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recently a't Docket No. 141 filed in the consolidated action (Decision and Order Denying Plaintiff’s
Motion for Preliminary Injunction and Staying the Case). Unfortunately, in or¢  to understand
fully some of Lutron’s claim construction arguments, it will be necessary to recount it yet ¢ in.
A. The Parties

Plaintiff GeigTech East Bay LLC (*Ge' Tech™) does business as J. Geiger Shadis
Technology. It is a South Carolina limited liability company with its principal place of b1 ness in
South Carolina.

GeigTech was founded by James Geiger, who  a “pioneer and entrepreneur in the field of
home intc ation” and has over twenty years’ experience in the field. (Compl. at § 10). Geiger
installed his first set of window shades around 1999 and first conceived of the patented coni )t at
issue in this case around 2011, when he “devised a new solution for exposed window roller shades
.. . that did not require them to be hidden by the traditional methods.” (Compl. at §{ 14, 16). In
"912, Geiger added to his system by devising “a method to conceal e ‘trical wirit inside a
pass. : through the roller shade bracket.” (Compl. at 4 18). Ge :r began marketing and selling
his ““J Geiger Shading System” soon thereafter. (Compl. at § 23).

Defendant Lutron Electronics Co., Inc. (“Lutron™) is a Pennsylvania corporation.
Accordii  to GeigTech’s submissions in the first lawsuit, Lutron is an “industry leader in lightis
and shade control,” offering more than 15,000 products worldwide with thousands of employees
and hundreds of millions of dollars in annual revenue. (Case No. 18-cv-""70, Dkt. No. 6).

B. The Patents and Claims in Suit

GeigTech holds the rights to the patent-in-suit, U.S. Patent No. 10,294,7.. (“the *717

Patent™). The patent is entitled “Shade Bracket with Concealed Wirir ~* and was issued on May

21, 2019. 1t generally covers a bracket that is to be coupled to some sort of support system (a
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used to secure the structure to a support surface — i.e., a wall or ceiling.” (/bid.). The brackets are
made so that wires can be hidden and run through them without the wires’ being “expr »d” to
view. Palladiom System products “have won prestigious awards and are positioned at the top of
Lutron’s window shading product range.” (/d. at 5).

GeigTech asserts that the brackets the Palladiom System uses to secure itself to a support
surface infringe the *872 Patent. GeigTech observes that the Palladiom System “includes a side in
the bracket configured to engage the support surface so that the bracket extends away from the
support surface to carry a roller window shade . .embly.” (Compl. at § “~". This conf®--iration
makes it so that the bracket lies “substantially flat” to fit onto a flat support surface. (Compl. at
43). GeigTech also claims that the System includes a “passage in the bracket configured to receive
an electrical wire extending from the support surface thror "1 the bracket to a motor carried by the
roller window shade assembly.” (Compl. at 9§ 44). The brackets are configured “to obscure the
electrical wire when the bracket is coupled to the support surface and supports the roller window
shade a mbly.” (Compl. at § 48). GeigTech claims that all of these elements are claimed by the
’872 Patent — in essence, that Lutron infringes on the patent by offering brackets that lie flat  1inst
a support surface and by obscuring the electrical wiring that can be run thro "1 1it.

D. The History of Litigation

All three lawsuits between Ge™ Tech and Lutron involve the same allegedly infringi
product — Lutron’s Palladiom Shading System. However, they involve (or at one time involved)
three different patents and three very different sets of infringement allegations.

1 T e T ¢ —

i1

GeigTech first filed suit ¢ ~ 1inst Lutron on June 12,2018, all ng infringement of the *821

Patent and trade dress infringement.
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visible mounting structure. The lack of visibility of the hardware was emphasized in the Summary
of the Invention, and the words “invisible mount...fastening device” appear repeatedly. (Breedlove
Ex. C at 1-2, and Ex. D at 1:0003-0007; the *821 Patent, Dkt. No. 151-3 at page 20 of " 1). The
claims asserted that this result was achieved via the use of a mounting bracket that was secured to
a mounting plate that attach. to the wall or ceilit  wherein the bracket obscures the plate from
view. (See Id., the 821 Patent).

In GeigTech’s original lawsuit, it asserted that the jamb brackets in Lutron’s Palladiom
System’s infringed two claims of the "821 Patent, in that “at least one of the mountis  brackets is
configured as a key to ei : a tube shade clutch or a tube shade motor” and that “at least one of
the mounting brackets is configured to receive a tube shade pin or a motorized tube shade idler
pin.” (°821 Patent, Claims 9, 15; Case No. 18-cv !90, Dkt. No. 1, Ex. A at 24). The parties
referred to these elements as the “key” and “pin” elements; these elements were central to
achieving the desired “sleek™ look by rendering invisible the1 'y, bulky mechanical elements that
were used to attach the shade to the wall or ceiling. GeigTech did not allege that the infringing
aspect of the Palladiom System’s jamb brackets was its support structure to a wall or ceiling — only
the brackets’” “key” and “pin” elements. Needless to say, the parties dis.  eed over how the terms
“key” and “pin” should be construed. The court resolved this dis: ¢ement by issuii  a claim
construction decision in connection with eight contested claim terms on September 30, ~119. (Dkt.
No. 107)

[ronically, on October 5, 2018 — one month after the denial of GeigTech’s motion for a
preliminary injunction on Septeml 5, 2018 (Dkt. No. 57) —GeigTech had voluntarily dismissed
its claim that Lutron had infringed the *.. | Patent. (Dkt. No. 63). That did not dispose of the

lawsuit, because the complaint in the first lawsuit contained a trade dress claim that relates to the
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System “includes a side configured to bear against the support surface such that the bracket extends
away from the support surface and is adjacent to an end of the roller window shade assembly.” (/d.
at 4 43). Another allegedly infringing aspect is “a bracket configured to obscure the electrical
wiring . . . wherein the side of the bracket at least substantially flat to facilitate the side to bear
against a substantially flat support surface.” (/d. at Y 49). Figure 21 — not included in the or’ 'nal
provisional patent application but added to the PCT patent application on May 15, 2013 —
illustrated an openir in the bracket itself through which wiring could be passed, presumably in
order to shield it from view. (Dkt. No. 151-T atp: : 19 of 27).

And with that, the focus of litigation began to shift, from the “sleek™ design that was
facilitated by the “key” and “pin” elements and the use of a mountiy  bracket (the >~~~ patent) to
the fact that the bracket itself was conf ired to obscure the electrical wiring that was used to
power the motorized shade. (Independent Claim 1, *717 Patent at col. 10:28-36). The justification
for the invention — the desire to avoid bulky, visible elements that detract from the aesthetics of a
shade mount — remained exactly the same. (See *717 Patent at col. 1:27-31).

On August 9, 2019, Lutron filed its answer and several counterclaims : tnst Ge' [lech.
Lutron seeks to have the 717 patent declared invalid or unenforceable, for multiple reasons,
including anticipation, obviousness, and prosecutorial misconduct due to Geiger’s failure to
disclose certain prior art to the PTO in connection with the prosecution of the parent (*821) patent.

(Case No. 19-cv-4693, Dkt. No. 23). Ge" Tech filed a motion to dismiss Lutron’s counterclaims

apass :extending through the bracket from the side to an area of the bracket adjacent the roller
window shade assembly;

wherein the passage is conf” 1red to receive electrical wiring therethro "1 such that the electrical
wiring can pass from the support surface to the roller window shade assembly to power a motor of
the roller window shade assembly; wherein the bracket is configured to obscure the electrical
wiring when the bracket is coupled to the support surface and supports the roller window shade
assembly . . ..
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and taught, or at least su; :sted to one skilled in the art, that the wiring should be inserted into an
inner cavity of an elen it, such that the wiring was housed inside the second element with the
view to the interior blocked by what we have come to know in this litigation as the mounting
device (the device that secures the bracket system to an adjacent wall). The PTAB relied in part
on the testimony of Lutron’s expert, Dr. Messner, who testified without contradiction that:

...bringing the wiring throv "1 the bracket to the window 1ade is a simple solution that

results in an aesthetically pleasing bracket that provides power to the window shade.

Similar techniques have also been well-known for decades in brackets used to mount

other powered equipment, such as display signs or heated towel racks.

For this reason, the PTAB overturned claims 15-18 of the *717 Patent (16 through 18 being
dependent claims that depended on claim 15) as obvious and claim 7 as anticipated. The PTAB
rejected Lutron’s other arguments and did not strike the rest of the challenged claims.

And so we arrive at claim construction for disputed terms used in the *717 Patent and the
872 Patent.

LEGAL STANDARD

In interpretit  disputed patent claims, the court looks first to the intrinsic evidence of
record — the patent itself, the claim language, the specification, and the prosecution history, if in
evidence. Liquid Dynamics Corp. v. Vaughan Co., Inc., 355 F. 3d 1361, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2004).
The specification is always h™ "ly relevant to claim construction analysis. The Federal Circuit has
indicated that the specification is “the single best guide to the meaning of a disputed term,”
(Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F. 3d 1303, 1315 (Fed. Circ. 2005) (en banc)), and the Supreme Court
has held that claims are to be construed “in light of the specifications and both are to be read with
a view to ascertaining the invention. United States v. Adams, 383 U 39, 39 (1966).

Claim construction is a straightforward process. Markman v. Westview Instruments, Inc.,

517 U.S. 370, 372 (1996). The words of a claim ar¢ nerally given their ordinary and customary
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