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provided with three months to make that decision, it is taking about two weeks less than the full statutory allotment to come to a Decision to Initiate.
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Increasingly, and to get around the PTAB’s onerous Motion to Amend requirements, Patent Owners are filing
concurrent reissue or reexamination proceedings to offer a more robust substitute claim set.
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DISTRICT OF UTAH 100% EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 23%

EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 94 EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN  [KR{*IA

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 83% EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 39%

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 83% DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 47%

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 7% MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 47%

5 For district courts with six or more decisions on motions to stay

Harness Dickey clients benefit from the Firm’s expansive and ongoing statistical analysis of IPR decisions.
We have analyzed the reasons why a Petition has not succeeded (either at the Decision to Institute or Final
Written Decision stage). In this way, as a Petitioner, we can “pressure test” a draft Petition against this
data to ensure the highest possible level of success. As a Patent Owner, we evaluate a Petition against this
data to determine the best avenues for attacking the Petition, including the identification of key cases that
support our argument. In an advanced analysis, we can learn by judge or by subject matter what are the
most common mistakes made in Petitions. In short, Harness Dickey clients take advantage of enhanced
metrics to give them the highest chance of success in Inter Partes review proceedings. Please contact us
for more details. — IPR-PGR@hdp.com.
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