
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 

GENTEX CORPORATION and INDIGO 
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC, 

Plaintiffs, 

THALES VISIONIX, INC., 

Involuntary Plaintiff, 

v. 

FACEBOOK, INC. and FACEBOOK 
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC, 

Defendants. 

Case No. 6:21-cv-00755-ADA 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO  

PLAINTIFFS’ OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 
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1 

I. INTRODUCTION  

Plaintiffs’ brief fails to justify its proposed constructions. For the terms that the patents 

expressly define, Plaintiffs reject those definitions and point to other, non-definitional language 

that departs from the patentee’s intentions. For terms that Defendants identified as indefinite, 

Plaintiffs’ explanations fail to resolve the ambiguity in those terms, as Plaintiffs’ own expert 

testimony demonstrates. Finally, for the terms Defendants contend are governed by § 112 ¶ 6, 

Plaintiffs repeatedly point to functional language reciting what the terms do because they are 

unable to identify structural language in the patents describing what the terms are. Defendants’ 

constructions should be adopted. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. Family One Patents 

1. “sourceless orientation tracker” / “sourceless measurement” 

Plaintiffs attempt to recast the patents’ express definition of “sourceless” as one of many 

“benefits” provided by a sourceless tracking system. Plaintiffs’ Responsive Brief (“Resp.”) 3-4.  

But the specification’s repeated, clear definition of “sourceless” to mean “can be used anywhere 

with no set-up of a source” should control.1 Br. Ex. 1 (’068 Patent), Abstract and 1:36-38.  

The patent’s repeated, express definition of “sourceless” does not merely describe a benefit 

provided by the claimed “sourceless orientation tracker”; instead, this statement defines what 

“sourceless” means, as denoted by the quotation marks around the word “sourceless” and the 

transitional phrase “in that.” See Opening Brief (“Br.”) 5. Plaintiffs argue in response that “the 

claimed sourceless tracking systems” include a number of benefits, but the “sourceless orientation 

                                                 
1  Plaintiffs’ own expert, Dr. LaViola, agrees with the patent’s definition of “sourceless.” 

LaViola Dep. 28:23-24. (“there’s no restriction on where you can go with [a sourceless 
tracker]”).   
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