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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 
In re Post-Grant Review of: ) 
 ) 
 U.S. Patent No. 6,553,350 ) U.S. Class: 705/20 
 ) 
Issued: April 22, 2003 ) Group Art Unit: 3628 
  ) 
Inventor: Thomas J. CARTER ) Confirmation No. 5578 
  ) 
Application No. 09/253,427 ) Petition filed: September 16, 2012 
  ) 
Filed: February 19, 1999 ) 
  ) FILED ELECTRONICALLY 
For: METHOD AND APPARATUS ) PER 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(b)(1) 
 FOR PRICING PRODUCTS IN  ) 
 MULTI-LEVEL PRODUCT AND  ) 
 ORGANIZATIONAL GROUPS ) 
 
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., the undersigned hereby 

requests post-grant review of claims 17 and 26-29 of U.S. Patent No. 6,553,350 

(“the ’350 patent,” attached as Petition Exhibit 1001), which issued to Thomas J. 

CARTER on April 22, 2003.  
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An electronic payment in the amount of $35,800.00 for the post-grant review 

fee specified by 37 C.F.R. § 42.15(b)(1) is being paid at the time of filing this 

petition, charged to deposit account no. 06-0916. 
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