T Alice 17T, 101 £512 inventive
concept & W OB ARG S B2, ZAUL, 1952 FHEDVEBRBICK T 5D TH D,

IPO @ 101 SRefEFRZRIE, 1952 FFIEDOME ZEIE S 5L THDH LV r K9,

6 SHOBRE

(1) 7=T 7% —Fy MI, FB1EETHK CX &AL LTLY BN LTV,

L L, B FEE2 RS LTI 51 L,

1024, 1035, 1125L05ER®

BRI 720 | IRKATRD D Z L2725 D TIERND,

(2) Amdocs F+{ TiZ, HHIEDOMIZZ L— LR (AMIEORL#HZ & 2 TEHT 500
TEAB PN, FrafEEEO PR 2308 .2, 7 V— AR ORE  (HE O R
DBWORE) 3, 7=F7 7NV —Fy FBRWALHTREE LTELELTS

EMTREIND,

(3) HraFEtEPEOHIWTTIE, FEHARMRL L5 LT 288 g . 7 1—24
PR DRSS BRSNS, ZHE RERICOEET IO LEZXLNDD,

ED L HITEET DD,

13

1D/




