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I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff The Chamberlain Group, Inc. (“CGI”) submits this brief in support of its Motion 

to Enforce Preliminary Injunction and for Order to Show Cause Why Defendants Should Not Be 

Held in Contempt of This Court’s Order of September 27, 2016 (ECF No. 211).   

Defendants admit  

 

.  Though Defendants represent to this Court that they 

“designed around” the ’275 patent, the fact that they try to mislead this Court with inapposite 

testimony taken out of context, and the fact that they misrepresented the issues on appeal, 

highlights that the “redesign” does nothing to avoid the actual claim limitations of the ’275 patent. 

The claims require (i) “a controller having a plurality [i.e. two or more] of potential 

operational status conditions” and (ii) transmitting a signal that “corresponds to a [i.e., one] 

present operation status condition.” 1   The claim construction issue during the Preliminary 

Injunction hearing and on appeal relates to the former –what it means for a controller to “have” a 

plurality of operational status conditions:  must the controller be “self aware” and “have” the 

conditions itself (as this Court concluded) or may it merely be a pass-through device passing along 

status conditions of external sensors.  This Court never addressed, and the Appellate court is not 

positioned to address, what information must be “transmitted.” 

Defendants’ “transmit” argument is a new one that lacks merit.  Defendants are using this 

argument to buy themselves yet another window to sell product into Home Depot.   

                                                 
1 The claims further recite that the status condition signals are “defined … by a plurality of 
operating states.”  An example would be transmitting a signal relating to the status of a light, 
where the message format is defined by the “on” and “off” operating states.  
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Defendants now proffer that the claims require transmitting, in a single signal, information 

about “a plurality” of states relating to a plurality of status conditions. See ECF 203 at 3 (noting 

that the redesigned product does not include state information about the status of both the door and 

the light). Defendants’ position is belied by the claims themselves, the specification as well as by 

Defendants’ own testimony.  See ECF 72-2 at ¶ 34 (“Defendants’ expert testifying that the “status 

condition signal corresponds to at least one of the potential operational status conditions of the 

movable barrier operator”).  In fact, Defendants’ “redesigned product” is exactly what was 

envisioned by the patent and covered by the claims.  Compare ECF 203 at 3 (“if a door position 

has changed, the redesigned product would transmit a single signal including only information 

about the change in door position”) with ’275 patent at 4:67-5:5 (“In a preferred embodiment, this 

transmission occurs automatically in response to when the controller 11 detects at least one 

predetermined condition, which predetermined condition preferably, but not necessarily, 

corresponds to the present operational status being reported via the transmission.”) (emphasis 

added); id. at 3:16-18 (“a given movable barrier operator can be set to wirelessly transmit a wide 

variety of simple messages regarding its operational states”); id. at 2:64-67 (“In a preferred 

embodiment, the wireless status condition data transmitter transmits a status condition signal that 

corresponds to at least one of the potential operational status conditions.”). 

Given this fact, Defendants try to obfuscate the issue by citing to testimony and arguments 

relating to the “plurality of potential operating status conditions” that the controller has and 

suggesting to this Court that that those statements were made in the context of what the controller 

transmits in a single transmission.  All the testimony and arguments cited by defendants are taken 

completely out of context.  Defendants’ violation of the Court’s Preliminary Injunction Order and 

intentional misuse of the record in this case is egregious and sanctionable.   
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