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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

SANTA ANA DIVISION 
 

UNILOC 2017 LLC, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
INFOR, INC., 
 
 Defendant. 

Case No.  8:19-cv-01150-JLS-ADS 
 
 
JOINT 26(f) REPORT 
 
Hearing: November 8, 2019 
Courtroom: 10-A 
Judge: Josephine L. Staton 
 

 

 Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26 and 34, Plaintiff, Uniloc 2017 

LLC, and Defendant, Infor, Inc., file this Joint Rule 26(f) Report, per the Court’s 

Order, Dkt. No. 29. 
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 a. Statement of the case:  

Uniloc 2017’s Position: This is a patent infringement action. Uniloc 2017 

accuses Infor products of infringing United States Patent Nos. 6,344,578 and 

7,069,293, including Infor Workforce Management and Infor CRM Cloud, among 

others. Uniloc 2017 expects Infor to argue the patents are invalid and not infringed. 

Infor’s Position:  This is the fourth time Uniloc has filed a complaint accusing 

one of Infor’s products of infringing the two asserted patents.  Uniloc first filed a 

complaint in the Eastern District of Texas in 2017, accusing Infor’s Workforce 

Management of infringing claims of four patents, including the two patents in suit.  

Uniloc then waited for Infor to fully brief a motion to dismiss for lack of venue 

before unilaterally withdrawing that complaint and refiling in the Northern District 

of Texas, accusing the same product.  Uniloc dismissed that case after a court in a 

separate litigation held the asserted patents to be ineligible.  When that decision was 

reversed in part by the Federal Circuit (with respect to the two patents now at issue), 

Uniloc filed the original Complaint before this Court, again accusing Workforce 

Management of infringement. Infor explained to Uniloc that there was no basis to 

accuse Infor Workforce Management, as Uniloc’s own allegations showed that this 

product could not infringe, and asked Uniloc to dismiss the case.  Uniloc refused, 

forcing Infor to file a motion to dismiss this action.  In response, on the last day 

permitted under the Federal Rules, Uniloc filed its First Amended Complaint, 

dropped its allegations against Infor Workforce Management, and for the first time 

accused a whole new product, Infor CRM Cloud, of infringement. 

Infor does not agree with Uniloc’ assertion that Infor Workforce Management 

remains an accused product.  Uniloc accused that product in the original complaint, 

included allegations of infringement related to that product, and dropped them all in 

response to Infor’s motion to dismiss.  Uniloc does not deny any of these facts, but 

rather asserts that Infor CRM Cloud is only “exemplary,” and that Infor Workforce 

Management is somehow still in the case, even though Uniloc could not maintain its 
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allegations of infringement against that product in the face of Infor’s motion.  Infor 

disagrees, and believes that Uniloc has abandoned any claim with respect to 

Workforce Management. 

Infor denies the allegations set forth in Uniloc’s statement above and in its 

First Amended Complaint.  Infor contends that the asserted claims of the asserted 

patents are not infringed, directly or indirectly, by CRM Cloud or any other Infor 

product.  Infor also contends that the asserted claims of the asserted patents are 

invalid, ineligible, and unenforceable, and that Uniloc should take nothing by way of 

its operative complaint.  Infor further contends that this case is exceptional and that 

it is entitled to reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses, and costs incurred in this actions 

pursuant 35 U.S.C. § 285. 

By October 31, 2019, Infor will file a renewed motion to dismiss Uniloc’s 

First Amended Complaint, because Uniloc has failed to plead—and cannot plead—

infringement for any of the asserted claims, and because, by virtue of Uniloc’s 

amendment accusing an entirely new product, Uniloc’s damages case is now 

severely limited by its failure to plead—and inability to plead—pre-suit notice of 

infringement under 35 U.S.C. § 287. 

In light of specific circumstances of this case, Infor is filing a motion next 

week to stay discovery and all related proceedings, except for service of Initial 

Disclosures, pending resolution of Infor’s motion to dismiss.  As explained more 

fully in that motion, the equities strongly favor a stay, given the strength of Infor’s 

motion to dismiss, Uniloc’s accusation of a new a product identified for the first time 

in Uniloc’s recently filed amended complaint, Uniloc’s threats to seek discovery 

regarding Workforce Management (for which Uniloc abandoned its allegations of 

infringement) and “other products” for which Uniloc has no Rule 11 basis to plead 

infringement, and the complete lack of harm to Uniloc if discovery is stayed by a 

few months. 
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 b. Legal issues: The key legal issues will include the construction of the 

asserted claims. 

 c. Damages:  

Uniloc 2017’s Position:  Uniloc 2017 seeks damages in the nature of a 

reasonable royalty for infringing use. As there has been no discovery as yet as to the 

extent of use of the accused products, the parties cannot presently give a realistic 

range of provable damages.  

Infor’s Position:  The Court’s September 20, 2019 Order Setting Scheduling 

Conference required Uniloc to identify a realistic range of provable damages, and 

Uniloc has failed to do so.  In any case, any hypothetical damages recoverable by 

Uniloc would be minimal, due at least in part to Uniloc’s failure to comply with 35 

U.S.C. § 287(a) by either marking or giving actual notice of the product now 

accused for infringement for the first time in Uniloc’s amended complaint. 

 d. Insurance: The parties are not currently aware of any insurance that 

would affect the outcome of this litigation.  

 e. Motions: The parties do not contemplate motions to add parties or 

claims, to file amended pleadings, to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction, or to transfer 

venue. 

  f. Complexity: The Manual for Complex Litigation need not be used in 

this case. 

 g. Status of discovery: No discovery has taken place, as yet. Uniloc 2017 

has made its Initial Disclosures.  Infor will make its Initial Disclosures by November 

25, 2019. 

 h. Discovery plan:  

The subjects on which discovery may be needed include the patents and 

inventors, the accused products, infringement, damages, limitations on damages 

(including for failure to mark or provide pre-suit notice of alleged infringement for 
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the accused product), prior art, validity, standing, licensing, enforceability, and 

equitable defenses including unclean hands. 

The parties have exchanged a draft ESI order to govern the e-discovery 

procedures in this case.  The parties anticipate submitting that proposed order to the 

Court by November 25, 2019.  The parties are also negotiating a proposed Protective 

Order.  In the interim, they have agreed to be bound by Judge Guilford’s Standing 

Protective Order. 

There are currently no disputes about initial disclosures or preservation of 

electronically stored information.  There are currently no disputes about claims of 

privilege or of protection on trial-preparation materials.  The parties agree that 

privilege logs need not include any documents or information dated or created after 

May 2, 2017.  

The parties dispute the timing of discovery. 

Uniloc 2017’s Position:  Discovery should not be conducted in phases, and it 

should not be stayed.  Uniloc 2017 proposes a discovery cutoff date in the attached 

Exhibit B.  Uniloc 2017 does not propose changes to the limitations on the scope of 

discovery imposed by the local and Federal rules, and opposes Infor’s proposal. 

 Infor’s Position:  Infor proposes that discovery should be stayed pending 

resolution of the motion to dismiss, for the reasons discussed above and in Infor’s 

motion to stay filed next week.  Infor proposes that the Court order the parties to 

propose these deadlines after consideration of these motions.  In the alternative, and 

to the extent the Court wishes to set dates for fact discovery now, Infor proposes 

discovery deadlines as identified in the attached Exhibit B.  In addition, Infor 

proposes that in the event discovery proceeds, Fed. R. Civ. P. Rule 30(a)(2)’s limit 

on depositions taken without further leave of Court should be set at 5 depositions per 

side. 

 

 

Case 8:19-cv-01150-JLS-ADS   Document 34   Filed 10/25/19   Page 5 of 10   Page ID #:346

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


