











would help redu sjudi “evidence ~nir~ stale,” D.I. . at 11, v " e it would the
unnecessary use of the Court’s resources. Thus, on balance, the Court denies the stay as to fact
discovery—paragraphs 1, 2, 3(a), 3(b), 4(a) and 4(b) of the Court’s Scheduling Order, D.I. 5
and grants the stay as to all other dates in the Scheduling Order in C.A No. 21-1365.
IV. CONCLUSION
I the Co tl y.
Therefore, at Wilmington this 19th day of January, 2023, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
that Cisco’s and Acacia’s Motion to Stay C.A. No. 21-1365 Pending Inter Partes Review (“IPR”)
(the “Motion,” D.I. 52) is GRAI. . LD-IN-PART and DENIED-IN-PART:
1. The Motion is DENIED as to the dates contained in paragraphs 1, 2, 3(a), 3(b), 4(a) and
4(b) of the Court’s Scheduling Order in C.A. 21-1365, D.I. 59;
—. The Motion is wRAT. . __ as to all other dates contained in said Scheduling Order; and
3. ..ue parties shall jointly file a status report and proposed amended scheduling order for all

stayed deadlines within seven (7) days of the PTAB’s final determination in the IPRs.

e VU LIAMS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



