
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

TYLER DIVISION 

MIRROR WORLDS, LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

 
 
Civil Action No. 6:08-cv-88 LED 

v. 

APPLE INC., 

Defendant. 

 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

APPLE INC., 

Counterclaim Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

MIRROR WORLDS, LLC, 
MIRROR WORLDS TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,  

Counterclaim Defendants.   

 

ORDER GRANTING EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY ENTRY OF JURY VERDICT 
AND JUDGMENT BY APPLE INC. 

Before the Court is Apple Inc.’s Emergency Motion To Stay Entry of Jury Verdict and 

Judgment.  After considering the Motion, the relief requested therein, and the relevant facts, 

evidence and arguments of the parties, the Court finds that for good cause appearing the Motion 

and the relief requested therein should be and hereby is GRANTED. 
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The jury’s verdict and any judgment are hereby stayed, pending resolution of the 

following:  

1.  Apple’s previously submitted motion for judgment as a matter of law of non-

infringement of the method claims of the ’227 and ’313 patents;  

2.  The Court’s consideration of expedited supplemental briefing regarding the 

previously submitted issue of non-infringement of the method claims of the ’227 and 

’313 patents;  

3.  The Court’s consideration of expedited supplemental briefing regarding the damages 

amounts set forth in the jury verdict in light of counsel for Mirror Worlds’ erroneous 

and objectionable suggestion that, among other things, damages should be cumulative 

while at the same time suggesting that Mirror Worlds was not “triple dipping;” and  

4.  The Court’s consideration of Apple’s request for a one-day trial on equitable issues, 

or in the alternative, briefing and oral argument regarding such issues based on the 

record before the Court in light of the parties’ previously filed Proposed Findings of 

Fact and Conclusions of Law. 


