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Case: PGR2017- 
Patent No.: 9,752,761 

 
PETITION FOR POST GRANT REVIEW OF U.S. PATENT NO. 9,752,761 

UNDER 35 U.S.C. §§ 321-328 AND 37 C.F.R. 42.200 et seq. 

 The claims of Pat. No. 9,752,761 (issued Sep. 5, 2017) (“the ‘761 patent”) 

(Ex. 1001) should be found invalid based on prior art and for claiming patent-

ineligible subject matter.  Accordingly, this Petition for Post Grant Review of 

claims 1 through 11 seeks cancelation of the claims.  This petition is accompanied 

by a fee in the amount of $30,000 as required by 37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(1) and (2) 

and § 42.203.  This petition is supported by Exhibits 1001 through 1054, including 

authenticating declarations of Joe Ferlauto (Ex. 1028) and Bryce A. Johnson (Ex. 

1054).  

      Filed on behalf of Prime Wire & Cable, Inc. 
 
     by: John K. Buche & Bryce A. Johnson 
      Buche & Associates, P.C. 
      875 Prospect, St., Ste 305 
      La Jolla, CA 92037 
      Tel: 858.459.9111 
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