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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 

Inventor: Marc Vianello   ) Issue Date:  September 9, 2008 
      )  
Case No.: Unassigned   ) Filing: March 19, 2002 
      ) 
Patent No. 7,424,438   ) Group Art Unit: 705/9  
      ) 
Application No. 10/101,644  ) Confirmation Number: 
      ) 
For:  APPARATUS AND   ) Filed Electronically Per 37 C.F.R.  
METHODS FOR PROVIDING  ) § 42.6(b)(1) 
CAREER AND EMPLOYMENT  )  
SERVICES     ) 
  
 
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 OF A COVERED BUSINESS 
METHOD PATENT UNDER § 18 OF THE LEAHY-SMITH AMERICA 

INVENTS ACT AND 35 U.S.C. § 321 
 

 
 Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 321, the Leahy-Smith America Invents Act (“AIA”), 

Pub L. 112-29, § 18, and 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.300-42.304, Indeed, Inc. (“Indeed”) and 

Monster Worldwide Inc. (“Monster”) (collectively “Petitioner”) hereby petition the 

United States Patent and Trademark Office Patent Trial and Appeal Board 

(“PTAB”) to institute a Covered Business Method  patent review (“CBM review”) 

of claims 1-25 of U.S. Patent No. 7,424,438 (“the ’438 Patent,” attached as Ex. 

1001), which issued to Marc Vianello on September 9, 2008.  
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