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 STATEMENT OF RELIEF REQUESTED  I.
 

Petitioners Regions Financial Corporation (“Regions”), Advance America, 

Cash Advance Centers, Inc. (“AA”), and CNU Online Holdings (“CNU”) 

(collectively, “Petitioners”) respectfully request cancellation of asserted claims 1, 13, 

14, 18, 30, and 31 of U.S. Patent No. 6,625,582 (“the ‘582 patent,” Ex. 1003) under 35 

U.S.C. § 101 for the reasons set forth herein and in their Petition for CBM Review. 

 PRELIMINARY STATEMENT II.
 

Petitioners set forth sufficient evidence for the PTAB to find, based on the 

claims, specification, and file history, that the asserted claims of the ‘582 patent are 

not patentable under § 101. Petitioners demonstrated that the claims-at-issue do not 

include any meaningful, concrete limitations that would limit the claims to a specific 

application of the abstract idea of advancing funds based on the present value of 

future retirement payments. Rather, the claims merely state that the funds are 

advanced without violating U.S. law. The claimed inventions can be accomplished 

without a computer, and even if one were needed, do not require specific computer 

hardware or software. For these reasons, the Board should find the asserted claims are 

not patentable under § 101. 

RCAMC’s arguments contradict the proper analysis set forth under the 

Supreme Court’s recent decision in Alice Corp. Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank Int’l et al., 134 

S.Ct. 2347 (2014) and the “Preliminary Examination Instructions in view of the 

Supreme Court Decision in Alice Corporation Ply. Ltd. v. CLS Bank International, et al.,” 
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