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PETITION FOR COVERED BUSINESS METHOD PATENT  

REVIEW UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 321 AND §18 OF THE  
LEAHY-SMITH AMERICA INVENTS ACT1 

 
 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 321 and § 18 of the Leahy-Smith America Invents 

Act (“AIA”) and pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.300 et seq., the undersigned hereby 

                                                 
1 As directed by the Board in Paper No. 3, Petitioner hereby resubmits its Petition 
to incorporate mandatory notice information. 

 
Paper No. 5
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requests covered business method (“CBM”) patent review of claims 1, 2, and 35-

47 of U.S. Patent 7,958,024 (“the ‘024 patent,” attached as Petition Exhibit 1001), 

which issued to David Chao et al. on June 7, 2011.   

An electronic payment in the amount of $30,000.00 for the covered business 

method review fee specified by 37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(1) is being paid at the time of 

filing this petition, charged to deposit account No. 041073. 
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