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HRICEITHRADIERA T DIHE

KREFFEFFE GBS US.CHICEWWT, RIAZERT AR EFEL
>EADHTI)—DHEHRTE

KEFFEFL101F BFERTHENTEHRNA

HIRBHOERALA) FAatX(process), (2) B (machine). (3) & & 5:(manufacture),
£ L<IE (4) #akP(composition of matter), X [(EZNoDFREODERLHRBEFAL
E&IX. K EDEHRZEFH-ITRY FEFEZHEH5EMNTES,

{BL. LRBOATII)—ICBLTWTH., ZDRERF-HRALEIALEIEWNE LA
' (Judicial Exception)h¥é 5,

=(1)BAi%Bl(Law of Nature). (2)¥HE IR (Physical Phenomena). ()R KWL=
(abstract idea)
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Y¢ Gottschalk v. Benson (U.S. Supreme Court 1972)
¢ Parker v. Flook (U.S. Supreme Court 1978)

¢ Diamond v. Diehr (U.S. Supreme Court 1981)

¢ Bilski v. Kappos (U.S. Supreme Court 2010)

Y Mayo v. Prometheus (U.S. Supreme Court 2011)

¢ Alice Corporation v. CLS Bank (U.S. Supreme Court 2014)
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VIFIIFRUESKRAETIVEERAD 101 FEHZEZASLT
EEGERI LT REBTIR

IL—LOBERBEI1IO1FEHLOBEREEZEASLT
BEELREHELGIEEHRTIR

Y Gottschalk v. Benson (U.S. Supreme Court 1972)
[FORIEHEB(QVEL—)ICBWTT—22ER$ 570754113 55HA
= [TOtvX (FE) DIL—LHBBIETZ LTV X LOQIHNHNBIEDTHAIBE . TDESLEFZIL—LIIFHHFORZRE
BHELY, |

¢ Parker v. Flook (U.S. Supreme Court 1978)
[RAEKFZAMED N—2ZF AN ERETAERICKH>THET I, YZIEFETOLRAOREEHS BIZ X3/ I—2RD
BEF)ICKHL, 7T5—LOESIEEICHYETIBIEZERT SHEIDOFRHA
= [YL—ALIZRREESN=-FHRADSSE, [HENLETILITIVXLDOAINETEMEREEZI PR THAIEE. TDES59L—L4
(EREF DR RELZDEELN, |

3¢ Diamond v. Diehr (U.S. Supreme Court 1981)
MeERIGEEDBREKRFEICETEI7—L_-0AOREMALL-TRATSLERELE-TO2IAVEA—2I2&5T &
TLOBIETAREHIHT 55%I DA
= ALK, 7T—L=0AOKICESVWTITLAEBROBEEHIRIGHEEZEHTEL LI LM THoT-A, ik
PR CRE s BIEBR C &K BB A DR EZ BRI SR i A EN T o1,
= BHRALLTOEBEIIRBOONS CREFOREIZHED.
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% Bilski v. Kappos E
(Supreme GCourt 2010)

EmREECI O TEEME THRFENIE@MDERE)RAVARNZEEET D
HBENZDDBDIL—LIZDOWNT, RADERENEFONI=FH,

fham EDREXNR-DFHAICKEET HRIOGHER) .



% Bilski v. Kappos E
(Supreme GCourt 2010)

[REEE>=oL— LI (BAREER)

| BRIEEBICL > TRAEME TRESNABRDEEVRVIRNEET HHEIC
HULT:

(R RIEEE S EEE OB T EONS I THHTC. RIRHER BRI E
HKEEEFCHIREEREBAL, AIEEBEEEF TFIRREEFEDIRIRIS L3I
Y B&I%. GRS 2RTYT &

b)RTREEmIC DOV THIRRHER T HURIROLavEF T 5MGSMELTRHTE
§TEHERTVT &L

(RTEE R MR B LRI TIESMELORITE2 ODRESHT—EDWSIZ6/MIET S
ATYITTHHT.HIEEHIGESMEDO—EDRGIMNRIEEEED—EDIREIDRY
ROLAVENTURERBDEIITTIRTYTE

ZEUAHE



% Bilski v. Kappos E
(Supreme GCourt 2010)

(BEAT)
AFHITHNT, RERHFE, VIFIT7EERPLRIOVT, EOREHRE

L"C@J@*ﬁ&@#“ﬂ‘ﬁ%—%’éﬁﬁEE L. ZDHT, 3K, FEIL—L OB TEDF| B E
EELLTERAINTET- “Machine—or-Transformation Test” DM —#Ex £ 2%/ E

(BER2)

e FE, VIO IT7OEDRAET IVEERBADEE (101XEH) 22HE
FICEEL =T TIEEL (1) TEARZEA. (2))ETFR]. XIL(3) HBERAGHE]
ZFEEMIZFIBALI=t D (practical application) THMNILX . FEFDARIZIHEYIEHELVSR
fEzaRLT=,

(BE=R3)
BIfEEGo=oL—LlE,. AE(TALER) DFEBRIZHANBDEDTHoT-.



Y% Mayo v. Prometheus {4
(Supreme Court 2011)

BREMNZEOREZIZI >TREDSNANELIBEREREAREADFA T
EIODWT. RBEMDOLANIILEFZTLEER. RITKBMEMDOL NILEEDFEE
EREZEEICIRETESRLSICTETO0ER (%) DHEBEIZDONT, EDFRERREL
TOBEEENE OB,

iham EDREXNRE-SEBPISHKIEET (BRZEED,

AETIO1FEHZH/-SGWLHIEN=OL—LDEE

[T E DERBRAVA IR FEZ1TOLD (EMMID) faRL ., TOHEERGRE. BIXIDHEERE %
(MAICEFTIFREDRBEDDRELE, BESN-EOFERIIENDHEEEED
HERAMR) LICE DS REEDIBRZEREY D1 H %



Y% Mayo v. Prometheus {4
(Supreme Court 2011)

&0 R EE
Q “BAEA BARR. RUHMROGEE” ([JFFEL101FICRESN -5 T 6E
BEBTIEGULD, “‘BREJZ. BEHMOBERIETORRIZIEALEZEOE., 5855 s
LTHORERZ-Y1G5” (Diamond v. Diehr B &ZEFFIR (1981) £YSIA) .

Q LML, FErrlge THEWLWBREAZ. BARZAZICALIZEDICERL. 555l 8E%R
LDETEHAICIE BIZ. EDLOGEREN " TNZICAT L ELVOIXEZTEMT S
i (GREREERSE. TOHBRBEREEMOEHRBRZRECAL. BEEDBRZIET
§5)TIERYT . AN ZENLULDEERILLZITNIEAESLELY (Gottschalk v. Benson %
HEERFIR (1972)&Y) . TnlE, BARERITHL, FIC, mAorDRmEIEZS AT
5 F (inventive application) TREITHIXAESAELY,
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Y% Mayo v. Prometheus {4
(Supreme Court 2011)

(BERT)

HEFTORAELLT = 101 FEHOFRICIE., BRERIZINZ T, Ao DIHEE]
42 & AT (inventive application) X (&, BARERILL EIZRAINEEEZLGLD
(significantly more) DNIAE

(BER2)
10 XBENEBESNER = EX BERROISILERZINCERBERER
EDTECTHRATELGGREFZSCRELH D,

(BEm3)
BifEEo-oL—LlE, AE(TAER) DFEBRIZHANBEDTH-oT-,
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% Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank {4t
(Supreme Court 2014)

EREFEOXH (NG 2B ST AAF—LIZETATAER, avEa—47055 4
DERFIEAR,. RV E 21— 43— AT LDOHERBIZDOVWT, EZOREDTRELTOEIRE
NEHOHNT-FH,

JL—LDIRAU BB (RHDRIM) 17228 (AT LOFAE) BICHE (EFE) #
BZzaaEstE. REI0FEZEEIT L0,

fham: MRS TFEFICIE. () TEEX, Q) EBFREFRZELIVEL—42TRT I LT
Ok, RU(3) T—2 B AT LIZHMNEETDATI)—DIL—LIZDNT, &
DREAR=HRERAICKIELGVGHRGHZIZTERZ) EWVSER T, HFrEDD
A TSNt

INUIEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 12



% Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank {4t
(Supreme Court 2014)

&= s FIFT D R fE

QAEDIL—LN—HGEIVE 1A —2—(C k> TETSNSTOERIZET LHE
DTHOT., FIL—LHEFFOFEE M (L101FEH) NRDONEIMGE . EE/
BABICEEN GV AT LD —L]PIEEFEERD VL — LI DN THHHEF
DEAETEFFRD L NAELN,

Q%FEFR101%7%Z . B AXEBAMICH > THEFDBEBIEARFOTLEILIIC
FERRL TIXEAE0N,
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Abstract Idea& [ o] H™ ?

Alice v. CLS BankZE#IcHB W T, &Gt = J(abstract idea)lZiZ X3 51D EL
T.EE#ENRLI4DDAHTI)—:

(i) EARMZEEFEE) fundamental economic practices)

(i) NS EENZHERL 9 55 % (certain methods of organizing human activities)

(iii) = (FAT7)ZTDEHED (an idea of itself)
(iv) #FRI7EEE R XX EZ (mathematical relationships/formulas)

(USPTO{TDInterim Eligibility Guidance(July 2015 B$rhR)IZIX. Abstract IdealZDULVT,
EROATI—&E. LY R EFHNGIZE)

14



Mayo v. Prometheus 4. Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank BE#-EEEHIR%E

BTHRIAIL-101EFEHDOHBTEZE (FIR)

MayoZE . AliceZ B HIZHULNT
ReaXDHREEIZELGNT
IR DERTE (101EEH) &
M9 BT=6h D EHE (ZERRE
D A)

= 201456 A F#1TDUSPTO
D F iEEE 5 ET (Preliminary
Examination Instruction). 2014
F12ARTOEERIGE (2014
Interim Guidance on Patent
Subject Matter Eligibility) [Z/&
7S

NO

YES

Y

/CLAIM QUALIFIES
AS ELIGIELE SUBJECT
MATTER UNDER
35 UsC 101

IE THE CLAIM TO
A PROCESS, MACHINE,
MANUFACTURE OR
COMPGSITION OF
MATTER?

(Step 2A)
[PART 1 Mayo test]
IS THE CLAIM DIRECTED
TO A LAW OF NATURE, A

MATURAL PHENOMENON, OR AN

ABSTRACT IDEA
(JUDICIALLY RECOGNIZED
EXCEPTIONS) 7

(Step 2B)
[PART 2 Mayo test]
DOES THE CLAIM RECITE
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS THAT
AMOUNT TO SIGNIFICANTLY
MORE THAN THE JUDICIAL
EXCEPTION?

CLAIM IS NOT \
ELIGIBLE SUBJECT
MATTER
UNDCR 35 USC y



Mayo v. Prometheus Z {4 Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank B4R E & HIRZE
BTHIALSA101FEH O I EZE (FIE)

(1) First one must determine whether the claim is directed to a patent-ineligible law
of nature, natural phenomenon, or abstract idea.

%Y. RRIL—LAFFOERMEZELLGELVAIBRER. BIBARR]. X
(CMRGEZIICEAT LD THLINENEHIMT S,

Part [ Mayo Test (Step B1)

(2) If so, then one determines whether any additional claim elements transform the
claim into a patent-eligible application that amounts to significantly more than the
ineligible concept itself.

LLIL—LDH(A). B). C)DRINMIETHLDTHAEE . Ao D INHNGESR
[SEY., BERIL—LD, FHEFDOERMEZETH5LDOTH- T, SXHFF0OEREZAL
BWEDLUETHALAEICEZDBLDIZ ICHSN BN TLLIHELZTHIET S,

Part Il Mayo Test (Step B2)

INDHEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 16



ZE 54t (2014 Interim Guidance) IZEWTRENT=
REFOERIEDREEEN

Part Il Mayo Test (Step B2) > TEE6DDEH#DAAMEFE - IE, HRIL—LIX., FEFDE
BEEFEITHLDEEHONSD, (2014 Interim Guidance on Patent Subject Matter Eligibility)

1. BT RITE 9 BFI-E T 5%E (Improvements to another technology or technical
field)

2. AvEa—428HEDOBEEIZH 9 SE (Improvements to the functioning of the computer
itself)
3. BEDOEBEH SN, NF. FEORBEFERALLIBAREN. BRBRRIXIEIHREZIO

1A (Applying the judicial exception with, or by use of, a particular machine)

4. RIZHRBIUIMANDEBITERZEZERMT S & (Effecting a transformation or reduction
of a particular article to a different state or thing)

5. RN AEFICENT., fERLLHbNIBENGE D LLLE [T A4 ERE D4 (Adding a
specific limitation other than what is well-understood, routine and conventional in the field,
or adding unconventional steps that confine the claim to a particular useful application)

6. DM, TBAZA. BRBERIRETHRHZIZF AL, BIZHEOEMDFISETT TS
EVWVSELEIZEZEDHAHEE (Other meaningful limitations beyond generally linking the
use of the judicial exception to a particular technological environment)

17




YIMIITZRUEDARRAETIIVEAERAD101EEHREEZSH LT
BEETIE# L7558 HIRERFHIR

¥ Research Corp Tech Inc. v. Microsoft Corp. (Fed .Cir. 2010) O E{&MLIE K %

Y SiRF Technology Inc v. ITC (Fed Cir 2010) O GPS AT L

Alice B mEE IR
$

¥ DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P. (Fed. Cir. 2014) O 9x 7Y A NEE R T L

¥ Enfish, LLC v Microsoft Corp. (Fed. Cir. 2016) O BB X T L

Y% TLI Communications, LLC v. AV Automotive, L.L.C. (Fed Cir May 2016) X
TORAINEEDORR/ EHAE

Y¢ BASCOM Global Internet Services v. AT&T Mobility (Fed. Cir. 2016) O
FYRD—OBBATREBLIZOVTUVIZILINEAENNTBVRT A

NP2\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 18




% DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P.
(Fed. Cir. 2014)

RPADBERELNZBDHONI=T7—R

Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank ZH-D&EEFFIRE., HFOEBMEN01FEH
DFEBINBBEGS>T-FHIZE N T, EFR K EEREFIFT(CAFC)HY, #18
THFDERMEZZEDDHFIRZ T L2 4 (FErREERN)

FlREEGE 2=V —LFEHADES:

A=V EDHFEDVIT VAL LEICEWT. HERBED VI T HAAD /NS
=0/ EL.BEEBNEDNAN=) 0% )y IL=GE . Fillhvod
R—=YUZRWNEY FLWDIIR—D[CEEZYYEBZDDTIEGL TDOTTIR—
AT, AZBEEFEDOVIT VA OBEHZEZAERIIEETEDLIICLEV AT A

INDHEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 19



% DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P.
(Fed. Cir. 2014)

RPADBERELNZBDHONI=T7—R

DDR Holdings v Hotel.comZE#:IZ$1+7ACAFCHO REE(ZFMD1)

Mayo v. PrometheusZE {4 X [XAlice Corp. v. CLS BankZE 4 DHmEFFRICE I KavEa1—4
BELEFKADRHFOERMEIZRET S —MEmELT:

QIL—LHM  HEBESZLHRIZER)L-3DELT., + 2B TEOEED
& AE0) (sufficiently specific and meaningful applications of abstract ideas) TH

[(EFEF DB RIENEEHZROHSN, FYLET—RIHTEHLDIZHL. 101
FEHEFEBDHONGL,

QHENLEECRADEBRICAVFI—RYMPREDIAVE 1 —2Z%FRALI=ELSLL
EDHDTIEZLVE S (nothing more than the performance of an abstract
business practice on the Internet or using a conventional computer). %555 D&%

IS OTEY (RAY AN

INDHEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 20



% DDR Holdings, LLC v. Hotels.com, L.P.
(Fed. Cir. 2014)

RPADBERELNZBDHONI=T7—R

DDR Holdings v Hotel.comZE#IZ& 17 HCAFCHD REE (D 2)

Q JL—LRBAK, AVE1—E8RvbT—H 0O (Bl BEICH T/ E DREEE =R
TRODRREEEZD,

QA A=Y DNAIN=U2 - TARIIWEWSHEEDHEETIE, BEDDI T YA
MBFELIBEZZETCRYVACADHBEEN BEDLEEI)vILTNAIN—Y
DERBLTLESIE. TV THADBIIED DT HAMMIFETLTLES
ELVIA U B—RYMIFE OBt ED)EEZRRT 5, (=2D1E<{EEHMayo Testl
H1+5Step2BIZHBT5FIMr[EYes)

Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 21



% Enfish, LLC v Microsoft Corp.
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADBERELNZBDHON=Tr—R

Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank ZH-D&EEFFIRE., HFOEBMEN01FEH
DFERB)MNREIE LGB HICHE T HEFKEEERELFIFT(CAFC)AEFEF D
EIEEZ RO DHIRE T LEEH FEHERFHRR)

BB IL—LERBFDES:
AVELA—FAE) —IZERAINSGT HDRESLUVRRVATLTH-T.BES
BB | (self-referentia) EFEIEN B 4F 1T B T HFRLGT —IN—AGHRER)ZFAIT S
CEERBETHID(BRERLELTN—FIIT7EEFTHEWNREYILDITDH
BA)
SRR BEHOT—TILIZIBEEIN TV ERE—DDT—TILIZIRNE T HIEMNT
EHIIIIGY ., TARRDERIE A A EEIZ T o T =,

22



% Enfish, LLC v Microsoft Corp.
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADBERELNZBDHON=Tr—R

RARE &A= 45E5(US Pat. No. 6,151,604) D TREITIL— L

17. A data storage and retrieval system for a computer memory, comprising:
means for configuring said memory according to a logical table, said logical table
including:

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;

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

means for indexing data stored in said table.

17. AVEA—FAR)—ITERASNET —2DERRERIUVRRV AT LTHO T,

(1) mEBRIZHKOTHIEEAT)ZEE T HFER L.

(2) AIEERIERICEIESIN-T—2ZRK5I(index) T 5F kL. R R

ﬁunﬂnmﬁili

(|) %‘Eﬁ 75\ 'lﬁ*&o)nafi' ﬂmﬁééuié ’Emunﬁi'd"%)ﬁ'j /Igl‘mb n&%%
(0|D)é‘ﬁ’9“%>otol BRESNT-BHOREITE.

(i) BERIBH A, %K ; IE?'J’éu.un"izTéTj /I7I~n..,n"5z§75(OID)’¢"’ﬁL BEHDME
BYILZzEETHLD. EHOREBITICRET HIEMDHREINE. ZHITHVAT L,

23



% Enfish, LLC v Microsoft Corp.
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADBERELNZBDHON=Tr—R

Enfish, LLC v Microsoft Corp. B -E T2 E$IFTD R A& (Mayo Test Step 2A)

JU—LEBRAMN, VI IT7EL TGV E1—RITEH>TEITSNDGLDT
HoTH., WARRIIZAbstract IdealFIETE 54 T TIXELY,

JL—LFEBEAMNDE 2 —2BEER T DR E(improvement) (2B 53D THALIL.
Abstract Idea&ldE Z 9 . Mayo Test® (Step2BDF| Wiz 9 5F TH%K) Step2AT
101 EHFmT-7 LHIFSND(REHCTHIELG 1= L—LNINIZEZE),

ZAUIL—LERIE, ERKDT—EIN—RZFRATIGEICLEA ZFREZED. &
REEZEEL. BERAEVEEZ/NSKT S,

HEZIL—LICRBSN-BESRBRE XD T —IN—ABEEL T ET DA
FET D,

INDHEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 24



Y BASCOM Gilobal Internet Services, Inc. v. AT&T Mobility LLC
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADERELIBDHON=Tr—R

Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank ZH-D&EEFFIRE., HFOEBMEN01FEH
DFERB)MNREIE LGB HICHE T HEFKEEERELFIFT(CAFC)AEFEF D
B EZERDHHIRET L —R FEHEFRD)

MREEE =V L —LFEBADEE:

A3 —ybAVE =3RRI =IO RGLIZaVTUVIZO L AT NMT S
Ea—3T4IW AL AT LTHL>T. AVTUOYDEEZmARIAVEL—FINLDT IR
BERIZEDWTEHAE D I14ILAZEHFBISP (Intrusion Prevention System: 2 ABF1ES
AT L) B—N\Zlg A=V AT L

INDHEA\ Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 25



Y BASCOM Gilobal Internet Services, Inc. v. AT&T Mobility LLC
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADERELIBDHON=Tr—R

RIRE &A= 45E5F(US Pat. No. 5,987,606) DL FRAIT L — L

1. AVB—FybaAVE 1=y T =M BBLIZO T IVIZIAIEEMNTHAVEL—2 - T4 LE -V RT L
[ZHLT,

[IEEPE % P2 NE
BERCEBINDTIEARINT—IFT D IOADRINT—OTF V2 RBERETIMEDISZAT oA Ea—
s,

(TAIIBERTTDHOHD) DEEL—DDIAINEBI VT AT — L (E - &

BEOIONR) T RRERFELE.

BIREY AT baVE 1 —RIZEREN D) E—MSP(BABLE L R T L)Y —N\RUA23—FybaVE1—4
YD =D L% EA.

BIERISPH—/NIE BIRDERIYNT—ITHIU b DIEEL—DDTAINRI DT AFX—LRUED K EL—
DDI4IE) 0T HimBRFREE, ZEEMITL.

HIERISPH—/\[E. SLICHIRR YN T —I T VERERZRIGRITAT7 AV Ea—3 Mo ZITERY . AIEcEE
FFENF=T4L2) 0T AmBRFEEE > THIREEM TN TR VT RAX—LEERITT S

aAVEa—2- T3P RT L,
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Y BASCOM Gilobal Internet Services, Inc. v. AT&T Mobility LLC
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADERELIBDHON=Tr—R

BASCOM v. AT&T Mobility B4 IZETHEHIFFD R AR (Mayo Test Step2A)
REHDIL—LIL, EnfishBEHDOIL—LEITERY SN ZaVE1—2D R
ZWETAHADITTIEELY, =“abstract idea” THELVEITE Z LY,

R ¥ BT (X “Mayo Test Step2B”'~

Nakanishi IP Associates, LLC 27



Y BASCOM Gilobal Internet Services, Inc. v. AT&T Mobility LLC
(Fed. Cir. 2016)

RADERELIBDHON=Tr—R

BASCOM v. AT&T Mobility FH-(ZETHEHIFRD R (Mayo Test Step2B)

O DDREHDIL—LIF. BEMGERZSIZEO-VLELSBE THITSNELDT
[EHLNEMEEENERICHAIDITTIIGEAI ) EDRRAETILEIL—L
LIzt DTG, DT YA FDRRNEE B IZE>TORIBEEAEIR T 55D B i
M7 HEEIL—LLIZHDTH 1=,

A CheERLCEIIZ. REHDIL—LEE . AT YDTAIILEA) T (EHRDZER)
FEBLTEHREINF=2DTIEIH LD, BIZTAWA) T BR)DTATTEIL—
LLFADTIIEL MDA AT YRTAINA) T AT LDIBZ T -[HEZE (4
KD EEIFELLHPY G T) ZMBIICERLTILNS,

Q KEOIVL—LFERIE, AVEL—30RATLERDMEREEZHET HVINIDITRA—
ANHBATH D, 2101 FEH%HT-9 (significantly more than the abstract idea)

28



¥¢ TLI Communications, LLC v. AV Automotive, L.L.C
(Fed Cir May 2016)

HRBEDOBERENBOHONGEMN-r—X
RARE &75 > 1=4FEF(US Pat. No. 6,038,295 DX TRIAEIL— L

17. TORINERZEHF RV EET HHZEIZE T,

HIEE T ORIEYO T YT Lo TR RSN T-E

BEA-YMNIEENETORIIEYITYT Ay F->TEBRESRIRTHIIEL.
DI ERRIEE T ORIVEB RV S

B, TOAIIEBRELTRETHIEL.
MEERESOT I —/NNTEEITHIIREGIGE S EIFRIE
AIEE T DRIIVEMRICH T IV S TIZEHLN ., BD  RIEEEE1I -V DERAFEICKYIREAHE
FER) &
Y—NIZKYT—2ERIETHIIEL.
ﬁﬁ%ﬂ%“’)@)l/ BEFEOT 57 ERREAGZELET
=S AHE,

~— AT HITIES,
DEEERESBLTCRIERY—/\RICHIEE T U2 ILEBEZRETHIIEL
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¥¢ TLI Communications, LLC v. AV Automotive, L.L.C.
(Fed Cir May 2016)
HADBEEENROHONENT=r—X

L —LFEBEDNRA U ERFIFTD R

FERABICK > THREARELGAFEFRICHKLD., Y —/\RNIZTOAIVEBRERET S,
>TORIIEREZRE, 25EL. RETDHELVD“Abstract Idea” (Step 2A)

BEIAZYMIEFENSATOANEYIT YT Ay EFE>TEREREL. TO2ILE
BELTH—NIZRET S,

=Additional Elements:BEER VY —/\DF R EREZFEOICE

SWERIHoNT=IL—F 2 DEE I%EE) (well-understood, routine, conventional
activities)

=did not add significantly more to the abstract idea (Step 2B)
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YIBEE
November 2, 2016, USPTOH 4T D Memorandum
“Recent Subject Matter Eligibility Decisions”

MCRO, INC., DBA PLANET BLUE v. BANDAI NAMCO GAMES AMERICA
INC.(Fed. Cir. 2016)E#4 (VI oz 7EERRICOVTI0IFEHEFELEHLN
F=g=-%3H) B89 HSUSPTOD RE (FD1)

101 RDIEHERE R -REO-ODOP|-H4AOLLG57?

“the McRO court examined the specification, which described the claimed
invention as improving computer animation through the use of specific rules,
rather than human artists, to set morph weights (relating to facial expressions
as an animated character speaks) and transition parameters between phonemes
(relating to sounds made when speaking). As explained in the specification,
human artists did not use the claimed rules, and instead relied on subjective
determinations to set the morph weights and manipulate the animated face to
match pronounced phonemes. The McRO court indicated that it was the
incorporation of the particular claimed rules in computer animation that
"Improved [the] existing technological process”, unlike cases such as Alice
where a computer was merely used as a tool to perform an existing process.”

31




YIBEE
November 2, 2016, USPTOH 4T D Memorandum
“Recent Subject Matter Eligibility Decisions”

MCRO, INC., DBA PLANET BLUE v. BANDAI NAMCO GAMES AMERICA
INC.(Fed. Cir. 2016)E#4 (VI 7EERBICONTIOIEEHAFHEDHLN
F=8=73H) B89 HUSPTOD RE (FD2)

Notable Points from McRO (EEHRAR):
“Examiners should consider the claim as a whole under Step 2A of the USPTO's

SME guidance, and should not overgeneralize the claim or simplify it into its

"gist" or core principles, when identifying a concept as a judicial exception. ”
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YIORH T PR ERRBICHBITHI01FEH LN S E
(10151E#% B8, fNT2-DDH%)

O Machine or Transformation TestZARBLICL 7= (L. THEDEBERATIL. [FEA
EBALELY, =Bilski BRERFIREUVEDROHFI. RITOUSPTONEE
EEMSEHLL,

QO “Abstract Idea” [ZEZ 2 L7EL V(Mayo Test Step 2A). X[ “significantly more
than the abstract idea” M BMPEE %= T (Mayo Test Step 2B)D EEMNTES
BEMNBE,

Q 101FEHEROEBREBRISHLTIE, UTOZRELORBISAER

(1)L —LRBA(E“Abstract Idea” [Z§& 2 L7EL(Mayo Test Step 2A),
(2)7=&Z “Abstract Idea” [CEE 2T HERTEL TH. “significantly more...” M
IEBIMEREZETH . 2 &L T significantly more...” T S(Mayo Test Step 2B),
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YIORH T PR ERRBICHBITHI01FEH LN S E
(10151E#% B8, fNT2-DDH%)

“Abstract Idea” IZEZ 2 L%EL Y (Mayo Test Step 2A)., X [&“significantly more” 03BN
BR%E % = T (Mayo Test Step 2B), EHIMTSN 55 D4

O BEOT—HONRE. EHOA T, A TN FHRLGREBOHEEREE
FRALTOTES A BB EHINSGT 27O TYMNMNOVEL—EV R
TLEEOEEEDR LI, XX, HFEDDEHF CTIEMIGEHRE IRV IE,

Q MFHREN—FII7 (ENBRICHRENHLIEHAFELL) 1IOFIEHZERTT
=DV IFITTFTHAN . EDKIGEN—FVTT7ZFIATSHYI VI TFT
HAE,

O fREY/IbII7DRERATHOTH, ARARICKYREDFICETHHED
BREZ TR 1 TESE,
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YIORH T PR ERRBICHBITHI01FEH LN S E
(10151E#% B8, fNT2-DDH%)

FRENEICH T H101FEHE R DI B A~ DX it [ZE0#]

1. BEBEOEXRITOVT, JL—LRIZHELT, BEEH(1)ik LD IS judicial
exception:[ Abstract Idea]. [Law of Nature ], X [&[INatural Phenomena])CéH s &
L TLSERSY . (2)ladditional limitation | T&HAHERBEL TLSER D ZERET
Do

2. BEEEMNSIALTHSHFIAHSES. 3)EDHIFITIIFER EHIMSNhT=H
L—LZERT S,
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YIORH T PR ERRBICHBITHI01FEH LN S E
(10151E#% B8, fNT2-DDH%)

FELEBIZE TH101EEHERDIEHRBAANDOXIE [RED B F]

1. BEEDMabstract Ideal THHEIEREL TLVSER 9 HS, [Abstract Idea ] TIXZELY,
ELVD TR,

2. EEE D Abstract Idea] TH S EIERL TLIHER HMRIZT Abstract Idea ]l TH S
&L TH. lNadditional limitation ], X[l additional limitation |EE N LN EHAED
HTIOL—LEEEELTIRA-B A (as a whole), Z7L—LFBA(Z. [significantly
more than the abstract idea ] TH A ELNVS R,
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YIORH T PR ERRBICHBITHI01FEH LN S E
(10151E#% B8, fNT2-DDH%)

FERBIZHE TH101EEHERDIEHBAADOXIE RGO B F]

3. FEEEMNSIALTLSHHITREICGE I —LE FEDIL—LENEFE
MICRGHHRATITI,

4. Fl-.101FEHEEEZHoNT=$I4l(Fed CirX[LSupreme CourtiZ&k B HIR)
TREITEST-OLU—LRAT, KFEFRBALLELHEVNERDONEZLDE. RBDIE
PIZZETFHRDOMIFELL,
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YIORYI7REERBICEITHI0IFEHLIBDSH
BN

1. 101FEHDOHIEFICERLUTIE. FIFIZHL., EEHNEGEIL—LOARICE ST
BE I AERI LG >TULS (AEERAXLERBEIND) . 2L —LDI101FE
HEBETHHPPOERT, KFEDIL—LISTEWNIL—LHDBEREIZE -5
ZEITFHCELNBEEEICHEIA TS,

2. “significant more” &I, BFIZ, BT RO AIE H s A TEHFEEH D (technological
improvement) = FiREOIEEAM D HIFINEFTNATLVS,

3. JL—LOEKXMEGEETIEIRETES . BEAMICI01FDOBHINERLSH
BAtHY . HEICRAIFEAIS10IFEHZR/-ELREEDOH LD RiBD
6:&%M‘§o
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