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ds Inc v. Quest Diagnostics Inc

United States District Court
Central District of California

MYMEDICALRECORDS, INC.,
Plaintiff,

QUEST DIAGNOSTICS, INC.,
Defendant.

MYMEDICALRECORDS, INC.,
Plaintiff,

JARDOGS, LLC; ALLSCRIPTS

HEALTHCARE SOLUTIONS, INC.,

Defendants.

MYMEDICALRECORDS, INC.,
Plaintiff,
V.

WEBMD HEATH CORP. et al.,

Defendants.

The technology tutorial in thigction is hereby scheduled f¥vednesday,
June 18, 2014, at 10 am. The Court expects the parties meet and confer and,
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possible, to present a joint tutorial notecxceed one hour. If the parties cannot ag
on a joint presentation, then each side dlpermitted 30 minutes to present a sh
summary and explanation of the technologysatie. The tutorial should provide
neutral, objective overview of the technologye prior art, and the patents involve
No argument will be permitted. Visual aidad demonstrative exhibits are strong
encouraged. The tutorial will be off thecord and not subject to transcription.

The parties shall lodge with the Cowait materials utilized in the technolog
tutorial. The parties are permitted ifoclude as an adftbnal attachment g

memorandum—not to exceed five pagess#nmarizing the materials and tutorial.

The parties are encouragedlooge the materials for the Court’s review 7 days p
to the tutorial.

The parties may elect to present the tadotihrough counsel, experts, or bof
If a party intends to utilize aexpert in the technology trial, a statement of thy
expert's qualifications must be submittad an additional attachment to the lodg

materials.
Additionally, the Court has received the parties’ Statement of Joint C
Construction. (ECF No. 58.) The pastiare reminded of the 10-term limit f

construction. Patent L.R. 4-3(c). Examation of the joint report reveals mar

subparts to the nine proffered terms for ¢ardion. This is impermissible. The

presumptive 10-term limit will not be expaed absent good cause. The parties
reminded that failure to make a good-fagfort to narrow the disputed terms mg
expose counsel to sanctionBatent L.R. 4-7.

Furthermore, the parties are mistakadyout what constitutes a proper “clai
term” for the Court to construe. Claim ctmustion is intended to define particulg
disputed words and phrases appearingenctaim—not colossal chunks of the text
the claim. E.g., ECF No. 58 at {{ 4-6, 8.) kha of the “terms” proffered for
construction are large excerpts of the '46@eRathat the parties seemingly made
effort to distill into discrete words or phraseRhis is utterly improper.
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Accordingly, the Cour6TRIKES the deficient statement. (ECF No. 58.) T
parties have untilThursday, June 5, 2014, to file an Amended Joint Clain
Construction and Prehearing statement.

ITISSO ORDERED.

May 28, 2014
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OTISD. WRIGHT, I
UNITED STATESDBISTRICT JUDGE
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