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Inre Abele, 684 F.2d 902 (Cust. & Pat.App. 1982) — cited in afootnote for the
Freeman-Walter-Abele test.

**Inre Alappat, 33 F.3d 1526 (Fed.Cir. 1994) — reducing mathematical concept
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**Inre Grams, 888 F.2d 835 (Fed.Cir. 1989) — relied on by Excel, rather
summarily dismissed as “unhelpful” by the Federa Circuit.
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