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Control No. Patent Under Reexamination
. 90/019,726 11012954
Order Granting Request For
Ex Parte Reexamination Examiner Art Unit | AIA (FITF) Status
CHARLES R CRAVER 3992 No

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

The request for ex parfe reexamination filed 11/12/2024 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)(0 PTO-892, b PTO/SB/08, Cc)& Other: DETAILED ACTION
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.

CHARLES R CRAVER/
Reexamination Specialist, Art Unit 399

cc:Requester ( if third party requester )
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
PTOL-471G(Rev. 01-13) Office Action in £x Parfe Reexamination Part of Paper No. 20241207
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DECISION ORDERING EX PARTE REEXAMINATION

. Summary

A substantial new question of patentability (‘SNQ”) affecting claims 6 and 9 of
U.S. Pat. 11,012,954 to Kwon et al. is raised by the request for reexamination filed
November 11, 2024 (“Request’) by the third party requester (“Requester”) for the

reasons set forth below.

The ‘954 Patent to Kwon et al. issued May 18, 2021 from U.S. Pat. Application
Ser. No. 16/733,1086, filed January 2, 2020. By way of various continuations, the ‘954
Patent has an earliest possible U.S. filing date of February 10, 2011. The ‘954 Patent is

still enforceable.

Il. Related Proceedings and Matters

The Examiner has determined there are no previous reissues or reexaminations
of the ‘954 Patent. The Examiner has determined there are no previous or pending Inter
Partes Review proceedings or similar AlA trial proceedings at the Patent Trial and
Appeal Board. The Examiner has determined that there is one pending continuation of

the ‘954 Patent, namely U.S. Pat. Application Ser. No. 18/136,253, filed April 18,2023.

The '954 Patent under this determination is currently under litigation. See, inter
alia, Pantech Corporation et al. v. Coolpad Group Limited et al., No. 5:21-cv-00065
(E.D. Tex., 2021), and Pantech Corporation et al. v. OnePlus Technology (Shenzhen)

Co., Lid., No. 5:22-cv-00069 (E.D. Tex., 2022).
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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 the instant ‘954 Patent throughout the course of this

reexamination proceeding.

As the instant ‘954 Patent is still pending, and no final decision has been made in
any litigation, the instant claims in this proceeding will be given their "broadest
reasonable interpretation” consistent with the Patent specification. Please see In re

Swanson, No. 07-1534 (Fed. Cir. 2008).

Because the instant ‘954 Patent is deemed to contain claims having an effective
date prior to March 16, 2013, the America Invents Act First Inventor to File (“AlA-FITF”)
provisions do not apply, rather the pre-AlA provisions apply instead. See 35 U.S.C. §
100 (note) and 35 U.S.C. § 100 (pre-AlA). In the event the determination of the status of
the application as subject to AIA 35 U.S.C. 102 and 103 is incorrect, any correction of
any statutory basis for a rejection will not be considered a new ground of rejection if the
prior art relied upon, and the rationale supporting the rejection, would be the same

under either status.

lll. Request

In the Request, Requester asserts that an SNQ is raised over claims of the ‘954

Patent by the following references:
U.S. Patent PG PUB 2011/0158166 A1 to Tenny et al. (“Tenny”);

U.S. Patent 9,426,765 B2 to Wang et al. (‘Wang”);
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3GPP Technical Specification 36.300 v10.2.0 (2010-12) (“TS36.300%),

In the Request, Requester asserts that an SNQ is raised over issued claims 6

and 9 by the above references as follows:

IV.

SNQ 1) Requester asserts that Tenny in view of TS36.300 raises a substantial

new question of patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

SNQ 2) Requester asserts that Wang raises a substantial new question of

patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

SNQ 3) Requester asserts that Wang in view of TS36.300 raises a substantial

new question of patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

Patent Backgqround and References

Issued claims 6 and 9 are as follows:

6. A communication apparatus for a user equipment (UE) comprising:
a memory; and
a processor operably coupled to the memory;

wherein the processor, when executing program instructions stored in the memory, is
configured to:

cause the apparatus to receive a Radio Resource Control (RRC) message through a
primary Component Carrier (CC), wherein the primary CC belongs to a first uplink (UL)
timing group, the RRC message comprises information related to a second UL timing
group, which has been set by an evolved Node B (eNB), the second UL timing group
includes a secondary CC;

cause the apparatus to receive information indicating a random access preamble;

cause the apparatus to transmit the random access preamble according to a non-
contention selection, through CC [sic] one or more UL CCs, each of the one or more UL
CCs transmitting the random access preamble being set as a delegate CC for a
respective second UL timing group;

cause the apparatus to receive a random access response through the primary CC, the
random access response includes a Timing Advanced(TA) value for the secondary CC
for the respective second UL timing group, wherein each TA value is transmitted from
the eNB for the respective second UL timing group based on the transmitted random
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access preamble associated with the delegate CC of the respective second UL timing
group; and

cause the apparatus to apply each TA value to the secondary CC for the respective
second UL timing group.

9. The UE of claim 6, further comprising:

the processor is configured to cause the apparatus to receive the TA value that is
calculated to adjust a UL transmission time for the second UL timing group in response
to the transmitted the random access preamble, together with the UL grant information
through the random access response from the eNB.the second portion of the input
signal corresponds to a second location in the virtual environment.

The ‘954 Patent teaches towards uplink synchronization between an evolved
Node B (eNB) and user equipment (UE) in a 3GPP long-term evolution (LTE) cellular
system, specifically one utilizing component carriers (CCs) in carrier aggregation. In
such a system, a UE receives data from several different frequency service bands
called component carriers. However, given that various characteristics of the
communication signal can vary according to frequency band (delay, doppler shift, etc.),
the UE and eNB have to coordinate synchronization for each component carrier. The
‘954 Patent aims to provide such by way of having a UE provide a synchronization
request to the eNB through one or more CCs delegated from an UL timing group that
are chosen by the UE based on characteristics of CCs making up the timing group, and
having the eNB provide to the UE through the one or more CCs uplink synchronization
information for synchronizing. In this process, the UE, in selecting the delegated CC(s),
may subsequently transmit a random access preamble via the representative CC, and
the eNB may provide the preamble for non-contention based random access, and may
further provision to the UE a second timing group with another CC within it

corresponding to a second cell. ‘954 Patent at 8.65-9:9, 9:42-10:31, and 20:9-17.
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The 16/733,106 Application which led to the issued ‘954 Patent was filed January
2, 2020 as a continuation of U.S. Patent App. Ser. No. 15/820,980 (980 Application”,
abandoned), which was filed as a continuation of U.S. Patent App. Ser. No. 14/733,068
(068 Application”, now U.S. Patent 9,854,545), filed January 8, 2015, itself a
continuation of U.S. Patent App. Ser. No. 13/578,531 ("531 Application”, now U.S.
Patent 9,054,835), filed February 10, 2011.

The original great-grandfather ‘531 Application was filed with thirty-four claims, of
which four were independent. Following a rejection of all claims over a combination of
references including Zhang et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2010/023857), Kim et al. (U.S.
Patent PGPUB 2010/0323744), Gauvreau et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2010/0118720),
Earnshaw et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2011/0170495), Yamada et al. (U.S. Patent
PGPUB 2009/0316642), Sandberg (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2009/0318175), Higuchi et al.
(U.S. Patent PGPUB 2010/0086065), and Ito et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB
2009/0270094), the Application was allowed February 4, 2015 following an amendment
toclaims 1,4,6,7,9, 12,13, 15-18, 21, 23, 24, 26, 29, 30, and 32-34 and argument
filed November 11, 2014. The Notice of Allowability included an Examiner's Amendment
to claims 1, 4, 9, 14, 18, 21, 26, and 31, canceled claims 12, 13, 29, and 30, and the
reasons for patentability mainly quoted the independent claims as a whole.

The grandfather continuation ‘068 Application was filed June 8, 2015 with three
claims, all three being independent. Following a rejection mailed December 30, 2016
which rejected all three claims over references including Yoo et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB
2009/0279495), Marinier et al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2012/0008600), and Narasimha et

al. (U.S. Patent PGPUB 2008/0268850), a request for reconsideration was filed March
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27, 2017, after which the claims were allowed in a Notice of Allowability mailed May 11,
2017 wherein the reasons for patentability mainly quoted the independent claims as a
whole.

The parent ‘980 Application was filed November 22, 2017 with three claims which
were copies of those in the ‘068 Application. Following a rejection mailed November 16,
2018 under statutory Double Patenting over the claims of the ‘980 Patent, an
amendment was filed April 16, 2019 to claim 1, canceling claims 2 and 3, and adding
new claims 4-17, two of which were independent. Following a final rejection mailed
August 1, 2019 rejecting claims 1 and 4-17 over non-statutory Double Patenting over
U.S. Patent 9,054,835 and rejecting claims 1, 4, 5, 7-10, 12-15, and 17 over various
references including Yoo et al., Marinier et al. (both applied above in the ‘068
Application) as well as new NPL reference 3GPP TSG RAN WG2#68bis, R-100308,
and indicating claims 6, 11, and 16 as otherwise containing patentable subject matter,
the Application was left to abandon on April 6, 2020.

Lastly, the instant ‘106 Application was filed January 2, 2020 with two claims,
both of which were independent. Following a non-final rejection mailed September 2,
2020 rejecting both claims under non-statutory Double Patenting over U.S. Patent
9,054,835 and rejecting claims 1 and 2 over references including Yoo et al., Marinier et
al. as well as NPL reference 3GPP TSG RAN WG2#68bis, R-100308 (all three applied
above in the ‘980 Application), an amendment was filed December 2, 2020, amending
claims 1 and 2 and adding new claims 3-20, two of which were independent, and a
Terminal Disclaimer was filed over U.S. Patent 9,054,835. Following this, the application

was allowed January 14, 2021, noting the following:
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The closet prior arts are Yoo et al. (U.S. 2009/0279495); Marinier et al. (U.S
2012/0008600) and ZTE, “Impact analysis of multiple TA”, 3GPP TSG RAN WG2#68bis,
R-100308, Valencia, Spain, January 18-22, 2010; hereinafter “Valencia”.

Regarding in claims 1, 2, 11 and 16, Yoo discloses BS transmits a random
access response message to the UE and upon receipt of the RRC signaling the BS
transmits RRC signaling for uplink transmission from its RRC layer to the RRC layer of
the UE and uplink time alignment between the UE and BS, a random access procedure
is performed via a random access preamble and the BS transmits a random access
response message to the UE.

Marinier, discloses the timing advance (TA) value used by the WTRU for uplink
(UL) time alignment is provided by the network in either the RACH response to the
WTRU’s RACH request message and perform a method of maintaining time alignment
with multiple UL carriers wherein a group of carriers operating with the same TA is
referred to as a UL control carrier (CC) set.

Valencia, discloses PRACH resources may be available on multiple UL CCs for
carrier aggregation and UE try to receive RAR after it transmitted preamble and UL
synchronization for the first configured/activated CC in a CC group.

However, none of Yoo, Marinier, Valencia and other prior arts teaches or
suggests, alone or in combination, the particular combination of claimed features relating
to receiving, from the UE, the random access preamble according to a non-contention
selection, through one or more UL CCs, each of the one or more UL CCs transmitting
the random access preamble being set as a delegate CC for a respective second UL
timing group; and transmitting, fo the UE, a random access response through the
primary CC, the random access response includes a Timing Advanced (TA) value for a
secondary CC for the respective second UL timing group, wherein each TA value is
calculated by eNB for the respective second UL timing group based on the received
random access preamble associated with the delegate CC of the respective second UL
timing group, and wherein the TA value is configured to be applied to the secondary CC
for respective second UL timing group.

Above taken with other limitations of the claims is considered novel and non-
obvious.

16/733,106 Notice of Allowance mailed January 14, 2021 at 2-3 (emphasis in

original).
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Thus any prior art references that teach more than the references of record,
specifically as to the portions cited above, will be considered new and non-cumulative

and capable of raising a substantial new question of patentability.

Tenny

Tenny discloses a similar endeavor to the ‘954 Patent, namely time alignment
and synchronization in a multicarrier LTE system. Like the ‘954 Patent, Tenny
recognizes timing and synchronization issues as to multiple carriers, and addresses this
by grouping together various carriers with similar uplink timings. Tenny at FIGS 1 and 3.
The network may assign a UE a group of carriers according to a particular timing group,
and a particular carrier may be used for random access. /d. at §959-60. The UE may
also select the carrier for RA, and may do so for one carrier of each timing group. /d. at
§58. Note portions of Tenny as well as the Tenny provisional application cited in the

Request at 17-21 towards these teachings.

Tenny, having an effective filing date of June 19, 2009', is considered prior art

under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. § 102(e).

" As demonstrated by Requestor, the 61/218,769 provisional Application Tenny relies upon for this filing
date supports at least one claim in the PGPUB under Dynamic Drinkware, LLC v. Nat'| Graphics, Inc., 800
F.3d 1375, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2015). Request at 10-11. Requester provides teachings in the provisional
application corresponding in general to teachings in claims 6 and 9 in Ex. 1012 of the Request.
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Wang

Wang discloses uplink synchronization in a carrier aggregation system similar to
that of the ‘954 Patent, specifically as to multiple CCs, noting that different CCs may
have different timing advances that must be synchronized. Wang at Abstract and at
2:25-36. Wang discloses doing so by, inter alia, performing non-contention based
random access on some CCs responsive to a RRC message and receipt of a RA
preamble, after which TA information is received regarding groups of CCs. /d. at 6:40-
67, 7:8-29 and 8:42-53. The UE may maintain one TA timer per UL CC, one per group,
or one for all CCs. Note portions of the Wang provisional application cited in the

Request at 21-24 towards these teachings.

Wang, having an effective filing date of January 11, 20102, is considered prior art

under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. § 102(e).

1S36.300

TS836.300 discloses various aspects of the LTE system, including RRC
connection and reconnection in a system with component carriers. TS36.300 at 54-55
and 57. TS86.300 further speaks of random access in such a system, including

assignment of non-contention preambles and transmission of such for random access

2 As demonstrated by Requestor, the 61/293,871 provisional Application Wang relies upon for this filing
date supports at least one claim in the PGPUB under Dynamic Drinkware. Request at 12-16. Requester
provides teachings in the provisional application corresponding in general to teachings in claims 6 and 9
in Ex. 1013 of the Request.
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by the UE as well as responses to the transmission including timing advance

information. /d. at 71-74.

Having a publication date of December 2010, TS36.300 is considered prior art

under pre-AlA 35 U.S.C. § 102(a). (See the analysis below with respect to foreign

priority).

V. Filing Date

Requester asserts that the ‘954 Patent is not entitled to the priority benefit of any
of the foreign applications it claims priority to under § 119(a)-(d). Request at 6-9.

The Examiner notes that the instant ‘954 Patent claims the benefit of three
foreign applications, namely KR 10-2010-0012564 (filed February 10, 2010), KR 10-
2010-0027230 (filed March 26, 2010), and KR 10-2011-0008683 (filed June 28, 2011).
While the Tenny and Wang references antedate even these dates, the TS36.300
reference date does not. However, the effective filing date for claims subject to pre-AlA
35 U.S.C. § 102 (and thus also § 103) is not the filing date of the foreign priority
document, but rather the filing date of the U.S. application, which here is February 10,
2011 at earliest. See MPEP §§ 2132.01, 2136.05, and 2139.01. That is to say, the three
references above all apply as prior art under § 102.

The Examiner further notes that, in the underlying prosecution of the ‘954 Patent,
no perfecting of a claim to foreign priority was made, establishing that the prior
application(s) satisfied the enablement and written description requirements of § 112 for
the subject matter claimed in the application, specifically as to the claims at issue. Until

Patent Owner is able to do so,
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TS36.300 will apply to the claims as prior art as having publication/filing dates that

antedate the filing date of the U.S. application.

VI. SNQs Raised by the Request

Substantial New Question of Patentability

For "a substantial new question of patentability™ (SNQ) to be present, it is only

necessary that:

A. The prior art patents and or printed publications raise a substantial question
of patentability regarding at least one claim, i.e., the teaching of the prior art patents and
printed publications is such that a reasonable examiner would consider the teaching to
be important in deciding whether or not the claim is patentable; it is not necessary that

the prior art establish a prima facie case of unpatentability; and

B. The same question of patentability as to the claim has not been decided by
the Office in a previous examination or pending reexamination of the patent or in a final

holding of invalidity by the Federal Courts in a decision on the merits involving the claim.

SNQ 1) Requester asserts that Tenny in view of TS36.300 raises a substantial

new question of patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

As noted above, Tenny teaches a system and method for providing timing

advance information in a CA system according to CCs which may be grouped, similar to
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the ‘954 Patent claims. TS36.300 discloses details as to random access in non-
contention systems similar to the claims. As further noted by Requester in pp. 26-34 of
the Request and Ex. 1012 (Claim Chart CC-T) of the Request, showing in Tenny and
TS36.300 teachings of the claims noted above as relevant to patentability, Tenny and
TS36.300 would thus have been considered by a reasonable Examiner to be germane
to patentability of the claims. Tenny and TS36.300 thus raise a substantial new question
of patentability over claims 6 and 9 of the ‘964 Patent, which question has not been
decided in a previous examination of the Patent, nor considered in holding of invalidity

by Federal Court.

SNQ 2) Requester asserts that Wang raises a substantial new question of

patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

As noted above, Wang teaches a system and method for providing timing
advance information in a CA system according to CCs which may be grouped, similar to
the ‘954 Patent claims. As further noted by Requester in pp. 34-40 of the Request and
Ex. 1013 (Claim Chart CC-W) of the Request, showing in Wang teachings of the claims
noted above as relevant to patentability, Wang would thus have been considered by a
reasonable Examiner to be germane to patentability of the claims. Wang thus raises a
substantial new question of patentability over claims 6 and 9 of the ‘964 Patent, which
question has not been decided in a previous examination of the Patent, nor considered

in holding of invalidity by Federal Court.
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SNQ 3) Requester asserts that Wang in view of TS36.300 raises a substantial

new question of patentability as to claims 6 and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

As noted above, Wang teaches a system and method for providing timing
advance information in a CA system according to CCs which may be grouped, similar to
the ‘954 Patent claims. TS36.300 discloses details as to random access in non-
contention systems similar to the claims. As further noted by Requester in pp. 40-42 of
the Request and Ex. 1013 (Claim Chart CC-W) of the Request, showing in Wang and
TS36.300 teachings of the claims noted above as relevant to patentability, Wang and
TS36.300 would thus have been considered by a reasonable Examiner to be germane
to patentability of the claims. Wang and TS36.300 thus raise a substantial new question
of patentability over claims 6 and 9 of the ‘964 Patent, which question has not been
decided in a previous examination of the Patent, nor considered in holding of invalidity

by Federal Court.

The Examiner notes that claims 1 and 4 of the ‘954 Patent are not patentably
distinct from claims 6 and 9 above, teaching the method corresponding to the functions
of claims 6 and 9. Thus, the references above which raise an SNQ over claims 6 and 9
further raise an SNQ over claims 1 and 4, respectively, for the same reasons, which
question has not been decided in a previous examination of the Patent nor considered
in holding of invalidity by Federal Court, and so claims 1 and 4 will also be reexamined

in this proceeding. See MPEP § 22433,

3 “The decision to reexamine any claim for which reexamination has not been requested under 35 U.S.C.
302 lies within the sole discretion of the Office, to be exercised based on the individual facts and situation
of each individual case. If the Office chooses to reexamine any claim for which reexamination has not

been requested under 35 U.S.C. 302, it is permitted to do so. In addition, the Office may always initiate a
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A substantial new question of patentability is thus raised over issued claims 1, 4,

6, and 9 of the ‘954 Patent.

Claims 1, 4, 6 and 9 will be reexamined in response to this Request.

VIl. 35 U.S.C. 325(d)

A review of the post grant history for the underlying patent indicates that there
have been no other Office post grant challenges made to the patent (Reexamination
Proceedings or Inter Partes Review, Post Grant Review, Covered Business Method
trials). Accordingly, a discretionary denial of reexamination pursuant to 35 USC 325(d)

is not applicable.

VIIl. Conclusion

It is noted that Requester has only requested reexamination of claims 6 and 9 of
the ‘954 Patent. If the Requester was interested in having all of the claims reexamined,
requester had the opportunity to include them in its request for reexamination. However,
if the Requester chose not to do so, those claim(s) for which reexamination was not
requested will generally not be reexamined by the Office, except inasmuch as the
Examiner has decided to further examine claims 1 and 4 above. It is further noted that

35 U.S.C. § 302 requires that "[t]he request must set forth the pertinency and manner of

reexamination on its own initiative of the non-requested claim (35 U.S.C. 303(a)). Thus, while the
examiner will ordinarily concentrate on those claims for which reexamination is requested, the finding of
"a substantial new question of patentability” can be based upon a claim of the patent other than the ones
for which reexamination is requested, if reexamination is requested under 35 U.S.C. 302.”
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applying cited prior art to every claim for which reexamination is requested.” If the
Requester fails to apply the art to certain claims, then the Requester is not statutorily

entitled to reexamination of such claims.

Extensions of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) will not be permitted in these
proceedings because the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 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 C.F.R. §
1.550(a)). Extension of time in ex parte reexamination proceedings are provided for in

37 C.F.R. § 1.550(c).

The Patent Owner is again reminded of the continuing responsibility under 37
C.F.R. § 1.565(a), to apprise the Office of any litigation activity, or other prior or
concurrent proceeding, involving the instant ‘954 Patent throughout the course of this

reexamination proceeding.

All correspondence relating to this ex parte reexamination proceeding may be submitted

via:
Electronically: Registered users may submit via Patent Center
By Mail to: Mail Stop Ex Parte Reexam
Central Reexamination Unit
Commissioner for Patents
United States Patent & Trademark Office
P.O. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450
By FAX to: (571) 273-9900
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Central Reexamination Unit

By hand: Customer Service Window
Knox Building
501 Dulany Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

For Patent Center transmissions, 37 CFR 1.8(a)(1)(i)(C) and (ii) states that
correspondence (except for a request for reexamination and a corrected or replacement
request for reexamination) will be considered timely filed if (a) it is transmitted via the
Office's electronic filing system in accordance with 37 CFR 1.6(a)(4) , and (b) includes a
certificate of transmission for each piece of correspondence stating the date of

transmission, which is prior to the expiration of the set period of time in the Office action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Patent
Reexamination Specialist Charles Craver at (571) 272-7849. If the Examiner cannot be
reached, inquiry should be directed to Supervisory Patent Reexamination Specialist
Andrew J. Fischer at (571) 272-6779. For general inquiries, please contact the Central

Reexamination Unit at telephone number (571) 272-7705.

Signed,

/CHARLES R CRAVER/
Reexamination Specialist, Art Unit 3992

Conferees:

/MATTHEW E HENEGHAN/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3992

/ANDREW J. FISCHER/
Supervisory Patent Reexamination Specialist, Art Unit 3992
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