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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
_______________________ 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
_______________________ 

Ocean Tomo, LLC, 
Petitioner 

v. 

Patent Ratings, LLC, 
Patent Owner 

______________________ 

Patent No. 9,075,849 
Filing Date: July 22, 2014 
Issue Date: July 7, 2015 

Title: METHOD AND SYSTEM FOR PROBABILISTICALLY QUANTIFYING 
AND VISUALIZING RELEVANCE BETWEEN TWO OR MORE 

CITATIONALLY OR CONTEXTUALLY RELATED DATA OBJECTS 
_______________________ 

Case CBM:  Unassigned 
_______________________ 

Mail Stop PATENT BOARD 
Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
U.S.P.T.O. 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
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LEAHY-SMITH AMERICA INVENTS ACT 
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Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 321 and § 18 of the Leahy-Smith America Invents 

Act (“AIA”)1 and pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.300 et seq., the undersigned hereby 

requests transitional covered business method post-grant review of claims 1–20 of 

U.S. Patent No. 9,075,849 (the “’849 Patent,” attached as Petition Exhibit 1001), 

which issued to Jonathan A. Barney on July 7, 2015 and is assigned to 

PatentRatings, LLC according to the records of the United States Patent and 

Trademark Office.2 

Electronic payments in the amount of $12,000 for the Covered Business 

Method Patent Review fee specified by 37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(1) and $18,000 for 

the Covered Business Method Patent Review Post-Institution fee specified by 

37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(2) are being paid at the time of the filing this petition (for a 

total payment of $30,000).  The Office is hereby authorized to charge any further 

fees required by this petition, or to credit any overpayments or refunds, to Deposit 

Account No. 22-0259. 

                                                
1 Section 18 of the AIA has not been codified, but it appears in 125 Stat. at 329–31. 
2 See assignment recorded at Reel/Frame No. 034043 / 0389. 
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