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KSR INTERNATIONAL Co.,
Petitioner,
V.

TELEFLEX INC. and TECHNOLOGY HOLDING Co.,
Respondents.

On Petition for Writ of Certiorari tothe
United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE BRIEF OF CISCO
SYSTEMSINC., MICROSOFT CORP., HALLMARK
CARDS, INCORPORATED, V.F. CORPORATION,
AND FORTUNE BRANDSINC. ASAMICI CURIAE
IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER

Pursuant to Rule 37.3(b) of the Rules of the Supreme Court
of the United States, Cisco Systems Inc., Microsoft Corp.,
Hallmark Cards, Incorporated, V.F. Corporation and Fortune
Brands Inc. hereby request leave to file the accompanying
amicus curiae brief. This brief is submitted in support of the
petition for writ of certiorari to the Court of Appeals for the
Federa Circuit. Petitioner KSR International Co. has con-
sented to the filing of this brief. Respondents Teleflex Inc.
and Technology Holding Co. have not consented.

As set forth in the accompanying brief, Cisco Systems Inc.,
Microsoft Corp., Hallmark Cards, Incorporated, V.F. Corpo-
ration, and Fortune Brands Inc. are affected by patent laws
and have a deep interest in their proper interpretation and
application.



Cisco Systems Inc., Microsoft Corp., Hallmark Cards,
Incorporated, V.F. Corporation and Fortune Brands Inc. are
greatly concerned that the Federal Circuit’s incorrect inter-
pretation of the obviousness standard of Section 103(a) of the
Patent Act, 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) (2001), results in unnecessary
grants of patent rights on obvious extensions of existing
technologies, which in turn unnecessarily increase costs to the
public for products. Accordingly, Cisco Systems Inc., Micro-
soft Corp., Hallmark Cards, Incorporated, V.F. Corporation
and Fortune Brands Inc. respectfully request leave to file the
accompanying amicus curiae brief.

Respectfully submitted,

PETER A. SULLIVAN *
HUGHESHUBBARD & REED LLP
One Battery Park Plaza

New York, New York 10004
(212) 837-6000

Counsdl for Cisco SystemsInc.,
Microsoft Corp., Hallmark
Cards, Incorporated,
V.F. Corporation, and
* Counsel of Record Fortune Brands Inc.
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