
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

) 
THE MONEY SUITE COMPANY, ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
V. ) 

) 
21ST CENTURY INSURANCE AND ) 
FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC., 21ST CENTURY ) 
INSURANCE GROUP, AND FARMERS ) 
GROUP, INC., ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

THE MONEY SUITE COMPANY, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FARMERS GROUP, INC., 

Defendant. 

THE MONEY SUITE COMPANY, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

LENDING TREE, LLC, 

Defendant. 

THE MONEY SUITE COMPANY, 

Plaintiff, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Civil Action No. 13-984-GMS 

Civil Action No. 13-985-GMS 

Civil Action No. 13-986-GMS 
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v. 

CITIGROUP, INC., 

Defendant. 

THE MONEY SUITE COMPANY, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

METLIFE, INC., 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER 

Civil Action No. 13-1747-GMS 

Civil Action No. 13-1748-GMS 

The plaintiff, The Money Suite Company ("Money Suite"}, brought patent infringement 

actions against the above captioned defendants alleging that each defendant has infringed U.S. 

Patent No. 6,684,189 ("the '189 patent") by making, using, selling, offering to sell, or importing 

into the United States products and/or services which fall within tht: scope of the '189 patent, 

including but not limited to using front-end network gateways and selection criteria entered 

at a remote computer terminal to conduct a search of multiple financial products for efficient 

quotingataremotelocation. 1 (See, e.g., 13-1748-GMS,D.I.1,~7.) Presentlybeforethecourt 

is MetLife, Inc.'s ("MetLife") Motion to Dismiss, (13-1748-GMS, D.I. 6), and brief in support 

thereof, (id., D.I. 7). MetLife urges the court to dismiss Money Suite's Complaint under Federal 

Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b )( 6) because the '189 fails to claim patentable subject matter under 

1 The 240-page '189 patent contains one independent method claim and 886 defendant claims. 
2 
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35 U.S.C. § 101.2 (ld. at 1.) MetLife alleges the '189 patent is directed to an abstract idea --

using a computer to generate a quote for a financial product-- and is thus non-patentable subject 

matter. (Jd.) 

A decision to stay litigation lies within the sound discretion of the court and represents an 

exercise of the court's "inherent power to conserve judicial resources by controlling its own 

docket." Cost Bros., Inc. v. Travelers lndem. Co., 760 F.2d 58, 60 (3d Cir. 1985); Landis v. 

North American Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254-55, 57 S. Ct. 163, 81 L. Ed. 153 (1936) ("The power to 

stay proceedings is incidental to the power inherent in every court to control the disposition of 

the causes on its docket with economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigants. 

How this can best be done calls for the exercise of judgment, which must weigh competing 

interests and maintain an even balance."). A stay is particularly appropriate, and within the 

court's "sound discretion," where the outcome of another case may "substantially affect" the 

issues in a case pending before a district court. Bechtel Corp. v. Local 215, Laborers' lnt'l 

Union of North America, 544 F.2d 1207, 1215 (3d Cir. 1976). 

The abstract idea judicial exception to patent eligibility under § 101 of the Patent Act, as 

applied to computer-implemented inventions, is an issue that has divided the Federal Circuit. 

See CLS Bank lnt 'l v. Alice Corp. Pty, 717 F.3d 1269 (Fed. Cir. 2013 (en bane) (issuing a two-

sentence per curiam opinion that effectively affirmed the district court's summary judgment 

invalidation of all claims because they were not directed to patent eligible subject matter, along 

with five separate concurring, concurring-in-part, dissenting-in-part, and dissenting opinions). 

2 In the December 23,2013 Joint Status Report, the 21st Century, Farmers, Citigroup, and Lending Tree 
defendants indicated that they are also considering filing similar motions under Rule 12( c) to challenge the validity 
of the '189 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 101. (13-1748-GMS, D.I. 11 at 3.) 

3 
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Indeed, the fractured Federal Circuit CLS Bank opinion led Judge Newman to write: 

The ascendance of section 1 01 as an independent source of litigation, separate 
from the merits of patentability, is a new uncertainty for inventors. The court, now 
rehearing this case en bane, hoped to ameliorate this uncertainty by providing 
objective standards for section 101 patent-eligibility. Instead we have propounded 
at least three incompatible standards, devoid of consensus, serving simply to add 
to the unreliability and cost of the system of patents as an incentive for 
innovation. With today's judicial deadlock, the only assurance is that any 
successful innovation is likely to be challenged in opportunistic litigation, whose 
result will depend on the random selection of the panel. 

!d. at 1321 (Newman, J., concurring in part, dissenting in part). 

However, the Supreme Court has recently granted Alice Corporation's petition for writ of 

certiorari? Alice Corp. Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank Int 'l, No. 13-298, 2013 U.S. LEXIS 8777 (U.S. 

Dec. 6, 2013). The Supreme C~urt's decision to grant certiorari will hopefully lead to an opinion 

that shall provide guidance for innovators and district courts alike with regard to patent eligibility 

of computer-implemented inventions under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Therefore, in the interests of 

justice and judicial economy, and pursuant to the court's broad discretionary power to control its 

docket, the court shall sua sponte stay the above captioned cases pending the Supreme Court's 

ruling. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

The above captioned cases are stayed pending the Supreme Court's 

Corporation Pty. Ltd. v. CLS Bank International, N 

Dated: January .5_, 2014 

3 The court also notes that the Supreme Court will soon render a decision as to whether to issue a writ of 
certiorari in WildTangent, Inc. v. Ultramercial, LLC, No. 13-255, 2013 U.S. S. Ct. Briefs LEXIS 3470 (U.S. Aug. 
23, 2013). The WildTanget petition may have an even greater impact on the present litigation because it is an appeal 
to a Federal Circuit decision affirming the patent eligibility of a computer-implem~nted invention that was 
challenged by a Rule 12(b)(6) motion. See Ultramercial, Inc. v. Hulu, LLC, 722 F .3d 1335 (Fed. Cir. 2013). 

4 
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