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nc v. Voxx International Corporation et al

Doc.

United States District Court
Central District of California

JOHNSON SAFETY, INC.,
Plaintiff,

VOXX INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION; VOXX
ELECTRONICS CORPORATION; and
INVISION AUTOMOTIVE SYSTEMS
INC.,

Defendants.

Case No. 5:14-cv-02591-ODW(DTBX)

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANTS’
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE [122];
GRANTING IN PART AND
DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR PARTIAL
SUMMARY JUDGMENT [134];
DENYING AS MOOT
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO
DISMISS [119]; and DENYING
PLAINTIFF’'S MOTION TO STAY
[117]

l. INTRODUCTION

This suit involves cross-claims for teat infringement, with both Plaintifft
Coutnerdefendant Johnson Safety, [(id¢S1”) and Defendant-Counterclaimants Vo)
International Corporation, Voxx ElectronigSorporation, and Invision Automotiv
Ssytems Inc. (collectively, “Voxx”) owning pent portfolios. There are four motior
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currently pending before th€ourt. JSI moves for paal summary judgment (ECH
No. 134) and a stay of Voxx’s countercla (ECF No. 117), while Voxx moves {
dismiss one of JSI's claims (ECF No. 1E9d to consolidate this case with a rela
one (ECF No. 122). All four motionseafully briefed and ready for decision.
. FACTUALAND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
The patents in this case describe videsiesys and monitors that can be affix
to or temporarily placed inside tlwerior of a passenger vehicleSeeCompl. 11 7—
23, ECF No. 1; Countercompl. 11 17-36,FERo0. 42.) For brevity’s sake, a mo
thorough discussion of each patent andrdlevant claims of infringement will b
discussed will be reserved for theaysis of each respective motion.

On October 28, 2016, the Court helclaim construction hearing on fiftegn

total terms, with five of the terms ©ong from JSI's patents and ten coming frg
Voxx’'s. (SeeECF No. 90.) On November 16, 2016, the Court issued its C
construing the terms. (ECF No. 95.)
.  VOXX'S MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE
As a preliminary matter, the Court digaes with Voxx’s argument that th

case should be consoliddtwith related caséoxx International Corporation et al. V.

Johnson Safety Incstyled as 2:17-cv-00358-ODWIB (“the Transferred Case”).
Voxx contends that the Transferred Caseginally filed in the Southerrn

District of Indiana and transferred to thi®ugt, is sufficientlyrelated to the instant

action to warrant consolidationSéeMot. to Consolidate.) In the Transferred Ca
Voxx asserts infringement of five of its patents against JS¢e (dat 1.) None of the
patents at issue in the Transferred Case arsatine as the patents at issue in this c

but Voxx says that the patents are relatechiise they are “in the same family” as t
patents in this suit and/or that theyhase similar claim language” with a patent

asserted as invalidating art in the instant actidd. at 2—-3.) Voxx does not dispul

! After carefully consideng the papers filed in support of and in opposition to the Motions, this

Court deems the matters appropriate for decisionowitoral argument. Fed. R. Civ. P. 78; L.R. 7-

15.
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that consolidating the two cases would ddfal, now less than 50 days away, but it

suggests that the overall efficiencies gaittmdugh consolidation outweigh any su
delay. SeeReply to Mot. to Cordidate 1, ECF No. 133.)
A. Legal Standard

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procee 42, a district court may consolidg
cases that involve common questions of awact. Fed. R. Civ. P. 42(a)(Ajv'rs
Research Co. v. U.S. Dist. Codor the Cent. Dist. of Cal877 F.2d 777, 777 (Otf
Cir. 1989). “To determine whether to cohdate, a court weighs the interest

—+

e

—

of

judicial convenience against the potent@l delay, confusion, and prejudice caused

by consolidation.”ld.
B. Analysis

The benefits of consolidation do notitweigh the potential for delay in th
instance. The present action was filgelars before the Transferred Case, 3
extensive discovery, a claim constructioealing, and motion practice have alreg
taken place. The Transferr€ase, on the other hand, tg8ls$n its infancy, with little
discovery and no claim consttian to speak of. To make matters worse, none of
patents in the Transferred Case overlap tyewith the patents at issue here;
essence the Court would be left to start entif@m scratch. As such, the benefits
consolidation would be minimal. In constathe burden and delay would be great:
case at bar is on the eve of trial, and fharties have not ated the Court to any
reason they will not be ready for trial nerbnth on May 30, 2017. Accordingly, th
CourtDENIES Voxx’s Motion to Consolidate.

IV. JSI'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT

JSI asks the Court to find that it is fiaiole for infringement of Voxx’s asserte
patents as a matter of laeither because the patents are invalid or because
products are not infringing. (Mot. for Patitumm. J. (“MPSJ”) 3.) The Court find
that JSI is entitled to summary judgmest some, but not allpf Voxx’s patent
infringement claims.
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A. Legal Standard

“The court shall grant summary judgmenthe movant shows that there is
genuine dispute as to any material fantl the movant is entitled to judgment as
matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 56(apf party seeking summary judgment be;
the initial burden of infornrmg the court of the basisrfats motion and identifying
those portions of the pleadings and discgvessponses that demonstrate the abse
of a genuine issue of material fackee Celotex Corp. v. Catrett77 U.S. 317, 323
(1986). Where the moving party will have thierden of proof on an issue at trial, t
movant must affirmatively demonstrate thatreasonable trier of fact could find oth
than for the moving partySee id. On an issue as to which the nonmoving party
have the burden of proof, however, the mdw@an prevail merely by pointing out th
there is an absence of evidencswpport the nonmoving party’s casgee id.
If the moving party meets its initial burdethe nonmoving party must set forth, |
affidavit or as otherwise provided in Rub®, “specific facts showing that there is
genuine issue for trial.’Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inel77 U.S. 242, 250 (1986).

In evaluating the evidencegaented in support of am opposition to summary
judgment, the court does not make credipilieterminations or weigh conflictin
evidence. Rather, it draws all inferenceshia light most favorable to the nonmovir
party. See T.W. Elec. Serv., Inc.Rac. Elec. Contractors Ass'®09 F.2d 626, 630-
31 (9th Cir. 1987). Howevertonclusory or speculativesmony is insufficient to
meet this burden or to raise genuine éssof fact defeating summary judgmei@ee
Nelson v. Pima Cmty. CqlB3 F.3d 1075, 1081-82 (9th Cir. 1996).

For a patent infringement summarydgment motion, there are two maj
standards by which the moving party ynargue they are entitled to summa
judgment: either non-infringement or invatidof the nonmoving pdy’s patents.See

Absolute Software, Inc. v. Stealth Signal, 1669 F.3d 1121, 1129-30 (Fed. Ci

2011); Schering Corp. v. Geneva Pharmaceuticals,,I889 F.3d 13731377 (Fed.
Cir. 2003). Infringement is a question fakct; in order to enter summary judgme
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against the patentee on the issue, a court regstve factual inferees in favor of the
patentee and determine that no reasonabie could find that the moving part
infringed. Absolute Software, Inc659 F.3d at 1129-30. Infigement is determine

where the claim has been pesly construed and then coamned to the accused devi¢

or process.Id. at 1129. Invalidity forecloses the infringement question becaus
underlying patent is unenforceable, due to either anticipation by prior art
deficiency with the applicationSchering Corp.339 F.3d at 1377.
B.  Discussion

Voxx asserts five patents in this suiNo. 5,775,762 (“the '762 Patent”); Nd
7,245,274 (“the '274 Patent”No. 7,839,355 (“the '355 Rent”); No. 7,050,124 (“thg
'124 Patent”); and No. 6,678,892he '892 Patent”). JSI argues that it is not lial
for infringement of any of them.

1. The '762 Patent

The Court finds that JSI is not entitled to summary judgment as to the
Patent.

I Factual Background

The 762 Patent describes a video systrmd monitor that is mounted to th
ceiling of the interior of a vehicle.Sgée generallyhe '762 Patent, ECF No. 134-3
The console of the system includes a legdend, a trailing end, and an option

central section. Id. Col 2:2-6.) The monitor, &eo source, and wiring for the

entertainment system are all located withinonsole; however, the specification dc
not limit the console to a specific size or shapgee(id).

In its claim construction Order, th@ourt construed two terms of the 76
Patent relevant to JSI's MPSFirst, the Court determined that the term “elongd
console housing” means “a console housing lotigen it is wide.” (Cl. Const. Orde
19.) Further, the Court noted that “[efigated console housing’ does not dictate
orientation of the console.” Id.)) Next, the Court construed “a compartment
storing a source of video signals formedhe trailing end of the console housing”
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“a separate and partitioned space formed entirely within the trailing end of the c¢
housing.” (d. at 20.)

JSI now argues that summary judgmenappropriate because its products
not include an “a console housing longer titas wide” or “a s@arate and partitione(
space formed entirely within the trailingekof the console housing.” (MPSJ 4-5.)

ii.  Analysis

The Court is not convinced that XSproducts are free from overlap with t
relevant definitions. First, JSI's arguniethat its products are not elongat
completely ignores the deftion of “elongatéd” detailed in the Court’s clain

DNSO

do

|

construction Order. SeeMPSJ 4.) The Court specifically ruled that “longer than it is

wide” does not specify any particular origita of the elongation. (Cl. Const. Ord
19.) JSI argues that its products are “wittean they are long."However, such ar

observation necessarily requires a particyarspective of the axis of elongation.

Therefore, if that perspective were flippélde products could be longer than they
wide. And the Court specifically notedaththe claim term does not dictate t
orientation (or axis) of elongation. (Cl. @&xi. Order 19.) Therefore, the Court can
determine as a matter of law that JSI'edqarcts do not fall within the claim term
definition.

Second, there is a triable issue oftfas to whether JSI's products have
separate and partitioned spdoemed entirely within therailing end of the consolg
housing. JSI claims that its accuseddouats have only “a DVD player mounted
the housing by a mounting plate, clamps, andiogct attachment.” (MPSJ 4.) |
contrast, Voxx claims that what JSI descsilein fact a separate and partitioned sp
within the Court’'s construal of the claiterm. (Opp’n to MPS®, ECF No. 140.)
The relevant evidence, including the Patent language itself @ifsedphotographs of
the electrical components, demonstrateat tthe issue of infringement as to t
separate and partitioned space tpuastion for the trier of fact.Seethe '762 Patent;
Nranian Decl. {1 12, 14, ECF No. 150-3.) The CBENIES summary judgment a
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to the '762 Patent.

Because the Court finds multiple triabksues of fact as to JSI's produc
infringement of the '762 Patent, it need mansider whetherSl's products have 3
trailing end. §eeMPSJ 5.)

2. The '274 Patent

The Court finds that JSI is entitleddommary judgment as to the '274 Paten

I Factual Background

The '274 Patent is a videostgm and monitor that is signed to be installed if
the back of front-seat headrests in a vehistethat passengers in the back seats
view the screens.Sge generallyhe '274 Patent, ECF NA34-5.) The relevant tern
for this patent at the @alm construction hearing wasccommodates,” which thg
Court construed as “provides sufficient sp&me’ (Cl. Const. Order 24-25.) In it

Order, the Court also found that the claimnten context implicitly provides that it i$

the base portion of the claimed invention, and not the display/door, f{
accommodates (provides sufficiatace for) a media playedd(at 25.)

Now, JSI argues that because its prasluncorporate a nata player in the
display, and not in the base portion, ihoat be liable for infringement based on t
Court’s construal of the term(MPSJ 5-6.) Voxx argues in response that becaus
base portion receives the display wheer timit is closed, the base portion its
provides sufficient space for the madlilayer. (Opp’n to MPSJ 7.)

ii.  Analysis

The Court views Voxx’s argument as a sparent attempt to twist the previo

construction. Voxx does ndispute that JSI's accusedducts house a media play

within the display portion afhe product, and not the babei it contends that becaus

the product’s storage positioechnicallyinvolves the base enveloping the display &
therefore the media play, that JSI's products are infringingSele id. The Court
determines that no jury could find thdSl's products infringe within the plai
meaning of the Court’s construal‘@iccommodates.” Therefore, the COGRANTS
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JSI summary judgment as to infringement of the '274 Patent.

3. The '355 Patent

JSI argues that it is entitled to summary judgment on grounds of both
infringement and invalidity/unenforceability tfis patent. (MPSJ 6-10.) The Col
finds that JSI is not entitled torsunary judgment on either ground.

I Factual Background

Like the '274 Patent, the '355 Patent is all@signed to be installed in the bal
of headrests. See generallythe '355 Patent, ECF Nol34-6.) At the claim
construction stage, the terms at issue Wassembly housing” and “the face portig

rests outside of the hole on an outside surface of the s&seCl. Const. Order 30t

32.) The Court decided that both terniwwd be given their plain and ordina
meaning. Id.) Consistent with this, the Court edt that the term “outside” in it
plain and ordinary meaning “does not meéwaithin,” or even slightly within, with
respect to the hole/recessed portiorid. &t 32.)
ii.  Analysis

JSI first argues that its productsnoat infringe because all of the accus
products are “countersunk so that the houssigkwer than the outside surface of
headrest after installation.” JSI includes photos attached to the declaration of
Chang that purport to demonstrate thisdeat (Chang Decl. 1 16—22.) However,
Voxx points out, the “countersunk[en]’ nature JSI's product housings is not en
clear from those photos.S¢e id. Opp’n to MPSJ 8-9.) Meover, Voxx provides its
own declaration and photos that appear to contradict JSI's contenti®@sNranian
Decl. 1 20, ECF No. 140-3.) Therefore, thappears to be a genuine issue of fac
to whether JSI's products infringe.

Second, JSI argues that the '355 Paigmvalid and/or unenforceable becay
Voxx failed to file the required oath whegmosecuting the 355 Patent’s applicatig
(MPSJ 6-7.) Ciritical to this argument areotwndisputed facts relevant to the '3!
Patent. First, the '355 Patieresulted from what is knawas a “continuation-in-par
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application” (“CIP”). See id.at 8-9; Opp’n to MPSJ 11Jrustees v. VanVoorhig$

278 F.3d 1288, 1297 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (nagielements of a continuation-in-pza
application). A CIP is where a patent Apgtion incorporatesome claims from ar
earlier application as well as new claims matluded in the earlier applicatiorSee
Trustees v. VanVoorhig278 F.3d at 1297. In the casebat, the original applicatior
was U.S. Patent Application No. 09/698,91'the '918 Application”), and the CIR
was U.S. Patent Applicatn No. 10/926,671 (“the '671 CIR” The second importan
fact is that the relevant patent laws @hose that were in place before Congr
amended them with the America Imis Act (“AlA”) in 2011—35 U.S.C. 88 &t seq.
(2006) and 37 C.F.R. 88¢t seq(2006).

An unique oath is required with eagdatent application under 35 U.S.C.

111(a)(2)(c) (2006). See35 U.S.C. § 115 (2006) (degsmng the required oath),

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.63(e) (2006his requirement includes CIPs; su
applications must be executed with neaths. The absence of any condition
patentability, such as the requirements8ofilll, is grounds for a defense agai
infringement. 35 U.S.C. § 282(2) (2006).

The 671 CIP did not include a new oathSe€’918 Application, Ex. G, ECH

No. 134-8; '918 Oath, Ex. F, ECF No. 134:@71 CIP Application, Ex. H, ECF No.

134-9.) Instead, it recycled a photocopied mer®f the same oath that was includ
in the '918 Application. $ee id).

While this MPSJ was pending, the Patérials and Appeals Board (“PTAB”
ruled on JSI's Request for Rehearipgrtaining to the '355 Patent. S¢e PTAB
Ruling, ECF No. 144-1.) In its ruling, tHE€TAB explains that Voxx has now filed
supplemental corrected thain place of the original deficient oath, and as such,
‘355 Patent cannot be invalidatbdsed on its original oathld( at 3-5.) The PTAB
draws authority for this decision from 37 QRF8 1.67 (pre-AlA), which states that

supplemental oath may be sulied to correct any deficiemres or inaccuracies in the

original oath.
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The Court defers to the PTAB’s rulingné finds that the originally defectiv
oath cannot be a basis for invalidatihg ‘355 Patent. Therefore, the CODENIES
JSI's MPSJ with respect to this patent.

4, The '124 Patent

The Court determines that summary judgmsmappropriate as to this patent.

I Factual Background
The '124 Patent describesvaleo entertainment systetinat can be transferre

between vehicles and used in other settin@ee (Qenerallyhe '124 Patent, ECF NQq.

134-11.) In its claim construction OrdergtlCourt construed the term “portable”
the '124 Patent as “easily transferable hysar between vehicles and other setting
(Cl. Const. Order 23-24.) Importantly, the Court decided that the word “portab
the preamble language acts as a linotaton the patent as a whole, becaust
describes “what [the] claimenhvention is or does.” Id. at 24.) Further, it ruled
“Voxx should not . . . be allowkto assert that ‘portablés only one intended use
(1d.)

JSI argues both non-infringement and invéficas to this patent. Howeve
because the Court reaches its decisiasetlaon non-infringemenit does not reach
the issue of invalidity.

ii.  Analysis

JSI argues that none of its producte @ortable within the meaning of th
Court’s construction, and therefore, that it is entitled to summary judgment o
issue of infringement of this patent. B8J 11-12.) According to JSI, its accus
products “are meant to be permanenthounted in a car and cannot easily
transferred to other vehicles."Sée id.at 12; Chang Decl. 1 23.) In response, W
points out that it dropped its claims as to ¢lsise of the '124 Patent that contains
term “portable.” (Opp’'n to MPSJ 21.) Ietains its claims of infringement fg
independent claims not containing the ternSed id. The problem is that this
argument ignores the Court’s decision thairtpble,” meaning “easily transferable |
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a user between vehicles aather settings,” acts as a limitation on the entire patent.

(See id. The Court explicitly determined thebxx cannot assert other intended us
for the product that are incompd&bwith it being portable. Id.) Further, Voxx hag
not provided any evidence to contradi@l’d assertion that JSI's products are |
portable within the Court's asbed meaning of the word.S€eOpp’'n to MPSJ 21+
22; Chang Decl. § 23 (explaining that JSI's accused products are meant
permanently mounted in a car and are notlye&snsferrable by a user).) Thus, tl
CourtGRANTS JSI summary judgment as to the '124 Patent.

5. The '892 Patent

The Court determines that summary judgmsmappropriate as to this patent.

I Factual Background

bES

not

to |
ne

The '892 Patent also describes a wvidmtertainment system, and it provides

that the system and monitor can be instailted variety of locations within a vehicle
interior. See generallyhe 892 Patent, ECF No. 134-21The relevant claim tern
for purposes of this motion is “bus,” whitie Court defined as “one or more wires
other signal transmission means cargysimilar types of signals.” SeeCl. Const.
Order 28-30.) JSI argues that this defimtiavalidates the '892 Patent because
invokes 35 U.S.C. § 11216 and is a “means4blunction” term wihout a sufficiently

definite structure.See Williamson v. Citrix Online, LL.G92 F.3d 1339, 1348 (Fed.

Cir. 2015) (en banc) (definingraeans-plus-function term).
Ii. Relevant Legal Sandard
Means-plus-function terms are a spectfiass of terms that are governed by
U.S.C. 811216. The first step in a 81127 6lgsis is to determmwhether the statut
applies to the claim at issue: it applies otdyclaims that describe a function of §

invention without explicitly defining thestructure with which to carry out the

function. DePuy Spine, Inc. v. Medtronic Sofamor Danek,, 1469 F.3d 1005, 102
(Fed. Cir. 2006). If a claim uses the wdmdeans” in connection with a function ¢
the invention, a rebuttable presumption arises that 811216 appGedicrate v.
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Wadsworth Mfg., In¢c.427 F.3d 1361, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2003f the claim term lacks
the word “means,” the term will be conséd under 8§ 11296 only if the challengi
party can show that the claim fails to dése a sufficiently definite structure (g
means) for performing the described functidilliamson 792 F.3d at 1349.

If it is determined that § 1126 appligbe second step is interpretatioBee

JVW Enters., Inc. v. taract Accessories, Inc424 F.3d 1324, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

The first aspect of interpretation is thithe court must identify the function of th
claim term. Id. Then, the court must identify the corresponding structure by loo
at any structures described in the specificatiQallicrate, 427 F.3d at 1369. If thg
specification does not provide correspondimgcttire for the claimed function, the
the claim is invalid as indefiniteWilliamson 792 F.3d at 1352.
lii.  Analysis

JSI's argument is that bause the Court’s definition of “bus” includes the wq
“means,” 8§ 11296 applies, and theren corresponding structure for “other sign
transmission means.” Voxx counters that theneo legal authority for the idea that
Court’s construction containing the wofdeans” can invoke § 1126 where t

claim itself does not include the wordSgeOpp’n to MPSJ 23-24.) In support of thi

argument, it citesAcacia Media Technologies Corp New Destiny Internet Groug
No. C 05-01114, 2007 WL 7681250, at *§.D. Cal. Oct. 19, 2007). The court

Acacia Mediaconsidered whether a term it conmgd to include the word “means

would be governed by 35 U.S.C. § 11212, &mcided that it would not, because t
claim term at issue did not contain theraknts of a means-plus-function clairal.
Voxx argues that the word “means” Atacia Mediawas used only as a “tag word
preceded by a modifier—and that “means’uged in the definition of “bus” in the
same way. $eeOpp’'n to MPSJ 24.)

In its Reply, JSI points out that thcacia Mediacourt actually vacated it
construction involving the word “means” andopted a new constrimn. (Reply 12,
ECF No. 146.) Further, JSI notes that latethe same case, the court found that
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new construction (which was “transmission system”) required a structure that w

written into the claim, and thusinvalidated the claim. 14.; see In re: Acacia Media

Techs. Corp.No. 05-01114, Dkt. 354, Slip. Oat 3—4, Ex. HECF No. 146-9.)
The Court agrees that words appliedatterm at the claim construction sta
can invalidate that term if indefinite. This what occurs here. Voxx attempts

convince the Court that it is “readily undensti[able]” to one skilled in the art that

“other transmission means carrying simitgpes of signals” codl include “coaxial

cables, ribbon cables, balanced cables, lanbad cables, SCARcables, composite

video cables . .. and so forth . . ..” (Oppd MPSJ 23.) However, the only structy
described in the specification is wiresSegthe '892 Patent.) The Court cannot allg
Voxx to have its claim term include a &ans” that is unbounded to any particu
structure in the specificationSeeMed. Instrumentation and Diagnostics Corp.
Elekta AB 344 F.3d 1205, 1211 (Fed. Cir. 2003). As Voxx has not rebutteq
presumption that arises when “means” is édra claim term (or construed to be p:
of the meaning of a claim term), and thes no structure corresponding with “oth
transmission means carrying similar typefs signals,” the Court finds the terr
indefinite. Therefore, the COUBRANTS JSI's motion for summary judgment as
the 892 Patent.
V.  VOXX'S MOTION TO DISMISS

In its Motion to Dismiss, Voxx seeks dismissal of JSI's counterclaim seekin
declaration that the '124 Patent is not infred and/or invalid. (Mot. to Dismiss 1; P
First Am. Countercl. 26—28, ECF No. 108gcause the Court balready entered
summary judgment in favor of JSI as to the '124 PateBEENIES AS MOOT
Voxx’s Motion to Dismiss.

VI. JSI'S MOTION TO STAY

Finally, JSI requests that the CourtaystVoxx’s counterclaims of pater
infringement. (Mot. to Stay 1.) The netuof JSI's requestetktlief in connection
with this motion is unclear. It appearsodne sense that JSI wishes to have Vox
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counterclaims for infringement stayed prito the Court ruling on JSI's pendin

g

MPSJ, but on the other hand, JSI dssms the prudence of a “bifurcation and

rescheduling of a separatéatrfor any of Voxx’s patentnfringement counterclaim
thatsurvivesummary judgment.” (Mot. to Stay(8mphasis added); 9.) JSI original
set the hearing date for the Motion to Spaipr to the hearing date for its MPSJ, 1
then it later stipulated to heboth motions on the same datéd. @t 9; ECF No. 123.)
The Court determines that ruling on JSismmary judgment is appropriate at t
stage, rather than staying Voxx’s claimsd waiting to rule on the motion. As tf
Court ruled in granting JSI leave to filer summary judgment in the first place, tl
case is ripe for summary adjudication. (ECF No. 106.) As such, the issue of a
mostly moot, and the Court finds that a stay is not warranted.
A. Legal Standard

A court may stay an action or part of an action where doing so would ser
interests of judicial economy and efficiendRivers v. Walt Disney C0980 F. Supp.
1358, 1360 (C.D. Cal. 1997). When considgranstay, a court should consider thr
factors: “(1) potential prejudice to the norewing party; (2) hardship and inequity
the moving party if the action is not stayaahd (3) the judicial resources that wou
be saved.”Id.
B. Discussion

JSI's argument mostly focuses on judigiesources that would be saved if t
Court institutes a stay of Voxx’s counterclaimsSeéMot. 10-11.) In its Reply, i
writes, “it is undeniable that disposingf half of the patents in a 10-pate
infringement case would simplify the trial tfis lawsuit.” (Reply 1, ECF No. 131
While staying Voxx’s counterclaims would certig simplify the trial of JSI's claims,
it would not lead to a net conservation odlicial resources, as the Court would hg
to conduct an entirely separate trial fooxX's claims rather than dealing with g
claims in one proceeding. JSI and Voxx'guanents regarding prejudice to either s
if a stay were or were nantered center mostly amnd conservation of their ow
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resources, as well as Voxx’s claim that a kethess might not be available if trial g

its counterclaims is delayedS€eOpp’n to Mot. to Stay 7-&CF No. 129.) Neither

side convinces the Court that potentiadjpdice alone should or should not warran
stay, and thus, the Court decides the issladysbased on the conservation of judic
resources factor. As such, the CADENIES JSI's Motion to Stay.

JSI's alternate request for a stay based ortweeryfactors is moot in light of
the Court’s decision to rule on the MPSEeéMot. to Stay 13—-15).owery v. FFA
No. CIV.S93 1352EJG/GGH, 1994 WL 9126&t *3 (E.D. Cal. Apr. 11, 1994).

V.  CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the CBENIES Voxx's Motion to
Consolidate (ECF No. 1225,RANTS IN PART AND DENIES IN PART JSI's
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment (ECF No. 1BEENIES AS MOOT Voxx’s

Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 119), aENIES JSI's Motion to Stay (ECF No. 117).

ITIS SO ORDERED.
April 17, 2017

p . -
Y 707
OTIS D. WRIGHT, I
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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