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Order Denying Request For 
Ex Parle Reexamination 

Control No. 

90/014,552 

Examiner 

ERON J SORRELL 

Patent Under Reexamination 

Art Unit AIA (FITF) Status 

3992 No 

--The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address--

The request for ex parte reexamination filed 07/23/2020 has been considered and a determination has 
been made. An identification of the claims, the references relied upon, and the rationale supporting the 
determination are attached. 

Attachments: a)□ PT0-892, PTO/SB/08, c)D Other: __ 

The request for ex parte reexamination is DENIED. 

This decision is not appealable (35 U.S.C. 303(c)). Requester may seek review by petition to the 
Commissioner under 37 CFR 1.181 within ONE MONTH from the mailing date of this communication (37 
CFR 1.515(c)). EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE SUCH A PETITION UNDER 37 CFR 1.181 ARE 
AVAILABLE ONLY BY PETITION TO SUSPEND OR WAIVE THE REGULATIONS UNDER 
37 CFR 1.183. 

In due course, a refund under 37 CFR 1.26 ( c) will be made to requester: 

a) ~ by Treasury check or, 

b) D by credit to Deposit Account No. , or 

c) D by credit to a credit card account, unless otherwise notified (35 U.S.C.303(c)). 

I/ERON J SORRELL/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992 

cc: Requester ( if third party requester) 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-4710 (Rev. 01-13) Office Action in Ex Parte Reexamination Part of Paper No. 20200810 

Page 3 of 39



Application/Control Number: 90/014,552 
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Decision 

Page 2 

A Third Party requested ex parte reexamination of claims 

17, 18, and 24 of U.S. Patent No. 7,103,640 to Overton et al. 

("the '640 Patent"). The Request was granted a filing date of 

July 23, 2020 and assigned Control No. 90/014,552. 

MPEP 2241 recites, 

Tht=; c:Ieterminat.ion of whetht=;r er net te reexaraine must be 
made within 3 months follewing the filing date of a 

3-mont.h period ends on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal 
holiday within the District of C:oh.,rnbia 1 then the 
determination must be mailed by the preceding business day. 
See the last portion cf MPEP § 2240 and also see MPEP § 
2283 for multiple copending reexamination proceedinqs. A 
determination to reexamine may be made at any time during 
the period of enforceability cf a patent. 

No substantial new question (SNQ) of patentability is 

raised by the request for reexamination and prior art cited 

therein for the reasons set forth below. 

Listing of Prior Art 

The following is a list of patents and printed Publications 

provided in the Request: 

C..:L ~ T ., l-.r ;.:~ e 1J(; r ~:.:.r.:.d 1\,. :S.11t) in .r P 1_-f~1 s (:1-·r.. . .Ti n~;r 1·n t f~1 (;-r i tJ7 i r1 f?_EJlTIO t EJ 

f,-,i 1 (: Loe a ti C)Tl a net }<_(; t:ci (:1Ial I' Pr C)c:eeclin1;rs of Internet 1~3c)c: i et y· 
Sympo;.=;ium on Netwcffk and. Dist.ributecJ. ~-;yst.crns Sc=:curity; pp. 5.3-
631 Fe.t) 1996, ('·':Jaege_c 1

'); 
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b, Bro1,me et a _ _,_,, T.,ocat.ion--Tndepencient. ATani_·ino f"or "\l.::rt.ua.J. 

on Software Reusability, 

IEEE Computational S c~ -_i_ e r1 c~ e a .rL d. ~ ' ' r,rLg .1 neer _,_rLg 1 vol. 21 
no. 2, pp. 62-69, 1995 !"Browne II"); 

cl.. 13rC)l/·ll1(; et c~l .. 1 JvJ"ar1a~;re,1nt..?r1t C)f t11c: 1\/lfSE·- a \li1-·tual 
I)i s ti·iJJu t f~1 d I)i ;Ji t al L-ilJr aL'J7 ~ tfni "'"·Ie rs it'_/ CJ f T r;nne s 5 e e Te c:l-1ni c: Ct l 

e. Moore et al., Resource Cataloging and Distribution 
System, University of Tennessee Technical Report, 1997, 
(''tc1C)C)re"); 

f.. ·Fr-1~J(J" eL c.:.J_ ~, !)ca}a.}:)]e ;\Tet_-_h/()_ckeci .T.n_i_:--:-_-.:,r·1n;.=1t).c)rJ. L)_rc)c:es.~=:,_-f_n(}" 
J~; n \/"_J: _"C() n1ne n t_-_ ( ~·~: !V _T_Pf~1

) .F J? r CJ c;e ed.i r1 q s C) f t ·r1 e 19 9 7 .A.CJv.'"~/ .T. .E~E~E'. c_:c)n. t er er1 c_:e 
on :3upen.::u.mp1d.-,_in9, :!.997, ("Fagg"); 

"J.99,J, 

("'RFC: J_034n); 

_; .. D.R. },:IcGreqor and J •• A. Mc1ocian j_, "fj nqerpr.·i nt.-f ngH- A 

Prac U ce & Exper.·,.en.ce J_ l 6S 1 l 982, ( "McGre(Nr") ; 

k. Jack J. Dongarra and Eric Grosse, Distribution of 
l\1a tl1e1na ti cal 

m" JvJcC.~i~ai\1---J-Iill Dic'tionai-J/' or ,Scientif-ic anLi Te1cI1r1ical 
T'er·1ns, fj60 (i1t-t1 ed ... 1989) (\1.Iv.'"~c;c;rr-1v;'1 ); 

Corrnen et al., Introduction to Algorithms, The MIT 
Press (1st Ed. 1990) .An.d.ce\,.1 S. Tanenbaurn., C'o1npuL".er l'Iet,_;orks, 3rd 
ec.Li.U.or,_ (Thi.rd Edition) (J996) (excerpted), (''C:orrner,."); 
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CJ., DcJ.rLa . .lc1 ::=., I{r::.tJt_.tL 1 T.he ii.ct. c;_f Ccrrr1JJute.r I?.coQ·.r~anun_·f_ng·, 
\l(Jl u1n(: .3: :S cJrti Tl(l ar1d :S f~1arc::J1i n~;r I" 1\.cldi scJn-~/\Jr; 51 ey., ( 19 7 .3) 

p. Brian W. Kernighan and Dennis M. Ritchie, 1he ~ 

q. US 6430618 Bl (priority March 13, 1998); 

Page 4 

r. David R. Cheriton and Timothy P. Mann, Decentralizing 
a c;.1 c;,L-.:•a.l J\Janti n;J s~ e I'\i"_i c:e _·re, r· .L.rnJ).cc;, i,,leci r)e_c_·rc, r·1na nc~e a nci J?a u _]_ t. 

Tolerance, ACM Transactions on Computer Systems 147-183, 1989, 
''· C:.b.e _r· i t.()T! 0 

_) ., 

The eighteen (18) references listed above were neither used 

in a rejection or even appear to be considered during a prior 

prosecution of the '640 Patent, thus all are new references. 

Third Party Requester's Position 

The Requester alleges the following SNQs which have been 

grouped/organized for discussion purposes: 

Group I: Jaeger to raise a SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24. 

This group of SNQs is based on proposed rejections of claims 17, 

18, and 24 as being obvious over Jaeger. 

Group II: Browne I, Browne II, Browne III, Moore, and Fagg 

(collectively "the Netlib Publications") to raise an SNQ over 

claims 17, 18, and 24. This group of SNQs is based on proposed 
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rejections of claims 17, 18, and 24 as being obvious over the 

Netlib Publications. 

Group III: Jaeger in combination with the Netlib 

Publications to raise an SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24. This 

group of SNQs is based on proposed rejections of claims 17, 18, 

and 24 as being obvious over Jaeger taken in combination with 

the Netlib Publications. 

Review of Prosecution History 

The '640 Patent issued on September 5, 2006, having claims 

1-25, with claims 1, 10, 17, and 18 being independent claims. 

The '640 Patent matured from U.S. Pat. Appl. No. 09/661,222 

("the '222 Application") which was filed on September 13, 2000, 

which claimed priority to U.S. Provisional App. No. 60/153,709, 

filed September 14, 1999 and U.S. Pat. Appl. 09/111,896 filed 

July 8, 1998. 

Reviewing the prosecution of the history of the '222 

Application, it is found that a Notice of Allowance was mailed 

on November 14, 2005, allowing claims 24-48, with claims 24, 33, 

40, and 41 being independent claims. Upon issuance, claims 24-28 

were renumbered as claims 1-25 with claims 1, 10, 17, and 18 

being independent claims. In the Notice of Allowance, there was 

no specific reasons for allowance provided by the Examiner. The 

Page 7 of 39



Application/Control Number: 90/014,552 
Art Unit: 3992 

Page 6 

Notice of Allowance did include an Examiner's Amendment, however 

the accompanying remarks indicate that the amendment was solely 

to address an inadvertent claim numbering error. 

Looking back further, the previous Office action was a non-

final rejection mailed on February 9, 2005 ("the 2/9/05 Office 

action"), in which claims 1-9 and 12-23 (all of the pending 

claims at the time) were rejected as being anticipated by: 1) a 

prior art publication to Beitz titled "Service Location in an 

Open Distributed Environment" ("Beitz"); 2) U.S. Patent No. U.S. 

Pat. No. 5,950,173 to Perkowski ("Perkowski"); 3) U.S. Patent 

No. 5,978,773 to Hudetz et al. ("Hudetz"); and 4) U.S. Pat. No. 

5,913,210 to Call. 

Given the above, a comparison between the allowed claim set 

and the claim set that was rejected in 2/9/05 Office action 

would shed light on why the claims were allowed in the original 

prosecution. 

Issued claims 17, 18, and 24 of the '640 Patent are system 

claims with claims 17 and 18, being independent claims and claim 

24 depending on claim 18. In the claim set that was rejected in 

the 2/9/05 Office action, only claims 5-9, 19, and 20 were 

directed toward a system, with claim 5 being independent and 

claims 6-9, 19, and 20 depending therefrom. Claim 5, that was 
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rejected in the 2/9/05 Office action, and allowed claims 17 and 

18 are reproduced below for discussion purposes: 

Rejected claim 5 in 2/9/05 

Office action 

5. A system ha,Iinq a nr:twork 

distributed tracking wire 

transfer protocol for storing 

and identifying data with a 

distributed data collection, 

comprising: 

a data repository, the date:, 

repository for storing data ln 

a distributed data collection;, 

a client entity, the client-_ 

entity for manipulatlng data 

in the distributed data 

collect-_ion; and 

a first server entity, the 

first server entity operative 

to locate data in the 

distributed data collection; 

Issued claim 17 of the '640 

Patent 

17. A system for retrieving 

data location information for 

data stored in a distributed 

network, the system 

comprising: 

a plurality of data 

repositories configured to 

store data, wherein the data 

is associated with a 

respective identifier string 

in each data repository; 

a data location sewer [sic] 

network having a plurality of 

data location servers, each of 

the plurality of data location 

servers containing location 

strings associated with 

respective identifier strings 
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wherein the first server 

entity is responsive to a 

client entity to provide a 

redirection message to the 

first client entity if' the 

first server entity cannot 

provide at least one location 

string to the client entity 

corresponding to an identifier 

string in the client request. 

and each of the plurality of 

data location servers having 

computer executable code 

configured to execute the 

following steps: 

in response to receiving a 

data location request from a 

client to retrieve a location 

string associated with an 

identification string provided 

in the data location request, 

transmitting a redirect 

message to the client if the 

identification string is not 

associated with a location 

string at the data location 

server, wherein the redirect 

message contains information 

for use by the client to 

calculate a location of a 

different data location server 

in the plurality of data 

location servers, wherein the 
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Rejected claim 5 in 2/9/05 

Office action 

5, A system having- ,, net.work 

distributed tracking wire 

transfer protocol for storing 

and identifying- data with a 

distributed data collection, 

a data repository, the data 

repository for storing data 1n 

a distributed data collection;, 

a client entity, the client 

different data location server 

contains the location string. 

Allowed claim 18 

18. A system for retrieving 

data location information 

for data stored in a 

distributed network, the 

system comprising: 

a data repository 

configured to store data, 

wherein the data is 

associated with an 

identifier string; 

entity for manipulating- data i~ a client responsive to a 

t.he distributed da~a data query to query a data 

coilection; and location server for 

location information 
a first server entity, the 

associated with the 
first server entity operative 

identifier string; 
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to locate data in the 

distributed data collection; 

wherein t-_he fir~:;t-_ server ent_-;_ty 

is responsive to a client 

rr:queE,t frmn the fir st client 

entity to provide a redirection 

message to the first client 

entity if the first server 

entity cannot provide at least 

one location string to the 

client entity corresponding to 

an identifier string in the 

client request. 

a data location server 

network comprising a 

plurality of data location 

servers, at least one of 

the plurality of data 

location servers containing 

location information 

associated with the 

identifier string, wherein 

each of the plurality of 

data location servers 

comprises computer 

executable code configured 

to execute the following 

steps in response to 

receiving a data location 

request from the client: 

if the data location server 

contains the location 

string associated with the 

identification string 

provided in the data 

location request, the data 
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location server transmits 

location information for 

use by the client to 

calculate a location of the 

data associated with the 

identification string; 

if the data location server 

does not contain the 

location string associated 

with the identification 

string, the location server 

transmits a redirect 

message to the client, 

wherein the redirect 

message contains redirect 

information for use by the 

client to calculate a 

location of a different 

data location server in the 

plurality of data location 

servers, wherein the 

different data location 
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As can be seen above, claim 5 that was rejected in the 

2/9/05 Office action and allowed claims 17 and 18 all generally 

recite a system comprising a data repository, a client, and a 

server entity (or network of servers), wherein the server 

attempts to locate data requested by the client in the data 

repository and provide that location information back to the 

client. Both sets of claims also recite the use of 

identification strings that identify data and location strings 

that identify data locations, and the server sending a redirect 

message to the client if the server cannot locate the requested 

location string. The distinguishing feature between the rejected 

claims and the allowed claims appears to be the contents of the 

redirect message. In rejected claim 5, the contents of the 

redirect message are not claimed, whereas in the allowed claims, 

the redirect message is said to, "contain redirect information 

for use by the client to calculate a location of a different 

data location server in the plurality of location servers, 

wherein the different data location server contains the location 

string." Reviewing all of the claims rejected in the 2/9/05 

Page 14 of 39



Application/Control Number: 90/014,552 
Art Unit: 3992 

Page 13 

Office action, the Examiner finds that in addition to claim 5, 

independent claims 1 and 12, and dependent claims 7-9, 17-23 all 

include limitations regarding the redirect message, however none 

of them require the redirect messaae to comprise information for 

use by the client to calculate the location of a different 

location server, wherein the different location server contains 

the location string. 

This limiation was also the focus of the Applicant's 

remarks filed in response to the 2/9/05 Office action. The 

Applicant argued, 

"F.~et·e11.~1_-in~7 to c-:lain1 ~1 4 r 1,..7J1.er1 a usei- e1nters a 1.~equest 

at r-1 C'lic:11t fcJr ctata at a fi:cst c:lit..?r1t.r tl1(? ctata qut..?.I.~J7 

i11clud(?S ar1 id(?ntific:r strin~;r ((:., g,. a file, nan1(? cJr CIRl-) a11cl. 
e.\~J)ec:t_·_s t<) .rec·e.iv·e _ir1fc)_rrnat .. i-:-_·_:•n (a Jc)c:at .. i-:-_·_:•n .~=:,tr· __ ir1.,;=7) C)rJ h/}·1er·e 
t.he c-:la ta c:o_r_r~es[Jc;nd.i r1g tc; t.J-1a t_-_ .f_=-_i _J_ er.1a.rne _r-esj (Jes.,, ... Du_r_·j_ ng· 
tI1is r1a1.ri;;atic1r1 1-:;1--oc'ess.,: if- a ciata loc-:atic1r1 ser1.re1_- does nc1t 
1-:Jc1ssess tI1e sc1ugl1.t after loc'ation st1.~ir1gl. it t.1.~ansmi ts a 
rt..?cti rt..?c: t n1r:.=:s s a ~;re, ]'-;a C']{ al on~;r t11 r:_:; C' ()nnru1ni C' a ti cJr1 lJa tl1 th t..? cfa ta 
..L C)c: a L" .. i -:-_·.:, n _r ec10 est_·_ t_· _ca ;.re.?. eel. t <) t_· he _i_:-_i_ r·s t_· c·..L _i en t . ., ~rl.1 e 

redirect messaqe that is sent back to the first server 
c~orjt__-_a._irjs _irj_fo.rrnat..ic;n r.J\/_·j_t__-__ h_ f1Ihjc:h t.J-je f-_i.-cst. c:.l . .-ier1t. js 

con.:t"iaui-ed to Liete11.~n1ine a lc)catic..111 C)f- a sE:c·c)r1a1 ci.ata 
lcJcation s(::1-·1.,.re,r tl1at dot..?L) C'()T1tair1 tl1E; scJuqht aftEJL' lcJC'aticJii 
string. In other words, the redirect message allows 
the first server to calculate a new data location server 

.. "S,,imilarl v~r tl1.e 1neth0Li ot· c-:lain1 .3.3 al SL! inc-:1 ULies 
includes the feature of redirection, however claim 33 
a.cici .. resses a rnc).re s .. iin_t.-;,} __ i_i_:-_-f_eci. sc·er1.a.r· .. ic) such a..~:, s.h.C)kln _irj .F:.rc;,. 
J:?.F ~ll.1e.re L".}-jer·e a.r·e rjc)L". rjecessa._r_-f_}_}/ an_}/ _-f_nt.e.c·tler1..-i.nsl cie;.r..Lc:es 
between the client and the data location servers. 
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]\Teli1l _irjcfe[Jenderjt_-_ c:Jaj1n.s 4.I a.nci 4~;? _r~eJate tc; Sjl"St.e1n 

cont·i gui-a ti c1r1s aciarJted to ir1coi~i1ora tin~-r sof ti\1a1.~e 

in~struc:ticJr1s irnJJlt..?nie,11.ti:n.(l tl1(? ..-ce,(--J.i..-ce,cticJ11 t)roc:c:ss,. '' 

See page 11 of the remarks filed 8/9/2005. 

i'._Tr.:. a J-jyJJothet..ic:aJ s.2,...ste.rr1 that fjeecis to t .. rac:i< .IOOs C;_f 

billions of objects across 100s of millions of clients and 
r(:t)cJsi tcJric:s ir1 r~v7}1ic'J.½ a.Ilj7 cJlJ_jt..?c:t L-::'a.11 ' 1 ~SJJontar1t..?cJusl),7 

anct ci_y""r1a1nic:all),7 ,,°'. L-::'l1ar1(TC: lc)c:aticJJl f..-ccJ1n a.Ilj7 c:lit..?r1t tcJ an),7 

other client in real-time, there are significant 
c~J-ja }J erjges,. TJ-je c~J a _·f.rnec-:l .rec-:l_·f..rec: t_-_j orj f·ea t_-_ u.re j s _-f..ntendec-:l to 

help address and solve problems like these, using a 
th ec1re1 ti cal lJ/' or1e---rJc1i n t --·f-ai l ur:::, --·1-~E: ti~},.,- redirect i c1r1 1ne th oci 
tl1at C'onfic7u..-cabl1·,. cii~striJ:?!ltt..?~3 CC)IIl[)Z1ta.tic)r1 a1ncJ11c7 c:lit..?r1ts a.11ci 
se.r1fer·s., H 

See page 12 of the remarks filed 8/9/05. 

Regarging the applied prior art the applicant argued, 

'"l\1·n a 1J)/J)otl1e,tic:al ~3_)lSt::..=.:1n tl1at r1r-:i.:)cr::; tcJ trac:]( 100s cJf 

J:;, .-l . ..L .l _i_ <).n.~=:, <).f_:- (_-.:,1.)j ec: t_-_ s a c·.rcJ s s .7. 0 0 s (_-.:, f In.i.} ..L .i (_-.:, n s (_-.:, f c.?. .-l. erJ. ts t.i r1ci 
_ce;)<JS .-l. t. CJ_c.-l. es .-l .. n ~ll.1 .. i ch a.rJ.)/ c)}:)_-j ec t: c·a.rJ. '"I\ Sf:/(_-.:, n L-.t.i r1ec/u s }_)/ 
and c-:lJ-,..-_narn.-i.c~aJ.lJ//-' c:.h.ar1ge Jc)c~at.-i.o:n. _f_rorn a.:n.y c~J_'f.e.nt t.o anJ/ 
o th e11.~ cl i er1 t i r1 1.~eal ---tin1e r tJ--1 ere1 are1 si gni t·i c·ar1 t 
cI1all er1ges., TI1e clain1eci 1.~ecii1.~ecti c1r1 fea tu1_-e is intenLieci tc1 
11. t..?lJ) actdrt..?L) s arid scJl \.Tt..? J)rc)]:?l (?DLS 1 i}:e, tl1 E'St..? I' u si Il(T a 

t.}·1 ec).re t .-l. ct.1.?. }_)/ (_-.:, ne-x:;,c) __ i rJ. t - /:-a _i.?. u.ce- r·e t x-.;v,,, _ceci.1: _cec.~ t_i () n Ine t_-__ h. CJ cl 
t.ha. t c:o:n __ r _-f. g·u_r·aL)} v d.i s t .. r.i J-:;,ut.es c~ornJJU ta t__-_j or1 a.Inc;ng· c: }j er1 t.s and 
ser 1:.re1_-s., 

Be.itz et a},. d.isc:Joses a Sjl"St.ein t .. h.at .neecis SC!Tne t.J/[Je 
or in11--1ro\.Teci Lia ta n1ana;;e1ner1 t sy~s t en1 I' f c1r exan11~l e see 1~" .32 
or Beitz, but f~ils to address how that data management 
Sjl~3 t (?DI hroul d 1;::..=; in1t)l (?n1::..=.:11 t t..?ct., llc:c'o1_·cti T1(Tl_)-7 _r I~e,i t z cic)::..=.:s ncJ t 
teach or suggest a redirection mechanism as recited in the 
1Je.nci_'f.ng· c:.la..irns., 
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Ca} 1 c-:l_-f. sc;J c)ses 1na1JJ-J.} r.:.,;7 U.PC' c~oc-:les t c_; .TI? a.cic-:l_ces ses J n a 

standard relational database using mirrored servers each 
11 a ':..Ti r1g a C' on1t)l (? t c: c CJt?)-7 C)f a l cJoJ.: -up t alJl EJ.. (:S f~1 e c;cJl ,. .5 j' 

line 61 - Col. 4, line 9). Call does not disclose or 
suggest the claimed redirection mechanism. 

Perkowski discloses linking consumers to product 
ir1t·o1.~n1a ti c1r1 LI::::-;in~-r a 1.~e1 a ti onal database., F·'erl{c1i\1s]{i teaches 
t11c: us::..=; of tracti ticJ11al r(::laticJr1al ctataL)aSt..?E; 
o.~=:,_-f_n(l c:e.nt:.caJ.izeci. -:-_·.:•r· In_-f_r·.rcJ_ceci. cle;).l-:-_·.:•.5/1ner1t_-_,. (:~~ee C.'. .. c).l,. 7 r 

Jines 38-42; Col. 11, lines 34-61; Col. 12, lines 30-35; 
and Col. 18, lines 13-35) Perko~ski f~ils to teach or 
su~-r;;es t a 1.~ecii1.~ect n1essage1 c-:on tainir1g ir1t·o1.~n1a ti c1r1 f (Jr a 
c:lit..?r1t c)..-c St..?..-C\..T(?1-- to cte,tt..?..-cn1inc: t11c: lc)c:aticJJl C)f anc?tht..?1-· data 
]c)c;_1t.ic)rJ. se.rv·e.rr a c.?..ier1.t C).r se.rv·e.r c:c)Jn[.)Ut ... ir1.c7 .recl.i.rec:t ... ic)rJ 
.-f_n.f_:-c)1.1ua.t_·.-f_c).n -:-.-.:,r· C)I~ t.}·1e ..lc)c:at .. i-:-.-.:-n C)I~ se.c·t/e_rs c}·1a.nsrir1~; 
ci\.Tnami call v~" 

,Sin1ila1--lJ.T.,.. JiuLietz et al., Liisc'lL1se1 s ma1-:;i1in~7 UPC1 r1un1.L1ers 
to IP ac..iciresse1 s that C'ar1 p1.~L11,riLie tl1.e C'o11.su1ner n1L1re1 

i 11f c)..-cn1a ti <Jr1 cJ11 tl1 e, r)..-c<Jciuc: t,. T'l1 (? cti SL-::'l <JS u..-ce, 1nc:11 ti cJ11s 
.-f_n {/a.ss.ir1~; a cia.t.-a.L)a..~=:,e t.}·1a.t. stc).res t.}·1e CJ.PC:-t.-.c/-_TJ? cia.t.a. ta1).le 
and does not disclose or suqaest a dvnamic data manaaement 
s.1,...ste.rr1 r.J\/_·j_t__-__ h_ a .rec-:l.-i..rec:t__-_jor1 .t·ur1c:t..ic;n., (See F.TG .. 4; C'c)J .. / 
lir1t..?E; 1-9) ,. ' ' 

See pages 12-13 of the remarks filed 8/9/05. 

In light of the foregoing, if a new reference or 

c::mabinaticm of references tec'lches or fairly sugge~:;ts a redirect 

message containing redirect information, for use by the client 

that requested a data location string from a data location 

server, to calculate a location of a different data location 

server of a plurality of data location servers, wherein the 

different data location server contains the location string, 

then that reference or combination of reference would raise an 

SNQ. 
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The Requester alleges that Jaeger raises a SNQ over claims 

17, 18, and 24 of the '640 Patent. Upon review and for the 

reasons discussed below, the Examiner disagrees. Jaeger does not 

raise a SNQ over claims 17, 18, or 24 of the '640 Patent. 

Jaeger teaches a service that allows users to share files 

distributed over the Internet. For example, a technical document 

can be retrieved using a document identifier from a remote 

server in a distributed network even if the user does not know 

the identity of the machine storing the document. See section 1, 

page 53. 

Jaeger's system architecture comprises clients that request 

files using a file identifier, distribution servers that store 

and distribute files, and location servers that map file 

identifiers to distribution servers. This architecture is 

illustrated in figure 1 of Jaeger reproduced below. 
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figu.r'=' l: Sl~1d:,:m Pl'<~cmn;:~ [1) dfat;rH.Httio:n ,,.,rvmr 
P'lhhi>hes a fth:\ (2) dii,mt rnq_u~it:s a ·fib\; k;,:at.ion; on 
b~:<\h:>n w,rv~x return.$ ~ ~~. d dwu1h-iitio11 :;i~rwrs for 
~ !1k; {4) tfat1t t-equc~t$ l!, !Uc fro.m a di:o;ttihlitio:ri 
~tVet; and en di:sttibulfon ~t\,'e\<: l'<'lttti'))Ji: ~ fd:e a.isd 
it.s -cerUfi~a.~e for e,,ulh~n.t.ieath)n. 
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Jaeger provides a detailed explanation of the file location 

and file retrieval protocols in figures 3 and 4 and in the 

related descriptions (reproduced below); 

figure l: l'h~i file k.1t.'.litioo Pl'Oio-i..'Ol: (1) (U.mt. 
~1l.'1$ .,1. m:e id,mtifkr t~-- th'=' dk<fi~ ',; \Q,:~ti(,n .i$!,.fY~f b 
find th~ di<itril>t:tfou &t~Vtt!S tllat J)OS'S~&S a m~, (2) 
Cfatif!I kKl!.tfon sm'.'i~! t<i'q_U!,$:t!; fo;;t oth~:r !oc;;tmn 
$~r'<~t-il foid tht di»tributiml l!,¢tV~ that. p~$ ;,t filt, 
{ortiom~l}; {3) 0th~ lQ01tioo S€H'&"S rntu:m tG th~ 
clitat's !omti-crt s:en'l:'.r 1:1. 1>!::~t of di~ttih.it(t}tl ~€:1''>'€~ 

tJto>t po~ ~ fik; ( f) Cfomt'i! i;)<:ati◊ll imrvat tcl,m,~ 
$, ~t (l{ <ll:s.:fihtitinl'l ~t-s:e:::i. th.at r~);J;,%'S!i the me. 

ti 

fipI,f 4: 'l'hll m~l r~itri~vitl ptntoeol: '.1} dim; 
~end~ !!: tfa irlrntifa:t to a distribttti,,'tl !Jetv(:l', { Z) th!! 
<ii~rfou!:it:m &~.n:i:r r~turi:m th<~ ,:.t1tr@p,)dill,~ fili.i m1& 
it~ certi.ftcik 

Jaeger teaches that a client performing the file location 

protocol is provided with a list (possibly empty) of 
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distribution servers that the client's location server claims 

has the requested file. If the client's location server has no 

knowledge of the files location, it can ask for help from other 

location servers and can cache any new information received from 

those other servers so it will have that information available 

next time a client requests it. Jaeger concedes that only 

messages 1 and 4 of the file location protocol have actually 

been implemented, but does not anticipate that messages 2 and 3 

would be problematic. See section 4.3, page 60. 

Jaeger's file retrieval protocol makes use of the set of 

distribution servers returned in the file location protocol to 

retrieve a file and its certificate. The client uses the same 

file identifier it sent to the location server to request the 

file from a selected distribution server. The distribution 

server returns the corresponding file and its certificate to the 

client for authentication if it has it. If the distribution 

server does not have the file it can return a null file and the 

client and request the file from another distribution server. If 

the file returned to the client fails authentication, the client 

can retry retrieval from the same distribution server, try 

retrieval using another distribution server, obtain a new 

distribution server set from the same location server, or 

obtaining a new distribution set from another location server. 

See section 4.4, page 60. 
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message that is sent to a client, wherein the redirect message 

contains redirect information for use by the client to calculate 

a location of a different data location server of the plurality 

of data location servers, wherein the different data location 

server contains the requested location string. The only 

transmission from the location server to client in Jaeger is a 

location structure which comprises an array of distribution 

servers and the number of distribution servers (see section 4.3, 

page 59). Jaeger teaches that if a location server does not know 

the location of a distribution server that has a specific file, 

it asks for help from other location servers and is returned a 

location structure as described above (see section 4.3, page 

59). In other words, Jaeger teaches that only distribution 

server information is transmitted to a client or downstream 

location server, not information used to calculate to location 

of another location server that has the location string. 

The Requester alleges that the relevant artisan would have 

discerned that Jaeger's approach would have been better modified 

by returning a table to the client for the client to use to 

determine which location server to contact in order to request 

the file. The Requester also alleges, 
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tl1at '1 [J1] a.sl1ir1q· is usel~ul arl\71A/l1ere a [-\1icle r:aI1CJe of f.Jossil.Jle 
\//:J.}u.es .neecis to be stc)_reci _i.n a srr:.a.l} a.rnount ot· rr:.err:.o}-_1/~ anci be 

.ret.r.-i eved ~~;i tl1 .si1nole I r1ear.·-.r.-a11clo1n acces.s ~ ,,. J1X0511; see 
a.l.sc .,SX051_l (;~As such,. ha.sh ta.b}es occu.r frec1uent}_1,,- _i_n clata.base 

en~7-ines,.·· h~he.r.e °'the ta.b}e .is a 1.r:)_;_·incipa.J Liata st.r.ucture,.;? anLi ~'aJJ 
accesse.s to tl1e tc.Lble 1nust l.Je c.lo11e tJ1z·ouQh. th.e l1asl1 fur1ctioI1" ,•~') ". 

See page 17 of the Request. The Requester, however does not 

actually cite any teaching in the prior art of a client that 

receives a table of other location servers or information that 

can be used to calculate the location of another location server 

from a first location server that the client requested a 

location string from. "Hashing" was known in the prior art, and 

could be used in place or "for-loop" processing to more 

efficiently locate the appropriate location server, as argued by 

the Requester, however there is no teaching or suggestion in 

Jaeger for the client to perform that processing (emphasis 

added). The location server that receives the request could 

perform the hashing to locate another location if it has no 

knowledge of the requested location string. 

The Requester also argues that Jaeger refers to the 

"server-centric" location resolution as "optional" and refers to 

Jaeger's focus on "trust" to provide motivation to move to a 

"client-centric" location resolution. See page 17 of the 

Request. 

The Examiner disagrees. While Jaeger does indicate certain 

steps are optional, Jaeger does not provide any other examples 
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or alternatives for location resolution and certainly does not 

teach or suggest a redirect message as claimed. Jaeger states 

the steps indicated as optional have not actually been 

implemented (see section 4.3, page 60), so in context "optional" 

could simply mean not required rather that selecting one of a 

plurality of available options. Additionally, Jaeger ensures 

"trust" by a file authentication protocol. There is no teaching 

or suggestion in Jaeger to achieve "trust" by the client taking 

on additional processing (i.e. determining another location 

server to contact). 

During the original concluded prosecution, the Beitz 

reference was used to reject all of the claims in the 2/9/05 

Office action. Beitz teaches a mechanism for name resolution 

comprising a locator supported by a one or more name servers, 

wherein each name server is capable of resolving the local name 

of naming context (See Beitz, page 31-32). Bietz teaches the 

location function is made up of two levels - a high level that 

determines a name server required, and low level that accesses 

the required name server to map a name into an access detail 

list. See page 32 and figure 3 reproduced below. 
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Beitz also teaches a locator using another locator to 

resolve names it is unable to handle and provides suggestions. 

See Beitz, page 32. This location-resolution mechanism taught by 

Beitz, including what happens when a location server cannot 

resolve a location string, is the same type of mechanism 

disclosed by Jaeger. With that, Jaeger is found to be cumulative 

to the Beitz reference already considered in the concluded 

original prosecution. 

Given that Jaeger does not teach or suggest the limitations 

in independent claims 17 and 18 found allowable during the 

original prosecution, and the finding that Jaeger is cumulative 

to the reference of Bietz that was considered in the original 

prosecution of the '640 Patent, it is not likely that a 

reasonable examiner would consider Jaeger important in 
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determining the patentability of the '640 Patent. With that, 

Jaeger is not found to raise an SNQ over claims 17 or 18. Since 

dependent claims carry with them each of the limitations from 

the claims from which they depend, it follows that Jaeger does 

not raise a SNQ over dependent claim 24. 

Group II: Netlib Publications 

The Requester alleges that the Netlib Publications raise an 

SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24 of the '640 Patent. Upon review 

and for the reasons discussed below, the Examiner disagrees. The 

Netlib Publications do not raise a SNQ over claims 17, 18, or 24 

of the '640 Patent. 

Browne I 

Browne I is a paper describing a location-independent 

naming system for network resources that enables easy searching 

and retrieval of those resources while addressing consistency 

and integrity issues involved with distributed software 

repositories. Browne I discloses the design of the naming 

system, describes a prototype implementation (referred to as 

"Netlib"), and describes how Netlib fits into the development of 

the National HPCC Software Exchange (NHSE) - a virtual software 

repository (see Abstract). The goal of the NHSE is to provide a 

uniform interface to a virtual software repository built on top 
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of a distributed set of discipline-oriented repositories as 

shown in figure 1 (reproduced below), while allowing for 

mirroring of the software packages to increase their overall 

availability (see Browne I, pages 179-180). 

Browne I discloses most problems associated with past 

repositories can be alleviated by using a location-independent 

naming service that includes mechanisms for authenticating and 

checking the integrity of the retrieved resources. Browne I's 

naming system provides for two levels of naming, a lower level 

and a higher level. At the lower level there is a binding 

between a lower level name called a LIFN and file contents which 

is unchanged and verifiable. At the higher level, a name called 
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a Universal Resource Name ("URN") which associates with a 

cataloging record that includes the lower level name and other 

descriptive information. At any given time, a higher level name 

can be associated with exactly one lower level name, but that 

binding can change over time (see page 180). In short, the 

system works by assigning location-independent names to files 

and providing a name-to-location service that given a name 

returns a list of locations for that name. A user can then query 

the name-to-location service by providing a file name and 

receiving a list of alternative locations to try (see page 181). 

Browne I teaches the following process to resolve a URN so 

as to access a copy of a file which is illustrated in figure 3 

(reproduced below). 

L U ~ DNS t,o loca.t.e an .a;p-propriat.e URN sei-,-er .. 

:t ~1~;ry the URN &:o,er w nit;rfe..,,,~ t-h~ URG whidi. t>:m 
t~i_™' t.lt~ Cllfl'f'J::lUY ~<;:St,1,dw;ed LlFN. 

3, Aut,hmltJcate foe URC if deai~tl.. 

'1, u~ DNS to k.~,d-e .ar.; as>pro~~t~ UFN $1;:'l"Ym'-

$, Qu¢!)' tht> Llf'N ~rver t,<J rdtre\'t a l.\st of !ocafo.:::1:)$. 

tt ChC'looe .11 !ocm.lut1 f.\'om whld.1 to r~t1-se,·e Ui.e m~. 

ht p,a,;:tke, SU:Jm •·t tJi:w\i~h 9 will oft<$l. be :re_pla..c~ tt:i-· wsmi 
Ute UFN t!; l!,t:Ct~ a la<c&i t~ad];{! ~n't!t, Becl.'lcuoo t~ biudm:i 
het'll>'ten a LIFN ai.ul iihe. byt-ti o..m:kn~- it posnls iio ia fo1.e<l 
the ~d ropy is §!l.'te t.o he eorrect, 
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Browne I further discloses that while the naming system 

returns a list of locations for a given LIFN, it does not 

guarantee the correctness of the locations. The locations may be 

wrong if they no longer exist, in which case no file is 

returned, or if the contents at the location are wrong, which 

can be detected from an integrity check run at the client (see 

section 5, page 183). 

Browne I teaches that in a prototype implementation, the 

naming system functioned as part of a Bulk File Distribution 

(BFD) package, in which the BFD client is a WWW browser which 

has the capability of returning a file given its URN or LIFN. 

Browne I discloses that when client program requests a properly 

formatted URL from a file server, the file server either returns 

a file that is correct for the given LIFN or an error indicating 

that the LIFN was not found. 

Browne II 

Browne II is a publication announcing the availability of 

the NHSE described in Browne I. Browne II describes the NHSE as 

in its "infant stages", but explains how the NHSE ("the 

Exchange") would be beneficial to scientific community by 

allowing the sharing of resources and cutting down on time 

invested "reinventing the wheel (See abstract). Browne II 

provides information on the types of resources provided in the 
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Exchange, on how contributors can add and maintain resources in 

Exchange; and how the Exchange can be accessed from client web 

browsers (see pages 63-64). 

Browne II provides a brief overview of the name-to-location 

resolution service, however it does not provide any more details 

than what is disclosed in Browne I. For example, Browne II 

provides figure 2 which is essentially the same as figure 1 in 

Browne I. The associated description at page 65 of Browne II 

generally describes the two-level naming system, but does not 

provide any more information than Browne I at page 181. 

Browne III 

Browne III, another publication regarding the NSHE, 

describes the authenticated submission and review process for 

adding resources to the NHSE. At pages 2-3, Browne III gives a 

general description of the operation of the system, however does 

not provide any details regarding the name-to-location 

resolution service beyond figure 1 which, again, is the same as 

figure 1 in Browne I. 

Moore 

Moore teaches discloses a system referred to as a Resource 

Cataloging and Distribution System (RCDS), which is described as 

architecture for cataloging the characteristics of Internet-
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accessible resources, replicating the resources to improve their 

accessibility, and for registering the current location of the 

replicated resources. The resources can be named with a URN or 

an existing URL, and either type of resource name can be 

resolved to description and ultimately to a set of locations 

from which the resource can be retrieved (see Abstract). 

Moore also describes the following access and retrieval 

process. First, a user acquires a URN that seems to suit their 

needs. The URN is resolved by a DNS server to find network 

addresses of one of more catalog servers. One of those servers 

is selected and queried for the description of the resource 

named by the URN. The description may comprise a plurality of 

sub-descriptions for different versions of the file. Those sub­

descriptions also comprise a LIFN for that particular version. 

The client then resolves the LIFN using DNS to find a list of 

network addresses of one or more location servers. One of those 

servers is queried for location of file named by the LIFN. The 

location server returns a list of URLs at which the file can be 

located. The client chooses one of those file servers and 

retrieves the file (see section 2.3, pages 7-10). Moore also 

teaches efficiency can be improved by having the client avoid 

fetching the resource if it can determine if it is not needed, 

or if a locally cached copy exists (see 4.3 at page 12). For 

scalability, Moore discloses that multiple instances of any 

Page 30 of 39



Application/Control Number: 90/014,552 
Art Unit: 3992 

Page 29 

particular server and that there is no requirement that all RCDS 

servers for a particular portion of LIFN-space contain the same 

set of location so long as the client can query multiple RCDS 

server until it finds an accessible location for the desired 

resource (see page 13). 

Fagg 

Fagg describes a system called SNIPE (Scalable Network 

Information Processing Environment) which is also a distributed 

data stores across the internet (see abstract). Fagg discloses 

the SNIPE uses RCDS as a framework (see section 3). The SNIPE 

file servers allow for processes to store and retrieve files. 

SNIPE file servers can also be used to access ordinary data 

files via URL and LIFNs (see section 4.9). Fagg also discloses 

improving performance by caching as much information as possible 

to avoid excess loading on the RCDS servers (see section 5.2). 

None of the Netlib Publications are seen as teaching a 

redirect message. Browne I, which is seen as the most 

comprehensive of the Netlib Publications, teaches that during 

the name resolution process if a location is incorrect or no 

longer exists, then no file is returned (see page 183) or an 

error is returned indicating the file was not found (see page 

184). Moore teaches the client making multiple queries to 
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different servers until it finds an accessible location (see 

page 13), but does not teach or suggest a redirect message, or 

more specifically a redirect message comprising information the 

client can use to calculate a location server that has the 

requested location string. 

The Requester argues that the Netlib Publications all teach 

or reasonably suggest decoupling of network resources from their 

locations in the same manner as taught in claims 17, 18, and 24 

(see page 18 of the Request). However this feature is also 

taught by Beitz which was applied in rejections in the 2/9/05 

Office action. In that respect, the Netlib Publications are 

cumulative to the teachings of Bietz. 

Continuing, the Requester also alleges, "The relevant 

artisan would have readily recognized that the LIFN location 

server may pass back a resolved location corresponding to a LIFN 

identifier, or alternatively that the client may calculate from 

the information returned by the first LIFN server which next 

LIFN server to contact that could have provided the location 

from the network resource (see page 18 of the Request)." 

However, there is no teaching or suggestion in the cited prior 

art for the alternative action. Browne I teaches during the 

resolution process if a location is incorrect or no longer 
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exists, then no file is returned (see Browne I, page 183) or an 

error indicating the file was not found (see Browne II, page 

184). Moore teaches the client making multiple queries to 

different servers until it finds an accessible location (see 

Moore, page 13), but does not teach or suggest a redirect 

message, or more specifically a redirect message comprising 

information the client can use to calculate a location server 

that has the requested location string. 

Additionally, the Requester alleges that since Moore 

teaches the client can avoid fetching a resource if it is not 

needed or locally cached, it suggests a more "client-centric" 

approach is beneficial over the LIFN-centric approach (see page 

18 of the Request). The Examiner disagrees. This statement is in 

regards to making efficient use of network resources by not 

requesting duplicative files or files that are already locally 

cached, and not toward handling a situation in which a location 

server has no knowledge of the location of a requested file. 

Lastly, the Requesters argument that since the LIFN server 

stores key-value assertions, the relevant artisan would have 

known to use the information passed back to identify a next LIFN 

server (see page 18 of the Request) is a conclusion drawn with 

no factual underpinnings from any of the cited references. The 

statement also includes a citation from Krager regarding a 

client using a hash table to determine a server to issue request 
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for a document (see page 18 of the Request); however, Karger's 

system does not use a name-to-location resolution process so it 

is not clear how this is applicable to the Netlib Publications 

and no explanation of its relevance is provided. 

During the original concluded prosecution, the Beitz 

reference was used to reject all of the claims in the 2/9/05 

Office action. Beitz teaches a mechanism for name resolution 

comprising a locator supported by a one or more name servers, 

wherein each name server is capable of resolving the local name 

of naming context (See Beitz, page 31-32). Bietz teaches the 

location function is made up of two levels - a high level that 

determines a name server required, and low level that accesses 

the required name server to map a name into an access detail 

list. See page 32 and figure 3 reproduced below. 
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This location-resolution mechanism taught by Beitz is the 

same type of mechanism disclosed by the Netlib Publications. 

With that, the Netlib Publications is found to be cumulative to 

the Beitz reference already considered in the concluded original 

prosecution. 

Given that the Netlib Publications do not teach or suggest 

the limitations in independent claims 17 and 18 found allowable 

during the original prosecution, and the finding that the Netlib 

Publications are cumulative to the reference of Bietz that was 

considered in the original prosecution of the '640 Patent, it is 

not likely that a reasonable examiner would consider the Netlib 

Publications important in determining the patentability of the 

'640 Patent. With that, the Netlib is not found to raise a SNQ 

over claims 17 or 18. Since dependent claims carry with them 

each of the limitations from the claims from which they depend, 

it follows that Jaeger does not raise a SNQ over dependent claim 

24. 

Group III: Jaeger and the Netlib Publications 

The Requester alleges that Jaeger in combination with the 

Netlib Publications raise a SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24 of 

the '640 Patent. For the reasons discussed below, the Examiner 

disagrees. The combination of Jaeger and the Netlib Publications 
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Jaeger taken alone, and the Netlib Publications were not 

found to raise a SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24 for the reasons 

discussed in detail above. The combination of Jaeger and the 

Netlib Publications is also not found to raise a SNQ. Combining 

the disclosures of Jaeger and the Netlib Publications still 

fails to provide a teaching of redirect message comprising 

information the client can use to calculate a location of a 

location server that has the requested location string. 

The Requester states that Jaeger's file identifiers can be 

extended Netlib's LIFNs or URNs and that the Netlib architecture 

could be extended so the LIFN server or catalog server returns 

an array of similar servers as taught by Jaeger so the 

architecture would be more client-centric leading to local 

caching, near-random access, and trust (see pages 18-19 of the 

Request) 

The Examiner disagrees. As mentioned in the discussion of 

Jaeger above, the array of servers returned is an array of 

distribution servers and not an array of location servers to try 

next (see Jaeger, page 60), therefore Jaeger does not teach a 

"client-centric" approach. 
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Additionally, while Jaeger and the Netlib Publications both 

teach using intermediary location servers to decouple a network 

resource from its location for dynamic lookups for distributed 

networks such as the Internet (see Request at page 19), this 

feature appeared in the claims that were rejected as being 

anticipated by Bietz during the original prosecution. As 

explained above, Jaeger and the Netlib Publications are 

cumulative to the Beitz reference. 

Given that the combination of Jaeger and the Netlib 

Publications do not teach or suggest the limitations in 

independent claims 17 and 18 found allowable during the original 

prosecution, and the finding that the combination of Jaeger and 

the Netlib Publications are cumulative to the reference of Bietz 

that was considered in the original prosecution of the '640 

Patent, it is not likely that a reasonable examiner would 

consider the combination of Jaeger and the Netlib Publications 

important in determining the patentability of the '640 Patent. 

With that, the combination of Jaeger and the Netlib Publications 

are not found to raise a SNQ over claims 17 or 18. Since 

dependent claims carry with them each of the limitations from 

the claims from which they depend, it follows that Jaeger does 

not raise a SNQ over dependent claim 24. 
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The Request alleges the following groups of SNQs: 
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Group I: Jaeger and the Netlib Publications to raise a SNQ 

over claims 17, 18, and 24; 

Group II: the Netlib Publications to raise a SNQ over 

claims 17, 18, and 24; and 

Group III: Jaeger and the Netlib Publications to raise a 

SNQ over claims 17, 18, and 24. 

For the reason discussed above, the Examiner disagrees with 

each alleged group of SNQs. The references relied upon to 

establish a SNQ (Jaeger and the Netlib-related Publications) are 

found to be cumulative to prior art already considered in a 

prior examination of the '640 Patent. 

Conclusion 

ALL correspondence relating to this ex parte reexamination 
proceeding should be directed as follows: 

Please mail any communications to: 

Attn: Mail Stop "Ex Parte Reexam" 

Central Reexamination Unit 
Commissioner for Patents 
P. 0. Box 1450 Alexandria VA 22313-1450 

Please FAX any communications to: 

(571) 273-9900 
Central Reexamination Unit 
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Please hand-deliver any communications to: 

Customer Service Window 
Attn: Central Reexamination Unit 
Randolph Building, Lobby Level 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

By EFS-Web 

Registered users of EFS-Web may alternatively submit 
such correspondence via electronic filing system EFS-Web, 
at 

https://efs.uspto.gov/efile/myportal/efs-registered 

EFS-Web offers the benefit of quick submission to the 
particular area of the Office that needs to act on the 
correspondence. Also, EFS-Web submissions are ''soft 
scanned" (i.e., electronically uploaded) directly into the 
official file for the reexamination proceeding, which 
offers parties the opportunity to review the content of 
their submissions after the "soft scanning" process is 
complete. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the Reexamination Legal Advisor or Examiner, 
or as to the status of this proceeding, should be directed to 
the Central Reexamination Unit at telephone number (571) 272-
7705. 

Signed: 

/ERON J SORRELL/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992 

Conferees: /JOSEPH R POKRZYWA/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992 

/M. F/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992 
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