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STATEMENT OF RELATED CASES 

 On August 1, 2008, a panel of this Court (Newman, Rader, and Friedman) 

decided a prior appeal, No. 2006-1275, from the same underlying action.  That 

decision is reported as Research Corporation Technologies, Inc. v. Microsoft 

Corp., 536 F.3d 1247 (Fed. Cir. 2008).   

 The Supreme Court granted certiorari in the case of Bilski v. Kappos, No. 

08-964 (June 1, 2009).  The disposition of that case could directly affect this 

Court’s decision in the instant appeal. 
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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 

 The district court had jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1338(a).  This Court 

has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1295(a)(1).   

 This action was dismissed by stipulation of the parties pursuant to Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 41(a)(1)(A)(ii) on August 31, 2009.  RCT timely filed its notice of appeal 

on September 23, 2009.  
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The balance of the brief has been eliminated for this sample.  For a copy of 
the complete brief please call our office. Thank you. 




