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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 
In re Post-Grant Review of: ) 
 ) 
 U.S. Patent No. 6,675,151 ) U.S. Class: 705/9 
 ) 
Issued:  Jan. 6, 2004 ) Group Art Unit: 3623 
  ) 
Inventors: Michael S. BLACKSTONE ) Proceeding No. CBM2012-00005 
        Roland R. THOMPSON )  
  ) 
Application No.: 09/419,266 ) 
  ) 
Filed:  Oct. 15, 1999 ) 
  ) FILED ELECTRONICALLY 
For: SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR  ) PER 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(b)(1) 
 PERFORMING SUBSTITUTE ) 
 FULFILLMENT INFORMATION ) 
 COMPILATION AND  ) 
 NOTIFICATION        ) 
 
Mail Stop Patent Board (37 C.F.R. § 42.6(b)(2)(ii)) 
Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
U.S.P.T.O. 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
 

PETITION FOR TRANSITIONAL POST-GRANT REVIEW UNDER  
§ 18 OF THE LEAHY-SMITH AMERICA INVENTS ACT 

AND 35 U.S.C. § 321  
 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 321, section 18 of the Leahy–Smith America 

Invents Act (“AIA”), and 37 C.F.R. § 4.300 (2012), the undersigned hereby 

requests post-grant review of claims 3, 6, 7, 16, 24, and 33 of U.S. Patent No. 

6,675,151 (“the ‘151  patent,” attached as Exhibit 1001), which issued to Roland 

R. THOMPSON and Michael S. BLACKSTONE on Jan. 6, 2004, as reissued by 
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Ex Parte Reexamination Certificate No. 7116 (attached as Exhibit 1002) on Oct. 

20, 2009 (amending claims 3, 6, and 9, and adding new claims 14–55).  

An electronic payment for $35,800 for the post-grant review petition is 

included. There are fewer than 21 claims, no additional fees are necessary. See 37 

C.F.R. § 42.15.1 

                                                 
1 The fee may change, as the PTO has proposed. See Patent Fees Proposed Rule, 77 

Fed. Reg. 55,028 (Sept. 6, 2012) (suggesting a $30,000 fee, $18,000 of which the 

USPTO will return $18,000 if it does not institute a review). Petitioner respectfully 

requests the fees be returned in the case of a rule change. 
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