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JASCO PRODUCTS, INC. 
 
          Licensee 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 

Case: IPR2018-01592 
Patent No.: 9,320,122 

 
 

PETITION FOR INTER PARTES REVIEW OF U.S. PATENT NO.  
9,320,122 UNDER 35 U.S.C. §§311-319 AND 37 C.F.R. 42.100 et seq. 

 PRIME Wire & Cable, Inc. (hereinafter “PRIME”) requests cancelation of 

claims 1 through 20 of Pat. No. 9,320,122 (issued Apr. 19, 2016) (“the ‘122 

patent”) [Ex. 1001].       

      Filed on behalf of PRIME by: 

      John K. Buche & Bryce A. Johnson 
      Buche & Associates, P.C.  
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