UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

WASHINGTON

Godox Photo Equipment Co. Ltd. v. Profoto Aktiebolag

Godox - No. C25-0502-KKE - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington granted Godox Photo

Equipment Co. Ltd.’s motion to stay patent litigation pending ex parte reexamination of Profoto
Aktiebolag’s U.S. Patent No. 11,630,375. The court concluded that the reexamination was likely to

simplify the issues, the case was at an early stage, and the stay would not unduly prejudice Profoto.

The court vacated most scheduling deadlines pending completion of the reexamination and directed

the parties to file a joint status report afterward.
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Godox moved to stay its patent and related tortious-interference action
pending the PTO's ex parte reexamination of Profoto's patent. The
court granted the motion and separately granted leave to supplement
the record, while denying as moot Godox's request for a protective

order.

Abuse-of-discretion framework; the decision whether to stay litigation
pending patent reexamination rests in the sound discretion of the

district court.
unpublished district-court order

Godox Photo Equipment Co. Ltd. v. Profoto Aktiebolag

patent infringement patent prosecution commercial litigation



PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  patent law  patent infringement  patent prosecution = commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should stay the patent litigation pending the PTO's ex parte reexamination of the

patent.

2. Whether the factors of issue simplification, stage of litigation, and prejudice to the nonmoving party

favored a stay.
3. Whether Godox should be permitted to supplement the record with the PTO's Final Office Action.

4. Whether Godox's request for a protective order should be denied as moot.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may stay the litigation pending the PTO's reexamination, and all three applicable factors

favored granting a stay.

2. Good cause supported permitting Godox to supplement the record with the PTO's Final Office Action

issued after the motion to stay was filed.

3. All deadlines in the scheduling order, except the deadline for Godox's response to Profoto's answer and

counterclaims, were vacated pending completion of the PTO reexamination.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts often grant stays pending reexamination of a patent if the lawsuit is at an early stage, the PTO’s

decision would simplify the issues to be tried, and a stay would not unduly prejudice the non-moving party.”
(at 2)

“The decision to grant or deny a stay “rests with the sound discretion of the court.”” (at 2)

“Thus, staying the case avoids expending resources litigating the validity and scope of patent claims that may
be amended or cancelled while also providing the court and the parties “with the benefit of the USPTO’s
expert analysis[.]”” (at 3)

“Because all three factors favor a stay, the Court will grant Godox’s motion.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Godox, a Chinese photography and video-equipment company, sued Profoto, a Swedish company and owner of
U.S. Patent No. 11,630,375, seeking a declaration that certain Godox products do not infringe the patent. Profoto
had sent infringement notices to Godox distributors, and some Godox product listings were removed from
Amazon through the APEX process. The PTO granted an ex parte reexamination request concerning the patent,
rejected all claims in a non-final decision, and later issued a Final Office Action rejecting all claims after Profoto
proposed amendments. The litigation remained at an early stage, with no depositions, claim-construction
briefing, Markman hearing, or trial scheduled.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Godox filed the action in March 2025 seeking a declaration of noninfringement and related relief. After the court
denied Godox's requests for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction, the parties filed pleadings
and counterclaims concerning infringement, invalidity, unenforceability, and inequitable conduct. Godox then
moved to stay after the PTO rejected the patent claims in a non-final decision and Profoto proposed
amendments; while the motion was pending, the PTO issued a Final Office Action rejecting all claims.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The case is stayed pending the PTO's reexamination of the '375 Patent. The parties must file a joint
status report within 14 days after the reexamination concludes, informing the court of the outcome and
proposing an amended case schedule.
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