
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 
In re Post-Grant Review of: ) 
 ) 
 U.S. Patent No. 5,949,880 ) U.S. Class: 380/24 
 ) 
Issued: Sept. 7, 1999 )  
  ) 
Inventors: Stephen M. Curry et al. )  
  ) 
Application No. 09/950,559 )   
  ) 
Filed: Nov. 26, 1997 ) 
  ) FILED ELECTRONICALLY 
For: TRANSFER OF VALUABLE  ) PER 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(b)(1) 
 INFORMATION BETWEEN ) 
 A SECURE MODULE AND ) 
 ANOTHER MODULE ) 
 
Mail Stop Patent Board  
Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
U.S.P.T.O. 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
 

PETITION FOR POST-GRANT REVIEW UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 321 AND 
§ 18 OF THE LEAHY-SMITH AMERICA INVENTS ACT 

 
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., PNC Bank, N.A., JP Morgan Chase 

& Co., and JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. (collectively, “Petitioner”) hereby request 

post-grant review of  claims 1-4 of  U.S. Patent No. 5,949,880 (“the ’880 patent”), 

attached as Petition Exhibit 1001), purportedly now assigned to Maxim Integrated 

Products, Inc. (“Maxim”).  
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An electronic payment in the amount of  $30,000.00 for the post-grant review 

fee specified by 37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(1)—comprising the $12,000.00 request fee and 

$18,000.00 post-institution fee—is being paid at the time of  filing this petition. If  

there are any additional fees due in connection with the filing of  this paper, please 

charge the required fees to our deposit account no. 06-0916. 
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