ORAL ORDER: The maotion for stay (D.l. 33 ) is DENIED. The case is in its early stages.
There is a schedule to trial, but the docket reveals little merits activity to date. Plaintiff
and Defendant are not competitors. Delay works little harm to Plaintiff. Some
simplification will be achieved by the three IPRs, but the fourth patent and its claims will
have to be litigated regardless. In all likelihood, the three IPRs will be resolved in
October. There is no argument that the scope of discovery will be significantly altered if
there is one rather than four patents. Thus, on balance, | think the case ought to go
forward. It may be that the Markman hearing ought to be delayed until after the IPR
rulings. Ordered by Judge Richard G. Andrews on 1/5/2017. (nms) (Entered:
01/05/2017)
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