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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination

90/019,034 7233978

Order Granting Request For

Ex Parte Reexaminaition Examiner
JOSHUA D CAMPBELL 3992 No

Art Unit | AIA (FITF) Status

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

The request for ex parfe reexamination filed 11/19/2021 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)(d PTO-892, by PTO/SB/08, c)d Other:
1. The request for ex parfe reexamination is GRANTED.
RESPONSE TIMES ARE SET AS FOLLOWS:

For Patent Owner's Statement (Optional): TWO MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication
(37 CFR 1.530 (b)). EXTENSIONS OF TIME ARE GOVERNED BY 37 CFR 1.550(c).

For Requester's Reply (optional): TWO MONTHS from the date of service of any timely filed
Patent Owner's Statement (37 CFR 1.535). NO EXTENSION OF THIS TIME PERIOD IS PERMITTED.
If Patent Owner does not file a timely statement under 37 CFR 1.530(b), then no reply by requester

is permitted.

JOSHUA D CAMPBELL/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

cc:Requester ( if third party requester )

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-471G(Rev. 01-13) Office Action in £x Parte Reexamination Part of Paper No. 20211208
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Application/Control Number: 90/019,034 Page 2
Art Unit: 3992

Decision on Request
1) A substantial new question (SNQ) of patentability affecting claims 1, 3, 6, 10, 14, 17, 23, 24, 30,
and 31 of United States Patent Number 7,233,978 (hereinafter “Overton”) is raised by the request for ex

parte reexamination filed 19 November 2021.

Information Disclosure Statement
2) Where the IDS citations are submitted but not described, the examiner is only responsible for
cursorily reviewing the references. The initials of the examiner on the PTO-1449 indicate only that degree
of review unless the reference is either applied against the claims, or discussed by the examiner as
pertinent art of interest, in a subsequent office action.

See Guidelines for Reexamination of Cases in View of In re Portola Packaging, Inc., 110 F.3d
786, 42 USPQ2d 1295 (Fed. Cir. 1997), 64 FR at 15347, 1223 Off. Gaz. Pat. Office at 125 (response to
comment 6).

Consideration by the examiner of the information submitted in an IDS means that the examiner
will consider the documents in the same manner as other documents in Office search files are considered
by the examiner while conducting a search of the prior art in a proper field of search. The initials of the
examiner placed adjacent to the citations on the PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/0SA and 08B or its equivalent
mean that the information has been considered by the examiner to the extent noted above.

Regarding IDS submissions MPEP 2256 recites the following: "Where patents, publications, and
other such items of information are submitted by a party (patent owner) in compliance with the
requirements of the rules, the requisite degree of consideration to be given to such information will be
normally limited by the degree to which the party filing the information citation has explained the content

and relevance of the information."
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Affidavits, Declarations, or Other Written Evidence
3) The Examiner recognizes that a declaration by Joseph B. Greene (Exhibit 6) has been referenced
in support of Third Party Requester. The declaration has been considered and made of record. The
Examiner further notes that affidavits or declarations or other written evidence which explain the contents
or pertinent dates of prior art patents or printed publications in more detail may be considered in
reexamination (see: MPEP 2258(I)(E)), but any rejection must be based upon the prior art patents or
printed publications as explained by the affidavits or declarations or other written evidence. The rejection
in such circumstances cannot be based on the affidavits or declarations or other written evidence as such,
but must be based on the prior art patents or printed publications. In the instant case, the submitted Greene
Declaration at least further explains the contents of the prior art patents and printed publications in more

detail.

Prior art cited in the Request
4) The present request indicates that the Requester considers that a substantial new question of
patentability is raised as to claims 1, 3, 6, 10, 14, 17, 23, 24, 30, and 31 of the Overton patent by the

following prior art references:

a. ONAG - “Oracle Names Administrator’s Guide, Release 2.0”
b. OSG - “Oracle DBA Survival Guide, 1% ed.”

c. McGarvey — U.S. Patent No. 5,777,989

d. Rajani — U.S. Patent No. 5,301,286

Prosecution History
5) The Overton patent application was assigned serial number 09/872,736, filed June 1, 2001.

During the original prosecution, the Overton application initially included claims 1-45. The Overton
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application was a continuation-in-part of application 09/661,222, filed on September 13, 2000 (U.S.
Patent 7,103,640), a continuation-in-part of application 09/503,441, filed on February 14, 2000
(abandoned), a continuation-in-part of application 09/367,461, filed on August 13, 1999 (abandoned), a
continuation-in-part of application 09/111,896, filed on July 8, 1998 (abandoned). The Overton
application also relied on Provisional Applications 60/277,408, filed on March 19, 2001 and 60/209,070,
filed on June 2, 2000. On December 6, 2004, the examiner mailed a requirement for restriction/election
that restricted the claims in to two groups. In the response filed January 6, 2005, the patent owner elected
with traverse group II (claims 24-45) for examination. The claims as they were originally filed were
rejected over Lumelsky et al. in view of Bowman-Amuah. In response to this rejection applicant
amended the claims as follows in the response filed November 1, 2006, using original claims 1, 17, and
24 (renumbered as claims 1, 10, and 17 when allowed) as example:

1. {Currently Amended} A system having a plunalily of lasation servers for

managing location information and providing Ipeation information to focation querles, the
system comprising:

strmnsiarprotosel sarpprising-on-dantifiarand-atisast-onelogation
-4 il wharcindho-dentiferuniquely spacifies-an-antibvand

a-in-a-nohwork-parainingdu-dhaantify

& frat location server containing a first set of location information
ourrasponding to at least one entity, the lovation inforration gomprising an identifier and
at least one location string associsted with the identifier, wharein the idendifier identifiss

an entity and the Incation siring specifies a location of dota pertaining o the antity
formatied aosording to-thefransferprolasol-and wharsin halocation-of dalaforthe
lpeation vomprses-an-application-sesver-in-communivalionwith the-nabwork;

2 senend lonalion server comprising a second set of location information,

wherain at lsast a portion of the sacond set of lncation information differs from the first

sed of focation indvrmating: and
programming logic stored on gach of the location servers the-loesatien

sener respansive 1o 8 looation query identifying 8 desired entily 1o refum 2 locglion
message, the losalion message comprising alhal least ooe location of dats pertaining fo
losations-associatedawith the desired entity, whersain-thodosation-semarratsms-the
osation-rmessage if the lncation server receiving the lonation quary containg location

information for the desirad endity.
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17, {(Currently Armended) A system haviog a plurality of location sarvers for
managing location information and providing data location information fo location

gueries, the system comprising:

&gmﬁswmi\mmm@%@mmmanﬁmm
asssuiation wharaindhe dentiBesunigusiespacifiss-sp-entily andwhersin-sach-osation
spacifiss-a-ocation peraining to-the-entity

3 plurality of focation servers comtaining location information
correspanding o 8 plurality of endities, the location information formatted according to a
the tranafer protocnt confiqured for manipulating lngation informnatian, and comprising at
iwast one application server addrass, wherein the pluratily of location servers are
arranged in & server cluster topology such that each focation server contging & unique
set of focation information perion of an agaregate seot of the location informatian; and

prograraming fogic siored on each of the plurality of location servers
responsive 10 3 location query for & desired identifier o return one of g location
message, wharsin a queried location server returns a location messags if the queried
ncation server cantains fooation information for the desived identifisr, and a rediract
message if the quariad location server doss not contain jocation information relevant to
the desirad identifier, wherein the redirect massage comprises information forf finding a

igoalion server having-adistaball-clitbepluraity aflosalionsorcars-sontaining location

inforration relaied o the desired entifien

24, {Currenfly Amended) A method of scaling at least one of capaeity and
fransaction rate capability In 2 koeation sever capasivand-ransastion-rote-capability in
a system haviag a plurality of focation senvers Tor storing and retrisving location

LSRR RS el

information, wherein sach of ihe plurality of logation servers sfores urtigus selof

foostion information of an agaragata set of location information, the method comprising:

providing a transfer protocol configured 1o transport identifier and location
information, the location information specifying the location of information related
redevant to the identifier;

providing-a-fratlosation-sasver storing location information formatted
avcording to the transfer protocol at a first beation server;

reoeiving an identifier and a focation ralevant to the idendifier at the first
lozation server;

sioring the received ipcation in a location store af the first data neation
server, the location store comprising a plurality of ientifiers, sach identifier associated
with at lsast one localion, wherein the received fucafion i3 associated with the receivad
identifier in the lncation store; and
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transfeming a portion of the identifiers and associated locations o &
second data Incation server when a performance criterion of the first location server

raaches a predefermined performance Himit,
The patent owner also provided arguments in reference to the amendments made, again using claim 24 as

example, patent owner argued the following:

Lumslsky's “transient raplica” refers to s multimedia object, not location
information, Therefors, Lumelsky teaches transferdng data objects to additional servers
but does not teach ransfering portions of location infarmation to additional servers
separate from dala obiscts. Lumelsky fails to teach or suggest the separate
management of location information pertaining to the data, therefore Lumelsky does not
teach fransferring & portion of the identifiers and associated locations to a second data
location server when a pedormance critedon of the first location server reaches a

predetermined pedurmance mit as claimed i claim 24.

Thus, Lumelsky doss et teach either {} a method of scaling &t least one of
kocation server capacity and transaction rate capability in & syslem for storng and
retrieving location information, or {b} transiaring & portion of the identifiers and
assoising locations to & seoond data location server when a performance eriterion of
the first fovation server reaches a predetermined performance fimit, Also, Applicards
have amended claim 24 to note that different sets of localion information are maintained
and the invantion of claim 24,

For gt least these reasons, Applicants submit that indepandent Claim 24 is
pateniable over Lumelsky, Claims 25-37 are depeandert claims, therefore their
afiowability dissctly foflows from the allowabiity of independent claim 24.

The claims withdrawn via the restriction requirement were reintroduced and entered into examination by
the examiner based on the amendments and arguments made. The previous rejections of the claims under
Lumelsky et al. and/or of Bowman-Amuah were withdrawn in response to the amendments and
arguments made. The application was passed to allowance in the Notice of Allowance mailed February
13, 2007. The examiner made the following statement of reasons for allowance in the notice of

allowance:
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In inferpreting the clainms, in Nght of the specification and the applicant’s argnwmanis, the
Examiner finds the claimed invention to be patertably distinet from the prior ant of vecord.
Lumelsky ot al., US Pat. No. 6,466,980 BI, teaches the fnvention substantially as claimed.
Lumedsky teaches 2 systom and method for capacity shaping i an filerset suvirenment i anable
network s}:anagemem. finctions such as joad Dalancing. Lumelsky adso teaches 2 replins directory
{66} for sionng location. information of a dats object to retrieve all replicas of the daa ohject
using the user provided unigne object identifier {See Lumeisky, col 9, Hoes 32 —cal. 3, line 3}
However, the prior ant of recoed fails o teach or suggest individually or tn combination
system in which a location query requests from maltiple servers focation information, SEPTALS
"oy the data chjeots © which the keation iﬁfﬂm&:ﬁiaﬁ pertains, o be returned o the requestor.
The Examiner Huds the applicast”s argumests ta psge 10, lneg 527 of the amendment filed
November 1, 2006 to be persuasive. The applicant argued in substance that Lumelsky dees not
each a systern and method for management of lncation information sepacate fom the data to
which the focation information portans, but instead relates to manipukation of the sctual daga
{roulthmedia ohiccts i .Lume!sk‘y} rather fhao just the location information for thet data,
Following the issuance of the Overton patent, IPR2020-00276 was requested to challenge claims 1, 3, 6,
10, 14, 17, 23, 24, 30, and 31 in view of “Network Working Group RFC 10347, Neimat (U.S. Patent
5,542,087), and “Load Management in Distributed Video Servers”. On June 16, 2020, the PTAB issued
a decision Denying Institution of Inter Partes Review because the petition failed to demonstrate a

reasonable likelihood that petitioner would prevail in establishing the unpatentability of the claims in
question.

Thus, as it currently stands based on the prosecution history of the Overton application, it appears
that the claims of the Overton patent were allowed at least in part based on the limitations regarding
location query requests and how the servers respond to said requests with location information separate
from the actual data to which the location information points. For example, said allowable subject matter
is encompassed by limitations such as “programming logic stored on each of the location servers
responsive to a location query identifying a desired entity to return a location message, the location

message comprising at least one location of data pertaining to the desired entity, if the location server
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receiving the location query contains location information for the desired entity” found in claim 1,
“programming logic stored on each of the plurality of location servers responsive to a location query for a
desired identifier to return one of a location message, wherein a queried location server returns a location
message if the queried location server contains location information for the desired identifier, and a
redirect message if the queried location server does not contain location information relevant to the
desired identifier, wherein the redirect message comprises information for finding a location server
having location information related to the desired identifier” found in patent claim 10 (originally claim
17), and “transferring a portion of the identifiers and associated locations to a second data location server
when a performance criterion of the first location server reaches a predetermined performance limit”

found in patent claim 17 (original claim 24).

Priority and Patent Term

6) As mentioned above, the Overton patent was a continuation-in-part of application 09/661,222,
filed on September 13, 2000 (U.S. Patent 7,103,640), a continuation-in-part of application 09/503,441,
filed on February 14, 2000 (abandoned), a continuation-in-part of application 09/367,461, filed on August
13, 1999 (abandoned), a continuation-in-part of application 09/111,896, filed on July 8, 1998
(abandoned). The Overton application also relied on Provisional Applications 60/277,408, filed on March
19, 2001 and 60/209,070, filed on June 2, 2000.

MPEP 2701(I) states the following:

A patent granted on a continuation, divisional, or continuation-in-part application that was filed

on or after June 8, 1995, will have a term which ends twenty years from the filing date of earliest

application for which a benefit is claimed under 35 U.S.C. 120, 121, 365(c), or 386(c) regardless

of whether the application for which a benefit is claimed under 35 U.S.C. 120, 121, or 365(c)

was filed prior to June 8, 1995.
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Based on the citation above, the Overton patent is expired. The term of twenty years from the filing date
of the earliest filed application (09/111,896, filed on July 8, 1998) for which a benefit is claimed plus the
term adjustment of 810 days under 35 U.S.C. 154(b) has passed. The patent expired on September 25,
2000.

7 37 C.F.R. 1.530() states, “No enlargement of claim scope. No amendment may enlarge the scope
of the claims of the patent or introduce new matter. No amendment may be proposed for entry in an
expired patent. Moreover, no amendment, other than the cancellation of claims, will be incorporated
into the patent by a certificate issued after the expiration of the patent.” (emphasis added). Thus,
because the patent is expired no amendments of the claims will be allowed aside from the cancellation of
claims.

Additionally, in making the determination of whether to order reexamination, the Office will
determine the proper meaning of the patent claims by giving the claims their broadest reasonable
interpretation consistent with the specification (see In re Yamamoto, 740 F.2d 1569 (Fed. Cir. 1984)),
except in the case of an expired patent (in a reexamination involving claims of an expired patent, claim
construction is pursuant to the principle set forth by the court in Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303,
1316, 75 USPQ2d 1321, 1329 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (words of a claim "are generally given their ordinary and
customary meaning" as understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art in question at the time of the

invention, see Ex parte Papst-Motoren, 1 USPQ2d 1655 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1986)).

Substantial New Question of Patentability
8) The italicized sections of claim 1 and claim 10 are utilized by the examiner to show how specific
teachings of the proposed references create a substantial new question of patentability.
1. A system having a plurality of location servers for managing location information and

providing location information to location queries, the system comprising:
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a first location server containing a first set of location information corresponding to at
least one entity, the location information comprising an identifier and at least one
location string associated with the identifier, wherein the identifier identifies an entity
and the location string specifies a location of data pertaining to the entity

a second location server comprising a second set of location information, wherein at least
a portion of the second set of location information differs from the first set of location
information; and

programming logic stored on each of the location servers responsive to a location query
identifying a desired entity to return a location message, the location message
comprising at least one location of data pertaining to the desired entity, if the
location server receiving the location query contains location information for the

desired entity.

10. A system having a plurality of location servers for managing location information and
providing location information to location queries, the system comprising:

a plurality of location servers containing location information corresponding to a plurality
of entities, the location information formatted according to a transfer protocol
configured for manipulating location information, and comprising at least one
application server address, wherein the plurality of location servers are arranged in a
cluster topology such that each location server contains a unique set of location
information of an aggregate set of the location information; and

programming logic stored on each of the plurality of location servers responsive to a
location query for a desired identifier to return one of a location message, wherein a
queried location server returns a location message if the queried location server
contains location information for the desired identifier, and a redirect message if the

queried location server does not contain location information relevant to the desired
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identifier, wherein the redirect message comprises information for finding a location

server having location information related to the desired identifier.

ONAG in view of OSG

9) The Request shows that ONAG and OSG provide teachings relevant to the determination of
patentability regarding the following limitations, for claim 1:
programming logic stored on each of the location servers responsive to a location query
identifying a desired entity to return a location message, the location message comprising at
least one location of data pertaining to the desired entity, if the location server receiving the
location query contains location information for the desired entity.
ONAG describes a portable software that runs on a variety of computer platforms
(pages 62-63 of ONAG). An example found on page 129 of ONAG shows a query and the

systems response, reproduced below:

ennpletlon

Uiy Sativs angwari  yes

Bumber of snoweess i
Capaninal nams: boaees o doenonedd
TELe Iodey

&Iigs tranglatlicons:

ol

RN o AR TR

As can be seen in the example above, the request from the client for location information
results in a response (“Answers”) which provides the location information for the desired

entity (see also page 109 of ONAG).
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OSG describes an SQL query to be used explicitly to “determine the location of your data

files” (page 152 of OSG).

BORANERS

SRR NEATLRE

The ONAG and OSG references were not previously discussed by the examiner nor applied to
claims 1, 17, 23, 24, 30, and/or 31 in the prior examination of the patent as discussed above.
Additionally, claims 1, 17, 23, 24, 30, and/or 31 were not subject to any Final Written Decision in view of
ONAG or OSG in the IPR proceeding discussed above.

It is agreed that ONAG in view of the OSG raises a substantial new question of patentability with
respect to at least independent claim 1 of the Overton patent. There is a substantial likelihood that an
examiner would consider these new, non-cumulative technological teachings important in deciding
whether or not these claims are patentable.

Accordingly, ONAG in view of the OSG raises a substantial new question of patentability with
respect to at least independent claim 1 of the Overton patent, a question which has not been decided in a
previous examination of the Overton patent nor was there a final holding of invalidity by the Federal

Courts regarding the Overton patent.
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ONAG in view of OSG and McGarvey

10) The Request shows that ONAG, OSG, and McGarvey provide teachings relevant to the
determination of patentability regarding the following limitations, for claim 10:
programming logic stored on each of the plurality of location servers responsive to a location
query for a desired identifier to return one of a location message, wherein a queried location
server returns a location message if the queried location server contains location information
for the desired identifier, and a redirect message if the queried location server does not
contain location information relevant to the desired identifier, wherein the redirect message
comprises information for finding a location server having location information related to the
desired identifier.
ONAG describes a portable software that runs on a variety of computer platforms
(pages 62-63 of ONAG). An example found on page 129 of ONAG shows a query and the

systems response, reproduced below:

Tl PeEipOones L

CAannuical AR

SRR ANNRES 8=
Ia ooy

{3 iTsgodent il

As can be seen in the example above, the request from the client for location information
results in a response (“Answers”) which provides the location information for the desired

entity (see also page 109 of ONAG).
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ONAG also discusses request forwarding or alternatively disabling request forwarding
and instead responding to said request with the address of another Names Server that can
answer the request (page 137 of ONAG).

OSG describes an SQL query to be used explicitly to “determine the location of your data

files” (page 152 of OSG).

FINEIS

Additionally, McGarvey describes the functionality and hierarchy of name servers.
McGarvey states, “In the TCP/IP name resolution process, a name resolution query is sent to
the name server by the host, and if the query is successful, the name server returns a reply
containing the host address. A particular name server may contain information on only a
subset of the domain namespace, but the name server typically belongs to a hierarchy of
name servers, and if it does, either it communicates with other members of the hierarchy to
attempt to resolve host names, or it returns information referring the client to another
server in the hierarchy, so that the client can redirect the query.” (column 1, lines 39-49

of McGarvey, emphasis added, see also column 5, lines 3-32).

The ONAG, OSG, McGarvey references were not previously discussed by the examiner nor

applied to claims 3, 10, and/or 14 in the prior examination of the patent as discussed above. Additionally,
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claims 3, 10, and/or 14 were not subject to any Final Written Decision in view of ONAG, OSG, or
McGarvey in the IPR proceeding discussed above.

It is agreed that ONAG in view of the OSG and McGarvey raises a substantial new question of
patentability with respect to at least independent claim 10 of the Overton patent. There is a substantial
likelihood that an examiner would consider these new, non-cumulative technological teachings important
in deciding whether or not these claims are patentable.

Accordingly, ONAG in view of the OSG and McGarvey raises a substantial new question of
patentability with respect to at least independent claim 10 of the Overton patent, a question which has not
been decided in a previous examination of the Overton patent nor was there a final holding of invalidity

by the Federal Courts regarding the Overton patent.

ONAG in view of OSG and Rajani

11) The Rajani reference has been cited in combination with the ONAG and OSG references in the
Request as part of the proposed rejections. The Rajani reference was not previously discussed by the
examiner nor applied to claims 1 and 6 in the prior examination or Inter Partes Review of the patent as
discussed above. The Rajani reference, in combination with the ONAG and OSG references raises an
SNQ at least based on the discussion of the ONAG and OSG references above. The Request shows that
ONAG and OSG provide teachings that are relevant to the limitations noted above which may have been
material in determining the patentability of the Overton patent claims at the time of allowance.

It is agreed that the consideration of Rajani in combination with ONAG and OSG raises an SNQ
with respect to at least independent claim 1 and thus dependent claim 6 of the Overton patent as pointed
out above. There is a substantial likelihood that a reasonable examiner would consider these teachings
important in deciding whether or not these claims are patentable.

Accordingly, the combination of the Rajani reference with the ONAG and OSG references raises

a substantial new question of patentability with respect to at least independent claim 1 of the Overton

Page 17 of 19



Application/Control Number: 90/019,034 Page 16
Art Unit: 3992

patent, which question has not been decided in a previous examination of the Overton patent nor was

there a final holding of invalidity by the Federal Courts regarding the Overton patent.

Scope of Reexamination

12) Claim 1, 3, 6, 10, 14, 17, 23, 24, 30, and 31 will be reexamined as requested.

Conclusion
13) Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) will not be permitted in these proceedings because the
provisions of 37 CFR 1.136 apply only to "an applicant” and not to parties in a reexamination proceeding.
Additionally, 35 U.S.C. 305 requires that reexamination proceedings "will be conducted with special
dispatch” (37 CFR 1.550(a)). Extension of time in ex parte reexamination proceedings are provided for
in 37 CFR 1.550(c).

The patent owner is reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37 CFR 1.565(a) to apprise
the Office of any litigation activity, or other prior or concurrent proceeding, involving Patent No.
7,233,978 throughout the course of this reexamination proceeding. See MPEP §§ 2207, 2282 and 2286.

All correspondence relating to this ex parte reexamination proceeding should be directed as

follows:

By U.S. Postal Service Mail to:
Mail Stop Ex Parte Reexam
ATTN: Central Reexamination Unit
Commissioner for Patents
P.O. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450
By FAX to:

(§71) 273-9900
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Central Reexamination Unit
By hand to:

Customer Service Window
Randolph Building

401 Dulany St.
Alexandria, VA 22314

By EFS-Web:

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

hupsifefs uspto.goviefilefmyponialiefs yenisiered

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.¢., 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.

/JOSHUA D CAMPBELL/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

Conferees:

/ADAM L BASEHOAR/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

/ALEXANDER J KOSOWSKI/
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3992
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