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DETAILED ACTIONS

Notice of Pre-AlA status
1. The present application is being examined under the pre-AlA first to invent
provisions.

Information Disclosure Statement
2. The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 01/19/2017 and

04/27/2017 have been considered by the Examiner.

Status of Claims
3. This Office Action is issued in response to the Amendment filed on 04/24/2017.
Claims 1-47 are cancelled.

Claims 48-71 are pending in this Office Action.

Response to Arguments
4. Independent claim 48
Applicant states: “The Office Action indicated that the TPM 44 is the system-on-
a-chip. However, contrary to the Office Action’s assertions, the TPM 44 does not
comprise a security engine that has a secure memory that includes a security key that
was encoded in the secure memory during a manufacturing process of the TPM 44 as
recite in claim 48. Instead, Kumar discloses in col. 3, 11. 2-7 that “a processing unit key

or PUK [of the processing unit 30, and not the TPM 44] is a cryptographic key that is
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stored in a processor when the processor is manufactured, and that remains in the
processor in nonvolatile form.”

It seems that the Office Action is asserting that the TPM 44 may be incorporated
into the processing unit 30 and function as a single component. However, Kumar states
in col. 8, 11. 49-59 that:

[Processing unit 30 and TPM 44 may then use 3PK 72 to create a session key (SK) 74
to be used for protecting communications between processing unit 30 and TPM 44.
Processing unit 30 and TPM 44 may then use SK 74 to create a protected channel, as
shown at block 230. That protected channel may traverse multiple system buses 24 and
zero or more components of chipset 34. TPM 44 and processing unit 30 may then use
SK 74 to encrypt communications, as indicated at block 232. In alternative
embodiments, multiple session keys may be used for protecting communications
between processing unit 30 and TPM 44.

In other words, the processing unit 30 and the trusted platform module (TPM) 44
are separate components within the same processing system (i.e., within the same
computer) that communicates with one another other. As such, the assertion that the
processor 22 that includes the processing unit 30 “could also be a secure processor-
TPM/system-on-a-chip-with” the processing unit 30 is not supported by Kumar.
Accordingly, Kumar fails to disclose or teach at least “a system-on-a-chip comprising a
security engine having a secure memory accessible only by the security engine,

wherein the secure memory includes a security key that was encoded in the secure

MediaTek v. Daedalus Prime
IPR2025-00100
DPrime Ex. 2008. Page 4



Application/Control Number: 13/997,412 Page 4
Art Unit: 2495

memory during a manufacturing process of the system-on-a-chip” as recited in claim
48

In response, Kumar is brought in to show the obviousness of the limitation “a
system-on-a-chip comprising a security engine having a secure memory accessible only
by the security engine, wherein the secure memory includes a security key that was
encoded in the secure memory during a manufacturing process of the system-on-a-
chip, the session key is encrypted based on the security key and is stored in the secure
memory.”

Kumar discloses a system-on-a-chip (Col. 1, lines 26-32: TPM is a system on a
chip) comprising a security engine having a secure memory accessible only by the
security engine, wherein the secure memory includes a security key (Col. 1, lines 41-46:
The sub-components of a TPM may include an execution engine and secure nonvolatile
(NV) memory or storage. The secure NV memory is used to store sensitive information,
such as encryption keys, and the execution engine protects the sensitive information
according to the security policies dictated by the TPM’s control logic). Kumar also
discloses “in a platform with a TPM, platform measurements and encryption can be
used to seal sensitive information or secrets to the TPM” and in Fig. 1, Processor 22
which has Proc. Unit 30-stores keys and Proc. Unit 32. Therefore, it is obvious to apply
TPM to Processor 22 with Proc. Unit 32 as an execution engine and Proc. Unit 30 as
secure nonvolatile (NV) memory or storage to protect data of Processor 22.

Applicant states: “Applicant respectfully submits that the Office Action’s assertion

that “it is obvious that PKU is also used to encrypt SK to protect SK from attacker” is
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unsupported by Kumar. As quoted above, Kumar discloses in col. 8, lines 49-52 that
“processing unit 30 and TPM 44 may then use 3PK 72 to create a session key (SK) 74
to be used for protecting communications between processing unit 30 and TPM 44.” In
other words, Kumar teaches that the session key (SK) 74 is created using the third party
key (3PK) 72, and that the 3PK may be encrypted based on the PUK. See Kumar, col.
8, 11.49-52 and col. 2, In. 67 - col. 3, 11. 1. This is in contrast to encrypting a session
key generated from a cryptographic key exchange, wherein the encryption of the
session key is performed using a security key that was encoded in the secure memory
at the time of manufacture, in accordance with claim 48. As such, Kumar fails to
disclose at least that feature of claim 48.”

In response, Kumar teaches the concept of security key is encoded at the time of
manufacture (Col. 3, lines 2-7: “a processing unit key or PUK is a cryptographic key that
is stored in a processor when the processor is manufactured, and that remains in the
processor in nonvolatile form.” Col. 3, lines 9-11: “The platform builder may also install
the 3PK into the TPM of the platform during platform manufacturing.”), the concept of
encrypting key (Col. 7, lines 44-47: encrypted key is protected from attacker), and the
concept of encryption using key that is encoded at the time of manufacture (Col. 6, lines
43-50: PKU is used to encrypt 3KP.) The combination of these concepts makes it
obvious to have the encryption of the session key is performed using a security key that
was encoded in the secure memory at the time of manufacture.

In conclusion, it is the combination of Kumar’s teachings of TPM, key is encoded

at the time of manufacture, and encryption using key that is encoded at the time of
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manufacture that makes the limitation “a system-on-a-chip comprising a security engine
having a secure memory accessible only by the security engine, wherein the secure
memory includes a security key that was encoded in the secure memory during a
manufacturing process of the system-on-a-chip, the session key is encrypted based on
the security key and is stored in the secure memory” obvious. Therefore, Applicant’s
arguments regarding Kumar are not persuasive and previous 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections
are maintained.

Applicant’s arguments regarding independent claims 56, 64 and dependent
claims 49-55, 57-63, and 65-71 are moot because they depend on Applicant’s

arguments of claim 48 which is found non-persuasive.

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103
5. The following is a quotation of pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis

for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made.

6. Claims 48-52, 56-61, 64-69 are rejected under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as
being unpatentable over Chou et al. (US Patent No. 7,966,646), hereinafter
"Chou", in view of Asad Mahboob Ali (US Application No. 2006/0041938),
hereinafter “Ali” and further in view of Kumar et al. (US Patent No. 8364975),

hereinafter "Kumar”.
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Regarding claim 48, Chou discloses system-on-a-chip apparatus comprising:

[a system-on-a-chip comprising a security engine having a secure memory
accessible only by the security engine, wherein the secure memory includes a security
key that was encoded in the secure memory during a manufacturing process of the
system-on-a-chip, the security engine to]:

generate a random nonce for initiating a request for a secure communication
session with a [remote] server over a network using the nonce (Fig. 1 and associated
text: Client hello message 150 is sent from first network device-client- to second
network device-server. Fig. 2A and associated text: Client hello message 150 includes
first random number-random nonce. Col. 7, lines 22-23: “the first random number
generated by the first network device”);

perform a cryptographic key exchange with the [remote] server (Fig. 1, step 180
and associated text: client key exchange message is sent to second network device-
server);

generate a symmetric session key, based on the cryptographic key exchange,
to encrypt messages sent to the [remote] server and decrypt messages received from
the [remote] server during the secure communication session (Col. 5, lines 63-67: a
Master key can be produced prior to completion of the SSL/TLS authentication
procedure. The Master key is now used as a symmetric key for supporting encrypted
communications between the network devices 110 and 120);

[encrypt the symmetric session key based on the security key]; and
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store the encrypted session key in the [secure memory] (Chou does not explicitly
disclose about storing the session key; however, in order for using the key to
communicate between the two device in a period of time-a session of communication-, it
is obvious that the key must be stored), [the system-on-a-chip] to establish the secure
communication session with the remote server over the network using the session key
(Col. 4, lines 60-63: Client Hello message 150 is a message that provides second
network device 120 with information that is used to establish secured communications
between network devices 110 and 120. Col. 5, lines 63-67: a Master key can be
produced prior to completion of the SSL/TLS authentication procedure. The Master key
is now used as a symmetric key for supporting encrypted communications between the
network devices 110 and 120).

Chou does not explicitly disclose the secure communication session is with a
remote server. However, generating session key for secure communication with a
remote server is known in the art and Ali’s teaching is an example (Paragraph [0039]:
“Client applications on the Internet, such as standard web browsers, can connect to the
web server on the smart card using HTTPS protocol. The TLS client side
implementation allows the smart card to initiate a secure HTTPS connection to a remote
web server on the Internet.”

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at
the time the invention was made to combine Chou's invention of establishing a secure
communication session with the server over the network using a session key with Ali's

invention of secure communication session is with a remote server. The motivation to
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do so would be enable secure communications end-to-end between the resource-
constrained device and the remote node as taught by Ali (paragraph [0007]).

Chou and Ali do not explicitly disclose a system-on-a-chip comprising a
security engine having a secure memory accessible only by the security engine,
wherein the secure memotry includes a security key that was encoded in the
secure memory during a manufacturing process of the system-on-a-chip, the
session key is encrypted based on the security key and is stored in the secure
memory.

However, in the field of protecting data, Kumar discloses a system-on-a-chip
(Col. 1, lines 26-32: TPM is a system on a chip) comprising a security engine having a
secure memory accessible only by the security engine, wherein the secure memory
includes a security key (Col. 1, lines 41-46: The sub-components of a TPM may include
an execution engine and secure nonvolatile (NV) memory or storage. The secure NV
memory is used to store sensitive information, such as encryption keys. Fig. 1: Itis
obvious that Processor 22 could also be a secure processor-TPM/system-on-a chip-
with Proc. Unit 30 is a secure nonvolatile and the Proc. Unit 30 is the execution engine.
Col. 2, lines 17-19: In a platform with a TPM, platform measurements and encryption
can be used to seal sensitive information or secrets to the TPM) that was encoded in
the secure memory during a manufacturing process of the system-on-a-chip (Fig. 1:
Proc. Unit 30 has PUK 70. Col. 3, lines 2-7: a processing unit key or PUK is a
cryptographic key that is stored in a processor when the processor is manufactured,

and that remains in the processor in nonvolatile form), the session key is encrypted
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based on the security key and is stored in the secure memory (Fig. 1: Proc. Unit 30
stores PUK, 3PK, and SK-session key. Col. 6, lines 43-50: PKU is used to encrypt 3KP.
Col. 7, lines 44-47: encrypted key is protected from attacker. Therefore, it is obvious
that PKU is also used to encrypt SK to protect SK from attacker.)

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at
the time the invention was made to combine Chou and Ali's invention of establishing a
secure communication session with the remote server over the network using a session
key with a system on a chip that contains a secure memory to store session key and the
session is encrypted using a key that was encoded in the secure memory during a
manufacturing process of the system-on-a-chip as taught by Kumar. The motivation to
do so would be to protect data and to seal sensitive information or secrets to a secure
area as taught by Kumar (Col. 1, line 8 and Col. 2, lines 17-19).

Regarding claim 49, Chou, Ali, and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip
apparatus of claim 48, wherein the security engine is further to receive a server nonce
from the remote server in a response message to the request for the secure
communication session, the response message including a server nonce and store the
server nonce in the secure memory (Chou, Figs. 1, 2B and associated text: server hello
message 160-response message- includes random number 260. Col. 4, lines 43-57:
previously required and stored elements are used for second phase of authentication. It
is obvious that server nonce is saved for using in second phase authentication.

Combining with Kumar’s teaching of secure memory as in claim 48 above, it is obvious
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to have the server’s nonce stored in the secure memory to protect the nonce from being
compromised).

Regarding claim 50, Chou, Ali, and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip
apparatus of claim 48, wherein the security engine is further to generate a pre-master
key, encrypt the pre-master key using the security key of the security engine, and send
the encrypted pre-master key to the remote server (Chou, Col. 5, lines 50-61: first
network device generates Pre-Master key. Pre-master key is encrypted with the public
key of second network device and is sent to second network device-server. Kumar, Col.
3, lines 27-34: 3PKs are used to generate session key. Col. 6, lines 43-50: PKU is used
to encrypt 3KP. The combination of Chou and Kumar’s teaching makes it obvious that
pre-master key is generated and encrypted using the security key of the security
engine).

Regarding claim 51, Chou, Ali, and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip
apparatus of claim 50, wherein the security engine is further to wrap the pre-master key
using a server public key and store the wrapped pre-master key in the secure memory
(Chou, Col. 5, lines 50-57: first network device generates Pre-Master key and pre-
master key is encrypted with the public key of second network device. Kumar, Col. 1,
lines 41-46: The secure NV memory is used to store sensitive information, such as
encryption keys. Fig. 1: Proc. Unit 30 stores PUK, 3PK, and SK-session key. Col. 6,
lines 43-50: PKU is used to encrypt 3KP. Col. 7, lines 44-47: encrypted key is protected

from attacker. Therefore, the combination of Chou and Kumar’s teachings make it
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obvious that PKU is also used to encrypt pre-master key and store it in the secure
memory to protect it from attacker.)

Regarding claim 52, Chou and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip apparatus
of claim 50. Chou further discloses wherein the security engine is further to:

generate the session key as a function of the pre-master key (Col. 5, lines 61-65:
a master key is produced from the pre-master key); and

calculate a hash function as a function of the random nonce generated by the
security engine and a nonce received from the remote server (Col. 3, lines 27-29: The
completion of a TLS handshake includes a hash of all the frames sent and received by
each peer. Col. 7, lines 11-17: According to one embodiment of the invention, each
hash value is a result produced by performing one-way hash operations on
authentication messages during the SSL/TLS Handshake. These hash operations may
be in accordance with MD5, SHA-1 or other hash algorithms that are performed in an
iterative to produce a single hash value or in any other selected manner. The hash
value is used by the CP processing element to continue the remaining portion of the
SSL/TLS Handshake. Therefore, it is obvious that the designer can calculate hash
function on his/her choices of values which could be random numbers from client and
server).

Claims 56-58 and 64-66 are rejected because they disclose similar subject
matter to claims 48-50 respectively.

Claims 59 and 67 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to

claim 48.
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Claims 60-61 and 68-69 are rejected because they disclose similar subject

maitter to claim 52.

7. Claims 53, 54, 62, 63, 70, and 71 are rejected under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 103(a)
as being unpatentable over Chou et al. (US Patent No. 7,966,646), hereinafter
"Chou", in view of Asad Mahboob Ali (US Application No. 2006/0041938),
hereinafter “Ali”’, in view of Kumar et al. (US Patent No. 8364975), hereinafter
"Kumar”, in view of William Stallings

(hito//www. int uisc.br/~bosco.sobral/ensing/ine5680/material-cripto-seqg/20 14-

1/Stallings/Stallings  Cryptography and Network Security.pdf), hereinafter,

“Stallings”, and further in view of Jin-Meng Ho (US application No. 2010/0042839),
hereinafter "Ho”..

Regarding claim 53, Chou, Ali, and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip
apparatus of claim 48. Chou further discloses that client hello message includes list of
cryptographic algorithms supported by first network device 110 such as Ephemeral
Diffie-Hellman (DHE). Chou also discloses data is encrypted with server's public key
before being sent to the server (Chou, Col. 5, lines 50-57: pre-master key is encrypted
with the public key of second network device-server).

Chou, Ali, and Kumar do not explicitly disclose wherein the security engine to
generate a public Diffie-Hellman client key and a private Diffie- Hellman client key, sign
the public Diffie-Hellman client key using a security key of the security engine, and send

the signed public Diffie-Hellman key to the remote server.
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However, using Diffie-Hellman public and private keys in handshake process,
signing and sending data are well-known in the art and Stallings’ teaching is an example
(page 540: “Ephemeral Diffie-Hellman: This technique is used to create ephemeral
(temporary, one-time) secret keys. In this case, the Diffie-Hellman public keys are
exchanged, signed using the sender's private RSA or DSS key. The receiver can use
the corresponding public key to verify the signature. Certificates are used to
authenticate the public keys. This would appear to be the most secure of the three
Diffie-Hellman options because it results in a temporary, authenticated key.”)

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at
the time the invention was made to combine Chou, Ali, and Kumar's inventions of
establishing a secure communication session with remote server over the network using
a session key with a system on a chip that contains a secure memory to store sensitive
information and with Stallings’ invention of using Diffie-Hellman keys, signing and
sending data. The motivation to do so would be to provide authentication.

Chou, Ali, Kumar and Stallings do not explicitly disclose that the security engine
generate the Diffie-Hellman keys itself. However, generating Diffie-Hellman keys by
sender is known in the art and Ho’s teaching is an example ((Fig. 3, step Oa and
associated text: a secret (private) key is chosen and a public key is computed.
Paragraph [0038]: public key generated initiating device A-client- is used for Diffie-
Hellman key exchange).

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at

the time the invention was made to combine Chou, Ali, Kumar and Stallings' inventions
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of establishing a secure communication session with remote server over the network
using a session key with a system on a chip that contains a secure memory to store
sensitive information with using Diffie-Hellman keys, signing and sending data and with
Ho’s invention of generating Diffie-Hellman keys by sender. The motivation to do so
would be to allow two parties to exchange information over an insecure channel to
establish a shared secret as taught by Ho (paragraph [0022]).

Regarding claim 54, Chou, Ali, Kumar, Stallings and Ho disclose the system-on-
a-chip apparatus of claim 53. Ho further discloses wherein the security engine to
receive a public Diffie-Hellman server key from the server (Fig. 3, step 4b and
associated text: Public key of device B-server- is sent to device A) and generate the
session key as a function of the private Diffie-Hellman client key and the public Diffie-
Hellman server key (step 5a and associated text: DHkey-session key- is computed

based on Private key of device A —client- and public key of Device B-server).
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8. Claims 53, 54, 62, 63, 70, and 71 are rejected under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. 103(a)
as being unpatentable over Chou et al. (US Patent No. 7,966,646), hereinafter
"Chou", in view of Asad Mahboob Ali (US Application No. 2006/0041938),
hereinafter “Ali”’, in view of Kumar et al. (US Patent No. 8364975), hereinafter
"Kumar”, in view of William Stallings
(http://www.inf.ufsc.br/~bosco.sobral/ensino/ine5680/material-cripto-seg/2014-
1/Stallings/Stallings_Cryptography_and_Network_Security.pdf), hereinafter,
“Stallings”.

Regarding claim 55, Chou, Ali and Kumar disclose the system-on-a-chip
apparatus of claim 48. Kumar also discloses the secure memory stores cryptographic
key as stated in claim 48.

Chou, Ali and Kumar do not explicitly disclose wherein the security engine to
receive Diffie-Hellman global values and a public Diffie-Hellman server key from the
server.

However, receiving Diffie-Hellman global values and a public Diffie-Hellman
server key from the server are well-known in the art and Stallings’ teaching is an
example (page 541: “Anonymous Diffie-Hellman: The message content consists of the
two global Diffie-Hellman values (a prime number and a primitive root of that number)
plus the server's public Diffie-Hellman key.”)

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at
the time the invention was made to combine Chou, Ali, and Kumar's inventions of

establishing a secure communication session with remote server over the network using

MediaTek v. Daedalus Prime
IPR2025-00100
DPrime Ex. 2008. Page 17



Application/Control Number: 13/997,412 Page 17
Art Unit: 2495

a session key with a system on a chip that contains a secure memory to store sensitive
information and with Stallings’ invention of receiving Diffie-Hellman global values and a
public Diffie-Hellman server key from the server. The motivation to do so would be to

provide web security for client and server.

Regarding claim 63, Chou, Ali, and Kumar disclose the method of claim 56
(claim 56 is rejected for disclosing similar subject matter to claim 48, as stated in section
9 above). Chou further disclose:

generating, in the security engine of the system-on-a-chip, a hash code of a
preceding message sent from the client to the server (Col. 3, lines 27-29: The
completion of a TLS handshake includes a hash of all the frames sent and received by
each peer. Col. 7, lines 11-17: According to one embodiment of the invention, each
hash value is a result produced by performing one-way hash operations on
authentication messages during the SSL/TLS Handshake. These hash operations may
be in accordance with MD5, SHA-1 or other hash algorithms that are performed in an
iterative to produce a single hash value or in any other selected manner. The hash
value is used by the CP processing element to continue the remaining portion of the
SSL/TLS Handshake. Therefore, it is obvious that the designer can calculate hash
function on his/her choices of values which could be random numbers from client and
server).

Chou, Ali, and Kumar do not explicitly disclose signing the hash code using a
security key stored in a secure memory of the security engine and sending a client

certificate verification message to the server, the client certificate verification message
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including the signed hash code. However, signing hash code and sending a client
certificate verification message are well-known in the art and Stallings’ teaching is an
example (page 540: “Ephemeral Diffie-Hellman: This technique is used to create
ephemeral (temporary, one-time) secret keys. In this case, the Diffie-Hellman public
keys are exchanged, signed using the sender's private RSA or DSS key. The receiver
can use the corresponding public key to verify the signature. Certificates are used to
authenticate the public keys. This would appear to be the most secure of the three
Diffie-Hellman options because it results in a temporary, authenticated key.” Page 542:
“the client may send a certificate_verify message to provide explicit verification of a
client certificate... This message signs a hash code based on the preceding messages,

defined as follows:

CertificateV ature.mdd hash

MDS {master ad T {] MD5(handshake messages

mashar Yy

Czrti sha hash

SHA{master rad 2 1| SHA{(handshake msssages ||
pad 113;)

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at
the time the invention was made to combine Chou, Ali, and Kumar's inventions of
establishing a secure communication session with remote server over the network using
a session key with a system on a chip that contains a secure memory to store sensitive
information and with Stallings’ invention of signing and sending signed data. The
motivation to do so would be to provide authentication and to ensure secure

communication for involved parties.
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Claims 62 and 70 are rejected because they disclose similar subject matter to
the combination of claims 53 and 54.

Claim 71 is rejected because it discloses similar subject matter to claim 63.

Conclusion

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL.

Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR
1.136(a).

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

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
examiner should be directed to THANH T. LE whose telephone number is (571)270-
0279. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8:30 am- 2:30 pm.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s

supervisor, Farid Homayounmehr can be reached on 571-272-3739. The fax phone
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-
273-8300.

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

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

/THANH T. LE/

Examiner, Art Unit 2495

/FARID HOMAYOUNMEHR/

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2495
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