
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

VELOCITY PATENT LLC,

Plaintiff,

v.

AUDI OF AMERICA, INC.

Defendant.

Case No: 1:13-cv-8418

Honorable John W. Darrah

Magistrate Judge Michael T. Mason

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO STAY THE
PROCEEDINGS PENDING REEXAMINATION OF THE PATENT-IN-SUIT
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