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QUESTION PRESENTED 

The Petitioner’s1 characterization of the 
question presented (i.e., the application of the 
“discovery accrual rule”) was not raised, discussed, or 
applied in any of the underlying proceedings.  
Contrary to the Petitioner’s statement, the issue in the 
proceedings below was simple and straightforward:  
Whether Casey’s statute of limitations defense was 
itself time-barred.  The per curium decision below is 
unexceptional and, contrary to the Petitioner’s 
contention, does not present a question of “national 
significance” or contravene the purposes of Section 
203 of the Copyright Act.  Indeed, the Eleventh Circuit 
referred to the Petitioner’s appeal as “push[ing] the 
boundary” of frivolousness.  (Pet. App. A, 4a).   

 

 

  

 
1 The Petitioner, Richard Finch, will be referred to herein as the 
“Petitioner” or “Finch.”  The Respondent, Harry Wayne Casey, 
will be referred to as “Casey.”  The Respondent, Harrick Music, 
Inc., will be referred to as “Harrick.”  
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RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 

There is no parent corporation of Respondent, 
Harrick Music, Inc., nor is there any publicly held 
corporation or entity owning 10% or more of Harrick. 
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