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                  Plaintiff

                 

 

       vs.

Michael P. Boyle, dba Surface Dynamix, and

Christopher M. Boyle

                  Defendant

Introduction:

The case currently before the Court is one between two competing business, GlasWeld and Surface 

Dynamix. GlasWeld has alleged infringement of two separate and unrelated patent, Patent 6,869,372 

('372) and Patent 5,670,180 ('180). These allegations are nothing more than an unsubstantiated attempt 

to strong arm a smaller competitor. Throughout this Response, the Defendants will demonstrate that not

only are the assertions made by the plaintiff false, but also that the facts of this case align in favor of a 

finding by this Court of non-infringement on all counts. 
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Patent '180

Introduction:

Any infringement of patent '180 hinges entirely upon the device having “convertibility”.  All 

embodiments within Claim 1 of Patent '180 serve to provide the means for a resin injection system to 

have “convertibility” without “convertibility” any assertion of infringement is simple impossible. 

Patent 180 Background:

The entire foundation of the plaintiffs assertion of infringement of patent '180 and the plaintiffs experts 

opinions rely exclusively on the assertion that the accused resin injectors allegedly could be altered in a

way so as to induce infringement. The defendants will clearly demonstrate that not only is this assertion

incorrect but also that the Plaintiffs own experts and the Courts Claims Construction clearly illustrate 

facts which demonstrate that the accused resin injector products do not not infringe.  

Applicable law:

High Tech Medical Instrumentation, Inc. v. New Image Industries, Inc. 49 Fed 1551 (Fed Cir 1995) 

“HTMI” is the controlling law regarding the alleged infringement of Patent '180.  The facts and legal 

principles arrived at by the Appellate Court apply squarely to the actions and “facts” of this case.  As a 

matter of law, the Court in HTMI found that the accused camera “was not rotatable within its housing 

unless  altered at least to the extent of removing or loosening the set screws that secure the camera to 

the housing” Id at 1556.  The Court further states that “as designed, sold, and intended for use, the 

camera is rigidly coupled to its housing.  The original and intended operating configuration of the 

device must be altered-by loosening the set screws-in order for the camera to rotate”. This is reiterated  

in Hap Corp. v. Heyman Mfg. Co., 311 F.2d 839, 843, 135 USPQ 285, 288 (1st Cir.1962) “The 

question is not what [a device] might have been made to do, but what it was intended to do and did do  ․

[T]hat a device could have been made to do something else does not of itself establish infringement., 

cert. denied, 373 U.S. 903, 83 S.Ct. 1290, 10 L.Ed.2d 198 (1963). HTMI is eerily similar to the this 
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case wherein the plaintiffs have altered the product by manipulating factory installed set screw in order 

to make a product infringe.  The parallels between the current action and the HTMI case continue, the 

Court in HTMI States that it was an error when “The district court did not consider it relevant whether 

New Image intended or anticipated that dentists would remove the set screws and render the AcuCam 

camera 'rotatably coupled' during normal operation, or whether any dentist had actually operated the 

AcuCam in that fashion.” The HTMI focuses a finding of infringement on the the embodiment of the 

“original and intended operating configuration of the device”.   The plaintiff's have provided no 

evidence to contraindicate that the accused resin injector products where specifically “designed, sold, 

and intended for use” in a single operating configuration. It is also undisputed fact that the plaintiffs do 

not contest this assertion. 

The plaintiffs attempt to deceive the Court as to the issues stated, stating that the “Defendants ...

fail to raise genuine issues of material fact because: (1) they are based on what the Accused Products 

are allegedly designed or intended to do rather than on the structure of the Accused Products” (See 

Doc 237) despite the fact that the assertion by the defendants is absolutely correct and well established 

case law.  Any consideration that relies upon the plaintiffs way of thinking would contradict the Court 

in Bionx Implants, Inc. v. Linvatec Corp. 299 F.3d 1378, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2002), citing HTMI, because 

their statements “ran afoul of 'the well-established rule that a device does not infringe merely because it

can be altered to make it infringe.'”

Plaintiffs seemingly have abandoned the legal theories they presented in their Reply in Support of 

MPSJ,(Doc 115) wherein they cite 2 cases which they claim draw a distinction between this case and 

the Courts finding in HTMI. Plaintiffs first cite Bionx Implants, Inc. v. Linvatec Corp. 299 F.3d 1378, 

1383 (Fed. Cir. 2002) claiming that this case affirms the action of the plaintiff in altering the accused 

products such that they allegedly infringe. The plaintiffs fail however to quote the case in any way, this 

is because this case actually argues against the plaintiffs assertions and affirms the standards set forth 

by HTMI, in Bionx the Court made it clear that  “In High Tech, the asserted claim recited a “camera  ․

rotatably coupled”  to a “body member.”  The camera in the accused device could be made to rotate, 

but only if the user loosened two set screws that secured the camera to its housing. The High Tech 
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court noted that the fact that it was possible to alter the camera so that it could be made to rotate was 

not enough, by itself, to justify a finding of infringement.”   Further “The court explained that there was 

no evidence that the device was designed to be altered in that manner, there was no reference to the 

rotation of the camera in the defendant's manual or promotional materials, and there was no evidence 

that any user of the camera had loosened or removed the set screws in actual use. For that reason, we 

held that there was “no reason to disregard the set screws” in the infringement analysis.” 49 F.3d at 

1556, 33 USPQ2d at 2009. 

The plaintiff's second cite is a case involving eyeglasses, Revolution Eyewear, Inc. v. Aspex Eyewear, 

Inc., 563, F.3d 1358, 1370 (Fed. Cir. 2009). The plaintiffs also fail to cite any language from this case 

as it would result in a similar situation. The Court in Revolution distinguishes itself from HTMI in 

saying that “the camera in High Tech has to be altered for it to be “rotatably coupled”  to a body 

member, while Revolution's primary frame does not need to be altered in any way”  seemingly the 

plaintiffs assertion is that using a wrench to forcibly remove a set-screw from a device is not an 

alteration, a contention directly refuted by the Court in HTMI and Bionix, and affirmed in Revolution. 

These are all well understood cases and the plaintiffs attempt twist them to mislead the Court is 

obvious and transparent. 

Argument

In order to form a foundation for infringement Attorneys for the plaintiff Plager and Sobrado acting of 

their own volition admit in declarations (Doc's 118 & 116, Pg 2) to forcibly altering the general 

“intended operating configuration” of the accused resin injector. In order to do this Mr. Plager and Mr. 

Sobrado had to first procure two different sized wrenches(see Doc 116, Pg 3), 1   By personally 

acquiring wrenches for no reason other than to forcibly loosen the recessed set screw from its intended 

operating position, Plaintiff's lawyers Mark Plager and Javier Sobrado sought solely to make the 

defendant's product infringe. These action are completely devoid of guiding principals or methodology 

founded in the glass repair industry. Mr. Plager and Mr. Sobrado are not people skilled in the art of 

windshield repair and provide no explanation as two why they believed that the forcible alteration of 

1 The plaintiffs attempt to hide the fact that the wrenches where procured by Messrs. Plager and 

Sobrado and are not supplied by Surface Dynamix. Surface Dynamix has never offered for sale, or 

provided wrenches to manipulate the accused resin injectors.  The plaintiffs never allege that Surface 

Dynamix supplies wrenches for the manipulation of the accused resin injectors. 
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the accused products was an acceptable standard of practice.  Mr. Sobrado's and Mr. Plager's alteration 

of the accused resin injector is not, nor does it claim to be acceptable standard practice in the glass 

repair industry.  The plaintiffs did seek to affirm their own shaky foundation by soliciting the 

declarations of Van Daelen and Courtney(Doc. 121-1 & 121-2). However these declarations only cast 

further doubt on the plaintiffs case. Both of these declarations contain identical language apart from 

personally specific information. Further-more these declaration do not add any additional evidence into

the record, they simply mimic the actions of the plaintiff's attorneys. Neither of these declarations 

assert that the actions taken by the declarants are acceptable standards in the glass repair industry(as 

they are clearly not). The action and statements made by Courtney and Van Daelen where made at the 

behest of GlasWeld's attorneys. Despite the fact that both Courtney and Van Daelen where users of the 

accused products for a significant period of time prior to signing their declarations, neither of them 

allege to have ever altered the original configuration of the set screw prior to being requested to do so 

by GlasWeld's attorneys; Furthermore neither declarant alleges to have ever preformed either a surface 

or sub-surface window crack with the accused product in a specific configuration.  The importance of 

this distinction is clearly set forward by the Court in HTMI wherein the Court states that the plaintiff 

“offered no evidence that any user of the AcuCam had loosened or removed the set screws prior to or 

during actual use.” Emphasis on “actual use”.

The deceit contained within these declaration is not limited to this single action. The plaintiffs continue 

their two faced campaign with regard to thread locker. Despite the testimony of both experts Price and 

Mackey that “Thread locking adhesives are less effective for stopping a person who is actively trying 

to unscrew a screw, particularly on smaller screws such as the hex screws that are”  utilized in the 

accused products (See Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2, Pg 13 and 14 respectively). However all declarations 

referring to the alteration of the set screw(Van Delen, Courtney, Sobrado and Plager) contain erroneous 

statements as to having never heating the accused resin injectors to any temperature above “room 

temperature”. Why this would matter given the plaintiffs own experts stating that any application of 

thread locker is in essence a moot point as, in their opinion, thread locker is “less effective for stopping 

a person who is actively trying to unscrew a screw”. All this comes despite the fact the defendants don't

assert that thread locker is intend to stop someone from altering the product, but instead to prevent the 

Set Screw from coming loose over time. 

 DEFENDANTS RESPONSE IN OPPOSTION TO PLAINITFFS MOTION FOR

SUMMARY JUDGEMENT (Doc. 237)

5

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257    Filed 05/02/16    Page 5 of 23



Claim #1, Patent '180

A device for repairing cracks in laminated glass having convertibility between repairing sub-surface 

and surface cracks comprising:

a cylinder defining a dispensing mouth at an inner end, a cavity and an opening at an outer end 

defining a central bore;

a piston mounted for axial movement in the cavity of the cylinder including a seal portion forming a 

seal in the cavity and enabling the production of a vacuum when drawn outwardly through the cavity, 

a shaft portion extended through and fixed to the seal portion and movable toward the mouth, said 

shaft portion having a handle portion extended through the central bore and out of the cylinder 

opposite the mouth and exposed for manual manipulation;

a mounting member attachable to the cylinder and piston combination for mounting the cylinder and 

piston combination to a laminated glass for positioning the mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack 

in the laminated glass; and

said shaft portion including a helical groove, said shaft portion extended through the central bore of 

the cylinder, said central bore sized to receive the shaft portion including the helical groove to permit 

free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central bore, and a plunger member 

carried by the cylinder and selectively laterally projectable into and out of engagement with the helical

groove of the shaft member whereby upon being projected into the groove, turning of the exposed 

handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder 

and upon withdrawal of the plunger member said handle can be linearly slidably forced toward and 

away from the mouth of the cylinder.

All of the key embodiments of Claim #1 of Patent '180 serve to provide meaning to the term “ having 

convertibility”.

The Court define the term “having convertibility” as:
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“having the capability to change form and/or function, so as to

accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface 

window crack”

The need for a modern injector such as the accused products to have this type of “convertibility” is 

simply unnecessary. One needs to only ask the simple question of “why”, Why would the accused resin

injector contain the embodiments required to have convertibility. The accused resin injectors are 

sufficiency advanced and are designed and capable of preforming both surface and sub-surface type 

cracks in laminated glass in a single configuration. It is also true that this sole configuration is the most 

effective configuration regardless of the type of crack being repaired.  If the Court's construction is to 

be adhered to, the plaintiffs assertions fail, due to their complete disregard for the limitation of  “so as 

to accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks”. Never in the 3 and a half 

years of this litigation have the plaintiffs ever alleged that the accused products convert “so as to 

accommodate both sub-surface and surface window cracks”.  This fact is also attested to by Mr. Andre 

Segers, a highly qualified and experience auto-glass repair professional. (See Exhibit 3)

In a recent declaration by Mr. Mackey(Doc. 238), while describing how he completed repairs with a 

accused resin injector he fails to address the necessity for the injector to convert “so as to accommodate

the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks” wherein he states he preformed a glass 

repair but fails to acknowledge that the type of damage being repaired is integral to infringement.  To 

this same point, plaintiffs expert Price resorts to fabricating theories on the spot during his deposition, 

when he is asked if its standard practice in the glass industry for a technician to manipulate the set 

screw. Mr. Price, in a moment of unadulterated stupidity states, “the tech might wish to draw a rapid 

vacuum”.2(see Exhibit 4, Price Tr. Pg 104, at 8-23)  Mr. Price's opinion to this idea of “rapid vacuum” 

as a reason why someone would alter the set screw is not in line with the Courts claims construction 

and serves to demonstrate that Mr. Price doesn't believe that the accused products would be altered in a 

2 “rapid vacuum” is term that Mr. Price fabricated during his deposition and has no factual foundation, and is a term which

is completely unknown to the plaintiffs and defendants alike. 
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way that would  “accommodate both sub-surface and surface window cracks”

It is undisputed that the plaintiffs provide no evidence or allegations that the accused resin injector 

products contain any embodiments which would allow for the product to be modified in  “so as to  

accommodate both sub-surface and surface window crack”.

Mr. Mackey, further contests the plaintiffs assertions of infringement in his declaration (Doc 238) 

wherein he states that “the hex screw in Resin Injector A was withdrawn from the helical groove by 

applying linear force to slidably move the piston up and down”.  Declarations by attorney Plager, 

attorney Sobrado, Van Dalean, and Courtney all state under oath that the hex screw had to be forcibly 

removed via the use of a wrench. Mr. Mackey clearly contradicts all of these declarations. Mr. Mackey 

states that he was able to remove the hex screw from he helical groove “by applying linear force to 

slidably move the piston up and down”.  These actions are physically impossible, an constitute a new 

theory of infringement which is further unsupported as the actions aren't possible.  

The defendants furthermore demonstrate the fact that the accused resin injectors do not infringe patent 

'180 through a direct comparison with the GlasWeld G3 ProVac. The G3 ProVac is resin injector 

manufactured by GlasWeld and does not contain the embodiment of Claim #1 of Patent '180. This 

comparison will illustrate the absurdly contrived nature of the plaintiffs theory of infringement. (See 

Exhibit 3, Michael Boyles amended interrogatories)

The following facts are undisputed: 

1. GlasWeld manufactures a resin injector under the trade name G3 ProVac, “G3”.

2. Christopher Boyle, Mike Boyle, and Randy Mackey are credited with the invention of the G3

3. The G3 does not meet the claim limitation embodied by of Claim #1 of patent '180 . 

4. The G3 contains a hex head set screw which is described as a “piston assembly engager” in an 

unrelated patent, US Patent 8,092,203, (see Exhibit 5), which engages a helical groove.  
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5. The “piston assembly engager” is readily accessible and clearly visible to the user. 

6. The “piston assembly engager” is manipulatable with a hex wrench.

7. The piston assembly engager is “carried by the cylinder”. 

8. There is only one operating configuration of the G3 ProVac, despite the presence of a screw 

type piston assembly engager. 

9. The hex head “piston assembly engager” of the G3 is never to be loosened or removed by the 

technician in order to preform a glass repair.

10.The G3 is has a “piston assembly engager” which is carried by the cylinder for engagement 

with the helical groove. See 

11. The “piston assembly engager” is easily manipulated into and out of engagement with the 

helical groove if the user were to adopt the plaintiffs methods and employ the use an appropriate

sized wrench.
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It is not evidence of infringement simply because the plaintiffs can assign components of the 

defendants products with labels pulled from the '180 patent. Upon examination of the illustrations from

the the '203 patent the differences in the products become clear, it can be seen that under the plaintiffs 

definition the G3 resin injector would also infringe upon the claims of patent '180 as it hypothetically 

contains all of the embodiment of patent '180 . Patent '203 describes a preferred embodiment of the G3 

resin injector as having “In various embodiments, handle 124 may be coupled to the piston assembly 

130 and include a plurality of threads 122 configured to interact with the cap 118 and a piston 

assembly engager 120. For example, a piston assembly engager 120 may interact with the threads 122 

of the piston assembly 130 to enable the piston assembly 130 to advance and/or retract. In various 

other embodiments, the piston assembly engager 122 may also be utilized to fasten the piston assembly

130 in a desired position and resist one or more forces generated by the piston assembly 130. In 

various embodiments, the piston assembly engager 120 may be a set screw. ” When reviewing the 

description in the patent with the illustrations also contained therein it becomes evident that the not 

only are the plaintiffs assertions of infringement of the accused product false, but that they are aware of

this fact and yet have chosen to mislead the Court.

 

The G3 resin injector doesn't carry the protection of Patent '180 because it lacks a “selectively laterally 

projectable” plunger member3, component 120 in the patent '203 illustration. The physical embodiment 

of this component as manufactured and sold by GlasWeld is a hex head screw, carried within a threaded

channel in the cylinder to engage the helical grooves of piston. It is not contested by the plaintiff that 

given a hex wrench, a user of the G3 could remove the plunger member from engagement with the 

helical groove permitting “free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central 

bore”(Claim 1, patent 180) and upon re-engagement with the helical groove “turning of the exposed 

handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder 

”(Claim 1, patent 180) 

 The only relevant evidence before this Court, is that Defendant's resin injector was designed, 

3 The plunger member of the G3 is described as a “piston assembly engager” and serve the identical 

function as the plunger member of the accused product. 
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manufactured, and intended to embody one operable position. It is undisputed that a recessed half-dog 

set screw guides the piston via its interaction with a variable pitched groove in the piston assembly.  At 

no time, is the set screw to be manipulated  in any way for any purpose. (See Dec. of Seger, Exhibit 3) 

This is also clearly stated by numerous different half-dog set screw manufactures.(Exhibit 6) All 

instructional information disseminated by Surface Dynamix only ever conveys a single operating 

configuration, and the Plaintiffs provide no evidence to the contrary. It is an undisputed fact that the 

Surface Dynamix resin injectors are designed, manufactured, and intended to be used in a single 

operating configuration. Considering the undisputed facts of the case, it is abundantly evident that the 

Defendant's resin injector products do not infringe upon patent '180. If this Court where to find the 

accused resin injector to infringe, it would create a situation wherein the G3 resin injector would 

become the mechanism that would lead to the plaintiffs being estopped from prosecuting any rights to 

Patent '180 as the plaintiffs have marketed and sold the G3 resin injector as a product which does not 

purport to be covered by patent '180.

Patent '372

Claim 1:

 A system for treating a break in glass comprising:

a resin injection system having laterally projected support legs,

the outer extreme of which define a substantially annular shape, the

support legs supporting the resin injection system in an operable

position relative to the break; and

a lamp system, the lamp system having a housing and a light

source mounted inside the housing, the housing and the light

source having a substantially annular shape, the lamp system mounted 

on the resin injection system whereby the light source defines a circular 

path within the annular shape of the support legs and the housing 

surrounding the support legs.
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Defendants vigorously contest the statements by the plaintiff that there are no “undisputed” 

issues raised as to the non-infringement of claim 1 of patent '372. In fact, it is clear from declarations 

made by the plaintiffs and the plaintiffs experts that any allegations of infringement of Patent '372 are 

incorrect and misguided, and that as a matter of Fact this Court should find the accused curing lamp 

does not infringe.

Claim 1 of Patent 372 requires the joint use of a “Lamp system” and a “resin injection system 

having laterally projected support legs”. This is not a matter of controversy as this type of “system” is 

common place in the industry. Curing lamps are required for “treating a break in glass” as described by 

the the patent and are not a novel concept. Claim 1 goes on to describe a “ lamp system having a 

housing and a light source mounted inside the housing, the housing and the light source having a 

substantially annular shape”.  This as well is not a point of controversy as on its own is not a novel 

concept, and is demonstrated by the Atlas Windshield Repair Curing Lamp(Exhibit 7, Patent '372 file 

history, Pg 100-101 &  Michael Boyles amended interrogatories Doc. 165) which contains all the 

embodiment of Claim 1 up to this point.  Claim 1 goes on to describe the limitations of a claimed 

“lamp system mounted on the resin injection system”, it is at this point the claim language and the 

embodiments of the accused curing lamp begins to diverge. 

1. “lamp system mounted on the resin injection system”

The embodiment of this feature is clearly not represented by the accused products. The accused 

lamp system is designed and manufactured to be placed over the support structure of the resin injector 

and rest securely on the glass surface, similarly to the Atlas Lamp. The Court defined “mounted on” as 

to mean “placed on, set on, attached to or fixed to.” 

Plaintiffs expert Mr. Price stated in his deposition that the accused curing lamp would be “mounted on”

the resin injection system when the resin injection system was outside of a operable position. Given 

that by his own testimony the suction cups being depressed so as to support the resin injector in an 

operable position changes the dimensions of the suction cups. (See Price Tr., Pg 84 at 1-4) “It appears 
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that obviously as you press the suction cups, you know, there is a minute change in the elevation as it 

relates to the surface of the  table[glass]”. Mr. Price never inspected the accused infringing products in 

an “operable position” and acknowledges that the height of the support structure changes. Depending 

on whether they are in an operable position or not. This difference in height between the stand that is in

an operable position and one that is not is the difference between the curing light being placed on the 

glass or placed on the suction cups. The photographs below clearly demonstrate that as a matter of fact 

when the suction cups are depressed, placing the resin injection system in an “operable position” the 

lamp system does not mount on the resin injection system, but is clearly resting on the glass with no 

outside support. This is demonstrated in the photos below4

Mr. Mackey's statement in his declaration(Doc. 238)  that “the Accused Curing Lamp rested on the 

suction cups of Accused Resin Injector” is entirely untrue and shows a complete lack of honesty in his 

representations. As pictured above it is clear that curing lamp5 is placed solidly on the substrate(glass) 

4 The photos contained in this section are of the accused products which where turned over to the plaintiff during 

discovery and are the products photographed in the plaintiffs filings and the same ones used by Mr Price and Mr Mackey

to form their opinions.  The lamp body has been separated from the lamp ring to provide better visibility. 

5 The lamp body has been removed from the lamp adapter ring for the sake of the photograph. 
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and there exists a clear gap between the lamp body and both the metal parts of the stand and the suction

cups. 

 

2. “the housing surrounding the support legs”

Both experts Price and Mackey state that the accused curing lamp mounts on the suctions cups and 

therefore meets the embodiment of “mounted on”, following that logic, both  Mr. Price and Mr. 

Mackey are forced to acknowledge that the “the suction cups of the Accused Resin Injector Products 

extend beyond the outer surface of the housing”(See Exhibits 1 & 2, Price and Mackey Expert Reports 

at Pg. 19 & 18 respectively). Given this observation by the plaintiffs experts, the housing of the 

accused curing lamp does not meet the claim limitation of “the housing surrounding the support 

legs”(patent '180) and therefore the accused curing lamp does not infringe upon claim 1. The Plaintiffs 

experts clearly agree that the accused products don't contain this embodiment, both stating that the 

claim term  “housing surrounding the support legs" “is found not to be literally met”(See Exhibits 1& 

2, Price and Mackey Expert Reports at Pg 20 and 19 respectively).  

Messrs, Price and Mackey in an attempt represent the accused products of meeting this limitation 

despite their admission to the contrary, fabricate the same theory, a theory that the suction cups are not 

part of the legs of the support structure, but are the “feet” of said support structure. This concept that 

the suction cups are somehow not part of the support legs is one that is completely unsupported 

anywhere by either the patent language or the Courts claims construction. Nowhere in patent '180 is the

term “feet” ever mentioned, the plaintiffs never allege this suction cups as “feet” theory in claims 

construction, and the Court makes no such distinction in its Claims Construction.  This opinion is 

contradicted by both Price and Mackey's previous testimony that the accused products meet “mounted 

on the support structure” entirely because the suction cups are a part of the support structure. 

In addition to the assertions made by the plaintiffs experts that the accused products do not meet the 

limitation of  having a “housing surrounding the support legs”  defendants further distinguish the 

accused products from this claim limitation. The housing of the accused curing lamp couples with a 
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clear plastic ring(photograph on page 12) which is designed and manufactured in a way that allows the 

support structure to protrude through the sides of the curing lamp(as visible in the photographs). The 

Courts construction of  “surrounding” as to mean “enclosing or encircling the support legs” provides a 

clear cosine understanding that the lamp housing cannot surround the support structure is the support 

structure protrudes through the housing, This is demonstrated clearly in the photograph below. 

Conclusion: 

The analysis made by Mr. Mackey and Mr. Price with regard to the claim terms, “mounted on” 

and “Surrounding” are mutually exclusive. Any adherence to one argument renders the other a 

contraindication of infringement. If the suction cups are part of the support structure then it is clear that

the housing is not “surrounding” the support structure; if the suction cups are not included as part of the

support structure than it is clear by Mr. Mackey's own statement that the accused lamp system doesn't 

“mount on” the “resin injector” or its “laterally projected support legs” but is “rested on” the suction 

cups. This discrepancy alone unequivocally demonstrates the lack of infringement of claim 1 of patent 

'372. 

In addition to the plaintiffs experts clear demonstration that the accused lamp system doesn't 

 DEFENDANTS RESPONSE IN OPPOSTION TO PLAINITFFS MOTION FOR
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infringe Claim 1. The defendants further maintain their positions of non-infringement. These are clearly

demonstrated and allow for a clear and convincing position of non-infringement based on the Courts 

Claims Construction of “Mounted on” and “Surrounding” and the clearly evident design features of the

accused lamp system. 

Claim 14:

An apparatus comprising:

light bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape

configured to accommodate a resin injection system including a

support structure having at least one radially projected support leg

for supporting the system on a glass surface; and

a bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that substantially

corresponds to the shape of the light bulb to facilitate

accommodation of the light bulb within the bulb housing, and

having an open bottom for projecting light onto said glass surface, and

further having a top and a hole in the top, proximately at a center of

the substantially annular shape of the bulb housing to facilitate

operation of the injection system, said housing configured to

accommodate the resin injection system, and

the light bulb overlying the at least one radially projected support leg

of the support structure resulting in the annular light bulb having a

relatively close diameter that is radially inward of the radial

projection of said at least one radially projected support leg.

 DEFENDANTS RESPONSE IN OPPOSTION TO PLAINITFFS MOTION FOR
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Claim 14 initially calls for “the light bulb having a substantially annular shape configured to 

accommodate a resin injection system including a support structure having at least one radially 

projected support leg”. This embodiment is clearly not present in the accused curing lamp. There are 

multiple ways in which this is demonstrated. The primary example is one of economic benefit 

incorporated into the design.  The embodiment of a light bulb “configured to accommodate a resin 

injection system including a support structure having at least one radially projected support leg” is one 

that would severely limit the mass market appeal of the accused curing lamp. In terms of resin injection

systems sold throughout the United States the overwhelming majority are of the type which contain no 

“laterally projected support legs”, These systems are sold by the largest retailers in the world, such as 

Walmart, and Napa Auto Parts(See Exhibit 8).  As well as these injectors, the largest service provider 

for windshield repair in the United States, Safelite AutoGlass, uses a resin injection system designed by

Glass Medic(see Exhibit 9) which does not utilize any “laterally projected support leg[s]”. Given the 

wide spread use of these differing types of injector systems and the numerous others around the world 

which do not contain “laterally projected support legs”, it would make clear and profound economic 

sense to develop a curing lamp system which isn't configured to accommodate a specific resin injection

system, especially with the limited functionality of having to accommodate one with a “support 

structure having at least one radially projected support leg”.  The plaintiff is aware of this fact; and 

originally attempted to structure the patent '372 language in a way that would provide patented 

protection for just such a situation. This attempt was rejected by the USPTO. The original language 

submitted to the USPTO by the plaintiff was “14. An Apparatus comprising: a light bulb, the light bulb 

having a substantially annular shape configured to accommodate a resin injection system;” (See Exhibit

7, patent 372 file history Pg 20) The USPTO stated that “the recitation that the hole is "configured to 

accommodate the resin injection system" does not further limit the structure of claim 14.” and that 

previous inventions are “capable of accommodating such a system[resin injections system] and 

therefore meets the claims”. As such the plaintiff added the phrase “ including a support structure 

having at least one radially projected support leg” to claim 14 to satisfy the USPTO and further limit 

the claims scope. 

The accused curing lamp operates on this earlier known configuration.  This can be demonstrated by 

viewing the accused curing lamp in and operable position in use with different types of injectors. The 
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configuration of the accused curing lamp is such that the light bulb has no feature to accommodate the 

support structure of a resin injector. This fact is uncontested by the plaintiffs. 

Claim 14 is invalid:

Defendants incorporate by reference Doc. 165, Michael Boyle's response to plaintiffs interrogatory #8

This Court should find that despite the lack of infringement by the Defendants, Claim 14 is invalid an 

fails to meet the test of patentability laid out by 35 U.S. Code § 102, (a)(1). During the initial 

examination by the USPTO, GlasWeld failed to disclose that there exists numerous types of resin 

injectors and support structures.  The USPTO references the Atlas Lamp as “partially overlaying a leg 

of the support structure” however this was only in reference to one type of support structure produced 

by GlasWeld . This observation by the patent examiner was correct and the patent language was 

therefore changed, however the change in language to “the light bulb overlying the at least one radially

projected support leg of the support structure resulting in the annular light bulb having a relatively 

close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection of said at least one radially projected 

support leg” still falls short of novelty. The Atlas Lamp meets this limitation when used with many 

other manufactures support structures as the patent '372 language is not limiting to the type of support 

structure being used, so long as it consists of “one radially projected support leg” . The patent '180, 

recites two types of support structures, the ladder of them being one that is designed to allow the 

injector to reach into corners or slide along a crack. See Figure 5 contained in Patent '180. Pictured 

below are the two types of GlasWeld support structures referenced in the '180 patent.

 DEFENDANTS RESPONSE IN OPPOSTION TO PLAINITFFS MOTION FOR
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 This second GlasWeld support structure is significantly larger and has latterly projected support legs 

which extend beyond the legs of the support structure disclosed to the patent office. When using a 

support structure of this nature with the disclosed Atlas Lamp all the limitations of claim 14 are clearly 

met. Used in conjunction with this support structure, the Atlas Lamp has:

1. An annular shaped light bulb

2. An annular bulb housing 

3. An open bottom

4. A centered hole in the top of the housing to accommodate the resin injection system

5. a “light bulb overlying the at least one radially projected support leg of the support structure 

resulting in the annular light bulb having a relatively close diameter that is radially inward of 

the radial projection of said at least one radially projected support leg.”

These facts are clearly demonstrated in the photographs below: 
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Pictured here is the Atlas Lamp used in conjunction with the second GlasWeld support structure 

wherein the Atlas Lamp meets all the embodiment of Claim 14.

Further pictured below are support structures from both Surface Dynamix, and Glass Mechanix(a 

manufacturer of resin injection systems), which demonstrate that when used in conjunction with the 

Atlas Lamp meet all plaintiffs assertions of infringement of Claim 14. These alternative style support 

structures are common in the industry and the fact that GlasWeld withheld from the USPTO that even 

they themselves manufacture other types of support structures shows that GlasWeld is aware of the 

issue raised by these other support structures when used with the Atlas Lamp, and cannot contest that 

they represent prior art which invalidates Claim 14 of Patent '372 .
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When used with these type of support structure, the Court can easily apply all of the plaintiffs tests of 

infringement to the Atlas Lamp and clearly see that this lamp represents prior art pursuant to 35 U.S. 
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Code § 102 (a)(1) and meets all the limitations of Claim 14. It is for this reason that the Court should 

find Claim 14 of Patent '372 invalid for lack of novelty.  Defendants understand that patents are 

presumed to be valid, and the challenger bears "the evidentiary burden to show facts supporting a 

conclusion of invalidity" by "clear and convincing evidence." Young v. Lumenis, 492 F.3d 1336, 1344 

(Fed. Cir. 2007).  It should be clear and convincing when taking into account the plaintiffs own 

standards for infringement that the Atlas Lamp constitutes prior art that invalidates Claim 14. 

Conclusion:

It is for the aforementioned reason that the Defendants submit this Response in Opposition to Plaintiff's

Supp. Memorandum in support of MPSJ (Doc. 237). Furthermore the Defendants request a ruling 

denying in full Plaintiff's Motion, and granting Summary Judgment in favor of the Defendants on all 

counts, furthermore the defendants request that the Court finds Claim 14 of Patent '372 invalid for lack 

of novelty in light of prior art. 

/s/ Michael Boyle   Date:5-2-16

/s/ Christopher Boyle Date:5-2-16
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Response on the plaintiff

on  May 2, 2016 by: 

 mail with postage prepaid, deposited in the US mail,

 hand delivery,

 facsimile transmission,

 overnight delivery,

 electronic notification or email.

Defendant Pro-Se Christopher M. Boyle
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by Feldman Gale, counsel for Plaintiff Glas-Weld 

Systems, Inc. (“Glas-Weld” or “Plaintiff”) to conduct an analysis of U.S. Patent Nos 

5,670,180, (“the ‘180 Patent”) and 6,898,372 (“the ‘372 Patent”, collectively with the 

‘180 Patent, “the Patents-in-Suit”) and compare the claims of the Patents-in-Suit to 

Defendants Michael Boyle and Christopher Boyle’s (collectively, “the Boyles” or 

“Defendants”) products known as the DynaVac and D2 resin injector products 

(collectively, the “Accused Resin Injector Products”) and products known as the Halo 

Curing Lamp and glass repair kits containing Halo Curing Lamp Products (“the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products”, collectively with the Accused Resin Injector Products, “the 

Accused Products”) and render an opinion as to whether these products infringe any of 

the claims the ‘Patents-in-Suit.    

II. QUALIFICATIONS 

2. A current resume is hereto as Exhibit A.  Provided below is a short 

overview of my qualifications and experience. 

3. I am the Director of Product Development and Manager of Technical 

Services at Glas-Weld.  I have been in the glass repair business for approximately thirty 

(30) years.  I began as a trainee at Glas-Weld in 1985, and have held positions in nearly 

every department within Glas-Weld.  I am a named inventor on five (5) Glas-Weld 

patents, including both of the Patents-in-Suit.  I passed the NGA National Windshield 

Certification Program, and I am an instructor for, and helped develop, the Glas-Weld 

Repair Training and Certification Program. 
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4. I have not testified or otherwise been involved in any other cases as an 

expert over the last four years.  

5. A list of my publications for the last four years is attached hereto as Exhibit 

B. 

III. COMPENSATION 

6. I am not being compensated for this service beyond my existing 

compensation as a Glas-Weld Employee.  My compensation as a Glas-Weld employee 

is not contingent upon the outcome of this litigation in any way.  

IV. MATERIALS CONSIDERED 

7. I have reviewed and considered the following materials: 

a. The ‘180 patent; 

b. The ‘180 patent file history; 

c. The ‘372 Patent; 

d. The ‘372 patent file history; 

e. pictures and video of the Accused Products; 

f. screen captures from the Surface Dynamix website; 

g. the Complaint (Dkt. No. 1) and its exhibits;  

h. the Amended Complaint (Dkt. No. 28) and its exhibits; 

i. the Court’s Claim Construction Order (Dkt. No. 152);  

j. Glas-Weld’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits thereto; 

k. Defendant Michael Boyle’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits thereto 

l. Defendant Christopher Boyle’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits 

thereto; 
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m. Glas-Weld’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment of Infringement and 

the briefs, exhibits and declarations related thereto, including the 

Declarations of Mark Plager, Javier Sobrado, Christopher Courtney and 

Maikel VanDaelen; 

n. Glas-Weld’s Responses to Defendant Michael Boyle’s Interrogatories, and 

Schedule B thereto: Glas-Weld’s Preliminary Infringement Claim Chart; 

o. Defendant Michael P. Boyle’s Responses to Glas-Weld’s Requests for 

Admission; and  

p. Defendants’ Responses to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatories. 

V. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 

8. Based upon the materials provided to me and my analysis of them, it is my 

opinion that the Accused Resin Injector Products infringe claims 1 and 2 of the ‘180 

Patent.   

9. Based upon the materials provided to me and my analysis of them, it is my 

opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 

15, 18, and 19 of the ‘372 Patent.   

10. I also may testify concerning glass repair, as it pertains to the use, design, 

and nature of resin injectors and curing lamps.  I may provide a tutorial concerning the 

design, specifications, applications, and properties of the products at issue, including 

the use and properties of adhesives to prevent screw threads from coming loose or 

moving. 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 5 of 94



 

Page 5 EXPERT REPORT OF RANDY L. MACKEY ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
 

VI. THE PATENTS-IN-SUIT 

11. The field of art is glass repair systems, including a resin injector and 

curing lamp, and a system combining the two.  The inventions are straight-forward 

mechanical devices that have many commonly recognized features.   

A. The ‘180 Patent 

12. The ‘180 Patent, entitled “Laminated Glass and Windshield Repair 

Device”, attached hereto as Exhibit C, issued on September 23, 1997.  Robert A. 

Beveridge and I are the named inventors on the ‘180 Patent. Id.  Glas-Weld is the sole 

owner of the ‘180 Patent. Id.  The ‘180 Patent is generally directed to a resin injector 

having a plunger that engages and disengages a groove in the shaft of the piston. 

 
 

‘180 Patent, Figs. 1 & 3. 

13. I have been informed that the asserted claims of the ‘180 Patent are 

claims 1 and 2.  

B. The ‘372 Patent  

14. The ‘372 Patent, entitled “Lamp System for Curing Resin In Glass,” 

attached hereto as Exhibit D, issued on May 24, 2005.  Michael Boyle and I are the 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 6 of 94



 

Page 6 EXPERT REPORT OF RANDY L. MACKEY ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
 

named inventors on the ‘372 Patent.  Glas-Weld is the sole owner of the ‘372 Patent.  

The ‘372 Patent is generally directed to a lamp for curing resin during the repair of 

glass, and to a system for repairing glass, including a lamp and a resin injector.  

 
‘372 Patent, Figs. 1 & 2. 

15. I have been informed that the asserted claims of the ‘372 Patent are 

claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, and 19. 

VII. BASIS OF OPINIONS FORMED 

16. In preparing this report, I reviewed and considered documents and 

materials as described in Section IV above, and relied on my education, training, 

experience, and knowledge of the glass repair industry as well as my understanding of 

the applicable legal principals described below. 
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A. Patent Infringement Analysis 

17. I have been informed that the patent infringement analysis is a two part 

process.  I understand that part one of the infringement analysis requires interpreting 

the claim terms.  I further understand that claim interpretation, or claim construction, is 

done by the Court. Part two of the infringement analysis process involves comparing the 

claims as construed by the Court to the accused products.  In this case, the accused 

products are the Accused Resin Injector Products and the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products.  I further understand that part two of the infringement analysis may be divided 

into two further parts; literal infringement and infringement under the doctrine of 

equivalents.  

B. Claim Interpretation 

18. I understand that claim interpretation, or construction, has already been 

decided by the Court.  In preparing this report, I therefore reviewed and relied on the 

Court’s claim construction opinion and order dated November 7, 2014. (Dkt. No. 152)   

In addition, I applied the meaning of the disputed claim terms as ordered by the Court in 

my infringement analysis. 

C. The Person Of Ordinary Skill In The Art 

19. It is my opinion that a person of ordinary skill in the art of the Patents-in-

Suit is an individual having a Bachelor of Science degree in mechanical engineering, or 

several years of experience in the use and design of glass repair technology. 

D. Infringement Of The Patents-In-Suit 

20. It is my understanding that to infringe a patent claim, an accused device 

must embody every element of the asserted patent claim, either literally or by an 
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equivalent.  I understand that an accused apparatus literally infringes a claim only if 

each and every element of that claim, as properly construed, is literally found 

respectively in the accused apparatus.  I also understand that, alternatively, a structure 

may be found to infringe under the doctrine of equivalents.  It is my understanding that 

in order to meet an element of a claim under the doctrine of equivalents, the differences 

between the accused structure and the corresponding element of the claim must be 

insubstantial.  One test of this is whether the element in the accused structure, when 

compared to the claim element, is found to perform substantially the same function in 

substantially the same way to achieve substantially the same result as does the element 

in the claim.  My infringement opinions are based on and consistent with these 

understandings.  

E. Application Of The Claims To The Accused Products 

1. The Accused Resin Injector Products infringe the ‘180 Patent 

i. Claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent 

21. Claim 1 of the ‘180 patent reads:  

1. (i) A device for repairing cracks in laminated glass having convertibility 
between repairing sub-surface and surface cracks comprising: 
 
(ii) a cylinder defining a dispensing mouth at an inner end, a cavity and an 
opening at an outer end defining a central bore; 
 
(iii) a piston mounted for axial movement in the cavity of the cylinder 
including a seal portion forming a seal in the cavity and enabling the 
production of a vacuum when drawn outwardly through the cavity,  
 
(iv) a shaft portion extended through and fixed to the seal portion and 
movable toward the mouth, said shaft portion having a handle portion 
extended through the central bore and out of the cylinder opposite the 
mouth and exposed for manual manipulation; 
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(v) a mounting member attachable to the cylinder and piston combination 
for mounting the cylinder and piston combination to a laminated glass for 
positioning the mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated 
glass; and 
 
(vi) said shaft portion including a helical groove, said shaft portion 
extended through the central bore of the cylinder, said central bore sized 
to receive the shaft portion including the helical groove to permit free 
sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central bore, and  
 
(vii) a plunger member carried by the cylinder and selectively laterally 
projectable into and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft 
member whereby upon being projected into the groove, turning of the 
exposed handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion toward and 
away from the mouth of the cylinder and upon withdrawal of the plunger 
member said handle can be linearly slidably forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder.1 
 
22. Referring to element (i) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court’s claim 

construction order stated that the term “having convertibility” in the preamble of claim 1 

“clarifies the function of the plunger and does not necessarily impose independent 

limitations.” Claim Construction Order, at 12.  The Court further construed the term 

“having convertibility” as “having the capability to change form and/or function, so as to 

accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks.” Id. at 13.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have a plunger 

member that can be inserted and withdrawn from the helical groove. See Exhibit E, ‘180 

Patent Infringement Claim Chart, claim 1 preamble analysis, at 1-2.  Thus the Accused 

Resin Injector Products have the “capability to change form and/or function, so as to 

accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks” in that they 

can be operated with the plunger engaged in the helical groove, and with the plunger 

                                                 
1 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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member withdrawn from the helical groove.  Ex. E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1 analysis, at 1-2; 

see also analysis below regarding element (vii) of claim 1. 

23. Referring to element (ii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “central bore” as “the hollow portion of the cylinder, defined by the dispensing 

mouth, opening and cavity.” Claim Construction Order, at 13.  The Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a cylinder” that defines “a 

dispensing mouth at an inner end” (i.e. the end towards the window being repaired). 

Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1a analysis, at 2-3.  The cylinder is hollow, 

having “a cavity” and also has “an opening at an outer end” (i.e. the end away from the 

window being repaired). Id.  The cylinder, dispensing mouth, opening and cavity thereby 

define the central bore of the Accused Resin Injector Products. Id.  

24. Referring to element (iii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a piston” that is “mounted for 

axial movement [(i.e. vertical movement along the axis of the piston)] in the cavity of the 

cylinder.” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1b analysis, at 4.  The piston 

“includ[es] a seal portion forming a seal in the cavity” which “enables the production of a 

vacuum when drawn outwardly through the cavity.” Id. 

25. Referring to element (iv) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a shaft portion” of the piston 

that is “extended through and fixed to the seal portion and movable toward the 

[dispensing] mouth[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1c analysis, at 5.  The 

“shaft portion” has “a handle portion” that is “extended through the central bore and out 

of the cylinder opposite the mouth and exposed for manual manipulation[.]” Id. 
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26. Referring to element (v) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “mounting member” as “an attachable structure which facilities the mounting of 

the piston and cylinder combination to glass.” Claim Construction Order, at 14.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a mounting 

member” that is “attachable to the cylinder and piston combination” in order to facilitate 

“mounting the cylinder and piston combination to a laminated glass” and to “position[] 

the mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated glass.” Exhibit E, ‘180 

Patent, claim 1, element 1d analysis, at 5-7.   

27. Referring to element (vi) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Claim Construction Order, at 15.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because the shaft portion of the 

piston includes a “helical groove” and is “extended through the central bore of the 

cylinder[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1e analysis, at 7-8.  The “central 

bore” is “sized to receive the shaft portion including the helical groove” and “permit[s] 

free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central bore[.]” Id. 

28. Referring to element (vii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device that can be inserted into or 

retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the piston.” Claim Construction Order, 

at 16. The Court construed the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15.  The 

Court also construed the term “selectively laterally projectable” as “[c]apable of being 

inserted in or retracted from the helical groove from the side.” Id., at 17.  The Court also 

construed “linearly slidably forced” as “capable of being forced to slide in a straight line 

or linear direction.” Id., at 17-18.  The Accused Resin Injector Products meet this 
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limitation because they include “a plunger member” – a hex screw, which Defendants 

call a half-dog set screw – that is “carried by the cylinder[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 

1, element 1f analysis, at 8-9.  The “plunger member” can be inserted in and retracted 

from the helical groove from the side, and thus is “selectively laterally projectable into 

and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft member[.]” Id.  When the 

plunger member is “projected into the groove, turning of the exposed handle portion 

forces movement of the shaft portion toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder[.]” 

Id.  When the plunger member is retracted from the helical groove, the handle can be 

forced to slide in a straight or linear direction towards or away from the dispensing 

mouth.  Thus, the Accused Resin Injector Products also meet the limitation that “upon 

withdrawal of the plunger member said handle can be linearly slidably forced toward 

and away from the mouth of the cylinder.” Id. 

29. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector 

Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent. 

30. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Resin Injector Products “have no helical thread form” because the spiral groove on the 

Accused Resin Injector Products does not have a constant pitch. See e.g. Ex. F, 

Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later 

adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 7-8.  However, the Court construed 

“helical groove” as “spiral groove” and in doing so rejected Defendants’ proposed 

construction of helical groove, which required a constant pitch. Claim Construction 

Order, at 14-15.  Accordingly, I am following the Court’s Claim Construction Order.  
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31. It is my further understanding that Defendants have argued that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products “have no mechanism for convertibility; and no plunger 

member” because Defendants allegedly used a thread locking adhesive to preclude the 

plunger member in the Accused Resin Injector Products from being retracted from the 

helical groove. See e.g. Ex. F, Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-

Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s 

Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 6-7. 

32. Based on my experience in the glass repair arts, I am very familiar with 

thread locking adhesives, such as Loctite as well as industrial strength adhesives.  Such 

adhesives are primarily used to prevent screw threads from coming loose or moving 

when the screws are subjected to indirect forces, such as vibrations.  Thread locking 

adhesives are less effective for stopping a person who is actively trying to unscrew a 

screw, particularly on smaller screws such as the hex screws that are used as a 

“plunger member” in the Accused Products to engage the “helical groove” in the pistons 

of the Accused Products.  For any thread locking adhesive to have a chance at 

preventing a person from unscrewing the screw to which it is applied, it must be 

properly applied along the entirety of the thread, and it must be a thread locking 

adhesive having sufficient strength to hold a screw of the size in question. 

33. It is my understanding that Defendants have not revealed any information 

or specifications, such as the identity of this product or any Material Safety Data Sheet 

(MSDS) about the thread locking product that they allegedly used on the Accused 

Products.  Accordingly, because this information has been withheld by Defendants, I 

cannot evaluate whether it would even be possible for the allegedly applied thread 
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locking product to prevent someone from unscrewing the hex screw in the Accused 

Products without heating the device or applying an inordinate amount of force, even 

assuming that the tread locking adhesive was properly applied. 

34. I have reviewed the declarations of Chain of Custody, Mark Plager, Javier 

Sobrado, Maikel Van Daelen and Christopher Courtney in support of Glas-Weld’s Reply 

in Support of its Motion for Partial Summary Judgment of Infringement.  I am aware that 

Mark Plager, Esq. was able to manually loosen and tighten the hex screw in the 

Accused Resin Injector Product (“Resin Injector ‘A’”) with a hex key, without heating 

Resin Injector “A” or any of its parts, including the hex screw itself, above room 

temperature, and without any undue force or pressure.  I am further aware that Javier 

Sobrado, Esq. was able to manually loosen and tighten the hex screws in the Accused 

Resin Injector Product produced by Michael Boyle (“Resin Injector ‘B’” and “Resin 

Injector ‘C’”) with a hex key, without heating Resin Injector “B” or “C” or any of their 

parts, including the hex screw itself, above room temperature, and without any undue 

force or pressure.  I am further aware that Maikel Van Daelen and Christopher Courtney 

were able to manually loosened and tightened the hex screws in the samples of the 

Accused Resin Injector Products in their possession with a hex key, without heating 

such products or any of its parts, including the hex screw itself, above room 

temperature, and without any undue force or pressure.  I am further aware that Messrs. 

Plager, Sobrado, Van Daelen and Courtney did not observe any adhesive residue on 

the Accused Resin Injector Products. 

35. Based on my review of the declarations and my review of the images and 

video of the Accused Resin Injector Products, I have been able to form an opinion which 
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with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty in the glass-repair arts.  Based on the 

foregoing, my opinion is that because Messrs. Plager, Sobrado, VanDaelen and 

Courtney were able to loosen and tighten the hex screws in all of the Accused Resin 

Injection Products without heating the Accused Products or using undue force, and the 

lack of adhesive residue on the screw threads, it is my opinion that that no adhesive 

product or thread locker was added to the Accused Products.  If such a product was 

added, it either (1) was a product that was not capable of holding a hex screw of the 

size used in the Accused Products in place when someone attempts to unscrew it; or 

(2) it was not properly applied by whoever assembled the device, and thus was not able 

to withstand manual force applied by a hex key. 

36. In either instance, it is my opinion that there was nothing on any of these 

Accused Resin Injector Products that prevented the hex screw from serving as a 

“plunger member” and engaging and disengaging from the “helical groove” in the piston 

of the Accused Resin Injector Products.  Accordingly the Accused Resin Injector 

Products meet the “having convertibility” limitation because they are capable of 

changing form and/or function, so as to accommodate the repair of both sub-surface 

and surface window cracks in that they can be operated with the plunger engaged in the 

helical groove, and with the plunger member withdrawn from the helical groove. 

37. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘180 

Patent. 

ii. Claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent 

38. Claim 2 of the ‘180 patent reads:  
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2.  A device as defined in claim 1 (i) wherein the plunger member is 
inserted through a wall of the cylinder for engagement and disengagement 
with the helical groove. 2 
 
39. Because claim 2 depends on claim 1, claim 2 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 2.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 2.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claim 1 and 2, and therefore infringe claim 2. 

Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 2 analysis, at 9. 

40. With reference to element (i) of claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent, as previously 

discussed, the Court construed the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device 

that can be inserted into or retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the 

piston,” and the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15-16.  The Accused 

Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have a “plunger member” – a 

hex screw, or half-dog set screw – that “is inserted through a wall of the cylinder for 

engagement and disengagement with the helical groove.” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 

2a analysis, at 9. 

41. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent. 

42. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector 

Products infringe claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent. 

2. The Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe the ‘372 Patent 

i. Claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent 

                                                 
2 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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43. Claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent reads:  

1.  A system for treating a break in glass comprising:  
 
(i) a resin injection system having laterally projected support legs, the 
outer extreme of which define a substantially annular shape, the support 
legs supporting the resin injection system in an operable position relative 
to the break; and 
 
(ii) a lamp system, the lamp system having a housing and a light source 
mounted inside the housing, the housing and the light source having a 
substantially annular shape, 
 
(iii) the lamp system mounted on the resin injection system whereby the 
light source defines a circular path within the annular shape of the support 
legs and the housing surrounding the support legs. 3 
 
44. With reference to the preamble of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products that are sold with Accused Resin Injector Products, or used with 

same, form a system for treating a break in glass. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1 

analysis, at 10-11.  

45. With reference to element (i) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “outer extreme of which define a substantially annular shape” as “the 

outer ends of the support legs are shaped to define a ring-like or circular shape.” Claim 

Construction Order, at 22.  The Court further construed the term “operable position” as 

“a position such that the system can be used to repair glass.” Id., at 22-23.  The 

Accused Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because include or use “a resin 

injection system” that has “laterally projected support legs, the outer extreme of which 

define a substantially annular shape[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1a analysis, at 12.  

                                                 
3 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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The “support legs” of the resin injection system are used to “support[] the resin injection 

system in an operable position relative to the break[.]” Id. 

46. With reference to element (ii) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “housing” as "a structure that covers and/or protects the light 

source/bulb.” Claim Construction Order, at 23.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products 

meet this limitation because they have “a lamp system …having a housing and a light 

source [(i.e. a light bulb)] mounted inside the housing[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1b 

analysis, at 13.  Furthermore, both the “housing and the light source hav[e] a 

substantially annular shape. Id. 

47. With reference to element (iii) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “mounted on” as “placed on, set on, attached to or fixed to.” Claim 

Construction Order at 23.  The Court also construed the term “surrounding” as 

“enclosing or encircling the support legs.” Id., at 24.  The Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have a “lamp system” that is placed on or set 

on the resin injection system, and is therefore “mounted on the resin injection 

system[.]”Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1c analysis, at 14-16.  The “light source” also 

“defines a circular path within the annular shape of the support legs[.]”  Finally, the outer 

surface of the housing encircles the ends of the support legs, and therefore the housing 

is “surrounding the support legs.” Id.  Although the suction cups of the Accused Resin 

Injector Products extend beyond the outer surface of the housing, these are the feet of 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 19 of 94



 

Page 19 EXPERT REPORT OF RANDY L. MACKEY ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
 

the resin injection system, and not the support legs of same. Id.  Thus this element is 

literally met.4 

48. To the extent the fact that the housing has cutouts which accommodate 

the ends of the support legs is found to preclude a finding of literal infringement, this 

element is still met under the doctrine of equivalents because a housing with the cut-

outs serves the same function as the housing with the wall of the housing extending 

beyond the legs – namely, positioning the lamp relative to the resin injection system; in 

substantially the same way – by substantially surrounding the support legs in order to 

position the lamp; to achieve substantially the same result – the lamp is properly 

positioned and can cure the resin when being operated. Id., at 15-16. 

49. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products literally infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent.  To the extent that the element from 

element (iii) of claim 1, “the housing surrounding the support legs” is found not to be 

literally met, it is met under the doctrine of equivalents, and thus it remains my opinion 

that the Accused infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, under the doctrine of equivalents. 

50. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products “do not mount on a resin injection system” because they have 

the lamp system “rests on its own stand which rests on the windshield.” See e.g., Ex. F, 

Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later 

adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 10.   

                                                 
4 Note, the suction cups (not shown in Fig. 2 of the ‘372 Patent) for the resin injection 
system disclosed in the ‘372 Patent would also extend past the outer surface of 
housing. ‘372 Patent, Fig. 2; Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent claim 1c analysis, at 15. 
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51. As a preliminary matter, I do not agree with Defendants’ argument 

because the bottom of the housing of the lamp system of the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products is shaped to accommodate and rests on the suction cups of the resin injection 

system. Exhibit E, claim 1b & 1c analysis, at 13-15  The lamp system in the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products also includes a bulb shield that is placed on or set on the support 

legs of the resin injection system. Exhibit E, claim 7a analysis, at 19.  Thus, the lamp 

system is placed on or set on the resin injection system and is therefore “mounted on” 

same.  Additionally, I have been informed that during claim construction briefing, 

Defendants abandoned their previous proposed construction for the term “mounted on” 

that required “physical contact with” the resin injection system. Claim Construction 

Order, at 23.  Accordingly, it is my opinion that the lamp system is places or set over 

and on the resin injection system in the Accused Curing Lamp Productsand that the 

“mounted on” element is met. Id.  Defendants have not identified any other defense to 

claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

52. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 

Patent. 

ii. Claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent 

53. Claim 2 of the ‘372 patent reads:  

2.  The system of claim 1, (i) wherein the light source comprises a light 
bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape, and configured to 
provide a predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity 
value.5 
 

                                                 
5 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 21 of 94



 

Page 21 EXPERT REPORT OF RANDY L. MACKEY ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
 

54. Because claim 2 depends on claim 1, claim 2 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 2.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 2.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claim 1 and 2, and therefore infringe claim 2. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 2 analysis, at 16. 

55. With reference to element (i) of claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light source” that is “a 

light bulb” that has “a substantially annular shape” ant that is “configured to provide a 

predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 

Patent, claim 2a analysis, at 16. 

56. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

57. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent. 

iii. Claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent 

58. Claim 3 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

3.  The system of claim 1, (i) wherein the housing comprises a bulb 
housing, the bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to the shape of the light source to facilitate 
accommodation of the light source within the bulb housing, and (ii) having 
a hole, proximately at a center of the bulb housing, configured to 
accommodate the resin injection system.6 

 

                                                 
6 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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59. Because claim 3 depends on claim 1, claim 3 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 3.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 3.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 3, and therefore infringe claim 3. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3 analysis, at 16. 

60. With reference to element (i) of claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “housing” that includes 

“a bulb housing” that has “a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds 

to the shape of the light source to facilitate accommodation of the light source within the 

bulb housing[.]”  Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3a analysis, at 16-17. 

61. With reference to element (ii) of claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a hole” that is 

“proximately at a center of the bulb housing” and is “configured to accommodate the 

resin injection system.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3b analysis, at 18. 

62. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

63. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent. 

iv.  Claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent 

64. Claim 7 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

7.  The system of claim 1 further comprising (i) a bulb shield, the bulb 
shield having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds 
to the shape of the light source and the housing, and configured to provide 
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protection for the light source while facilitating maximum use of the light 
source at a predetermined intensity value.7 

 
65. Because claim 7 depends on claim 1, claim 7 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 7.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 7.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 7, and therefore infringe claim 7. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 7 analysis, at 19. 

66. With reference to element (i) of claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb shield” that has “a 

substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light 

source and the housing,” and that is “configured to provide protection for the light 

source while facilitating maximum use of the light source at a predetermined intensity 

value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 7 analysis, at 19. 

67. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

68. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Curing Lamp Injector 

Products infringe claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent. 

v. Claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent 

69. Claim 10 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

10.  The system of claim 1, wherein the light source comprises a 
fluorescent light source configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at a 
predetermined intensity value..8 

                                                 
7 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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70. Because claim 10 depends on claim 1, claim 10 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 10.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 10.  It is my opinion that the Accused 

Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 10, and therefore infringe 

claim 10. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 10 analysis, at 20. 

71. With reference to element (i) of claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light source” that is “a 

fluorescent light source” – a fluorescent light bulb – that is “configured to provide 

ultraviolet (UV) light at a predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 

10a analysis, at 20. 

72. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

73. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

vi. Claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent 

74. Claim 11 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

11.  The system of claim 10, wherein the fluorescent light source 
comprises a fluorescent light source configured to provide (UV) light 
having a wavelength between 350 and 380 nanometers.9 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
8 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
9 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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75. Because claim 11 depends on claim 10, claim 11 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 1 and 10 as if they were stated in claim 11.  Therefore, my analysis 

of claims 1 and 10 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 11.  It is my opinion 

that the Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1, 10 and 11, and 

therefore infringe claim 11. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 11 analysis, at 20. 

76. With reference to element (i) of claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “fluorescent light 

source” -- a fluorescent light bulb – that is “configured to provide (UV) light having a 

wavelength between 350 and 380 nanometers.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 11a 

analysis, at 20. 

77. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

78. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent. 

vii. Claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent 

79. Claim 12 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

12.  The system of claim 1, wherein (i) the housing comprises a housing 
having interlocking features to facilitate integration with a support structure 
included in the resin injection system.10 

 
80. Because claim 12 depends on claim 1, claim 12 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 1 as if they were stated in claim 12.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 

1 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 12.  It is my opinion that the Accused 

                                                 
10 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 12, and therefore infringe 

claim 12. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 12 analysis, at 20. 

81. With reference to element (i) of claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “interlocking features” as “features connecting to or locking together 

with the support structure of the resin injection system.” Claim Construction Order, at 

30.  The Court also construed the term “support structure” as “a structure which 

supports the resin injection system.” Id., at 24-25.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products 

meet this limitation because they have housing cut-outs which receive and interlock with 

the support legs of the resin injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 12a analysis, 

at 20-21.  The support structure of the resin injection system includes the support legs, 

the suction cups and the locking lever of the resin injection system, which supports the 

resin injection system of the Accused Curing Lamp Products. Id.  Accordingly, the 

Accused Curing Lamp Products have “interlocking features” that “facilitate integration 

with a support structure included in the resin injection system.” Id. 

82. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

83. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent. 

viii. Claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent 

84. Claim 14 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

14.  An apparatus comprising: 
 

(i) a light bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape 

configured to accommodate a resin injection system including a support 
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structure having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting 

the system on a glass surface; and 

 

(ii) a bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that substantially 

corresponds to the shape of the light bulb to facilitate accommodation of 

the light bulb within the bulb housing, and  

 

(iii) having an open bottom for projecting light onto said glass surface, and 

further having a top and a hole in the top, proximately at a center of the 

substantially annular shape of the bulb housing to facilitate operation of 

the injection system, said housing configured to accommodate the resin 

injection system, and  

 

(iv) the light bulb overlying the at least one radially projected support leg of 

the support structure resulting in the annular light bulb having a relatively 

close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection of said at least 

one radially projected support leg. 
 

85. With respect to the preamble of Claim 14, each Accused Curing Lamp 

Product is an apparatus. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14 analysis, at 22. 

86. With respect to element (i) of claim 14, the Court construed the term 

“support structure” as “a structure which supports the resin injection system.” Claim 

Construction Order, at 24-25.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation 

because they have “a light bulb” that has “a substantially annular shape” and is 

“configured to accommodate a resin injection system including a support structure 

having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting the system on a glass 

surface” in that the light bulb has a hole within its annular shape that can accommodate 

such a resin injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14a analysis, at 22-23. 

87. With respect to element (ii) of claim 14, the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb housing having a substantially 
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annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb to facilitate 

accommodation of the light bulb within the bulb housing[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 

14b analysis, at 23-24. 

88. With respect to element (iii) of claim 14, the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have “an open bottom for projecting light 

onto [a] glass surface[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14c analysis, at 24-25.  The 

Accused Curing Lamp Products also have “a top” having “a hole in the top” that is 

“proximately at a center of the substantially annular shape of the bulb housing[.]” Id.  

The hole is large enough “to facilitate operation of the injection system, said housing 

configured to accommodate the resin injection system[.]” Id. 

89. With respect to element (iv) of claim 14, the Court construed the term 

“radially inward” as “within or inside of.” Claim Construction Order, at 26.  The Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light bulb” that is 

positioned above the support legs which form part of the support structure of a resin 

injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14d analysis, at 26.  Thus the light bulb is 

“overlying the at least one radially projected support leg of the support structure.” Id.  

Additionally, the radius of the light bulb is less than the radius of the support legs, and 

thus the light bulb lies within or inside of the radial projection of the support legs (which 

extend into, but not past the cut outs in the bulb housing). Id.  Accordingly, the “annular 

light bulb” has “a relatively close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection 

of said at least one radially projected support leg.” Id. 

90.   For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 
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91. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products “do not have a bulb that is ‘radially inward’ of a support structure 

or a light bulb that is ‘relatively close’ in diameter” because Defendants believed that 

“radially inward” was indefinite or that this limitation would read on art of record if it 

reads on the Accused Resin Injection Products.” See e.g., Ex. F, Christopher Boyle’s 

July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later adopted by Michael 

Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s Motion for Summary 

Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 11-12.  Thus instead of attempting to distinguish the claim 

from the Accused Curing Lamp Products, Defendants seem to be relying on invalidity of 

this claim as a defense.  Invalidity is beyond the scope of this report, and will be 

addressed in a rebuttal report, if necessary. 

92. To the extent Defendants relied on the indefiniteness of “radially inward”, 

this defense has been precluded by the Court’s Claim Construction Order which 

construed “radially inward” as “within or inside of.” Claim Construction Order, at 26. 

93. To the extent that Defendants wish to argue that if this term is construed 

to cover the Accused Curing Lamp Products, then the claim is invalid in view of art of 

record, such an argument will be addressed in a rebuttal report to any invalidity expert 

report served by Defendants. 

94. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claim 14 of the 

‘372 Patent. 

ix. Claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent 

95. Claim 15 of the ‘372 patent reads: 
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15.  The apparatus of claim 14, (i) further comprising a bulb shield, the 
bulb shield having a substantially annular shape that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of the light bulb, and configured to provide 
protection for the light bulb while facilitating maximum use of the light at 
the predetermined intensity value.11 

 
96. Because claim 15 depends on claim 14, claim 15 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 14 as if they were stated in claim 15.  Therefore, my analysis of 

claim 14 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 15.  It is my opinion that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14 and 15, and therefore 

infringe claim 15. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 15 analysis, at 27. 

97. With reference to element (i) of claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb shield” that has “a 

substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb, 

and [is] configured to provide protection for the light bulb while facilitating maximum use 

of the light at the predetermined intensity value. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 15a 

analysis, at 27. 

98. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

99. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent. 

x. Claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent 

100. Claim 18 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

                                                 
11 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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18.  The apparatus of claim 14, wherein (i) the light bulb comprises a 
fluorescent bulb configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the 
predetermined intensity value.12 

 
101. Because claim 18 depends on claim 14, claim 18 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 18 as if they were stated in claim 18.  Therefore, my analysis of 

claim 14 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 18.  It is my opinion that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14 and 18, and therefore 

infringe claim 18. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 18 analysis, at 28. 

102. With reference to element (i) of claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light bulb” that 

“comprises a fluorescent bulb configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the 

predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 18a analysis, at 28. 

103. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

104. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent. 

xi. Claim 19 of the ‘372 Patent 

105. Claim 19 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

19.  The apparatus of claim 18, wherein the fluorescent bulb comprises a 
fluorescent bulb configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength 
between 350 and 380 nanometers.13 

 

                                                 
12 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
13 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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106. Because claim 19 depends on claim 18, claim 19 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 14 and 18 as if they were stated in claim 19.  Therefore, my analysis 

of claims 14 and 18 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 19.  It is my opinion 

that the Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14, 18 and 19, 

and therefore infringe claim 19. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 19 analysis, at 28. 

107. With reference to element (i) of claim 19 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “fluorescent bulb” that is 

“configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 

nanometers.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 19a analysis, at 28. 

108. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

109. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

110. Based on all of the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products infringe claims 1 and 2of the ‘180 patent.   

111. Based on all of the foregoing analysis, I further conclude that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products infringe claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18 and 19 of the 

‘372 Patent. 

// 

// 

// 
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Randy�Mackey�

62952�Marsh�Orchid�Dr.�

Bend,�OR�97701�

541.350.8130�

�

Professional�History:�

�

GlasWeld�Systems,�Inc.�(1985�–�present)�

�

Starting�as�a�trainee�in�1985,�I�have�held�positions�in�nearly�every�department�within�the�GlasWeld�

organization�eventually�becoming�the�Director�Product�Development�and�Manager�Technical�Services.�

�

In�these�roles,�I�have�been�actively�involved�in�all�product�development�and�technical�activities�related�

to�GlasWeld�products�and�am�currently�a�named�inventor�of�5�GlasWeld�product�patents.�

�

Education�and�Training:�

�

� Graduated�Ashland�High�School�–�1975�

� Continuing�education�in�Computer�Science�including�hardware�and�software�

� Completed�online�classes�in�mechanical�drawing�and�CAD�Systems�

� Completed�research�projects�in�the�area�of��Science�and�physical�Properties�of�Glass,�especially�

as�it�relates�to�glass�repair�

�

�

Honors�and�Awards:�

�

� Named�inventor�of�5�GlasWeld�product�patents�

� Published�articles�in�national�trade�journals�(Glass�Magazine,�AGRR�Magazine)�

� Passed�the�NGA�National�Windshield�Repair�Certification�Program�

� Involved�with�the�development�of�the�ANSI�Standard�for�windshield�repair�

� Actively�involved�in�the�development�of�the�GlasWeld�Windshield�Repair�Training�and�

Certification�Program�

� Instructor�for�the�GlasWeld�Windshield�Repair�Training�and�Certification�Program���
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Publications and Prior Testimony 
 
Publications: 
 

GlasWeld Reflections Newsletter, Issue Fall 2010, “Windshield Repair...it's not 

just for windshields anymore.” 

GlasWeld Reflections Enews, April 2014, “Windshield Repair Tips - April 2014” 

GlasWeld Enews, October 2013, “Cold weather windshield repair—are you 

prepared?” 

GlasWeld Blog Article, October 2012, “Why resin quality matters” 

GlasWeld Blog Article, June 2014, “Automotive side window repair – FAQs” 

 
Testimony: 
 

No applicable Testimony 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 38 of 94



 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 

  

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 39 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 40 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 41 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 42 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 43 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 44 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 45 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 46 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 47 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 48 of 94



 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT D 

  

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 49 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 50 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 51 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 52 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 53 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 54 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 55 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 56 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 57 of 94



Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 58 of 94



 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT E 

  

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-1    Filed 05/02/16    Page 59 of 94



Page 1  
 

Exhibit E: 
Infringement Claim Chart for ‘180 Patent: 

 
No. Claim Element Accused Product 
1 A device for repairing cracks in 

laminated glass having 
convertibility between repairing 
sub-surface and surface cracks 
comprising: 
 

The Court’s claim construction order stated that the term “having convertibility” in 
the preamble of claim 1 “clarifies the function of the plunger and does not 
necessarily impose independent limitations.” Claim Construction Order (Dkt. No. 
152), at 12.  The Court further construed the term “having convertibility” as 
“having the capability to change form and/or function, so as to accommodate the 
repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks.” Id. at 13. 
 
Defendant Michael P. Boyle (“Boyle”) admits that the Accused Resin Injector 
Products are devices capable of repairing “both surface and subsurface rock 
chips” (i.e., cracks). Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 
1. 
 
The “having convertibility” limitation – to the extent that it is a separate limitation 
– is met, because as set forth below with respect to element 1f, the Accused 
Resin Injector Products can operate with the plunger member engaged in the 
helical groove, and with the plunger member retracted from the helical 
groove.  Thus can “change form and/or function, so as to accommodate the 
repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks” in that they can operate 
with the plunger member engaged with or disengaged from the helical groove. 
 
The Accused Resin Injector Products are provided with a plunger member that 
is is selectively laterally projectable into and out of engagement with the helical 
groove of the shaft member, such that when the plunger member is projected 
into helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection Product on the right in 
the figures below), turning the handle portion forces movement of the shaft 
portion away from the mouth of the cylinder.  Thus keeping the piston steady, 
the Cylinder rotates about the piston as the shaft portion goes toward and away 
from the mouth of the cylinder, as shown below.  When the plunger member is 
withdrawn from the helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection 
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Product on the left in the figures below), the handle can be linearly slidably 
forced toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder. 
 

 
 

1a a cylinder defining a 
dispensing mouth at an inner 
end, a cavity and an opening 
at an outer end defining a 
central bore; 

The Court construed the term “central bore” as “the hollow portion of the cylinder, 
defined by the dispensing mouth, opening and cavity.” Claim Construction Order, 
at 13. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products have a cylinder and a 
dispensing mouth” at an inner end.  Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request 
for Admission No. 3. 
 
Boyle further admits that “the Accused Resin Injector Products have a cavity and 
an opening at an outer end defining a central bore.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 5. 
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The central bore is defined by the cylinder, dispensing mouth, opening and 
cavity. 
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1b a piston mounted for axial 
movement in the cavity of the 
cylinder including a seal 
portion forming a seal in the 
cavity and enabling the 
production of a vacuum when 
drawn outwardly through the 
cavity, a shaft portion 
extended through and fixed to 
the seal portion and movable 
toward the mouth, 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products have a piston mounted 
for axial movement in the cavity of the cylinder.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 5. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston includes a seal 
portion forming a seal in the cavity and enabling the production of a vacuum 
when drawn outwardly through the cavity.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s 
Request for Admission No. 9. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston has a shaft 
portion extended through and fixed to the seal portion and movable toward the 
mouth.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 11. 
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1c said shaft portion having a 
handle portion extended 
through the central bore and 
out of the cylinder opposite the 
mouth and exposed for manual 
manipulation; 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products piston has a shaft 
portion having a handle portion extended through the central bore and out of 
the cylinder opposite the mouth and exposed for manual manipulation.” Boyle’s 
Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 13. 
 

 
 

 
1d a mounting member 

attachable to the cylinder and 
piston combination for 
mounting the cylinder and 
piston combination to a 
laminated glass for positioning 
the mouth of the cylinder 
proximal to a crack in the 

The Court construed the term “mounting member” as an attachable structure 
which facilities the mounting of the piston and cylinder combination to glass.” 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products a mounting member 
attachable to the cylinder and piston combination for mounting the cylinder 
and piston combination to a laminated glass for positioning the mouth of the 
cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated glass.”  Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 15. 
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laminated glass; and  

 
 

Defendant’s have not produced to Glas-Weld a sample of the mounting 
member for the second Accused Resin Injection Product.  However, as can be 
seen in the figure below, the bottom of the cylinder of the second Accused 
Resin Injection Product is provided with threads to screw into a mounting 
member. 
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The mounting member attaches to the cylinder and piston combination and the 
positioning of mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in laminated glass that 
is being repaired. 

 
1e said shaft portion including a 

helical groove, said shaft 
portion extended through the 
central bore of the cylinder, 
said central bore sized to 
receive the shaft portion 
including the helical groove to 
permit free sliding linear 
movement of the shaft portion 
through the central bore, and 

The Court construed the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Claim 
Construction Order, at 15.   
 
The shaft portion of the Accused Resin Injector Products has a helical groove 
on the shaft portion of the piston. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston has a shaft 
portion that extends through the central bore of the cylinder.” Boyle’s Response 
to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 19. 
 
The central bore (which defines the cavity) of the cylinder is sized to receive the 
shaft portion, including the helical groove, to permit free sliding linear 
movement of the shaft portion through the central bore. 
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The central bore is sized to receive the shaft portion including the helical 
groove, and it permits free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through 
the central bore when the plunger member is retracted from the helical groove.
 

1f a plunger member carried by 
the cylinder and selectively 
laterally projectable into and 
out of engagement with the 
helical groove of the shaft 
member whereby upon being 
projected into the groove, 
turning of the exposed handle 
portion forces movement of 
the shaft portion toward and 
away from the mouth of the 
cylinder and upon withdrawal 
of the plunger member said 

The Court construed the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device that 
can be inserted into or retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the 
piston.” Claim Construction Order, at 16. The Court construed the term “helical 
groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15.  The Court also construed the term 
“selectively laterally projectable” as “[c]apable of being inserted in or retracted 
from the helical groove from the side.” Id., at 17.  The Court also construed 
“linearly slidably forced” as “capable of being forced to slide in a straight line or 
linear direction.” Id., at 17-18. 
 
The Accused Resin Injector Products are provided with a plunger member that 
is carried by the cylinder.  The plunger member can be inserted in and 
retracted from the helical groove from the side, and thus is selectively laterally 
projectable into and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft 
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handle can be linearly slidably 
forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder. 

member.  When the plunger member is projected into helical groove the (as in 
the Accused Resin Injection Product on the right in the figures below), turning the 
handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion away from the mouth of 
the cylinder.  Thus keeping the piston steady, the Cylinder rotates about the 
piston as the shaft portion goes toward and away from the mouth of the 
cylinder, as shown below.  When the plunger member is withdrawn from the 
helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection Product on the left in the 
figures below), the handle can be linearly slidably forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder. 
 

 
 

   
2 A device as defined in claim 1  See claim 1. 
2a wherein the plunger member 

is inserted through a wall of the 
cylinder for engagement and 
disengagement with the helical 
groove. 

The plunger member is inserted through a wall of the cylinder for engagement 
and disengagement of the helical groove.  See 1f analysis above. 
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Infringement Claim Chart for ‘372 Patent: 
 
1. A system for treating a 

break in glass comprising: 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products are a part of a system for 
treating a break in glass.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission 
No. 35. 
 
Moreover certain Accused Curing Lamp Products comprise a system for treating a 
break in glass, including both an Accused Curing Lamp Product and an Accused 
Resin Injection Product. 
 

 
Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, pg. 2 of 53. 
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Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, pg. 4 of 53. 
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1a a resin injection system 
having laterally projected 
support legs, the outer 
extreme of which define a 
substantially annular shape, 
the support legs supporting 
the resin injection system in 
an operable position relative 
to the break; and 
 

The Court construed the term “outer extreme of which define a substantially annular 
shape” as “the outer ends of the support legs are shaped to define a ring-like or 
circular shape.” Claim Construction Order, at 22.  The Court further construed the 
term “operable position” as “a position such that the system can be used to repair 
glass.” Id., at 22-23. 
 
The Accused Curing Lamp Products include a resin injection system having 
laterally projected support legs.  The outer extreme of these support legs define 
a substantially ring-like, circular or annular shape. The support legs support the 
resin injection system in an operable position relative to the break in the glass to be 
repaired, where the resin injection system can be used to repair glass. 
 

 
Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, p. 2 of 53. 
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1b a lamp system, the lamp 
system having a housing 
and a light source mounted 
inside the housing, the 
housing and the light 
source having a 
substantially annular shape, 

The Court construed the term “housing” as "a structure that covers and/or protects 
the light source/bulb.” Claim Construction Order, at 23. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system having 
a housing and a light source mounted inside the housing.” Boyle’s Response to 
Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 39. 
 
Boyle further admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system 
having a housing and a light source having a substantially annular shape.” Boyle’s 
Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 41. 
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1c the lamp system mounted 
on the resin injection 
system whereby the light 
source defines a circular 
path within the annular 
shape of the support legs 
and the housing 
surrounding the support 
legs. 

The Court construed the term “mounted on” as “placed on, set on, attached to or 
fixed to.” Claim Construction Order at 23.  The Court construed the term 
“surrounding” as “enclosing or encircling the support legs.” Id., at 24. 
 
Such Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system that is placed on or set on 
resin injection system, and further has a light source defines a circular path.  This 
circular path lies within the annular shape of the support legs.  Additionally, the 
outer surface of the housing encircles the support legs, which do not stick out of 
the housing. Therefore the housing is surrounding the support legs. 
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The suction cups of the resin injection system are its “feet” rather than its legs, and 
thus the fact that they extend beyond the housing does not preclude this element 
from being met.  Any suction cups on a resin injection system as described in the 
‘372 Patent would also extend past the housing disclosed therein.   
 

 
FIG. 2 of ‘372 Patent 
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To the extent the fact that the housing has cutouts which accommodate the ends of 
the support legs is found to preclude a finding of literal infringement, this element is 
still met under the doctrine of equivalents because the housing with the cut-outs 
serves the same function as the housing with the wall of the housing extending 
beyond the legs – namely, positioning the lamp relative to the resin injection system; 
in substantially the same way – by substantially surrounding the support legs in 
order to position the lamp; to achieve substantially the same result – the lamp is 
properly positioned and can cure the resin when being operated.  See also claims 12 
& 14 regarding interlocking features. 

   
2 The system of claim 1,  See claim 1. 

 
2a wherein the light source 

comprises a light bulb, the 
light bulb having a 
substantially annular shape, 
and configured to provide a 
predetermined type of light 
having a predetermined 
intensity value. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light source 
comprises a light bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape, and 
configured to provide a predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity 
value.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 45. 
 
See 1b. 

   
3 The system of claim 1, See claim 1 

 
3a wherein the housing 

comprises a bulb housing, 
the bulb housing having a 
substantially annular shape 
that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of 
the light source to facilitate 
accommodation of the light 
source within the bulb 
housing, and 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing, the 
bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light source to facilitate accommodation of the light source within 
the bulb housing.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 47. 
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3b having a hole, proximately 
at a center of the bulb 
housing, configured to 
accommodate the resin 
injection system. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products  have a bulb housing having 
a hole, proximately at canter of the bulb housing configured to accommodate the 
resin injection system.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 
49. 
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7 The system of claim 1 See claim 1 
7a further comprising a bulb 

shield, the bulb shield 
having a substantially 
annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light 
source and the housing, 
and configured to provide 
protection for the light 
source while facilitating 
maximum use of the light 
source at a predetermined 
intensity value. 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb shield that has a substantially 
annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light source and 
the housing.  Furthermore, the bulb shield is designed and configured to provide 
protection for the light source while facilitating maximum use of the light source at 
a predetermined intensity value. 
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10 The system of claim 1, See claim 1. 
 

10a wherein the light source 
comprises a fluorescent 
light source configured to 
provide ultraviolet (UV) light 
at a predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

Boyle admits that “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent light source 
configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at a predetermined intensity value.” 
Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 65. 

   
11 The system of claim 10, See claim 10. 

 
11a wherein the fluorescent 

light source comprises a 
fluorescent light source 
configured to provide (UV) 
light having a wavelength 
between 350 and 380 
nanometers. 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent light 
source configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 
nanometers. 
 

   
12 The system of claim 1, See claim 1. 
12a wherein the housing 

comprises a housing 
having interlocking 
features to facilitate 
integration with a support 
structure included in the 
resin injection system. 
 
 
 
 

The Court construed the term “interlocking features” as “features connecting to or 
locking together with the support structure of the resin injection system.” Claim 
Construction Order, at 30.  The Court also construed the term “support structure” as 
“a structure which supports the resin injection system.” Id., at 24-25. 
 
The housing has interlocking features that receive and accommodate the support 
legs of the resin injection system.  The support legs, together with the suction cups 
and locking lever, are part of the support structure of the resin injection system of the 
Accused Curing Lamp Products.  Thus the interlocking features facilitate 
integration with the support structure included in the resin injection system. 
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14 An apparatus comprising: The Accused Curing Lamp Products are an apparatus. 
14a a light bulb, the light bulb 

having a substantially 
annular shape configured to 
accommodate a resin 
injection system including a 
support structure having at 
least one radially projected 
support leg for supporting 
the system on a glass 
surface; and  

The Court construed the term “support structure” as “a structure which supports the 
resin injection system.” Claim Construction Order, at 24-25. 
 
The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light bulb (identified below as the light 
source) having an annular shape that is configured to accommodate a resin 
injection system.  The resin injection system that it can accommodate includes a 
support structure having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting the 
system on a glass surface. 
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14b a bulb housing having a 

substantially annular shape 
that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of 
the light bulb to facilitate 
accommodation of the light 
bulb within the bulb 
housing, and 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing (identified below as 
housing) having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the 
shape of the light bulb to facilitate accommodation of the light bulb within the bulb 
housing. 
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14c having an open bottom for 
projecting light onto said 
glass surface, and further 
having a top and a hole in 
the top, proximately at a 
center of the substantially 
annular shape of the bulb 
housing to facilitate 
operation of the injection 
system, said housing 
configured to accommodate 
the resin injection system, 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing with an open bottom so 
that light can be projected onto the glass surface.   
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a the bulb 
housing,having a top and a hole in the top proximately at a center of the 
substantially annular shape of the bulb housing to facilitate operation of the 
injection system.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 79. 
 
Boyle further admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a housing 
configured to accommodate the resin injection system.  Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 81. 
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and 
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14d the light bulb overlying the 
at least one radially 
projected support leg of the 
support structure resulting in 
the annular light bulb 
having a relatively close 
diameter that is radially 
inward of the radial 
projection of said at least 
one radially projected 
support leg. 
 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light bulb that – when accommodating 
a resin injection system – overly at least one radially projected support leg of the 
support structure of the resin injection system.  As a result, the annular light bulb 
has a relatively close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection of said at 
least one radially projected support leg of the resin injection system. 
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15 The apparatus of claim 14 See claim 14. 
15a further comprising a bulb 

shield, the bulb shield 
having a substantially 
annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light bulb, 
and configured to provide 
protection for the light bulb 
while facilitating maximum 
use of the light at the 
predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb shield that has a substantially 
annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb.  
Furthermore, the bulb shield is designed and configured to provide protection for 
the light bulb while facilitating maximum use of the light bulb at a predetermined 
intensity value. 
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18 The apparatus of claim 14, See claim 14. 
18a wherein the light bulb 

comprises a fluorescent 
bulb configured to provide 
ultraviolet (UV) light at the 
predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent bulb 
configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the predetermined intensity value.”  
Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 91. 
 

   
19 The apparatus of claim 18 See claim 18. 
19a wherein the fluorescent bulb 

comprises a fluorescent 
bulb configured to provide 
(UV) light having a 
wavelength between 350 
and 380 nanometers. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent bulb 
configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 
nanometers.”  Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 93. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF OREGON

EUGENE DIVISION

GLAS-WELD SYSTEMS, INC., an Oregon
Corporation, Case No. 6:12-cv-02273-
AA

Plaintiff, Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to 
plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES 

v. (NOS. 7&24)  
MICHAEL P. BOYLE, dba SURFACE
DYNAMIX, and CHRISTOPHER M. BOYLE

Defendant.

General Objections

Each of plaintiffs’ responses, in addition to any specifically stated objections, is 

subject to and incorporates the following General Objections.  The assertion of the 

same, similar, or additional objections, or a partial response to an individual 

interrogatory  does not waive any of defendants General Objections.

1. Plaintiffs object to these interrogatories to the extent that they are over-broad and 

unduly burdensome and impose obligations in excess of those imposed by the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure.

2. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek to impose 

burdens or obligations inconsistent with, or in excess of, those imposed by the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure, the Local Rules, or any other applicable rules and statutes.  Defendant will 

respond to each of the Requests in accordance with the requirements of the Federal and Local 

Rules.
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3. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek information that 

is neither relevant to the claims or defenses of any party to this litigation, nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

4. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek information 

protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or 

any other applicable privilege, protection, or immunity.  No information subject to such 

privilege, protection, or immunity will be provided.

5. The inadvertent disclosure by defendant of information protected by the attorney-

client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege, protection, 

or immunity, shall not constitute a waiver by plaintiffs of such protection.

6. In response to these interrogatories, defendant does not concede that any of the 

responses or information contained herein is relevant or admissible.  defendant reserves the right 

to object, on the grounds of competency, privilege, relevance, materiality, or otherwise, to the 

use of this information for any purpose, in whole or in part, in this action or in any other action.

7. Defendant objects to these interrogatories on to the extent that they seek solely to 

expose trade secrets and provide the Plaintiff with secret information which would create and 

disproportionate competitive advantage in favor of the Plaintiff. 

8. Defendant object to these interrogatories to the extent that they call for legal 

conclusions or otherwise attempt to re-cast legal issues as factual matters.  e.g., Lakehead Pipe 

Line Co. v. Am. Home Assurance Co., 177 F.R.D. 454, 458 (D. Minn. 1997) (finding requests 

for ratification of legal conclusions applied to operative facts of the case to represent improper 

request for admission of pure matter of law); English v. Cowell, 117 F.R.D. 132, 135 (C.D. Ill. 

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
2
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1986) (holding that requests for admission of existence of statute or that party is subject to statute 

constitute improper requests for legal conclusion).

9. Defendant objects to any interrogatories that employs imprecise specifications of the 

information sought as vague and ambiguous.

10. Unless otherwise stated,  interrogatories will not provide any information 

encompassed by the foregoing objections.

  ----------------------------------------

The following Responses reflect defendants present knowledge, information and belief 

and may be subject to change or modification based on defendant further discovery, or 

facts or circumstances which may come to plaintiffs’ knowledge.  Defendant specifically 

reserve the right to further supplement, amend or otherwise revise their Responses to 

these Requests in accordance with Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e).

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
3
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INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 7

Response: I object to interrogatory No.7 on the basis of of my aforementioned 

General Objections. Alternatively, this request seek legal conclusions which have not 

yet been set forth by the court through the claims construction process. As such it is not 

currently possible to provide the information requested in interrogatory No. 7. This 

response may be amended upon completion of the courts claims construction ruling. 

Alternatively , Patent '180: Claim #1; the alleged infringing product have no 

helical thread form; No mechanism for convertibility; and no plunger member. Patent 

'372: Claim #1; the alleged infringing product does not mount on a resin injection 

system. Claim #14; the alleged infringing product does not have a bulb which is “radially 

inward” of a support structure or a light bulb that is “relatively close” in diameter. Claim 

#20; the alleged infringing product does not have a connectable power cord or a handle 

configured to receive a connectable power cord. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 24

Response: At this time defendant Christopher Boyle has yet to secure any 

experts. 

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
4
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VERIFICATION

I,          Chris Boyle,    have read the foregoing Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply 

to plaintiff's  INTERROGATORIES (NOS.  7&24).   I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the 

Answers contained herein, and thus believe and on that ground allege that the matters  

stated in the foregoing document are true and correct.

I declare under penalty of perjury under 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and the laws of the 

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

By:___Chris Boyle_____________

Dated:  __7-2, 2014

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
5
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Defendant 

Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24) on July 2nd, 

2014 by: 

 mail with postage prepaid, deposited in the US mail,

 hand delivery,

 facsimile transmission,

 overnight delivery,

 electronic notification or email.

If served by facsimile transmission, attached to this certificate is the printed

confirmation of receipt of the document(s) generated by the transmitting machine. I

further certify that said copy was placed in a sealed envelope delivered as indicated

above and addressed to said attorney(s) at the address(es) listed below:

Attorneys for Plaintiff

Robert E. Barton, OSB No. 814637
E-mail: rbarton@cosgravelaw.com
Paul A. C. Berg, OSB No. 062738
E-mail: pberg@cosgravelaw.com

James A. Gale, FSB No. 371726
E-mail: JGale@feldmangale.com
Gregory L. Hillyer, FSB No. 682489
E-Mail: GHillyer@FeldmanGale.com
Javier Sobrado, FSB No. 44992
E-Mail: JSobrado@FeldmanGale.com

Defendant Pro Se, Christopher M. Boyle

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
6
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Robert E. Barton, OSB No. 814637 
E-mail: rbarton@cosgravelaw.com 
Paul A. C. Berg, OSB No. 062738 
E-mail: pberg@cosgravelaw.com 
COSGRAVE VERGEER KESTER LLP 
888 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 500 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503) 323-9000 
Facsimile: (503) 323-9019 
 
James A. Gale, FSB No. 371726 
E-mail: JGale@feldmangale.com 
Gregory L. Hillyer, FSB No. 682489 
E-Mail: GHillyer@FeldmanGale.com 
Javier Sobrado, FSB No. 44992 
E-Mail: JSobrado@FeldmanGale.com 
Pro Hac Vice 
FELDMAN GALE, P.A. 
One Biscayne Tower Suite 3000 
2 So. Biscayne Boulevard 
Miami, Florida 33131 
Telephone: (305) 358-5001 
Facsimile: (305) 358-3309 
 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

DISTRICT OF OREGON 
 

EUGENE DIVISION 
 

 
GLAS-WELD SYSTEMS, INC., an Oregon 
corporation, 
 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

 
MICHAEL P. BOYLE, dba SURFACE 
DYNAMIX, and CHRISTOPHER M. BOYLE 
 

Defendants. 
 

Case No. 6:12-cv-02273-AA 
 
 
 
EXPERT REPORT OF JUSTIN PRICE, 
P.E., ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
 

// // // 

// // // 

// // // 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by Feldman Gale, counsel for Plaintiff Glas-Weld 

Systems, Inc. (“Glas-Weld” or “Plaintiff”) to conduct an analysis of U.S. Patent Nos 

5,670,180, (“the ‘180 Patent”) and 6,898,372 (“the ‘372 Patent”, collectively with the 

‘180 Patent, “the Patents-in-Suit”) and compare the claims of the Patents-in-Suit to 

Defendants Michael Boyle and Christopher Boyle’s (collectively, “the Boyles” or 

“Defendants”) products known as the DynaVac and D2 resin injector products 

(collectively, the “Accused Resin Injector Products”) and products known as the Halo 

Curing Lamp and glass repair kits containing Halo Curing Lamp Products (“the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products”, collectively with the Accused Resin Injector Products, “the 

Accused Products”) and render an opinion as to whether these products infringe any of 

the claims the ‘Patents-in-Suit.    

II. QUALIFICATIONS 

2. A current resume is hereto as Exhibit A.  Provided below is a short 

overview of my qualifications and experience. 

3. I am a registered Professional Engineer in Oregon, Oklahoma, Louisiana, 

South Carolina and Georgia.  I am also a member of the National Council of Examiners 

for Engineering and Surveying.  I earned my Bachelors of Science degree in 

Mechanical Engineering from Louisiana Tech University.  After college I worked as a 

project engineer and a project manager for Dean-Oliver International, where I directed a 

multi-disciplinary team of engineers in the design of a manufacturing complex for a 

green-field gypsum plasters plant, including particleboard, OSB, laminating and flooring 

product lines.  Subsequently, I worked for Georgia Pacific LLC, as a project engineer 
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and manager, where I managed multiple engineers through the process of construction 

management, and the commissioning and start-up phase of a facility after construction.  

I was later promoted to the position of Regional Engineer for Georgia Pacific West, 

Inc.’s Lumber Division.  As a Regional Engineer I evaluated and proposed projects, 

including overseeing cost estimates, schedules, cash flow, project arrangement and 

asset documents.  I was also responsible for reviewing all engineering designs, 

specifications, equipment lists, and bids, and oversaw such projects through 

construction to ensure that they were completed on time, within budget and in 

accordance with plans and specifications.  Since becoming a principal and project 

manager at Evergreen Engineering, I have worked on developing or modifying plant 

layouts, including mechanical conveying systems, process equipment, piping layouts, 

and laser and lighting systems. 

4. A list of my publications and prior cases in which I have testified or 

otherwise been involved over the last four years is attached hereto at Exhibit B.  

III. COMPENSATION 

5. I am being compensated at the rate of $165/hr for consultation and 

preparation, and $300/hr for testimony.  My compensation is not contingent upon the 

outcome of this litigation in any way.  

IV. MATERIALS CONSIDERED 

6. I have reviewed and considered the following materials: 

a. The ‘180 patent; 

b. The ‘180 patent file history; 

c. The ‘372 Patent; 
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d. The ‘372 patent file history; 

e. pictures and video of the Accused Products; 

f. screen captures from the Surface Dynamix website; 

g. the Complaint (Dkt. No. 1) and its exhibits; 

h. the Amended Complaint (Dkt. No. 28) and its exhibits; 

i. the Court’s Claim Construction Order (Dkt. No. 152);  

j. Glas-Weld’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits thereto; 

k. Defendant Michael Boyle’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits thereto 

l. Defendant Christopher Boyle’s Claim Construction Briefs and exhibits 

thereto; 

m. Glas-Weld’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment of Infringement and 

the briefs, exhibits and declarations related thereto, including the 

Declarations of Mark Plager, Javier Sobrado, Christopher Courtney and 

Maikel VanDaelen; 

n. Glas-Weld’s Responses to Defendant Michael Boyle’s Interrogatories, and 

Schedule B thereto: Glas-Weld’s Preliminary Infringement Claim Chart; 

o. Defendant Michael P. Boyle’s Responses to Glas-Weld’s Requests for 

Admission; and  

p. Defendants’ Responses to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatories. 

V. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 

7. Based upon the materials provided to me and my analysis of them, it is my 

opinion that the Accused Resin Injector Products infringe claims 1 and 2 of the ‘180 

Patent.   
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8. Based upon the materials provided to me and my analysis of them, it is my 

opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 

15, 18, and 19 of the ‘372 Patent.   

9. I also may testify concerning mechanical engineering as it pertains to the 

use, design, and nature of resin injectors and curing lamps.  I may provide a tutorial 

concerning the design, specifications, applications, and properties of the products at 

issue, including the use and properties of adhesives to prevent screw threads from 

coming loose or moving. 

VI. THE PATENTS-IN-SUIT 

10. The field of art is glass repair systems, including a resin injector and 

curing lamp, and a system combining the two.  The inventions are straight-forward 

mechanical devices that have many commonly recognized features.   

A. The ‘180 Patent 

11. The ‘180 Patent, entitled “Laminated Glass and Windshield Repair 

Device”, attached hereto as Exhibit C, issued on September 23, 1997.  Randy L. 

Mackey and Robert A. Beveridge are the named inventors on the ‘180 Patent. Id.  Glas-

Weld is the sole owner of the ‘180 Patent. Id.  The ‘180 Patent is generally directed to a 

resin injector having a plunger that engages and disengages a groove in the shaft of the 

piston. 
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‘180 Patent, Figs. 1 & 3. 

12. I have been informed that the asserted claims of the ‘180 Patent are 

claims 1 and 2.  

B. The ‘372 Patent  

13. The ‘372 Patent, entitled “Lamp System for Curing Resin In Glass,” 

attached hereto as Exhibit D, issued on May 24, 2005.  Michael Boyle and Randy L. 

Mackey are the named inventors on the ‘372 Patent.  Glas-Weld is the sole owner of the 

‘372 Patent.  The ‘372 Patent is generally directed to a lamp for curing resin during the 

repair of glass, and to a system for repairing glass, including a lamp and a resin injector.  
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‘372 Patent, Figs. 1 & 2. 

14. I have been informed that the asserted claims of the ‘372 Patent are 

claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, and 19. 

VII. BASIS OF OPINIONS FORMED 

15. In preparing this report, I reviewed and considered documents and 

materials as described in Section IV above, and relied on my education, training, 

experience, and knowledge of mechanical engineering and the glass repair industry as 

well as my understanding of the applicable legal principals described below. 

A. Patent Infringement Analysis 

16. I have been informed that the patent infringement analysis is a two part 

process.  I understand that part one of the infringement analysis requires interpreting 

the claim terms.  I further understand that claim interpretation, or claim construction, is 

done by the Court. Part two of the infringement analysis process involves comparing the 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 8 of 95



 

Page 8 EXPERT REPORT OF JUSTIN PRICE, P.E., ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

claims as construed by the Court to the accused products.  In this case, the accused 

products are the Accused Resin Injector Products and the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products.  I further understand that part two of the infringement analysis may be divided 

into two further parts; literal infringement and infringement under the doctrine of 

equivalents.  

B. Claim Interpretation 

17. I understand that claim interpretation, or construction, has already been 

decided by the Court.  In preparing this report, I therefore reviewed and relied on the 

Court’s claim construction opinion and order dated November 7, 2014. (Dkt. No. 152)   

In addition, I applied the meaning of the disputed claim terms as ordered by the Court in 

my infringement analysis. 

C. The Person Of Ordinary Skill In The Art 

18. It is my opinion that a person of ordinary skill in the art of the Patents-in-

Suit is an individual having a Bachelor of Science degree in mechanical engineering, or 

several years of experience in the use and design of glass repair technology. 

D. Infringement Of The Patents-In-Suit 

19. It is my understanding that to infringe a patent claim, an accused device 

must embody every element of the asserted patent claim, either literally or by an 

equivalent.  I understand that an accused apparatus literally infringes a claim only if 

each and every element of that claim, as properly construed, is literally found 

respectively in the accused apparatus.  I also understand that, alternatively, a structure 

may be found to infringe under the doctrine of equivalents.  It is my understanding that 

in order to meet an element of a claim under the doctrine of equivalents, the differences 
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between the accused structure and the corresponding element of the claim must be 

insubstantial.  One test of this is whether the element in the accused structure, when 

compared to the claim element, is found to perform substantially the same function in 

substantially the same way to achieve substantially the same result as does the element 

in the claim.  My infringement opinions are based on and consistent with these 

understandings.  

E. Application Of The Claims To The Accused Products 

1. The Accused Resin Injector Products infringe the ‘180 Patent 

i. Claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent 

20. Claim 1 of the ‘180 patent reads:  

1. (i) A device for repairing cracks in laminated glass having convertibility 
between repairing sub-surface and surface cracks comprising: 
 
(ii) a cylinder defining a dispensing mouth at an inner end, a cavity and an 
opening at an outer end defining a central bore; 
 
(iii) a piston mounted for axial movement in the cavity of the cylinder 
including a seal portion forming a seal in the cavity and enabling the 
production of a vacuum when drawn outwardly through the cavity,  
 
(iv) a shaft portion extended through and fixed to the seal portion and 
movable toward the mouth, said shaft portion having a handle portion 
extended through the central bore and out of the cylinder opposite the 
mouth and exposed for manual manipulation; 
 
(v) a mounting member attachable to the cylinder and piston combination 
for mounting the cylinder and piston combination to a laminated glass for 
positioning the mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated 
glass; and 
 
(vi) said shaft portion including a helical groove, said shaft portion 
extended through the central bore of the cylinder, said central bore sized 
to receive the shaft portion including the helical groove to permit free 
sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central bore, and  
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(vii) a plunger member carried by the cylinder and selectively laterally 
projectable into and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft 
member whereby upon being projected into the groove, turning of the 
exposed handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion toward and 
away from the mouth of the cylinder and upon withdrawal of the plunger 
member said handle can be linearly slidably forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder.1 
 
21. Referring to element (i) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court’s claim 

construction order stated that the term “having convertibility” in the preamble of claim 1 

“clarifies the function of the plunger and does not necessarily impose independent 

limitations.” Claim Construction Order, at 12.  The Court further construed the term 

“having convertibility” as “having the capability to change form and/or function, so as to 

accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks.” Id. at 13.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have a plunger 

member that can be inserted and withdrawn from the helical groove. See Exhibit E, ‘180 

Patent Infringement Claim Chart, claim 1 preamble analysis, at 1-2.  Thus the Accused 

Resin Injector Products have the “capability to change form and/or function, so as to 

accommodate the repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks” in that they 

can be operated with the plunger engaged in the helical groove, and with the plunger 

member withdrawn from the helical groove. Ex. E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1 analysis, at 1-2; 

see also analysis below regarding element (vii) of claim 1. 

22. Referring to element (ii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “central bore” as “the hollow portion of the cylinder, defined by the dispensing 

mouth, opening and cavity.” Claim Construction Order, at 13.  The Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a cylinder” that defines “a 

                                                 
1 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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dispensing mouth at an inner end” (i.e. the end towards the window being repaired). 

Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1a analysis, at 2-3.  The cylinder is hollow, 

having “a cavity” and also has “an opening at an outer end” (i.e. the end away from the 

window being repaired). Id.  The cylinder, dispensing mouth, opening and cavity thereby 

define the central bore of the Accused Resin Injector Products. Id.  

23. Referring to element (iii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a piston” that is “mounted for 

axial movement [(i.e. vertical movement along the axis of the piston)] in the cavity of the 

cylinder.” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1b analysis, at 4.  The piston 

“includ[es] a seal portion forming a seal in the cavity” which “enables the production of a 

vacuum when drawn outwardly through the cavity.” Id. 

24. Referring to element (iv) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a shaft portion” of the piston 

that is “extended through and fixed to the seal portion and movable toward the 

[dispensing] mouth[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1c analysis, at 5.  The 

“shaft portion” has “a handle portion” that is “extended through the central bore and out 

of the cylinder opposite the mouth and exposed for manual manipulation[.]” Id. 

25. Referring to element (v) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “mounting member” as “an attachable structure which facilities the mounting of 

the piston and cylinder combination to glass.” Claim Construction Order, at 14.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have “a mounting 

member” that is “attachable to the cylinder and piston combination” in order to facilitate 

“mounting the cylinder and piston combination to a laminated glass” and to “position[] 
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the mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated glass.” Exhibit E, ‘180 

Patent, claim 1, element 1d analysis, at 5-7.   

26. Referring to element (vi) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Claim Construction Order, at 15.  The 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because the shaft portion of the 

piston includes a “helical groove” and is “extended through the central bore of the 

cylinder[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 1, element 1e analysis, at 7-8.  The “central 

bore” is “sized to receive the shaft portion including the helical groove” and “permit[s] 

free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through the central bore[.]” Id. 

27. Referring to element (vii) of claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent, the Court construed 

the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device that can be inserted into or 

retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the piston.” Claim Construction Order, 

at 16. The Court construed the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15.  The 

Court also construed the term “selectively laterally projectable” as “[c]apable of being 

inserted in or retracted from the helical groove from the side.” Id., at 17.  The Court also 

construed “linearly slidably forced” as “capable of being forced to slide in a straight line 

or linear direction.” Id., at 17-18.  The Accused Resin Injector Products meet this 

limitation because they include “a plunger member” – a hex screw, which Defendants 

call a half-dog set screw – that is “carried by the cylinder[.]” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 

1, element 1f analysis, at 8-9.  The “plunger member” can be inserted in and retracted 

from the helical groove from the side, and thus is “selectively laterally projectable into 

and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft member[.]” Id.  When the 

plunger member is “projected into the groove, turning of the exposed handle portion 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 13 of 95



 

Page 13 EXPERT REPORT OF JUSTIN PRICE, P.E., ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

forces movement of the shaft portion toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder[.]” 

Id.  When the plunger member is retracted from the helical groove, the handle can be 

forced to slide in a straight or linear direction towards or away from the dispensing 

mouth.  Thus, the Accused Resin Injector Products also meet the limitation that “upon 

withdrawal of the plunger member said handle can be linearly slidably forced toward 

and away from the mouth of the cylinder.” Id. 

28. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector 

Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent. 

29. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Resin Injector Products “have no helical thread form” because the spiral groove on the 

Accused Resin Injector Products does not have a constant pitch. See e.g. Ex. F, 

Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later 

adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 7-8.  However, the Court construed 

“helical groove” as “spiral groove” and in doing so rejected Defendants’ proposed 

construction of helical groove, which required a constant pitch. Claim Construction 

Order, at 14-15.  Accordingly, I am following the Court’s Claim Construction Order.  

30. It is my further understanding that Defendants have argued that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products “have no mechanism for convertibility; and no plunger 

member” because Defendants allegedly used a thread locking adhesive to preclude the 

plunger member in the Accused Resin Injector Products from being retracted from the 

helical groove. See e.g. Ex. F, Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-
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Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s 

Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 6-7. 

31. Based on my experience in the engineering arts, I am very familiar with 

thread locking adhesives, such as Loctite as well as industrial strength adhesives.  Such 

adhesives are primarily used to prevent screw threads from coming loose or moving 

when the screws are subjected to indirect forces, such as vibrations.  Thread locking 

adhesives are less effective for stopping a person who is actively trying to unscrew a 

screw, particularly on smaller screws such as the hex screws that are used as a 

“plunger member” in the Accused Products to engage the “helical groove” in the pistons 

of the Accused Products.  For any thread locking adhesive to have a chance at 

preventing a person from unscrewing the screw to which it is applied, it must be 

properly applied along the entirety of the thread, and it must be a thread locking 

adhesive having sufficient strength to hold a screw of the size in question. 

32. It is my understanding that Defendants have not revealed any information 

or specifications, such as the identity of this product or any Material Safety Data Sheet 

(MSDS) about the thread locking product that they allegedly used on the Accused 

Products.  Accordingly, because this information has been withheld by Defendants, I 

cannot evaluate whether it would even be possible for the allegedly applied thread 

locking product to prevent someone from unscrewing the hex screw in the Accused 

Products without heating the device or applying an inordinate amount of force, even 

assuming that the tread locking adhesive was properly applied. 

33. I have reviewed the declarations of Chain of Custody, Mark Plager, Javier 

Sobrado, Maikel VanDaelen and Christopher Courtney in support of Glas-Weld’s Reply 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 15 of 95



 

Page 15 EXPERT REPORT OF JUSTIN PRICE, P.E., ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

in Support of its Motion for Partial Summary Judgment of Infringement.  I am aware that 

Mark Plager, Esq. was able to manually loosen and tighten the hex screw in the 

Accused Resin Injector Product (“Resin Injector ‘A’”) with a hex key, without heating 

Resin Injector “A” or any of its parts, including the hex screw itself, above room 

temperature, and without any undue force or pressure.  I am further aware that Javier 

Sobrado, Esq. was able to manually loosen and tighten the hex screws in the Accused 

Resin Injector Product produced by Michael Boyle (“Resin Injector ‘B’” and “Resin 

Injector ‘C’”) with a hex key, without heating Resin Injector “B” or “C” or any of their 

parts, including the hex screw itself, above room temperature, and without any undue 

force or pressure.  I am further aware that Maikel VanDaelen and Christopher Courtney 

were able to manually loosened and tightened the hex screws in the samples of the 

Accused Resin Injector Products in their possession with a hex key, without heating 

such products or any of its parts, including the hex screw itself, above room 

temperature, and without any undue force or pressure.  I am further aware that Messrs. 

Plager, Sobrado, Van Daelen and Courtney did not observe any adhesive residue on 

the Accused Resin Injector Products. 

34. Based on my review of the declarations and my review of the images and 

video of the Accused Resin Injector Products, I have been able to form an opinion which 

with a reasonable degree of scientific and mechanical engineering certainty.  Based on 

the foregoing, my opinion is that because Messrs. Plager, Sobrado, VanDaelen and 

Courtney were able to loosen and tighten the hex screws in all of the Accused Resin 

Injection Products without heating the Accused Products or using undue force, and the 

lack of adhesive residue on the screw threads, it is my opinion that that no adhesive 
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product or thread locker was added to the Accused Products.  If such a product was 

added, it either (1) was a product that was not capable of holding a hex screw of the 

size used in the Accused Products in place when someone attempts to unscrew it; or 

(2) it was not properly applied by whoever assembled the device, and thus was not able 

to withstand manual force applied by a hex key. 

35. In either instance, it is my opinion that there was nothing on any of these 

Accused Resin Injector Products that prevented the hex screw from serving as a 

“plunger member” and engaging and disengaging from the “helical groove” in the piston 

of the Accused Resin Injector Products.  Accordingly the Accused Resin Injector 

Products meet the “having convertibility” limitation because they are capable of 

changing form and/or function, so as to accommodate the repair of both sub-surface 

and surface window cracks in that they can be operated with the plunger engaged in the 

helical groove, and with the plunger member withdrawn from the helical groove. 

36. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘180 

Patent. 

ii. Claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent 

37. Claim 2 of the ‘180 patent reads:  

2.  A device as defined in claim 1 (i) wherein the plunger member is 
inserted through a wall of the cylinder for engagement and disengagement 
with the helical groove. 2 
 
38. Because claim 2 depends on claim 1, claim 2 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 2.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

                                                 
2 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 2.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claim 1 and 2, and therefore infringe claim 2. 

Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 2 analysis, at 9. 

39. With reference to element (i) of claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent, as previously 

discussed, the Court construed the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device 

that can be inserted into or retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the 

piston,” and the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15-16.  The Accused 

Resin Injector Products meet this limitation because they have a “plunger member” – a 

hex screw, or half-dog set screw – that “is inserted through a wall of the cylinder for 

engagement and disengagement with the helical groove.” Exhibit E, ‘180 Patent, claim 

2a analysis, at 9. 

40. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘180 Patent. 

41. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Resin Injector 

Products infringe claim 2 of the ‘180 Patent. 

2. The Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe the ‘372 Patent 

i. Claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent 

42. Claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent reads:  

1.  A system for treating a break in glass comprising:  
 
(i) a resin injection system having laterally projected support legs, the 
outer extreme of which define a substantially annular shape, the support 
legs supporting the resin injection system in an operable position relative 
to the break; and 
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(ii) a lamp system, the lamp system having a housing and a light source 
mounted inside the housing, the housing and the light source having a 
substantially annular shape, 
 
(iii) the lamp system mounted on the resin injection system whereby the 
light source defines a circular path within the annular shape of the support 
legs and the housing surrounding the support legs. 3 
 
43. With reference to the preamble of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products that are sold with Accused Resin Injector Products, or used with 

same, form a system for treating a break in glass. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1 

analysis, at 10-11.  

44. With reference to element (i) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “outer extreme of which define a substantially annular shape” as “the 

outer ends of the support legs are shaped to define a ring-like or circular shape.” Claim 

Construction Order, at 22.  The Court further construed the term “operable position” as 

“a position such that the system can be used to repair glass.” Id., at 22-23.  The 

Accused Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because include or use “a resin 

injection system” that has “laterally projected support legs, the outer extreme of which 

define a substantially annular shape[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1a analysis, at 12.  

The “support legs” of the resin injection system are used to “support[] the resin injection 

system in an operable position relative to the break[.]” Id. 

45. With reference to element (ii) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “housing” as "a structure that covers and/or protects the light 

source/bulb.” Claim Construction Order, at 23.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products 

meet this limitation because they have “a lamp system …having a housing and a light 

                                                 
3 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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source [(i.e. a light bulb)] mounted inside the housing[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1b 

analysis, at 13.  Furthermore, both the “housing and the light source hav[e] a 

substantially annular shape. Id. 

46. With reference to element (iii) of claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “mounted on” as “placed on, set on, attached to or fixed to.” Claim 

Construction Order at 23.  The Court also construed the term “surrounding” as 

“enclosing or encircling the support legs.” Id., at 24.  The Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have a “lamp system” that is placed on or set 

on the resin injection system, and is therefore “mounted on the resin injection 

system[.]”Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 1c analysis, at 14-16.  The “light source” also 

“defines a circular path within the annular shape of the support legs[.]”  Finally, the outer 

surface of the housing encircles the ends of the support legs, and therefore the housing 

is “surrounding the support legs.” Id.  Although the suction cups of the Accused Resin 

Injector Products extend beyond the outer surface of the housing, these are the feet of 

the resin injection system, and not the support legs of same. Id.  Thus this element is 

literally met.4 

47. To the extent the fact that the housing has cutouts which accommodate 

the ends of the support legs is found to preclude a finding of literal infringement, this 

element is still met under the doctrine of equivalents because a housing with the cut-

outs serves the same function as the housing with the wall of the housing extending 

beyond the legs – namely, positioning the lamp relative to the resin injection system; in 

                                                 
4 Note, the suction cups (not shown in Fig. 2 of the ‘372 Patent) for the resin injection 
system disclosed in the ‘372 Patent would also extend past the outer surface of 
housing. ‘372 Patent, Fig. 2; Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent claim 1c analysis, at 15. 
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substantially the same way – by substantially surrounding the support legs in order to 

position the lamp; to achieve substantially the same result – the lamp is properly 

positioned and can cure the resin when being operated. Id., at 15-16. 

48. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products literally infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent.  To the extent that the element from 

element (iii) of claim 1, “the housing surrounding the support legs” is found not to be 

literally met, it is met under the doctrine of equivalents, and thus it remains my opinion 

that the Accused infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent, under the doctrine of equivalents. 

49. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products “do not mount on a resin injection system” because they have 

the lamp system “rests on its own stand which rests on the windshield.” See e.g., Ex. F, 

Christopher Boyle’s July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later 

adopted by Michael Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 10.   

50. As a preliminary matter, I do not agree with Defendants’ argument 

because the bottom of the housing of the lamp system of the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products is shaped to accommodate, and rests on, the suction cups of the resin 

injection system. Exhibit E, claim 1b & 1c analysis, at 13-15.  The lamp system in the 

Accused Curing Lamp Products also includes a bulb shield that is placed on or set on 

the support legs of the resin injection system. Exhibit E, claim 7a analysis, at 19.  Thus, 

the lamp system is placed on or set on the resin injection system and is therefore 

“mounted on” same.  Additionally, I have been informed that during claim construction 

briefing, Defendants abandoned their previous proposed construction for the term 
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“mounted on” that required “physical contact with” the resin injection system. Claim 

Construction Order, at 23.  Accordingly, it is my opinion that the lamp system is placed 

or set over and on the resin injection system in the Accused Curing Lamp Products and 

that the “mounted on” element is met. Id.  Defendants have not identified any other 

defense to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

51. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 

Patent. 

ii. Claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent 

52. Claim 2 of the ‘372 patent reads:  

2.  The system of claim 1, (i) wherein the light source comprises a light 
bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape, and configured to 
provide a predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity 
value.5 
 
53. Because claim 2 depends on claim 1, claim 2 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 2.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 2.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claim 1 and 2, and therefore infringe claim 2. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 2 analysis, at 16. 

54. With reference to element (i) of claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light source” that is “a 

light bulb” that has “a substantially annular shape” ant that is “configured to provide a 

                                                 
5 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 

Patent, claim 2a analysis, at 16. 

55. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

56. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 2 of the ‘372 Patent. 

iii. Claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent 

57. Claim 3 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

3.  The system of claim 1, (i) wherein the housing comprises a bulb 
housing, the bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to the shape of the light source to facilitate 
accommodation of the light source within the bulb housing, and (ii) having 
a hole, proximately at a center of the bulb housing, configured to 
accommodate the resin injection system.6 

 
58. Because claim 3 depends on claim 1, claim 3 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 3.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 3.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 3, and therefore infringe claim 3. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3 analysis, at 16. 

59. With reference to element (i) of claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “housing” that includes 

“a bulb housing” that has “a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds 

                                                 
6 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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to the shape of the light source to facilitate accommodation of the light source within the 

bulb housing[.]”  Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3a analysis, at 16-17. 

60. With reference to element (ii) of claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a hole” that is 

“proximately at a center of the bulb housing” and is “configured to accommodate the 

resin injection system.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 3b analysis, at 18. 

61. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

62. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 3 of the ‘372 Patent. 

iv.  Claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent 

63. Claim 7 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

7.  The system of claim 1 further comprising (i) a bulb shield, the bulb 
shield having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds 
to the shape of the light source and the housing, and configured to provide 
protection for the light source while facilitating maximum use of the light 
source at a predetermined intensity value.7 

 
64. Because claim 7 depends on claim 1, claim 7 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 7.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 7.  It is my opinion that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 7, and therefore infringe claim 7. 

Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 7 analysis, at 19. 

                                                 
7 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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65. With reference to element (i) of claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb shield” that has “a 

substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light 

source and the housing,” and that is “configured to provide protection for the light 

source while facilitating maximum use of the light source at a predetermined intensity 

value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 7 analysis, at 19. 

66. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

67. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Curing Lamp Injector 

Products infringe claim 7 of the ‘372 Patent. 

v. Claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent 

68. Claim 10 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

10.  The system of claim 1, wherein the light source comprises a 
fluorescent light source configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at a 
predetermined intensity value..8 

 
69. Because claim 10 depends on claim 1, claim 10 incorporates all the 

elements of claim 1 as if they were stated in claim 10.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 1 

is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 10.  It is my opinion that the Accused 

Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 10, and therefore infringe 

claim 10. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 10 analysis, at 20. 

70. With reference to element (i) of claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light source” that is “a 

                                                 
8 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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fluorescent light source” – a fluorescent light bulb – that is “configured to provide 

ultraviolet (UV) light at a predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 

10a analysis, at 20. 

71. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 10 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

72. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

vi. Claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent 

73. Claim 11 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

11.  The system of claim 10, wherein the fluorescent light source 
comprises a fluorescent light source configured to provide (UV) light 
having a wavelength between 350 and 380 nanometers.9 

 
74. Because claim 11 depends on claim 10, claim 11 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 1 and 10 as if they were stated in claim 11.  Therefore, my analysis 

of claims 1 and 10 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 11.  It is my opinion 

that the Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1, 10 and 11, and 

therefore infringe claim 11. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 11 analysis, at 20. 

75. With reference to element (i) of claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “fluorescent light 

source” -- a fluorescent light bulb – that is “configured to provide (UV) light having a 

wavelength between 350 and 380 nanometers.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 11a 

analysis, at 20. 

                                                 
9 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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76. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

77. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 11 of the ‘372 Patent. 

vii. Claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent 

78. Claim 12 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

12.  The system of claim 1, wherein (i) the housing comprises a housing 
having interlocking features to facilitate integration with a support structure 
included in the resin injection system.10 

 
79. Because claim 12 depends on claim 1, claim 12 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 1 as if they were stated in claim 12.  Therefore, my analysis of claim 

1 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 12.  It is my opinion that the Accused 

Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 1 and 12, and therefore infringe 

claim 12. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 12 analysis, at 20. 

80. With reference to element (i) of claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent, the Court 

construed the term “interlocking features” as “features connecting to or locking together 

with the support structure of the resin injection system.” Claim Construction Order, at 

30.  The Court also construed the term “support structure” as “a structure which 

supports the resin injection system.” Id., at 24-25.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products 

meet this limitation because they have housing cut-outs which receive and interlock with 

the support legs of the resin injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 12a analysis, 

at 20-21.  The support structure of the resin injection system includes the support legs, 

                                                 
10 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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the suction cups and the locking lever of the resin injection system, which supports the 

resin injection system of the Accused Curing Lamp Products. Id.  Accordingly, the 

Accused Curing Lamp Products have “interlocking features” that “facilitate integration 

with a support structure included in the resin injection system.” Id. 

81. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 1 of the ‘372 Patent. 

82. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 12 of the ‘372 Patent. 

viii. Claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent 

83. Claim 14 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

14.  An apparatus comprising: 
 

(i) a light bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape 

configured to accommodate a resin injection system including a support 

structure having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting 

the system on a glass surface; and 

 

(ii) a bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that substantially 

corresponds to the shape of the light bulb to facilitate accommodation of 

the light bulb within the bulb housing, and  

 

(iii) having an open bottom for projecting light onto said glass surface, and 

further having a top and a hole in the top, proximately at a center of the 

substantially annular shape of the bulb housing to facilitate operation of 

the injection system, said housing configured to accommodate the resin 

injection system, and  

 

(iv) the light bulb overlying the at least one radially projected support leg of 

the support structure resulting in the annular light bulb having a relatively 

close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection of said at least 

one radially projected support leg. 
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84. With respect to the preamble of Claim 14, each Accused Curing Lamp 

Product is an apparatus. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14 analysis, at 22. 

85. With respect to element (i) of claim 14, the Court construed the term 

“support structure” as “a structure which supports the resin injection system.” Claim 

Construction Order, at 24-25.  The Accused Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation 

because they have “a light bulb” that has “a substantially annular shape” and is 

“configured to accommodate a resin injection system including a support structure 

having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting the system on a glass 

surface” in that the light bulb has a hole within its annular shape that can accommodate 

such a resin injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14a analysis, at 22-23. 

86. With respect to element (ii) of claim 14, the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb housing having a substantially 

annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb to facilitate 

accommodation of the light bulb within the bulb housing[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 

14b analysis, at 23-24. 

87. With respect to element (iii) of claim 14, the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products meet this limitation because they have “an open bottom for projecting light 

onto [a] glass surface[.]” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14c analysis, at 24-25.  The 

Accused Curing Lamp Products also have “a top” having “a hole in the top” that is 

“proximately at a center of the substantially annular shape of the bulb housing[.]” Id.  

The hole is large enough “to facilitate operation of the injection system, said housing 

configured to accommodate the resin injection system[.]” Id. 
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88. With respect to element (iv) of claim 14, the Court construed the term 

“radially inward” as “within or inside of.” Claim Construction Order, at 26.  The Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light bulb” that is 

positioned above the support legs which form part of the support structure of a resin 

injection system. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 14d analysis, at 26.  Thus the light bulb is 

“overlying the at least one radially projected support leg of the support structure.” Id.  

Additionally, the radius of the light bulb is less than the radius of the support legs, and 

thus the light bulb lies within or inside of the radial projection of the support legs (which 

extend into, but not past the cut outs in the bulb housing). Id.  Accordingly, the “annular 

light bulb” has “a relatively close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection 

of said at least one radially projected support leg.” Id. 

89.   For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

90. It is my understanding that Defendants have argued that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products “do not have a bulb that is ‘radially inward’ of a support structure 

or a light bulb that is ‘relatively close’ in diameter” because Defendants believed that 

“radially inward” was indefinite or that this limitation would read on art of record if it 

reads on the Accused Resin Injection Products.” See e.g., Ex. F, Christopher Boyle’s 

July 2, 2014 Response to Glas-Weld’s Interrogatory No. 7 (later adopted by Michael 

Boyle); Defendant Michael Boyle’s Oppositions to Glas-Weld’s Motion for Summary 

Judgment (Dkt. No. 109), at 11-12.  Thus instead of attempting to distinguish the claim 

from the Accused Curing Lamp Products, Defendants seem to be relying on invalidity of 
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this claim as a defense.  Invalidity is beyond the scope of this report, and will be 

addressed in a rebuttal report, if necessary. 

91. To the extent Defendants relied on the indefiniteness of “radially inward”, 

this defense has been precluded by the Court’s Claim Construction Order which 

construed “radially inward” as “within or inside of.” Claim Construction Order, at 26. 

92. To the extent that Defendants wish to argue that if this term is construed 

to cover the Accused Curing Lamp Products, then the claim is invalid in view of art of 

record, such an argument will be addressed in a rebuttal report to any invalidity expert 

report served by Defendants. 

93. Accordingly, after considering Defendants’ non-infringement positions, it 

remains my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp Products infringe claim 14 of the 

‘372 Patent. 

ix. Claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent 

94. Claim 15 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

15.  The apparatus of claim 14, (i) further comprising a bulb shield, the 
bulb shield having a substantially annular shape that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of the light bulb, and configured to provide 
protection for the light bulb while facilitating maximum use of the light at 
the predetermined intensity value.11 

 
95. Because claim 15 depends on claim 14, claim 15 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 14 as if they were stated in claim 15.  Therefore, my analysis of 

claim 14 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 15.  It is my opinion that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14 and 15, and therefore 

infringe claim 15. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 15 analysis, at 27. 

                                                 
11 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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96. With reference to element (i) of claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have “a bulb shield” that has “a 

substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb, 

and [is] configured to provide protection for the light bulb while facilitating maximum use 

of the light at the predetermined intensity value. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 15a 

analysis, at 27. 

97. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

98. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 15 of the ‘372 Patent. 

x. Claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent 

99. Claim 18 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

18.  The apparatus of claim 14, wherein (i) the light bulb comprises a 
fluorescent bulb configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the 
predetermined intensity value.12 

 
100. Because claim 18 depends on claim 14, claim 18 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 18 as if they were stated in claim 18.  Therefore, my analysis of 

claim 14 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 18.  It is my opinion that the 

Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14 and 18, and therefore 

infringe claim 18. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 18 analysis, at 28. 

101. With reference to element (i) of claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “light bulb” that 

                                                 
12 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 32 of 95



 

Page 32 EXPERT REPORT OF JUSTIN PRICE, P.E., ON PATENT INFRINGEMENT 

“comprises a fluorescent bulb configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the 

predetermined intensity value.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 18a analysis, at 28. 

102. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

103. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent. 

xi. Claim 19 of the ‘372 Patent 

104. Claim 19 of the ‘372 patent reads: 

19.  The apparatus of claim 18, wherein the fluorescent bulb comprises a 
fluorescent bulb configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength 
between 350 and 380 nanometers.13 

 
105. Because claim 19 depends on claim 18, claim 19 incorporates all the 

elements of claims 14 and 18 as if they were stated in claim 19.  Therefore, my analysis 

of claims 14 and 18 is also incorporated into my analysis of claim 19.  It is my opinion 

that the Accused Resin Injector Products meet the elements of claims 14, 18 and 19, 

and therefore infringe claim 19. Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 19 analysis, at 28. 

106. With reference to element (i) of claim 19 of the ‘372 Patent, the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products meet this limitation because they have a “fluorescent bulb” that is 

“configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 

nanometers.” Exhibit E, ‘372 Patent, claim 19a analysis, at 28. 

                                                 
13 Romanette numerals have been added to certain claims in this report for ease of 
reference to particular elements of the claims. 
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107. It is my understanding that Defendants have not put forth a non-

infringement position for claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent separate from their arguments 

relating to claim 14 of the ‘372 Patent. 

108. For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that the Accused Curing Lamp 

Products infringe claim 18 of the ‘372 Patent. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

109. Based on all of the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the Accused Resin 

Injector Products infringe claims 1 and 2of the ‘180 patent.   

110. Based on all of the foregoing analysis, I further conclude that the Accused 

Curing Lamp Products infringe claims 1, 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18 and 19 of the 

‘372 Patent. 

111. I reserve the right to modify, change or supplement this report as any new 

issues and defenses arise, as new information is provided to me, or based on further 

research or analysis requested of me into issues raised in this proceeding. 

 

Date: December 8, 2014   _______________________________ 

       Justin Price, P.E. 
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1740 Willow Creek Circle                 Eugene, Oregon  97402       (541) 484-4771  
           

www.evergreenengineering.com www.evergreenengineering.com 

MICHAEL I. PUHEK, PE 
 

 

JUSTIN PRICE, PE 
 

EVERGREEN ENGINEERING –PRINCIPAL / PROJECT MANAGER 
 
Responsibilities include construction management, developing new or 
modified plant layouts: designing mechanical conveying systems, process 
equipment, and piping layouts; and preparing equipment specifications.  
Major projects have been in the chemical, pulp & paper, and wood products 
industries.  Proficient in executing projects to satisfy client specifications and 
expectations and in meeting defined schedules, as well as cost and quality 
parameters.   
 
EXPERIENCE 
 
Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, Portland, OR – Expert Witness 
Served as expert witness regarding a patent infringement case involving a 
board positioning device, specifically to define select terms used in the case.  
 

FM Global, Paramount, CA – Expert Witness 
Provided expert testimony regarding repair costs, estimates, and necessity 
after a fire a Carlton Forge. 
 

Georgia-Pacific West, Inc., Philomath, OR – Regional Engineer, Lumber 
Division 
Evaluated proposed projects and estimate costs.  Developed defined scope 
including cost estimates and schedules, cash flow, general arrangement 
drawings, motor lists, etc., for proposed projects and assisted with development 
of financial document to support the investment.  Reviewed and approved all 
engineering designs, specifications, and drawings prior to issue for construction.  
Provided equipment lists and bid specifications.  Reviewed bid proposals to 
recommend equipment for purchase, prepared purchase requisitions and bid 
specifications for contract work.  Reviewed contract bid proposals and 
recommended contractor selection.  Reviewed weekly and monthly project cost 
reports to ensure costs were properly charged.  Oversaw projects during 
construction phase.  Ensured that all construction projects were completed on 
time, in accordance with plans and specifications, and within budget, and that the 
scope of the job was not changed without prior approval of management. 
 

Georgia-Pacific LLC, Atlanta, GA – Project Engineer 
Managed multiple engineers for specific project execution.  Directed lead 
discipline engineers to meet project objectives and provide long-term value to the 
customer.  Construction management, start-up, and commissioning of facility 
after construction.  
 

Dean-Oliver International, Tucker, GA – Project Engineer 
Project Engineer/manager for green-field gypsum plasters plant.  Engineering, 
procurement, and construction management for Kronotex flooring and laminating 
facility.  Directed multiple discipline engineers for the conceptual design of a 
manufacturing complex to include Particleboard, OSB, laminating and flooring 
lines.   

Registered 
Professional 
Engineer in: 

 Oregon 

 Oklahoma 

 Louisiana 

 South Carolina 

 Georgia 

 NCEES 

Education: 

BS in Mechanical 
Engineering from 
Louisiana Tech 
University 
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P.O. Box 21530, Eugene, OR 97402-0409 

(541) 484-4771   FAX (541) 484-6759    

www.evergreenengineering.com 

 

JUSTIN PRICE, PE 
EVERGREEN ENGINEERING PRINCIPAL 

 

Justin Price is a licensed professional mechanical engineer in the states of Oregon, Oklahoma, 
Louisiana, South Carolina, and Georgia.  He is also a member of the National Council of Examiners 
for Engineering and Surveying (NCEES).  Justin is one of the principal owners of Evergreen 
Engineering, Inc., a firm founded in 1985 that specializes in engineering for the wood products, 
power generation, pulp and paper, chemical, and resin industries.  He has been involved in the wood 
products industry for more than 20 years.  Justin has completed numerous log handling system 
rebuilds and upgrades.  His experience ranges from pulling green veneer behind the lathe to 
patenting the design for a unique screening machine that features a stepped deck.   This innovative 
machine is called a vibratory particle separating apparatus, which can be used to improve screening 
in industrial settings.  This device separates particulate matter into two streams, according to particle 
size.  This type of equipment is essential to a number of industries, from power generation to wood 
products facilities.     

Holding a patent himself, Justin has a solid understanding of the protections offered by a patent and 
the gravity of patent infringement.  He has been called upon to provide expert testimony in lawsuits 
as diverse as a patent infringement case about board positioning device and one regarding the 
accuracy of repairs and associated estimates required as a result of a fire at a California forge.  

Justin is highly knowledgeable about industrial mechanical engineering and the various applications 
for which it can be used. His inventive mind is constantly seeking ways in which he can improve a 
process, a product, and even an industry.   

Justin’s responsibilities at Evergreen Engineering include construction management, developing new 
or modified plant layouts: designing mechanical conveying systems, process equipment, and piping 
layouts; and preparing equipment specifications.  Some of his major projects have been in the 
chemical, pulp & paper, and wood products industries.  Justin understands the parameters by which 
his clients are constrained and he sees beyond the immediate project to the entire operation.  This 
type of overview is invaluable to clients seeking the “big picture.”   

At one point in Justin’s career, he was Project Engineering Manager for a confidential company in 
Louisiana for a log merchandiser system with complete scanning and optimization and a multi-saw 
bucking system.  That project also included a double-length infeed to the primary band saw system, 
curve sawing gang, and linear high-speed edger.  He also developed the layout and designs for the 
a multi-saw bucking system for another confidential company in South Carolina, which included 
scanning and optimization with one fixed saw and one moveable saw.  Justin was Project Engineer 
for a complete scanning and optimization log merchandizing system in southern Oregon.   

Prior to joining Evergreen, Justin was the Western Regional Engineering Manager for one 
company’s lumber manufacturing division where he evaluated, designed and executed trimmer area 
upgrades at several different operating facilities.  He was also involved in corporate-wide campaigns 
to move new vision and scanning technologies into the sawmill operations.  These upgrades 
included replacement of scanner, optimizers, and control systems, along with mechanical systems 
like lug loaders, lugged chains, fencing systems and sorter speed increases.  
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Publications and Prior Testimony 
 
Publications: 
 

“Paving the Way to a Clean Energy Revolution, BioMass Magazine, November 
11, 2014, http://biomassmagazine.com/articles/11210/paving-the-way-to-a-clean-
energy-revolution 

 
Testimony: 
 

U.S.N.R. /Kockums Cancar Co. v. Rapter Integration Inc. et al., 
Case No. 3:11-cv-05935-RBL, 
Federal Court, Western District of Washington 
Deposition Testimony 
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Exhibit E: 
Infringement Claim Chart for ‘180 Patent: 

 
No. Claim Element Accused Product 
1 A device for repairing cracks in 

laminated glass having 
convertibility between repairing 
sub-surface and surface cracks 
comprising: 
 

The Court’s claim construction order stated that the term “having convertibility” in 
the preamble of claim 1 “clarifies the function of the plunger and does not 
necessarily impose independent limitations.” Claim Construction Order (Dkt. No. 
152), at 12.  The Court further construed the term “having convertibility” as 
“having the capability to change form and/or function, so as to accommodate the 
repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks.” Id. at 13. 
 
Defendant Michael P. Boyle (“Boyle”) admits that the Accused Resin Injector 
Products are devices capable of repairing “both surface and subsurface rock 
chips” (i.e., cracks). Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 
1. 
 
The “having convertibility” limitation – to the extent that it is a separate limitation 
– is met, because as set forth below with respect to element 1f, the Accused 
Resin Injector Products can operate with the plunger member engaged in the 
helical groove, and with the plunger member retracted from the helical 
groove.  Thus can “change form and/or function, so as to accommodate the 
repair of both sub-surface and surface window cracks” in that they can operate 
with the plunger member engaged with or disengaged from the helical groove. 
 
The Accused Resin Injector Products are provided with a plunger member that 
is is selectively laterally projectable into and out of engagement with the helical 
groove of the shaft member, such that when the plunger member is projected 
into helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection Product on the right in 
the figures below), turning the handle portion forces movement of the shaft 
portion away from the mouth of the cylinder.  Thus keeping the piston steady, 
the Cylinder rotates about the piston as the shaft portion goes toward and away 
from the mouth of the cylinder, as shown below.  When the plunger member is 
withdrawn from the helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection 
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Product on the left in the figures below), the handle can be linearly slidably 
forced toward and away from the mouth of the cylinder. 
 

 
 

1a a cylinder defining a 
dispensing mouth at an inner 
end, a cavity and an opening 
at an outer end defining a 
central bore; 

The Court construed the term “central bore” as “the hollow portion of the cylinder, 
defined by the dispensing mouth, opening and cavity.” Claim Construction Order, 
at 13. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products have a cylinder and a 
dispensing mouth” at an inner end.  Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request 
for Admission No. 3. 
 
Boyle further admits that “the Accused Resin Injector Products have a cavity and 
an opening at an outer end defining a central bore.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 5. 
 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 62 of 95



Page 3  
 

 
 

 
 
The central bore is defined by the cylinder, dispensing mouth, opening and 
cavity. 
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1b a piston mounted for axial 
movement in the cavity of the 
cylinder including a seal 
portion forming a seal in the 
cavity and enabling the 
production of a vacuum when 
drawn outwardly through the 
cavity, a shaft portion 
extended through and fixed to 
the seal portion and movable 
toward the mouth, 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products have a piston mounted 
for axial movement in the cavity of the cylinder.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 5. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston includes a seal 
portion forming a seal in the cavity and enabling the production of a vacuum 
when drawn outwardly through the cavity.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s 
Request for Admission No. 9. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston has a shaft 
portion extended through and fixed to the seal portion and movable toward the 
mouth.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 11. 
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1c said shaft portion having a 
handle portion extended 
through the central bore and 
out of the cylinder opposite the 
mouth and exposed for manual 
manipulation; 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products piston has a shaft 
portion having a handle portion extended through the central bore and out of 
the cylinder opposite the mouth and exposed for manual manipulation.” Boyle’s 
Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 13. 
 

 
 

 
1d a mounting member 

attachable to the cylinder and 
piston combination for 
mounting the cylinder and 
piston combination to a 
laminated glass for positioning 
the mouth of the cylinder 
proximal to a crack in the 

The Court construed the term “mounting member” as an attachable structure 
which facilities the mounting of the piston and cylinder combination to glass.” 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products a mounting member 
attachable to the cylinder and piston combination for mounting the cylinder 
and piston combination to a laminated glass for positioning the mouth of the 
cylinder proximal to a crack in the laminated glass.”  Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 15. 
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laminated glass; and  

 
 

Defendant’s have not produced to Glas-Weld a sample of the mounting 
member for the second Accused Resin Injection Product.  However, as can be 
seen in the figure below, the bottom of the cylinder of the second Accused 
Resin Injection Product is provided with threads to screw into a mounting 
member. 
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The mounting member attaches to the cylinder and piston combination and the 
positioning of mouth of the cylinder proximal to a crack in laminated glass that 
is being repaired. 

 
1e said shaft portion including a 

helical groove, said shaft 
portion extended through the 
central bore of the cylinder, 
said central bore sized to 
receive the shaft portion 
including the helical groove to 
permit free sliding linear 
movement of the shaft portion 
through the central bore, and 

The Court construed the term “helical groove” as “spiral groove.” Claim 
Construction Order, at 15.   
 
The shaft portion of the Accused Resin Injector Products has a helical groove 
on the shaft portion of the piston. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Resin Injector Products’ piston has a shaft 
portion that extends through the central bore of the cylinder.” Boyle’s Response 
to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 19. 
 
The central bore (which defines the cavity) of the cylinder is sized to receive the 
shaft portion, including the helical groove, to permit free sliding linear 
movement of the shaft portion through the central bore. 
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The central bore is sized to receive the shaft portion including the helical 
groove, and it permits free sliding linear movement of the shaft portion through 
the central bore when the plunger member is retracted from the helical groove.
 

1f a plunger member carried by 
the cylinder and selectively 
laterally projectable into and 
out of engagement with the 
helical groove of the shaft 
member whereby upon being 
projected into the groove, 
turning of the exposed handle 
portion forces movement of 
the shaft portion toward and 
away from the mouth of the 
cylinder and upon withdrawal 
of the plunger member said 

The Court construed the term “plunger member” as “the part of the device that 
can be inserted into or retracted from the helical groove so as to engage the 
piston.” Claim Construction Order, at 16. The Court construed the term “helical 
groove” as “spiral groove.” Id. at 15.  The Court also construed the term 
“selectively laterally projectable” as “[c]apable of being inserted in or retracted 
from the helical groove from the side.” Id., at 17.  The Court also construed 
“linearly slidably forced” as “capable of being forced to slide in a straight line or 
linear direction.” Id., at 17-18. 
 
The Accused Resin Injector Products are provided with a plunger member that 
is carried by the cylinder.  The plunger member can be inserted in and 
retracted from the helical groove from the side, and thus is selectively laterally 
projectable into and out of engagement with the helical groove of the shaft 
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handle can be linearly slidably 
forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder. 

member.  When the plunger member is projected into helical groove the (as in 
the Accused Resin Injection Product on the right in the figures below), turning the 
handle portion forces movement of the shaft portion away from the mouth of 
the cylinder.  Thus keeping the piston steady, the Cylinder rotates about the 
piston as the shaft portion goes toward and away from the mouth of the 
cylinder, as shown below.  When the plunger member is withdrawn from the 
helical groove the (as in the Accused Resin Injection Product on the left in the 
figures below), the handle can be linearly slidably forced toward and away from 
the mouth of the cylinder. 
 

 
 

   
2 A device as defined in claim 1  See claim 1. 
2a wherein the plunger member 

is inserted through a wall of the 
cylinder for engagement and 
disengagement with the helical 
groove. 

The plunger member is inserted through a wall of the cylinder for engagement 
and disengagement of the helical groove.  See 1f analysis above. 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 69 of 95



Page 10  
 

Infringement Claim Chart for ‘372 Patent: 
 
1. A system for treating a 

break in glass comprising: 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products are a part of a system for 
treating a break in glass.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission 
No. 35. 
 
Moreover certain Accused Curing Lamp Products comprise a system for treating a 
break in glass, including both an Accused Curing Lamp Product and an Accused 
Resin Injection Product. 
 

 
Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, pg. 2 of 53. 
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Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, pg. 4 of 53. 
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1a a resin injection system 
having laterally projected 
support legs, the outer 
extreme of which define a 
substantially annular shape, 
the support legs supporting 
the resin injection system in 
an operable position relative 
to the break; and 
 

The Court construed the term “outer extreme of which define a substantially annular 
shape” as “the outer ends of the support legs are shaped to define a ring-like or 
circular shape.” Claim Construction Order, at 22.  The Court further construed the 
term “operable position” as “a position such that the system can be used to repair 
glass.” Id., at 22-23. 
 
The Accused Curing Lamp Products include a resin injection system having 
laterally projected support legs.  The outer extreme of these support legs define 
a substantially ring-like, circular or annular shape. The support legs support the 
resin injection system in an operable position relative to the break in the glass to be 
repaired, where the resin injection system can be used to repair glass. 
 

 
Surface Dynamix Website, Exhibit N to First Amended Complaint, p. 2 of 53. 
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1b a lamp system, the lamp 
system having a housing 
and a light source mounted 
inside the housing, the 
housing and the light 
source having a 
substantially annular shape, 

The Court construed the term “housing” as "a structure that covers and/or protects 
the light source/bulb.” Claim Construction Order, at 23. 
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system having 
a housing and a light source mounted inside the housing.” Boyle’s Response to 
Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 39. 
 
Boyle further admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system 
having a housing and a light source having a substantially annular shape.” Boyle’s 
Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 41. 
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1c the lamp system mounted 
on the resin injection 
system whereby the light 
source defines a circular 
path within the annular 
shape of the support legs 
and the housing 
surrounding the support 
legs. 

The Court construed the term “mounted on” as “placed on, set on, attached to or 
fixed to.” Claim Construction Order at 23.  The Court construed the term 
“surrounding” as “enclosing or encircling the support legs.” Id., at 24. 
 
Such Accused Curing Lamp Products have a lamp system that is placed on or set on 
resin injection system, and further has a light source defines a circular path.  This 
circular path lies within the annular shape of the support legs.  Additionally, the 
outer surface of the housing encircles the support legs, which do not stick out of 
the housing. Therefore the housing is surrounding the support legs. 
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The suction cups of the resin injection system are its “feet” rather than its legs, and 
thus the fact that they extend beyond the housing does not preclude this element 
from being met.  Any suction cups on a resin injection system as described in the 
‘372 Patent would also extend past the housing disclosed therein.   
 

 
FIG. 2 of ‘372 Patent 
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To the extent the fact that the housing has cutouts which accommodate the ends of 
the support legs is found to preclude a finding of literal infringement, this element is 
still met under the doctrine of equivalents because the housing with the cut-outs 
serves the same function as the housing with the wall of the housing extending 
beyond the legs – namely, positioning the lamp relative to the resin injection system; 
in substantially the same way – by substantially surrounding the support legs in 
order to position the lamp; to achieve substantially the same result – the lamp is 
properly positioned and can cure the resin when being operated.  See also claims 12 
& 14 regarding interlocking features. 

   
2 The system of claim 1,  See claim 1. 

 
2a wherein the light source 

comprises a light bulb, the 
light bulb having a 
substantially annular shape, 
and configured to provide a 
predetermined type of light 
having a predetermined 
intensity value. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light source 
comprises a light bulb, the light bulb having a substantially annular shape, and 
configured to provide a predetermined type of light having a predetermined intensity 
value.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 45. 
 
See 1b. 

   
3 The system of claim 1, See claim 1 

 
3a wherein the housing 

comprises a bulb housing, 
the bulb housing having a 
substantially annular shape 
that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of 
the light source to facilitate 
accommodation of the light 
source within the bulb 
housing, and 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing, the 
bulb housing having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light source to facilitate accommodation of the light source within 
the bulb housing.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 47. 
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3b having a hole, proximately 
at a center of the bulb 
housing, configured to 
accommodate the resin 
injection system. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products  have a bulb housing having 
a hole, proximately at canter of the bulb housing configured to accommodate the 
resin injection system.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 
49. 
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7 The system of claim 1 See claim 1 
7a further comprising a bulb 

shield, the bulb shield 
having a substantially 
annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light 
source and the housing, 
and configured to provide 
protection for the light 
source while facilitating 
maximum use of the light 
source at a predetermined 
intensity value. 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb shield that has a substantially 
annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light source and 
the housing.  Furthermore, the bulb shield is designed and configured to provide 
protection for the light source while facilitating maximum use of the light source at 
a predetermined intensity value. 
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10 The system of claim 1, See claim 1. 
 

10a wherein the light source 
comprises a fluorescent 
light source configured to 
provide ultraviolet (UV) light 
at a predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

Boyle admits that “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent light source 
configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at a predetermined intensity value.” 
Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 65. 

   
11 The system of claim 10, See claim 10. 

 
11a wherein the fluorescent 

light source comprises a 
fluorescent light source 
configured to provide (UV) 
light having a wavelength 
between 350 and 380 
nanometers. 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent light 
source configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 
nanometers. 
 

   
12 The system of claim 1, See claim 1. 
12a wherein the housing 

comprises a housing 
having interlocking 
features to facilitate 
integration with a support 
structure included in the 
resin injection system. 
 
 
 
 

The Court construed the term “interlocking features” as “features connecting to or 
locking together with the support structure of the resin injection system.” Claim 
Construction Order, at 30.  The Court also construed the term “support structure” as 
“a structure which supports the resin injection system.” Id., at 24-25. 
 
The housing has interlocking features that receive and accommodate the support 
legs of the resin injection system.  The support legs, together with the suction cups 
and locking lever, are part of the support structure of the resin injection system of the 
Accused Curing Lamp Products.  Thus the interlocking features facilitate 
integration with the support structure included in the resin injection system. 
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14 An apparatus comprising: The Accused Curing Lamp Products are an apparatus. 
14a a light bulb, the light bulb 

having a substantially 
annular shape configured to 
accommodate a resin 
injection system including a 
support structure having at 
least one radially projected 
support leg for supporting 
the system on a glass 
surface; and  

The Court construed the term “support structure” as “a structure which supports the 
resin injection system.” Claim Construction Order, at 24-25. 
 
The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light bulb (identified below as the light 
source) having an annular shape that is configured to accommodate a resin 
injection system.  The resin injection system that it can accommodate includes a 
support structure having at least one radially projected support leg for supporting the 
system on a glass surface. 
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14b a bulb housing having a 
substantially annular shape 
that substantially 
corresponds to the shape of 
the light bulb to facilitate 
accommodation of the light 
bulb within the bulb 
housing, and 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing (identified below as 
housing) having a substantially annular shape that substantially corresponds to the 
shape of the light bulb to facilitate accommodation of the light bulb within the bulb 
housing. 
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14c having an open bottom for 
projecting light onto said 
glass surface, and further 
having a top and a hole in 
the top, proximately at a 
center of the substantially 
annular shape of the bulb 
housing to facilitate 
operation of the injection 
system, said housing 
configured to accommodate 
the resin injection system, 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb housing with an open bottom so 
that light can be projected onto the glass surface.   
 
Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a the bulb 
housing,having a top and a hole in the top proximately at a center of the 
substantially annular shape of the bulb housing to facilitate operation of the 
injection system.” Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 79. 
 
Boyle further admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a housing 
configured to accommodate the resin injection system.  Boyle’s Response to Glas-
Weld’s Request for Admission No. 81. 
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and 

 
 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-2    Filed 05/02/16    Page 85 of 95



Page 26  
 

14d the light bulb overlying the 
at least one radially 
projected support leg of the 
support structure resulting in 
the annular light bulb 
having a relatively close 
diameter that is radially 
inward of the radial 
projection of said at least 
one radially projected 
support leg. 
 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a light bulb that – when accommodating 
a resin injection system – overly at least one radially projected support leg of the 
support structure of the resin injection system.  As a result, the annular light bulb 
has a relatively close diameter that is radially inward of the radial projection of said at 
least one radially projected support leg of the resin injection system. 
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15 The apparatus of claim 14 See claim 14. 
15a further comprising a bulb 

shield, the bulb shield 
having a substantially 
annular shape that 
substantially corresponds to 
the shape of the light bulb, 
and configured to provide 
protection for the light bulb 
while facilitating maximum 
use of the light at the 
predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

The Accused Curing Lamp Products have a bulb shield that has a substantially 
annular shape that substantially corresponds to the shape of the light bulb.  
Furthermore, the bulb shield is designed and configured to provide protection for 
the light bulb while facilitating maximum use of the light bulb at a predetermined 
intensity value. 
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18 The apparatus of claim 14, See claim 14. 
18a wherein the light bulb 

comprises a fluorescent 
bulb configured to provide 
ultraviolet (UV) light at the 
predetermined intensity 
value. 
 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent bulb 
configured to provide ultraviolet (UV) light at the predetermined intensity value.”  
Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 91. 
 

   
19 The apparatus of claim 18 See claim 18. 
19a wherein the fluorescent bulb 

comprises a fluorescent 
bulb configured to provide 
(UV) light having a 
wavelength between 350 
and 380 nanometers. 

Boyle admits that the “Accused Curing Lamp Products have a fluorescent bulb 
configured to provide (UV) light having a wavelength between 350 and 380 
nanometers.”  Boyle’s Response to Glas-Weld’s Request for Admission No. 93. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF OREGON

EUGENE DIVISION

GLAS-WELD SYSTEMS, INC., an Oregon
Corporation, Case No. 6:12-cv-02273-
AA

Plaintiff, Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to 
plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES 

v. (NOS. 7&24)  
MICHAEL P. BOYLE, dba SURFACE
DYNAMIX, and CHRISTOPHER M. BOYLE

Defendant.

General Objections

Each of plaintiffs’ responses, in addition to any specifically stated objections, is 

subject to and incorporates the following General Objections.  The assertion of the 

same, similar, or additional objections, or a partial response to an individual 

interrogatory  does not waive any of defendants General Objections.

1. Plaintiffs object to these interrogatories to the extent that they are over-broad and 

unduly burdensome and impose obligations in excess of those imposed by the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure.

2. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek to impose 

burdens or obligations inconsistent with, or in excess of, those imposed by the Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure, the Local Rules, or any other applicable rules and statutes.  Defendant will 

respond to each of the Requests in accordance with the requirements of the Federal and Local 

Rules.
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3. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek information that 

is neither relevant to the claims or defenses of any party to this litigation, nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

4. Defendant objects to these interrogatories to the extent that they seek information 

protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or 

any other applicable privilege, protection, or immunity.  No information subject to such 

privilege, protection, or immunity will be provided.

5. The inadvertent disclosure by defendant of information protected by the attorney-

client privilege, the attorney work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege, protection, 

or immunity, shall not constitute a waiver by plaintiffs of such protection.

6. In response to these interrogatories, defendant does not concede that any of the 

responses or information contained herein is relevant or admissible.  defendant reserves the right 

to object, on the grounds of competency, privilege, relevance, materiality, or otherwise, to the 

use of this information for any purpose, in whole or in part, in this action or in any other action.

7. Defendant objects to these interrogatories on to the extent that they seek solely to 

expose trade secrets and provide the Plaintiff with secret information which would create and 

disproportionate competitive advantage in favor of the Plaintiff. 

8. Defendant object to these interrogatories to the extent that they call for legal 

conclusions or otherwise attempt to re-cast legal issues as factual matters.  e.g., Lakehead Pipe 

Line Co. v. Am. Home Assurance Co., 177 F.R.D. 454, 458 (D. Minn. 1997) (finding requests 

for ratification of legal conclusions applied to operative facts of the case to represent improper 

request for admission of pure matter of law); English v. Cowell, 117 F.R.D. 132, 135 (C.D. Ill. 

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
2
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1986) (holding that requests for admission of existence of statute or that party is subject to statute 

constitute improper requests for legal conclusion).

9. Defendant objects to any interrogatories that employs imprecise specifications of the 

information sought as vague and ambiguous.

10. Unless otherwise stated,  interrogatories will not provide any information 

encompassed by the foregoing objections.

  ----------------------------------------

The following Responses reflect defendants present knowledge, information and belief 

and may be subject to change or modification based on defendant further discovery, or 

facts or circumstances which may come to plaintiffs’ knowledge.  Defendant specifically 

reserve the right to further supplement, amend or otherwise revise their Responses to 

these Requests in accordance with Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e).

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
3
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INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 7

Response: I object to interrogatory No.7 on the basis of of my aforementioned 

General Objections. Alternatively, this request seek legal conclusions which have not 

yet been set forth by the court through the claims construction process. As such it is not 

currently possible to provide the information requested in interrogatory No. 7. This 

response may be amended upon completion of the courts claims construction ruling. 

Alternatively , Patent '180: Claim #1; the alleged infringing product have no 

helical thread form; No mechanism for convertibility; and no plunger member. Patent 

'372: Claim #1; the alleged infringing product does not mount on a resin injection 

system. Claim #14; the alleged infringing product does not have a bulb which is “radially 

inward” of a support structure or a light bulb that is “relatively close” in diameter. Claim 

#20; the alleged infringing product does not have a connectable power cord or a handle 

configured to receive a connectable power cord. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 24

Response: At this time defendant Christopher Boyle has yet to secure any 

experts. 

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
4
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VERIFICATION

I,          Chris Boyle,    have read the foregoing Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply 

to plaintiff's  INTERROGATORIES (NOS.  7&24).   I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the 

Answers contained herein, and thus believe and on that ground allege that the matters  

stated in the foregoing document are true and correct.

I declare under penalty of perjury under 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and the laws of the 

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

By:___Chris Boyle_____________

Dated:  __7-2, 2014

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
5
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Defendant 

Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24) on July 2nd, 

2014 by: 

 mail with postage prepaid, deposited in the US mail,

 hand delivery,

 facsimile transmission,

 overnight delivery,

 electronic notification or email.

If served by facsimile transmission, attached to this certificate is the printed

confirmation of receipt of the document(s) generated by the transmitting machine. I

further certify that said copy was placed in a sealed envelope delivered as indicated

above and addressed to said attorney(s) at the address(es) listed below:

Attorneys for Plaintiff

Robert E. Barton, OSB No. 814637
E-mail: rbarton@cosgravelaw.com
Paul A. C. Berg, OSB No. 062738
E-mail: pberg@cosgravelaw.com

James A. Gale, FSB No. 371726
E-mail: JGale@feldmangale.com
Gregory L. Hillyer, FSB No. 682489
E-Mail: GHillyer@FeldmanGale.com
Javier Sobrado, FSB No. 44992
E-Mail: JSobrado@FeldmanGale.com

Defendant Pro Se, Christopher M. Boyle

Defendant Christopher Boyle's reply to plaintiff's INTERROGATORIES (NOS. 7&24)
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André Segers CV 
 
Excellent communicator at any level, trouble-shooter and good problem solver. 
My well-developed skills in coaching and motivating people have helped me 
demonstrate that I can make things happen and help others to turn theory into 
practice 
 
Address: Fochelstraat 47 , 9280 Lebbeke  
                        Flanders, Belgium 
Telephone: +32/470.586501 
E-mail: segers.andre@gmail.com 
Date of Birth: 22 April 1952 
Nationality: Belgian 
 
Employment History 
 
June 2009       Early retirement 
                         Reason for leaving 

� Change of management style, tired of travelling around the 
world, good leaving package  

 
 
2003 - 2008      Project Manager, Belron Technical Innovation; Bedford UK 
                          Responsibilities 

• Managing the development programs to get to Pan-European 
solutions and innovations on the glass repair and replacement 
market. 

  
2002 – 2003 Business Development Manager, Glasplus (a subsidiary of Belron 

International) London UK 
Responsibilities 

• selling Glasplus to prospective customers in Belgium, Holland and 
other European countries 

• researching the market and prospective customers to prioritise the 
sales effort around the brand-new Glasplus product 

• planning and executing a programme of visits, contacts and 
communications 

• supporting the launch and roll-out of the Glasplus business in the UK 
Achievements 

• I was able to establish relations with the key customers in Belgium and 
Holland and determine the level and type of demand for this new type 
of service 

• I helped launch the business in the UK as part of a nationwide series of 
local events, taking the product to smaller independent customers 

Reason for Leaving 

• Glasplus has chosen to refocus on its UK business and no longer 
requires a continental Sales person 

  
1994-2001 Product Manager, AGSI (part of Belron International)Bedford UK 

Responsibilities 

• taking responsibility for customer service on a range of AGSI products 
including selling  new products and technologies 
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• managing all aspects of the customer relations including training, after-
sales service and business development 

Achievements 

• I am proud of my involvement in the development of the new version for  
the Glass Medic repair system and resins that had a significant effect 
on repair times and quality 

Reason for Leaving 

• Approached by Glasplus to establish the business in Continental 
Europe. 

 
Business Support Manager, AGSI (part of Belron International) 
Bedford UK 
Responsibilities 

• worldwide responsibility to develop and deliver training and 
communications to encourage the adoption and use of the Glass Medic 
repair system. 

• delivering insurance seminars to encourage the adoption of repair by 
insurance companies 

• providing research and development support, particularly acting as the 
link between the product designers with the users and testers 

Achievements 

• I was able to convert previously sceptical companies to the use of 
Glass Medic and the importance of repair to their business 
performance, particularly in countries where no Belron business unit 
existed, including Brazil  

• I developed and delivered the training programme for the Repair 
Medics initiative at Safelite USA. 

 
Training Manager, AGSI (part of Belron International) Bedford UK 
Responsibilities 

• developing and delivering the training programme for the Glass Medic 
repair system throughout Europe 

• ensuring consistency and quality through training and follow-up 

• liasing with management to plan and deliver training programmes 
Achievements 

• when I started there was no structured training approach so I created 
the whole programme from new 

• I feel I greatly improved the awareness of Glass Medic, and the need 
for good working practices and high quality repairs 

  
1992-1994 Branch Manager, Carglass Aalst (part of Belron International) Aalst 

Belgium 
Responsibilities 

• managing five fitting staff 

• handling all customer enquiries including sales calls and complaints 

• planning and managing stock levels to ensure fast customer response 

• financially responsible for the performance of the branch, including 
profitability and revenue 

Achievements 

• throughout my time at Carglass my branch consistently exceeded 
budget targets for units and profitability 

Reason for Leaving 
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• I was approached by AGSI to undertaken a more challenging role 
  
1977-1992 Manager: Aalst Community Sports Centre; Aalst Belgium 

Responsibilities 

• ensuring the correct running of 14 different facilities 

• responsible for managing 25 maintenance staff on different sites 
Achievements 

• I successfully co-ordinated many national and international sporting 
events including ‘Up With People’ 

Reason for Leaving 

• I felt I needed a bigger challenge with opportunities to use my 
languages 

  
1970-1972 Maintenance Engineer: ESA/NASA, Antwerp & Bremen 
  
1973-1975 Salesman: Chemical, R.D.I. Brussels 
  
1975-1977 Salesman: Krupp Stahl Stainless Steel, Brussels 
 
 
Languages 
My home language is Dutch; I am fluent in English, French, German, basic knowledge 
of Spanish. 
 
 
Education & Qualifications 

• Mechanical Education, Secondary level. 

• Welding Techniques, Higher Secondary level - B2. Evening   
     School (3yrs) 

•  Electronics, Higher Technical level – B1. Evening School (3yrs) 
 
 
Training Courses (External) 

• Train the Trainer: 3 day course run by independent institute with participants from 
multinational companies. The course covered all aspects of being a trainer 
including how to motivate, follow-up and delivery. 

• Project Management: a 5 day training course on the Technical, Inter personal & 
financial aspects of Project Management. 

• Managing Multiple Projects. 

•  Balanced Scorecard for Project Management. 

• Mind Mapping & Radiant Thinking 

• Negotiating for Managers 

• Detecting and measuring stress in glass: 3 days training course Swansea 
University. 

 
 
Interests 

• Enthusiast of motor sport including regular participation in carting and motor-
biking. 

• Many years of home building projects, including plumbing, electrics and 
construction. 

• Gardening. 
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Declaration of Andre Segers 

 

I,  Andre Segers (CV Attached) submit this declaration setting forth facts within my knowledge 

and experience that may be relevant to the issues in the above captioned action. As to the following 

statements, I believe them to be true and I make this declaration knowing false statements may subject me to 

penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States. If called upon to testify to these matters I could and 

would do confidently in accordance with the following: 

1. I have completed several hundred repairs using the DynaVac Injector 

2. I have never altered the recessed set screw out of it factory set position to do a repair. 

3. While training over one hundred technicians on the use of the DynaVac, I have never instructed a technician    

to alter the preset set screw. 

4. Altering the position of the set screw could damage or render the Injector inoperable 

5. I was a designer and trainer of the repair system used by the world’s largest auto glass 

repair company (Belron). I can attest the standard of acceptable practice within the 

glass repair industry is that a technician should always follow the manufacturers recommended instructions 

and procedures. 

6. The Surface Dynamix Injector set screw does not and should not be altered as the 

DynaVac injector performs all types of repairs in the auto glass repair industry including surface and sub-

surface cracks without alteration or modification. 

 
FURTHER THIS DECLARANT SAYETH NOT: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date: May 1st 2016   Signature_________________________________ 

                                                               André Segers 
Fochelstraat  
479280  
Lebbeke 
Belguim 
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Justin Price

 84

  
 

1      A.    It appears that obviously as you press the

 

2  suction cups, you know, there is a minute change in

 

3  the elevation as it relates to the surface of the

 

4  table --

 

5      Q.    Okay.

 

6      A.    -- and to the surface of the stand.

 

7      Q.    Okay.  Thank you.  So that's -- I think

 

8  that's good.  All right.  You can remove it from the

 

9  table.  That's fine.

 

10      A.    I think I can.

 

11      Q.    Is the accused Resin -- or I'm sorry.  Is

 

12  the accused Curing Lamp A, as it sits in front of

 

13  you, fully assembled?

 

14      A.    Doesn't appear to.  There are parts laying

 

15  about.  Suction cup is not attached.  The shield or

 

16  guard off the light is not attached.  The bushing

 

17  that would hold this in place is -- is there so --

 

18      Q.    At your meeting on Wednesday -- on your --

 

19  excuse me.

 

20            On your meeting -- or at your meeting last

 

21  Wednesday, December 2nd, with Mr. Berg and

 

22  Mr. Mackey, did you disassemble accused Curing Lamp

 

23  A in any way?

 

24      A.    I did, you know, manipulate it.  You know,

 

25  obviously, I don't know that -- I don't recollect

 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 
 � �  � � � � � �   
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Justin Price

 104

  
 

1                MR. BERG:  Great.

 

2                THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We are off the

 

3  record at 11:50 a.m.

 

4                (Recess: 11:50 to 11:58 a.m.)

 

5                THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the

 

6  record at 11:58 a.m.

 

7  BY MR. CHRIS BOYLE:

 

8      Q.    Mr. Price, do you have an opinion as to

 

9  whether the acceptable standards of practice of

 

10  someone skilled in the art of windshield repair

 

11  would be to intentionally use a hex wrench to

 

12  manipulate the set screw out of the factory setting

 

13  while performing a windshield repair?

 

14                MR. BERG:  Objection.  Calls for

 

15  speculation.

 

16      A.    That is a speculative question so --

 

17  the -- I have no idea on the glass repair

 

18  technicians.  Again, we've stated I'm not a glass

 

19  repair technician, but intuitively, I could draw

 

20  some conclusions based on my engineering background.

 

21            So, for example, if I wanted to a pull a

 

22  rapid vacuum or a quicker method to pull a vacuum, I

 

23  would disengage the hex screw.  I could manipulate

 

24  the vacuum myself or I could allow the vacuum to

 

25  pull the plunger back in at its own rate and

 � � � � � � � � � � � 	 � � 
 � �  � � � � � �   
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WINDSHIELD REPAIR 

CROSS REFERENCE TO RELATED 
APPLICATIONS 

The present application claims priority to US. Provisional 
Patent Application No. 60/984,314, ?led Oct. 31, 2007, 
entitled “Windshield Repair.” The speci?cation of the appli 
cation is hereby incorporated by reference in its entirety for 
all purposes, except those sections, if any, that are inconsis 
tent With this speci?cation. 

TECHNICAL FIELD 

Embodiments of the present disclosure relate to the ?eld of 
substrate repair, and more particularly to repairing and/ or 
containing breaks in glass and/orplastic, such as Windshields. 

BACKGROUND 

Substrates such as glass, plastic, and others are typically 
used in a variety of manners, for example, in automobile 
Windshields. Typically, a Windshield contains tWo curved 
sheets of glass With a plastic, energy-absorbing layer placed 
betWeen them. When damage occurs to the Windshield, for 
example by a rock or object striking the Windshield, various 
contaminants including air and moisture may become trapped 
betWeen the tWo layers of glass. The contaminants may alter 
the refractive index of the Windshield thereby obscuring or 
impeding the vision of a driver. These effects may increase as 
the contaminants react With varying environmental condi 
tions, for example increasing or decreasing temperatures. 

The repair and/or containment of such irregularities may 
be accomplished by ?lling the damaged site With clear resin 
or an epoxy type chemical. A general goal is to remove the 
contaminants and ?ll the damaged site With a material having 
a substantially similar refractive index to the outer layers of 
glass. This may stop the refraction of light and prevent further 
damage to the Windshield or substrate. 

Various systems currently being used to cure these irregu 
larities create a vacuum on the substrate to evacuate the air 
and/ or contaminants from the damaged site. The vacuum is 
typically provided by external sources. These external 
vacuum sources, in addition to increasing the cost of the 
repair system, often increase the complexity of the repair 
system. For instance, the use of external vacuum sources may 
require direct conduits from the external vacuum source to the 
damaged site or irregularity. Because of a need for a hermeti 
cally sealed environment, these conduits may require addi 
tional materials such as seals that are typically susceptible to 
degradation as a result of time and repeateduse. If a seal is not 
properly obtained, the vacuum may fail to evacuate the con 
tainments from the damaged site. 

Various ones of these systems may also provide a vacuum 
Which evacuates contaminates directly through the ?lling 
material that is to be inserted into the irregularity. In such 
instances, contaminates such as, but not limited to, moisture, 
air, and/or other particles may contaminate the ?lling mate 
rial. These contaminates may alter the refractive index of the 
material and/or alloW air and moisture to remain Within the 
damaged site. Furthermore, by inducing the vacuum through 
the ?lling material, the rate at Which the one or more contami 
nates may be removed from the irregularity may be impeded. 

Thus, it has been found that many of the ine?iciencies 
surrounding the repairing of glass or plastic substrates, such 
as Windshields, often relates to the creation and application of 
a vacuum and the application of a ?lling material. Applicants 
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2 
have developed techniques and apparatuses to improve the 
repairing process such that the creation and application of the 
vacuum may be maximiZed Without substantially impacting 
the refractive index of the material to ?ll the irregularity. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

Embodiments of the present disclosure Will be readily 
understood by the folloWing detailed description in conjunc 
tion With the accompanying draWings. Embodiments of the 
disclosure are illustrated by Way of example and not by Way 
of limitation in the ?gures of the accompanying draWings. 

FIG. 1 illustrates an exploded vieW of the substrate repair 
ing apparatus in accordance With various embodiments; 

FIG. 2 illustrates a perspective vieW of the substrate repair 
ing apparatus in accordance With various embodiments; 

FIG. 3 illustrates a perspective vieW of the substrate repair 
ing apparatus in accordance With various embodiments; 

FIG. 4 illustrates a perspective vieW of the substrate repair 
ing apparatus in accordance With various embodiments; 

FIG. 5 illustrates a perspective vieW of the substrate repair 
ing apparatus in accordance With various embodiments; and 

FIG. 6 illustrates a vieW of a holding chamber and holding 
chamber piston in accordance With various embodiments. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF EMBODIMENTS 

In the folloWing detailed description, reference is made to 
the accompanying draWings Which form a part hereof, and in 
Which are shoWn by Way of illustration embodiments in 
Which the disclosure may be practiced. It is to be understood 
that other embodiments may be utiliZed and structural or 
logical changes may be made Without departing from the 
scope of the present disclosure. Therefore, the folloWing 
detailed description is not to be taken in a limiting sense, and 
the scope of embodiments in accordance With the present 
disclosure is de?ned by the appended claims and their equiva 
lents. 

Various operations may be described as multiple discrete 
operations in turn, in a manner that may be helpful in under 
standing embodiments of the present disclosure; hoWever, the 
order of description should not be construed to imply that 
these operations are order dependent. 

The description may use perspective-based descriptions 
such as up/doWn, back/front, and top/bottom. Such descrip 
tions are merely used to facilitate the discussion and are not 
intended to restrict the application of embodiments of the 
present disclosure. Furthermore, for the purposes of the 
description, a phrase in the form “A/B” means A or B; and a 
phrase in the form “A and/or B” means “(A), (B), or (A and 
B)”. 
The description may use the phrases “in an embodiment,” 

or “in embodiments,” Which may each refer to one or more of 
the same or different embodiments. Furthermore, the terms 
“comprising,” “including,” “having,” and the like, as used 
With respect to embodiments of the present disclosure, are 
synonymous. 

In various embodiments of the present disclosure, meth 
ods, apparatuses, and systems for repairing substrates such as 
Windshields are provided. In various embodiments, a vacuum 
may be created to evacuate one or more contaminants from a 

damaged site. During the evacuation of the contaminants, the 
material to ?ll the damaged site, eg resin, may be contained 
Within a holding chamber isolated from the various contami 
nates. Subsequent to the evacuation, the material to ?ll the 
damaged site may be disposed on the damaged site and into 
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the irregularity. Such may allow for improved application of 
the vacuum and material to the irregularity. 

Various embodiments may include a Windshield repairing 
apparatus including a piston assembly adapted to dispense a 
substrate repairing substance, a holding chamber coupled to a 
distal end of the piston assembly adapted to facilitate isolation 
of the substrate repairing substance from one or more con 
taminants evacuated from a damaged substrate, and a holding 
chamber piston coupled to the holding chamber to facilitate 
application of the substrate repairing substance to the dam 
aged substrate. In this manner, a Windshield repairing device 
may be utiliZed to evacuate contaminates from a damaged 
substrate Without contaminating the resin, and selectively 
apply the uncontaminated resin to the damaged substrate. It 
should be understood that While this application may refer to 
Windshields or glass throughout the speci?cation, the teach 
ings and embodiments provided herein may equally apply to 
other substrates, for example, plastics. The disclosure is not to 
be limited in this regard. 

Referring to FIG. 1, an exploded vieW of a repairing appa 
ratus in accordance With various embodiments is illustrated. 
Repairing apparatus 100 may include a casing 102 adapted to 
couple to a piston assembly 130. The casing 102 may include 
a seal 104 and a threaded opening 106 (threads not illustrated) 
to engage the corresponding threads of a cap 118 (threads not 
shoWn) of the piston assembly 130. Additionally, the casing 
102 may include one or more graduated steps 105 Within the 
casing to facilitate application of a vacuum. The piston 
assembly 130 may include a handle 124, a cap 118 having a 
piston assembly engager 120, a piston advancement mecha 
nism 122, a vacuum seal 116, a piston 114, a holding chamber 
110 to hold substrate repairing substance 112, and a holding 
chamber piston 108. Additionally, in various embodiments, 
repairing apparatus 100 may include a holder 150. The holder 
150 in various embodiments may include tWo or more legs 
152 extending from a central hub 154 having a central bore 
156. In various embodiments, the legs 152 may be coupled to 
suction cups 158. The various components of the repairing 
apparatus 100 may be manufactured out of various materials 
including but not limited to metals, plastics, ceramics, rub 
bers, pvc and/or other materials. The disclosure is not to be 
limited in this regard. 

In various embodiments, casing 102 may be a generally 
cylindrical shaped casing. The generally cylindrical shaped 
casing 102 may include an upper cylinder portion having a 
?rst diameter and a loWer cylinder portion having a second 
diameter. The diameters of each the upper and loWer cylinder 
portions may vary depending on, for example, the siZe of the 
irregularity to be repaired and/ or contained. In various 
embodiments, casing 102 may include one or more internal 
steps 105 con?gured to facilitate application of a vacuum and 
isolation of a damaged site. In various embodiments, casing 
102 may include a plurality of these graduated steps 105 that 
may be con?gured to interact With one or more seals 111, 116 
of the piston assembly 130 to maintain a vacuum While the 
piston assembly is advanced toWard the damaged substrate. 
This Will be discussed in more detail With reference to the 
FIGS. 2-4. 

In various embodiments, casing 102 may include at least 
tWo openings, one at each of its distal ends. In various 
embodiments, at least one of the openings may be con?gured 
to engage a damaged substrate and as engaged provide an 
isolated internal environment to facilitate generation of a 
vacuum. In various embodiments, a seal 104 may be disposed 
at one end and adapted to isolate and/or hermetically seal the 
inner chamber of casing 102 With a Windshield substrate such 
that the irregularity or abnormality is generally contained 
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Within the sealed area. The opening opposite of seal 104 may 
be adapted to couple With cap 118 of piston assembly 130. 

In various embodiments, cap 118 of piston assembly 130 
may be adapted to couple to casing 102. Cap 118 may be 
adapted to be threadably couple to casing 102 through corre 
sponding, interconnecting threads 106 on casing 102. In other 
embodiments, a variety of coupling mechanisms may be used 
to couple the piston assembly 130 and cap 118 to the casing 
102, for example, one or more set screWs. The disclosure is 
not to be limited in this regard. 
A piston assembly 130, in accordance With various 

embodiments, may include a holding chamber 110 at a distal 
end. The holding chamber 110 may facilitate isolation of a 
substrate repairing substance 112 from one or more contami 
nants evacuated from a damaged substrate, Wherein the one or 
more contaminates are evacuated by vacuum pres sure gener 
ated in response to movement of the piston assembly 130. 
This Will be discussed in more detail herein. In various 
embodiments, the holding chamber 1 1 0 may de?ne a constant 
volume in Which a substrate repairing substance 112 may be 
disposed. The opening of the holding chamber 110, in various 
embodiments, may be con?gured to interface With a holding 
chamber piston 108. The holding chamber 110 may also 
include one or more seals 111 adapted to interface With an 
inner Wall of casing 102 to facilitate generation of a vacuum. 

In various embodiments, the substrate repairing substance 
112 Within holding chamber 110 may be a resin or other 
epoxy chemical adapted for use in repairing Windshields. 
Other types of substrate repairing substances are contem 
plated. 

In various embodiments, the holding chamber piston 108 
may include a seal 109 con?gured to engage the inner Walls of 
the holding chamber 110 and facilitate isolation of the sub 
strate repairing substance 112 Within the holding chamber 
110. A holding chamber piston 108, in various embodiments, 
may couple to the holding chamber 110 via a seal 109 and be 
con?gured to displace the substrate repairing substance 112 
to facilitate its application to the damaged substrate. For 
example, in various embodiments, the holding chamber pis 
ton 108 may have a ?rst end to displace a portion of the 
substrate repairing substance 112 at a desired rate. The ?rst 
end, in various embodiments may include an opening to one 
or more conduits 132 to direct the substrate repairing sub 
stance 112 to the damaged substrate. The opening, in various 
embodiments, may vary in siZe to facilitate selective applica 
tion of the substrate repairing substance 112. 

In various embodiments, the holding chamber piston 108 
may be con?gured to displace the substrate repairing sub 
stance 112 in response to movement of the piston assembly 
130. For example, in various embodiments, as the piston 
assembly 130 is advanced toWard the damaged substrate, the 
holding chamber piston 108 may be forced against the Wind 
shield substrate, or alternatively seal 104, and consequently, 
into the holding chamber 110. As the holding chamber piston 
108 enters the holding chamber 110 it may displace the sub 
strate repairing substance 112. 

In various embodiments, the piston assembly 130 may also 
include a vacuum seal 116 designed to facilitate generation of 
a vacuum. In various embodiments, the vacuum seal 116 may 
be a cup seal designed to interact With an inner Wall of the 
casing 102. In various embodiments, the cup seal 116 may be 
coupled to the piston assembly 130. As the piston assembly 
130 is retracted, in various embodiments, the seal 116 may 
interact With the inner Wall of casing 102 in a sliding coaxial 
manner to facilitate generation of a vacuum to evacuate one or 

more contaminates from a damaged substrate. While vacuum 
seal 116 may be used to facilitate generation of a vacuum, 

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-5    Filed 05/02/16    Page 8 of 11



US 8,092,203 B2 
5 

other sources of vacuum are contemplated, for example, the 
use of external vacuum assemblies. 

In various embodiments, to affect movement of piston 
assembly 130, an actuator may be con?gured to advance and 
retract the piston assembly 130. In various embodiments, the 
actuator may be a handle 124 con?gured to rotate. In various 
embodiments, handle 124 may be coupled to the piston 
assembly 130 and include a plurality of threads 122 con?g 
ured to interact With the cap 118 and a piston assembly 
engager 120. For example, a piston assembly engager 120 
may interact With the threads 122 of the piston assembly 130 
to enable the piston assembly 13 0 to advance and/ or retract. In 
various other embodiments, the piston assembly engager 122 
may also be utiliZed to fasten the piston assembly 130 in a 
desired position and resist one or more forces generated by 
the piston assembly 130. In various embodiments, the piston 
assembly engager 120 may be a set screW. In other embodi 
ments, piston assembly engager 120 may include other 
devices adapted to facilitate advancement and retraction of a 
piston assembly 130. The piston assembly 130, in various 
other embodiments, may include other elements capable of 
advancing and retracting the piston assembly 130. 

In various embodiments, the repairing apparatus 100 may 
be mounted in a holder 150. In the illustrated embodiment, the 
holder 150 has tWo legs 152 that extend from a central hub 
154 having a central bore 156. In various embodiments, the 
legs may be coupled to suction cups 158, Wherein the suction 
cups are con?gured to couple the holder 150, and conse 
quently the repairing apparatus 100, to the damaged sub 
strate. In various embodiments, the central bore 156 of central 
hub 154 may include threads con?gured to engage external 
threads 138 of casing 102. In this manner, the repairing appa 
ratus 100 may be adjustably mounted in the holder 150 by 
rotating the device 100. In various other embodiments, the 
holder 150 may include other clamping mechanisms con?g 
ured to couple to the repairing apparatus 100 to the damaged 
substrate. Those of ordinary skill in the art Will readily under 
stand that other techniques and/ or apparatuses may be readily 
used Without deviating from the scope of the disclosure. 

With reference to FIGS. 2-5, various vieWs of a repairing 
sequence are illustrated in accordance With various embodi 
ments. These sequences, in various embodiments, may begin 
With loading a repairing substance 112 into a holding cham 
ber 110 of the piston assembly 130. In various embodiments, 
this may include utiliZing various instruments to place a 
desired amount of the substrate repairing substance 112 in the 
holding chamber 110. Subsequent to loading the substrate 
repairing substance 112 into the holding chamber 110, the 
holding chamber piston 108 may be coupled to the piston 
assembly 130 via a seal 109 coupling to the inner Walls of the 
holding chamber 110. The repairing apparatus 100 may then 
be placed into holder 150 and positioned relative to the dam 
aged substrate. 

In various embodiments, one or more contaminants may 
then be removed from the damaged substrate by generating a 
vacuum Within the casing 102. In various embodiments, the 
vacuum may be generated by retracting a handle 124 coupled 
to the seal 116 to actuate the seal 116 Within the casing 102. 
In various other embodiments, a vacuum may be generated by 
an external source. 

After the one or more contaminates have been removed, the 
piston assembly 130, in accordance With various embodi 
ments, may dispose the substrate repairing sub stance into the 
damaged substrate via actuation of the holding chamber pis 
ton 108, Wherein the holding chamber piston includes one or 
more conduits con?gured to direct the repairing sub stance to 
the damaged substrate. In various embodiments, the piston 
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6 
assembly may dispose the substrate repairing substance 112 
by interacting With the substrate and advancing into the hold 
ing chamber 110. The holding chamber piston 108 may be 
advanced by actuation of a handle 124 coupled thereto. In 
various embodiments, actuation of the handle 124 may enable 
the disposition of a desired amount of the reparation sub 
stance into the irregularity or abnormality. The desired 
amount, in various embodiments, may be determined based 
on the siZe of the irregularity or abnormality to be repaired. 
Various embodiments Will be discussed more thoroughly 
herein. 

Referring noW to FIGS. 2 and 3, illustrations of a repairing 
apparatus 100 are shoWn in accordance With various embodi 
ments. In the Figures, the repairing apparatus 100 is placed on 
a damaged substrate 200 With a seal 104 enclosing the dam 
aged site. In various embodiments, the seal 104 may enclose 
the damaged site and facilitate isolation of the internal envi 
ronment of the casing 102. With the damaged site hermeti 
cally sealed Within the casing 102, the handle 124 of the 
piston assembly may be actuated to retract the piston assem 
bly 130. In various embodiments, as the piston assembly 130 
is retracted, a cup seal 116 may engage the casing 102 in a 
sliding manner to facilitate generation of a vacuum 202 . Addi 
tionally, a seal 111 coupled to the holding chamber 110 may 
similarly engage an inner Wall of casing 102 to facilitate 
generation of a second vacuum. 

In various embodiments, as illustrated in FIG. 2, the second 
vacuum may remain independent of the ?rst vacuum created 
by the cup seal 116 While the seal 111 is in contact With a 
smaller diameter portion of the cylindrical casing 102. As 
illustrated in FIG. 3, upon retraction of the piston assembly 
130 beyond the smaller diameter portion of the cylindrical 
casing 102, the ?rst vacuum generated by the cup seal 116 and 
the second vacuum generated by the seal 111 may combine. 
In this manner, contaminates from the damaged substrate 200 
may be evacuated. 

In various embodiments, as illustrated in both FIGS. 2 and 
3, as the piston assembly 130 is retracted to facilitate genera 
tion of a vacuum 202, a holding chamber 110, and conse 
quently a substrate repairing substance 204 contained therein, 
may also experience movement. In various embodiments, the 
holding chamber 110 may isolate the substrate repairing sub 
stance 204 from the one or more contaminants evacuated 

from damaged substrate 200. By isolating the substrate 
repairing substance 204, in various embodiments, the piston 
assembly 130 may evacuate the one or more contaminants 
directly aWay from the damaged substrate Without having to 
draW them through the substrate repairing substance 204. In 
various embodiments, this may facilitate generation of the 
vacuum and evacuation of the contaminants. 

Referring to FIG. 4, a vieW of a repairing apparatus 100 in 
a fully retracted position is illustrated, in accordance With 
various embodiments. As illustrated, the piston assembly 130 
is in a fully retracted state Wherein the cup seal 116 is placed 
against cap 118. As illustrated, vacuum 202 is present Within 
the casing 102. The vacuum, generated cup seal 116 may 
facilitate evacuation of one or more contaminants from the 

damaged substrate 200. In various embodiments, piston 
assembly 130 may be retracted varying amounts to generate a 
desired vacuum Within casing 102. In various embodiments, 
indicia on handle 124 may be utiliZed to indicate the amount 
of vacuum present Within casing 102. For example, in various 
embodiments, tracking the number of rotations made by 
handle 124 may indicate an amount of vacuum pressure 
applied to the damaged substrate. In other embodiments pres 
sure gauges may be used to measure vacuum pressure Within 
casing 102. 
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Referring to FIG. 5, a vieW of the repairing apparatus 100 
is illustrated in accordance With various embodiments. In 
various embodiments, as the piston assembly is advanced 
toWard the substrate, the cup seal 116 may facilitate evacua 
tion of the one or more contaminates to the atmosphere. In 
various embodiments, as seal 111 of the holding chamber 110 
comes into contact With the smaller diameter Wall of the 
casing 102, the seal 111 may, in various embodiments, seal 
the loWer section of the casing 102, including the damaged 
substrate, from the upper cylinder portion including a maj or 
ity of the one or more contaminates. 

In various embodiments, as the piston assembly 130 is 
advanced further, the holding chamber piston 108 may con 
tact seal 104. In various embodiments, as the seal 104 inter 
acts With the damaged substrate, the seal 104 and the dam 
aged substrate 200 may impose a force on the holding 
chamber piston 108 opposite the direction of advancement on 
the piston assembly 130. In various embodiments, this force 
may direct the holding chamber piston 108 into the holding 
chamber 110. As the holding chamber piston 108 enters the 
holding chamber 110, the volume of the holding chamber 110 
may decrease thereby forcing the substrate repairing sub 
stance out of the holding chamber 110. In various embodi 
ments, one or more conduits 132 in the holding chamber 
piston 108 may enable the substrate repairing substance to 
enter the damaged substrate 200. 

Referring noW to FIG. 6, a vieW of a holding chamber 110 
and a holding chamber piston 108 are illustrated in accor 
dance With various embodiments. In the embodiment, a seal 
111 of the holding chamber 110 is in sliding engagement With 
an inner Wall of the casing 102. In various embodiments, this 
may isolate the damaged substrate from one or more contami 
nates previously evacuated from the damaged substrate 200. 
In various embodiments, as the piston assembly 130 is 
advanced further in the direction of the damaged substrate, 
the holding chamber piston 108 may come into contact With 
seal 104. As the piston assembly interacts With the seal 104 
and damaged substrate 200, the holding chamber piston 108 
may displace the substrate repairing substance 204 in the 
holding chamber 110. In various embodiments, the holding 
chamber piston 108 may displace the substrate repairing sub 
stance through one or more conduits 132. In various embodi 
ments, this may direct the substrate repairing substance to the 
damaged substrate and a desired rate, depending on, for 
example the diameter and/or number of conduits 132. 

Although certain embodiments have been illustrated and 
described herein for purposes of description of the preferred 
embodiment, it Will be appreciated by those of ordinary skill 
in the art that a Wide variety of alternate and/ or equivalent 
embodiments or implementations calculated to achieve the 
same purposes may be substituted for the embodiments 
shoWn and described Without departing from the scope of the 
present disclosure. Those With skill in the art Will readily 
appreciate that embodiments in accordance With the present 
disclosure may be implemented in a very Wide variety of 
Ways. This application is intended to cover any adaptations or 
variations of the embodiments discussed herein. Therefore, it 
is manifestly intended that embodiments in accordance With 
the present disclosure be limited only by the claims and the 
equivalents thereof. 
What is claimed is: 
1. A piston assembly for dispensing a substrate repairing 

substance comprising: 
a holding chamber coupled to a distal end of the piston 

assembly, Wherein the holding chamber isolates the sub 
strate repairing substance from one or more contami 
nates evacuated from a damaged substrate; and 
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8 
a holding chamber piston coupled to the holding chamber, 

the holding chamber having an integral conduit, Wherein 
the holding chamber piston is coaxial With and movable 
Within the holding chamber to displace the substrate 
repairing substance via the conduit. 

2. The piston assembly of claim 1, Wherein the holding 
chamber piston is con?gured to displace the substrate repair 
ing substance in response to movement of the piston assem 
bly, Wherein the movement causes the holding chamber pis 
ton to interact With the damaged substrate. 

3. The piston assembly of claim 1, Wherein the holding 
chamber piston is con?gured to move in a direction opposite 
of the piston assembly to displace the substrate repairing 
substance. 

4. The piston assembly of claim 1, Wherein the holding 
chamber piston includes a ?rst end to displace a portion of the 
substrate repairing substance at a desired rate to facilitate 
application of the portion to the damaged substrate. 

5. The apparatus of claim 1, Wherein the holding chamber 
piston includes one or more seals to facilitate isolation of the 
substrate repairing substance from the one or more contami 
nants. 

6. The apparatus of claim 1, Wherein the holding chamber 
piston includes one more seals to facilitate isolation of the 
substrate repairing substance from moisture and air. 

7. The apparatus of claim 1, Wherein the holding chamber 
is con?gured to retain a resin adapted for repairing a Wind 
shield. 

8. A system comprising: 
a casing having an opening at a distal end, the casing 

providing an isolated internal environment to facilitate 
generation of a vacuum; and 

a piston assembly coupled to the casing, Wherein the piston 
assembly comprises: 
a holding chamber coupled to a distal end of the piston 

assembly, Wherein the holding chamber isolated a 
repairing substance from one or more contaminates 
evacuated from a damaged substrate; and 

a holding chamber piston removably coupled to the 
holding chamber, the holding chamber having an 
intergral conduit, Wherein the holding chamber piston 
is coaxial With and movable Within the holding cham 
ber to displace the repairing substance via the conduit. 

9. The system of claim 8, Wherein the holding chamber 
piston is con?gured displace the repairing substance in 
response to movement of the piston assembly relative to the 
casing, Wherein said movement of the piston assembly forces 
the holding chamber piston into the holding chamber. 

10. The system of claim 8, further comprising: 
an actuator coupled to the piston assembly, Wherein the 

actuator is con?gured to advance and retract the piston 
assembly to facilitate generation of the vacuum and to 
displace the repairing substance. 

11. The system of claim 8, further comprising: 
one or more seals coupled to the piston assembly and 

con?gured to generate the vacuum in response to move 
ment of the piston assembly. 

12. The system of claim 11, Wherein the casing includes a 
plurality of graduated steps con?gured to interact With the 
one or more seals to maintain the vacuum While the piston 
assembly is advanced toWard the damaged substrate. 

13. The system of claim 8, Wherein the holding chamber 
piston is con?gured to move in a direction opposite the piston 
assembly to displace the repairing substance. 

14. The system of claim 8, Wherein the holding chamber is 
con?gured to substantially isolate the repairing substance 
from contaminants including air and moisture. 
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15. The system of claim 14, further including an outer seal, 
coupled to the casing, to facilitate isolation of the internal 
environment. 

16. An assembly for dispensing a substrate repairing sub 
stance, the assembly comprising: 

a casing having an upper region and a loWer region; and 
a piston assembly coupled to the casing in a coaxial 

arrangement, the piston assembly having 
a holding chamber at a distal end of the piston assembly, 
a holding chamber piston coupled to the holding cham 

ber, 
a ?rst seal coupled to the piston assembly and located 

betWeen the piston assembly and the casing and 
Within the upper region of the casing, and 

5 

10 
a second seal coupled to the holding chamber and 

located betWeen the holding chamber and the casing 
and Within the loWer region of the casing. 

17. The assembly of claim 16, further comprising a third 
seal coupled to the holding chamber piston and located 
betWeen the holding chamber piston and an interior surface of 
the holding chamber. 

18. The assembly of claim 16, Wherein the loWer region of 
the casing comprises a ?rst portion in Which the second seal is 
disengaged from an interior surface of the casing and a second 
portion in Which the second seal is engaged With an interior 
surface of the casing. 
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Socket Set Screws

SOCKET SET SCREW TYPES

Knurled Cup Point 
Screws
The knurls dig into the surface to 

provide strong holding power in 

high-vibration applications.

Flat Point Set Screws
The flat point doesn't damage or 

deform the material they're set into – 

ideal for applications where you may 

need to make adjustments.

Socket Set Screws
Stainless Steel Multiple Point Socket Set Screws

Fastenal offers a diverse selection of set screws that are 

durable and versatile for many applications. Set Screws are 

used to hold and object in place by force through a tapped 

hole. Cup point set screws are the most common style used. 

Full Dog and Half Dog Points have an extended tip that fi ts into a hole 

drilled in a shaft. Use these for permanent location of one part to 

another. They often replace dowel pins. Length is measured in overall 

length including the tip. Often used as adjusting screws, Flat Point, 

Oval Point, Nylon Tip and Brass Tip screws cause little or no damage 

to the contact surface. These screws are good for thin wall thickness 

and soft plugs and designed for frequent resetting and relocating. 

With fl at points, greatest contact is provided on shafts with areas that 

are ground fl at.

Diameter - #2

Thread Size - 56

Drive Size - 0.035"

Thread - Coarse

18-8

Cup Flat

Length Part No. Part No.

1/16"  73189 -

3/32"  73190   0176689

1/8"  73191   0176690

5/32"  73192 -

3/16"  73193 -

1/4"  73194   0176692

5/16"  73195 -

3/8"  73196 -

1/2"  73197 -

3/4"   0176553 -

Diameter - #4

Thread Size - 40

Drive Size - 0.050"

Thread - Coarse

18-8 316

Cone Cup Flat Full Dog Half Dog Nylon Tip Cup

Length Part No. Part No. Part No. Part No. Part No. Part No. Part No.

1/16" -  73205 - - - - -

3/32" -  73206 - - - - -

1/8"   0176580  73207   0171640 -  0176872   0154097   0177650

5/32" -  73208 - - - - -

3/16"   0176581  73209   0171641   -  0176873   0154098   0177651

1/4"   0176582  73210   0171642   0176822 -   0154099   0177652

5/16" -  73157   0171643 - - - -

3/8"   0176584  73211 - - - - -

1/2" -  73212   0171644 - - - -

5/8" -  73159 - - - - -

3/4" -  73213 - - - - -

1" -  73214 - - - - -

1-1/4" -   0176558 - - - - -

Diameter - #0

Thread Size - 80

Drive Size - 0.028"

Thread - Fine

18-8

Cup

Length Part No.

1/16"  73177

1/8"  73179

3/16"  73181

1/4"  73182

Diameter - #4

Thread Size - 48

Drive Size - 0.050"

Thread - Fine

18-8

Cup

Length Part No.

1/8"   0171593

3/16"   0171594

1/4"   0171595

Diameter - #3

Thread Size - 48

Drive Size - 0.050"

Thread - Coarse

18-8

Cup

Length Part No.

1/8"  73199

3/16"  73201

1/4"  73202

5/16"   0154503

3/8"  73203

Diameter - #3

Thread Size - 56

Drive Size - 0.050"

Thread - Fine

18-8

Cup

Length Part No.

3/32"   0176556

1/4"   0176557

Dog Point Set Screws
Dog point, or "Extended point" set 

screws have a tubular tip to mate with 

a corresponding hole in the work piece, 

allowing the shaft to rotate without 

dislodging the part.

Half-Dog Point Set 
Screws
Half Dog Points perform the same as 

full dogs, but the point is half as long

Nylon Point Set Screws
Nylon tip set screws have a dog point 

tip that is made of nylon and will not 

damage the mating part or surface.

Cup Point Set Screws
The most commonly used set screw. 

The cup-shaped edge cuts into the 

surface material to prevent the part 

from loosening.

Cone Point Set Screws
The sharp cone point penetrates the 

surface, offering superior holding 

power for permanent setting.

Oval Point Set Screws
An oval point set screw has a convex 

oval point on one end. They are 

used in applications where repeated 

adjustments need to be made without 

significantly damaging the mating 

material or part
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Set screw point styles and their uses

Pros Plain Cup Knurled Cup Flat Oval Cone Half – dog Soft – tipped

Holds parts permanently X X X X

Creates most compressive

force

X

Resists vibration best even

in poorly tapped holes

X

Readjusts without

damaging surface

X X X

Aligns well against ground

flats

X X

Fits well into locating holes X

Fits well into locating

grooves

X X

Can act as an adjusting

screw

X X

Can work as a pivot or

hanger point

X

Can be used as backing

for soft metal or plastic

plugs

X

Designed for soft or hard

sufaces

X X X

Use against thin wall

material

X

Can contact surfaces at an

angle

X

Cons

Gouges surfaces X X X

Shouldn’t be used on very

soft or harder than 30 Rc

surfaces

X

Share this page

Click to buy 23 guides and gauges

iPhone app: order supplies yourself

Advice nets $100k savings annually

Set Screw Point Styles And Their Uses | Fasteners, Bolts, Screws And Mo... http://www.atlanticfasteners.com/tech-tips/set-screw-point-styles-and-thei...
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Free Shipping Within The USA 0 Items | Total: $0.00

Road Hazard Repair Products - Auto Windshield & Auto Lens Repair

Home About Us Order Status Contact Us Shipping Calculate Shipping Return Privacy

Home Do-It-Yourself Windshield Repair Auto Lens Repair Professional Windshield Repair Parts & Re-Supplies

From the inventor and originator of the Windshield Repair System - Manufacturing since 1978

Do-It-Yourself Windshield

Repair Products

Auto Lens Repair Products

Professional Windshield Repair

Products

Parts & Resupplies

How the BlueStar windshield

repair system works

Contact and Distributors

Blue Star How-to-Videos

Blue Star Products Catalog

(full color version)

(printer friendly version)

Advertising & Promotional

Material

Item

Number:

MP25

Price: $499.84

Quantity: 1

Free Shipping Within The USA

Home > Professional Windshield Repair > MagnaPump Standard Windshield Repair Kit

MAGNAPUMP STANDARD WINDSHIELD REPAIR KIT

PRODUCT DESCRIPTION

The Blue Star MagnaPumpTM system includes all the components to perform 25 repairs. The MagnaPumpTM system is

equipped with a Vacuum / Pressure gauge for monitoring the repair process. It includes a portable battery operated UV Lamp

as well as a pit polishing kit.

Kit includes:

1 MagnaPumpTM

25 Adhesive Alignment Seals

25 Pedestals (Resin Chambers)

1 Bottle of UV Quick Cure Resin 

(12 Ml)- 60CPS

1 Bottle of UV Crack Filler Resin 

(12 Ml)- 20CPS

2 Hoses (30 inches)

1 Flow Regulator

1 Cure Guard

1 Carbide Probe

1 UV Curing Lamp (operates with 

batteries or use with lamp adaptor 

e/w cigarette lighter connection

1 UV Lamp Adaptor (connects to UV 

Lamp and cigarette lighter)

4 Penlight Batteries

25 Mylar Squares for pit repairs

1 Bottle of Pit Polish

10 Razor Blades with Holder

1 Instruction Manual / Video

1 Tool Box

MagnaPump Standard Windshield Repair Kit http://bluestar-products.com/magnapumpstandardwindshieldrepairkit.aspx
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Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-7    Filed 05/02/16    Page 2 of 8



ClearVac Standard

Windshield Repair Kit

Part Number: CVS

$337.46

ClearVac/MagnaPump

Re-supply Kit

Part Number: SVR48

$178.13

ClearVac Deluxe

Windshield Repair Kit

Part Number: CVDX

$538.29

MagnaPump Deluxe

Windshield Repair Kit

Part Number: MP50D

$659.76

1 Viewing Mirror

1 Pen Light Flashlight

RELATED PRODUCTS

Home About Us Contact Us Privacy Policy Shopping Cart Check Out

©2016 Blue Star Products  |  Hauppage, New York  |  All Rights Reserved

MagnaPump Standard Windshield Repair Kit http://bluestar-products.com/magnapumpstandardwindshieldrepairkit.aspx
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Perm atex W indshield Repair Kit 09103

Custom ers also viewed these products

W rite a review Q&A By: Perm atex   

Check out these related products

Party & Occasions Crafts Sewing Sewing M achine Accessories

Sold by UnbeatableSale | Return policy

Learn about M arketplace Retailers

W as: $20.67  Save $5.46

$ 21

$8.70 shipping

Quantity: Add to Cart1

Add to Registry Add to List

 Shipping
See delivery options 

 FREE pickup
Not available 

Repair kit.

M ore about this item ...

M aster M anufacturing

Fix-A-Chip Repair Kit-

Arm our Products Glass

Etching Cream , 10 oz.

M aster M anufacturing

Leather & Vinyl...

Cerium  Oxide Super

Polish

M iracle Point Eyeglass

Repair Kit

Tear M ender Fabri

Leather Adhesive,

Permatex Windshield Repair Kit 09103 - Walmart.com http://www.walmart.com/ip/25916087?reviews_limit=10&wmlspartner...

1 of 2 5/2/2016 5:13 PM

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-7    Filed 05/02/16    Page 4 of 8



  





Permatex Windshield Repair Kit 09103 - Walmart.com http://www.walmart.com/ip/25916087?reviews_limit=10&wmlspartner...

2 of 2 5/2/2016 5:13 PM

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-7    Filed 05/02/16    Page 5 of 8



>

PRODUCT LINE

Balkam p

PART #

BK 7651793

FITM ENT W ARRANTY

!
Dow nload

RESERVE ONLINE PRICE

(USD)

$12.69 /Each
0 Available in Store

Qty

1

RESERVE IN STORE

NAPA Auto Parts

62057 27th St

Bend,  OR  97701

(541) 382-2321

Change Store

ONLINE

Not in a
rush... This
product can
be shipped to
you!

W indshield Repair Kit

IM PORTANT INFORM ATION:

OTHER INFORM ATION:

Repairs Cracks / Bullseyes & Star Breaks in W indshield & Headlight Lens, Contains 10 Repairs Per Kit

Buyer's Guide

FEATURES & BENEFITS SPECIFICATIONS

M ORE INFORM ATION

Versachem  W indshield Repair Kit

Windshield Repair Kit BK 7651793 | NAPA Auto Parts http://www.napaonline.com/napa/en/p/BK_7651793/
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Loctite 37613 W indshield Repair

Custom ers also viewed these products

W rite a review Q&A By: Loctite   

Consider these popular produ ts

Auto & Tires Auto Body Auto Repair Tools

Sold by JB Tool Sales | Return policy

Learn about Marketplace Retailers

W as: $12.20  Save $3.40

$ 80

$5.47 shipping

Quantity: Add to Cart1

Add to Registry Add to List

 Shipping
See delivery options 

 FREE pickup
Not available 

Buy Loctite 37613 W indshield Repair with an everyday low price and fast

shipping! JB Tool Sales

M ore about this item ...

Rain-X W indshield

Repair Kit

ITW  Global Brands

09103 W indshield...

M eguiar's ScratchX 2.0 Glass Star Of Am erica

M V24 24 Job...

Perm atex Clear RTV

Silicone Adhesive...

Rain-X Original Gla

Treatm ent, 16 oz

Loctite 37613 Windshield Repair - Walmart.com http://www.walmart.com/ip/48050407?reviews_limit=10&wmlspartner...

1 of 2 5/2/2016 5:14 PM

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-7    Filed 05/02/16    Page 7 of 8



  





Loctite 37613 Windshield Repair - Walmart.com http://www.walmart.com/ip/48050407?reviews_limit=10&wmlspartner...

2 of 2 5/2/2016 5:14 PM

Case 6:12-cv-02273-AA    Document 257-7    Filed 05/02/16    Page 8 of 8



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 6:12-cv-02273-AA 

Response to GlasWeld MSJ 

 

Exhibit 9 
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