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I. INTRODUCTION 

CoStar Realty Information, Inc. and Duolingo, Inc. (collectively, 

“Petitioner”) filed a Petition to institute an inter partes review of claims 1–

28 (the “challenged claims”) of U.S. Patent No. 8,522,127 B2 (“the ’127 

patent,” Ex. 1001).  Paper 3 (“Pet.”).  Clantech, Inc. (“Patent Owner”) filed a 

Preliminary Response.  Paper 9 (“Prelim. Resp.”).  With Board authorization 

(Paper 10), Petitioner filed a Preliminary Reply (Paper 11), and Patent 

Owner filed a Preliminary Sur-reply (Paper 12).   

Institution of an inter partes review is authorized by statute when “the 

information presented in the petition . . . and any response . . . shows that 

there is a reasonable likelihood that the petitioner would prevail with respect 

to at least 1 of the claims challenged in the petition.”  35 U.S.C. § 314 

(2018); see also 37 C.F.R. § 42.4 (2021).  For the reasons discussed below, 

we deny the Petition and do not institute an inter partes review. 

A. Real Parties in Interest 

Petitioner identifies CoStar Realty Information, Inc. and 

Duolingo, Inc. as the real parties in interest.  Pet. 80.  Patent Owner 

identifies Clantech, Inc. and Modern Font Applications LLC as the real 

parties in interest.  Paper 13, 2. 

B. Related Matters 

The parties identify Duolingo, Inc. v. Modern Font Applications, LLC, 

No. 3:21-cv-06132 (N.D. Cal.) and CoStar Realty Information, Inc. v. 

Modern Font Applications, LLC, No. 3:21-cv-07521 (N.D. Cal.) as related 

matters.  Pet. 80; Paper 13, 2.  Patent Owner also identifies Reexam Control 

No. 90/014,843, which is an ex parte reexamination of the ’127 patent, as a 

related matter.  Paper 13, 2. 
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C. The ’127 Patent 

The ’127 patent “relates to methods, systems and computer program 

products for allowing characters of fonts that are not standard to an 

operating system of a computer to be displayed and/or otherwise used by the 

operating system of the computer.”  Ex. 1001, 1:16–20.  The ’127 patent 

teaches that “electronic documents requested by a reader are displayed on 

the reader’s computer using only the fonts that are currently loaded onto the 

reader’s computer.”  Id. at 1:45–48.  If the reader’s computer does not 

contain the fonts the author used when creating the electronic document, the 

operating system of the readers computer will replace the unknown fonts 

with known fonts, and the document is displayed on the reader’s computer in 

a different form than that created by the author.  Id. at 1:48–54.   

The ’127 patent addresses this problem by providing methods and 

structures “for allowing an operating system to have access to characters of 

non-standard fonts included in a network document.”  Ex. 1001, 2:49–52.  

The ’127 patent teaches that “the term ‘network document’ is intended to 

mean any form of an electronic file that can have a display character 

embedded therein, attached thereto, referenced therein, such as through a 

link, or can otherwise be associated therewith.”  Id. at 7:11–15.  The ’127 

patent describes “non-standard fonts” as “fonts that are not loaded on the 

requesting computer and thus the corresponding characters cannot be 

displayed or otherwise used by the operating system thereof.”  Id. at 2:58–

61.   

In one embodiment, the ’127 patent describes a network environment 

that includes a developer computer (on which the network document is 

created) and a browsing computer (which is used to access and read the 

network document).  Ex. 1001, 6:51–54, 7:9–10.  The developer computer is 
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loaded with a developer application program that includes a document 

builder that can generate a network document.  Id. at 8:15–19.  The 

developer application program also includes a character packager that 

generates a font package that is incorporated into, or linked to, the network 

document.  Id. at 8:24–27.  The font package includes the formatting 

information necessary for the browsing computer to generate one or more 

generally non-standard display characters when the browsing computer 

downloads and displays the network document.  Id. at 8:28–32.  The font 

package can be embedded within the network document, or can be stored in 

a different directory or server than the network document.  Id. at 10:55–58.   

In addition to the font package, the character packager also creates an 

instruction code that is also either referenced by or embedded in the network 

document.  Ex. 1001, 11:1–4.  The instruction code comprises computer 

executable instructions to facilitate downloading an installation module onto 

the browsing computer.  Id. at 11:4–6.  The installation module “comprises 

computer-executable instructions for automatically installing” the font 

package on the browsing computer when the browsing computer requests 

the network document.  Id. at 11:6–11. 

The ’127 patent teaches that, in response to a request, the network 

document is downloaded onto the browsing computer, along with the 

instruction code and the font package.  Ex. 1001, 11:56–62.  The browsing 

computer then begins processing the computer executable instructions 

within the network document and requests the installation module, which is 

subsequently downloaded to and installed on the browsing computer.  Id. 

at 11:63–67.  Once installed, the installation module communicates with the 

browser computer’s operating system, “thereby accessing all the wealth of 

resource offered by the operating system,” and the formatting information 
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within the font package “is either permanently installed or temporarily 

exposed to” the operating system.  Id. at 12:53–61.  The operating system 

then uses the font files to display the network document in the same form as 

which it was created, and the characters within the font files “can be used in 

the same way as any of the font characters originally loaded on” the 

browsing computer.  Id. at 13:50–57.      

D. Challenged Claims 

Petitioner challenges claims 1–28 of the ’127 patent, of which 

claims 1, 8, 14, 18, 23, and 26 are independent.  Independent claim 1 is 

illustrative of the claimed subject matter, and is reproduced below. 

1. A tangible computer readable storage medium adapted 
for use with a first computer coupled to a network to make the 
tangible computer readable storage medium accessible such that 
the tangible computer readable storage medium is usable by a 
second browsing computer coupled to the network, the 
computer readable storage medium including: 

computer executable instructions identifying a display 
character and identifying a font used to render the display 
character; 

a font package comprising formatting information necessary 
for the second browsing computer to render the display 
character using the identified font, the font package 
separate from the computer executable instructions 
identifying the display character; and 

an exposure module comprising instructions for retrieval and 
installation of the exposure module on the second 
browsing computer from the first computer and for 
installation or exposure of the font package to the second 
browsing computer from the first computer responsive to 
the first computer receiving a request for the font package 
from the second browsing computer so that the second 
browsing computer can render the display character using 
the identified font, whereby when the display character is 
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displayed, the display character is displayed using the 
exact same font. 

Ex. 1001, 15:27–51. 

E. Prior Art and Asserted Grounds 

Petitioner asserts that claims 1–28 would have been unpatentable 

based on the following grounds:  

Claim(s) Challenged 35 U.S.C. § Reference(s)/Basis 
1–7 1031 Collins,2 Parthasarathy3 
14–21, 23, 25–28 103 Collins, Schorr4 
8–13, 22, 24 103 Collins, Parthasarathy, Schorr 

Petitioner relies on the Declaration of Erez Zadok (Ex. 1003) in support of 

its contentions. 

II. ANALYSIS 

A. Level of Ordinary Skill in the Art 

Petitioner contends that a person having ordinary skill in the art 

(“POSITA”) would have had “a Bachelor of Science degree from an 

accredited institution in computer science, computer engineering, or an 

equivalent, and 2–3 years of experience in Web design, data 

communications, and general Information Technology system 

administration.”  Pet. 4 (citing Ex. 1003 ¶ 77).  Petitioner also contends that 

“[a]dditional education could substitute for experience and significant work 

experience could substitute for formal education.”  Id.  At this stage of the 

                                         
1 The Leahy-Smith America Invents Act (“AIA”), Pub. L. No. 112–29, 125 
Stat. 284 (2011), revised 35 U.S.C. § 103 effective March 16, 2013. Because 
the application that issued as the ’127 patent was filed before March 16, 
2013 (Ex. 1001, code (22)), we refer to the pre-AIA version of Section 103. 
2 Collins, US 5,781,714, issued July 14, 1998 (Ex. 1005). 
3 Parthasarathy, US 6,347,398 B1, issued Feb. 12, 2002 (Ex. 1006). 
4 Schorr, US 6,608,697 B1, issued Aug. 19, 2003 (Ex. 1007). 
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proceeding, Patent Owner neither addresses Petitioner’s proposed definition, 

nor proposes a different level of skill in the art. 

On this record, we determine that the level of ordinary skill is 

reflected in the prior art of record.  See Okajima v. Bourdeau, 

261 F.3d 1350, 1355 (Fed. Cir. 2001) (specific findings on the ordinary skill 

level are not required “where the prior art itself reflects an appropriate level 

and a need for testimony is not shown” (quoting Litton Indus. Prods., Inc. v. 

Solid State Sys. Corp., 755 F.2d 158, 163 (Fed. Cir. 1985))).  A more 

specific definition is not necessary for purposes of deciding whether to 

institute review. 

B. Claim Construction 

We construe each claim “in accordance with the ordinary and 

customary meaning of such claim as understood by one of ordinary skill in 

the art and the prosecution history pertaining to the patent.”  37 C.F.R. 

§ 42.100(b) (2019).  Under this standard, claim terms are generally given 

their plain and ordinary meaning as would have been understood by a person 

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention and in the context of 

the entire patent disclosure.  Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1313 

(Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc).  Only those terms in controversy need to be 

construed, and only to the extent necessary to resolve the controversy.  

Realtime Data LLC v. Iancu, 912 F.3d 1368, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2019). 

Petitioner states that it “do[es] not believe that any claims require 

construction to resolve the patentability disputes here,” and, as a result, 

Petitioner “appl[ies] the plain and ordinary meaning for each claim term.”  

Pet. 4.  Patent Owner proposes a construction for the term “formatting 

information necessary for . . .” that appears in each of the independent 

claims of the ’127 patent.  Prelim. Resp. 10–13. 
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We determine that no claim term requires express construction for 

purposes of this Decision. 

C. Asserted Obviousness over Collins and Parthasarathy 

Petitioner contends that claims 1–7 would have been obvious over the 

combined teachings of Collins and Parthasarathy.  Pet. 9–39. 

1. Overview of Collins 

Collins is directed to “the computer technology of representing and 

generating the shapes of alphanumeric characters and other images used 

with text.”  Ex. 1005, 1:12–15.  Collins teaches that “not all computers have 

the same font descriptions or the ability to interpret the same font 

languages,” which “creates a problem if an electronic document created on a 

first computer using one or more given fonts is then transferred to a second 

computer which does not have those fonts and cannot interpret them.”  Id. 

at 3:4–9.  Collins explains that “[o]ne solution to the problem of making 

fonted text portable is to send a copy of all fonts and font interpreters needed 

to properly render the characters of a document along with it,” but this 

approach “has many problems.”  Id. at 3:21–24.  Collins criticizes this 

approach by explaining that “finding out what fonts and interpreters need to 

be sent with each such document would be labor intensive,” and “may 

present legal problems” because “both the code and sequence of outline 

segments contained in font descriptions have been considered by many to be 

copyrightable, and thus cannot be installed in a new machine without legal 

permission.”  Id. at 3:24–33.  This results in the document shown or printed 

on the second computer using different fonts than intended, which “can 

cause the document to have a very different, and often undesired appearance, 

and can disrupt its spacing and pagination.”  Id. at 3:9–13.  Collins, 

therefore, seeks to provide an apparatus and method for creating and playing 
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back portable documents, “in which text with a variety of different fonts can 

be accurately played back by a machine which does not previously have the 

font descriptions and font interpreters for all of that document’s fonts.”  Id. 

at 5:23–28. 

Figure 1 of Collins is reproduced below.  

 
Figure 1 is a high level block diagram of one embodiment described in 

Collins, “in which a first computer converts an input text written using a 

plurality of pre-defined font descriptions into a portable document have new 

font descriptions,” and “a second computer receives the portable document 

and renders an image using the new font descriptions it contains.”  Ex. 1005, 

6:19–25.  System 100 includes first computer 102 that creates portable 

document 104, and second computer system 108 in which the portable 

document can be played back.  Id. at 8:56–62.  First computer 102 includes 

document builder 114, which has means for receiving fonted input text 116.  
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Id. at 9:4–6.  Document builder 114 places codes corresponding to each of 

the input text’s successive font names, text characters, and position codes 

into text 118 of portable document 104.  Id. at 9:16–19.  “[F]or each unique 

combination of character and font name in the input text,” document 

builder 114 also “creates a new font description for the shape described in its 

corresponding pre-defined font description.”  Id. at 9:19–22. 

Second computer 108 includes page builder 134 and character shape 

player (“CSP”) 136.  Ex. 1005, 9:55–56.  Page builder 134 creates a 

rendered image from the portable document by first reading the successive 

font, character, and position codes from text 118 of portable document 104.  

Id. at 9:56–60.  Page builder 134 then uses the font codes to determine the 

font associated with each character and the position codes to position the 

characters, and asks CSP 136 to generate a shape for the character given its 

associated font code.  Id. at 9:60–65.  CSP 136 “generates this shape from 

the new font description indexed under that character and font in the 

Portable Font Resource 126,” and “delivers this shape to the page builder 

which places it at the proper location in the rendered image.”  Id. at 9:65–

10:2. 

Collins explains that this system “allows a fonted document created 

with font interpreters and pre-defined font resources of the first computer . . . 

to be communicated to, and visually rendered with virtually the exact same 

appearance by a second computer which does not have those font 

interpreters and resources” “without copying the copyrightable shape-

independent aspects of the first computer’s pre-defined font descriptions.”  

Ex. 1005, 10:5–14.  According to Collins, “[w]ith these features, it can be 

seen that the invention enable virtually any document created with virtually 

any font to be accurately reproduced on another computer which does not 
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contain the original font descriptions from which it was created.”  Id. 

at 10:40–44.   

2. Overview of Parthasarathy 

Parthasarathy “relates to automatically downloading, verifying, 

installing, registering and displaying computer software components from 

computer networks like the Internet or an intranet.”  Ex. 1006, 1:12–16.  In 

particular, Parthasarathy describes a method and system used by applications 

to automatically download and install software components from code 

depositories on computer networks.  Id. at 3:22–24.  According to 

Parthasarathy, “[t]he method and system allow any software component, 

including dynamic and interactive multimedia components, to be described 

with a standard tag (e.g., the <OBJECT>tag) in a HTML document.”  Id. 

at 3:26–29.  

Parthasarathy explains that, “[w]hen the <OBJECT>tag is 

encountered in an HTML document during browsing with a network 

browser, the multimedia software components referenced by the 

<OBJECT>tag are automatically downloaded and displayed directly on a 

user’s computer.”  Ex. 1006, 3:30–34.  Parthasarathy also teaches that the 

described method and system “can also be used by applications or devices 

which are not network browsers . . . to automatically locate, download, 

verify, install, register and display virtu[al]ly any type of computer software 

component on any remote computer connected to a computer network like 

the Internet or an intranet.”  Id. at 3:45–53.  “Any application which desires 

information from a remote computer can use the method or system . . . by 

sending the proper parameter information to the appropriate interfaces 

provided by the method and system.”  Id. at 3:53–57. 
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3. Analysis 

We focus our analysis on the “when the display character is displayed, 

the display character is displayed using the exact same font” limitation of 

claim 1, because it is dispositive for purposes of this Decision. 

Petitioner contends that Collins discloses that “the display character is 

displayed using the exact same font” because “Collins’ system enables ‘a 

fonted document created with the font interpreters and pre-defined font 

resources of the first computer . . . to be communicated to, and visually 

rendered with virtually the exact same appearance by a second computer 

which does not have those font interpreters and font resources.’”  Pet. 30 

(citing Ex. 1005, 10:6–12, 10:40–45, 29:41–55, Figs. 27–28) (alteration in 

original).  

Patent Owner asserts that Collins “never uses the exact same font nor 

the original font nor the original font information in rendering characters,” 

and instead “specifically teaches ‘creating new font descriptions of character 

shapes defined in old descriptions while avoiding copying certain features in 

such old font descriptions which are not required to describe those shapes.”  

Prelim. Resp. 20 (citing Ex. 1005, 4:40–45); see also id. at 15 (Patent Owner 

asserting that “Collins confirms at least five times that the supposed 

invention was to ‘create’ the ‘font descriptions.’” (citing Ex. 1005, 5:23–

6:12)).  In that regard, Patent Owner points to Collins’ teaching that 

a computerized system translates predefined font descriptions 
into new font descriptions and then installs those new 
descriptions into a computer’s operating system . . . Preferably 
the new font shape descriptions depend only on the shape defined 
by the predefined font descriptions, and not the manner in which 
those shapes have been defined. 
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Id. at 20 (quoting Ex. 1005, 5:58–66).  Patent Owner contends that “[t]his 

conversion of original fonts into a proprietary font format is confirmed 

throughout the Collins patent.”  Id. at 21–22 (citing Ex. 1005, 9:20–22, 

9:33–35, 9:36–39, 10:15–25, 12:64–13:1, cols. 13–26, 42:10–15, 42:64–66, 

46:12–22, claims 1, 5, and 10). 

On this record, we determine that Petitioner has not established a 

reasonable likelihood of demonstrating that Collins discloses “the display 

character is displayed using the exact same font” as required by claim 1.   

In particular, Petitioner does not explain how a POSITA would have 

understood Collins’ rendered document “with virtually the exact same 

appearance” (Ex. 1005, 10:6–12) to disclose a rendered document 

“displayed using the exact same font” as claim 1 requires.  Similarly, Collins 

explains that its invention “enables virtually any document created with 

virtually any font to be accurately reproduced on another computer that does 

not contain the original font descriptions from which it was created.”  Id. 

at 10:40–45 (emphasis added).  Again, Petitioner does not explain how 

teaching the display of an accurate reproduction (i.e., a copy) of the font 

discloses the recited “displaying the exact same font.”  If Collins’ rendered 

image on the second computer had the exact same font as the original fonted 

document, that rendered image should have the exact same appearance as 

the fonted document, not nearly the exact same appearance, as Collins’ use 

of “virtually” and “accurate reproduction” to describe the displayed 

characters suggests.   

That Collins teaches that the image rendered on the second computer 

approximates, instead of identically duplicates, the original fonted document 

is consistent with its disclosures.  Collins describes translating “predefined 

font descriptions into new font descriptions and then install[ing] those new 
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descriptions onto a computer’s operating system so those descriptions’ 

shapes can be rendered by standard operating system call[ing] for the 

rendering of character shapes.”  Ex. 1005, 5:58–63.  For example, Collins 

teaches using a font interpreter to translate 

the coded, pre-defined font description into a sequence of moves, 
lines, can curves which define the outline of the character-font 
shape.  It provides these to the document builder.  The document 
builder, in turn, supplies this interpreted shape description to the 
first computer’s character shape recorder (“CSR”) 124.  The CSR 
includes the capability to model the shape contained in the 
interpreted description which is virtually independent of any 
aspects of the interpreted description which are not required by 
the shape it represents.  The CSR returns this new font 
description to the document builder, which then places it in the 
portable documents portable font resource 126, indexed by the 
codes used to represent its associated font and character in the 
portable document’s text 118. 

Id. at 9:23–40.  Collins also teaches that, because the CSR “can create a new 

font description for any shape described to it as a sequence of” moves, lines, 

and curves, “it can create new font descriptions from any font description 

language which the first computer’s font interpreter can interpret into such a 

sequence of moves, lines, and curves.”  Id. at 10:15–21.  Moreover, as Patent 

Owner notes, “Collins teaches that both technical and legal problems weigh 

against transferring the original font, along with the intense labor needed to 

install fonts.”  Prelim. Resp. 14 (citing Ex. 1005, 3:20–24).  The disclosures 

in Collins, taken together, indicate that Collins teaches the conversion of the 

original fonts into new font descriptions that are intended to reproduce the 

shapes of the original fonts, not transferring and displaying the original font.   

Petitioner “has the burden from the onset to show with particularity 

why the patent it challenges is unpatentable.”  Harmonic Inc. v. Avid Tech., 

Inc., 815 F.3d 1356, 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2016); see also SAS Inst., Inc. v. Iancu, 
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138 S.Ct. 1348, 1355 (2018) (“in an inter partes review, the petitioner is the 

master of the complaint”).  Based on our review of the record, we find that 

there is insufficient explanation supported by record evidence that Collins 

discloses or suggests “the display character is displayed using the exact same 

font.”  In particular, the record is missing an explanation of why characters 

displayed according to the new font descriptions described in Collins would 

have been understood by a POSITA to “display characters in the exact same 

font” as the font used in the original document.   

Accordingly, we determine that Petitioner has not established 

sufficiently that the combined teachings of Collins and Parthasarathy 

disclose or suggest all of the limitations of claim 1, and we determine that 

Petitioner does not show a reasonable likelihood of prevailing on its 

assertion that claim 1, and claims 2–7 that depend therefrom, would have 

been obvious over the combined teachings of Collins and Parthasarathy. 

D. Asserted Obviousness over Collins and Schorr 

Petitioner contends that claims 14–21, 23, and 25–28 would have been 

obvious over the combined teachings of Collins and Schorr.  Pet. 39–68.  

Independent claims 14, 18, 23, and 26 all include limitations relating to 

transferring the exact same font.  Ex. 1001, 17:29–32 (“whereby when 

anyone of the characters is displayed by the operating system or by the other 

applications, the character is displayed using the exact same identified 

font”), 18:2–5 (“whereby a browsing computer’s operating system and other 

applications can use the exact same original font in displaying anyone of the 

characters”); 18:56–59 (“whereby when the display character is displayed in 

the network document or by other applications, the display character is 

displayed using the exact same original font information”), 20:6–9 

(“whereby when the display character is displayed in the network document 
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or by the other applications, the display character is displayed using the 

exact same original font information”).  Petitioner relies on the same 

teachings in Collins with respect to these limitations in independent 

claims 14, 18, 23, and 26 as it did with respect to independent claim 1, 

discussed above.  Pet. 51, 56, 60, 63.  Petitioner does not rely on Schorr to 

remedy the deficiencies identified above with respect to claim 1.   

Accordingly, for the same reasons set forth above with respect to 

Petitioner’s challenge of claim 1, we determine that Petitioner does not 

establish a reasonable likelihood of prevailing in showing that independent 

claims 14, 18, 23, and 26 would have been obvious over the combined 

teachings of Collins and Schorr.  

Claims 15–17 depend from claim 14, claims 19–21 depend from 

claim 18, claim 25 depends from claim 23, and claims 27 and 28 depend 

from claim 26.  Consequently, for the same reasons, we determine that 

Petitioner also does not establish a reasonable likelihood of prevailing in 

showing that dependent claims 15–17, 19–21, 25, 27, and 28 would have 

been obvious over the combined teachings of Collins and Schorr.  

E. Asserted Obviousness over Collins, Parthasarathy, and Schorr 

Petitioner contends that claims 8–13, 22, and 24 would have been 

obvious over the combined teachings of Collins and Schorr.  Pet. 39–68.  

Like independent claims 1, 14, 18, 23, and 26, independent claim 8 recites 

“whereby when the display character is displayed in the network document 

or by the other applications, the display character is displayed using the 

exact same font described in the font package.”  Ex. 1001, 16:44–47.  

Petitioner relies on the same teachings in Collins with respect to this 

limitation in independent claim 8 as it did with respect to independent 

claim 1.  Pet. 75.  Petitioner does not rely on Parthasarathy or Schorr to 
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remedy the deficiencies identified above with respect to claim 1.  

Accordingly, for the same reasons set forth above with respect to 

Petitioner’s challenge of claim 1, we determine that Petitioner does not 

establish a reasonable likelihood of prevailing in showing that independent 

claim 8 would have been obvious over the combined teachings of Collins, 

Parthasarathy, and Schorr.  

Claims 9–13 depend from independent claim 8, claim 22 depends 

from independent claim 18, and claim 24 depends from independent 

claim 23.  Consequently, for the same reasons set forth above with respect to 

independent claims 8, 18, and 24, we determine that Petitioner also does not 

establish a reasonable likelihood of prevailing in showing that dependent 

claims 9–13, 22, and 24 would have been obvious over the combined 

teachings of Collins, Parthasarathy, and Schorr.  

III. CONCLUSION 

Based on the arguments in the Petition and Preliminary Response, and 

the evidence of record, we determine that Petitioner has not established a 

reasonable likelihood that it would prevail on its challenge that claims 1–28 

of the ’127 are unpatentable. 

IV. ORDER 

In consideration of the foregoing, it is hereby: 

ORDERED that the Petition is denied and no trial is instituted. 
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FOR PETITIONER: 

Inge A. Osman 
Gregory K. Sobolski 
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
inge.osman@lw.com 
greg.sobolski@lw.com 
 

FOR PATENT OWNER: 

Perry S. Clegg 
JOHNSON & MARTIN, P.A. 
pclegg@johnsonmartinlaw.com 
 
Andrew Baca 
TRASKBRITT P.C. 
ajbaca@traskbritt.com 
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