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FEDERAL CIRCUIT PATENT LAW CASE UPDATE 

Lighting World, Inc. v. Birchwood Lighting, Inc., 03-1534 (Fed. Cir. Sept. 3, 2004) (Bryson, J.) 

Disagreeing with the district court’s claim construction, the court reversed non-infringement summary 
judgment determinations by the district court that Birchwood did not literally infringe two of Lighting 
World’s patents for fluorescent lighting fixtures.  The court, however, affirmed judgment against Lighting 
World for its DOE infringement assertion.  For one patent, the district court incorrectly treated the claim 
term “connector assembly” under § 112 ¶6 without the traditional indicia for such treatment.  For the other, it 
overly narrowed the construction by construing the term “lamp support” to require support from below. 

Lighting World owns U.S. Pat. Nos. 5,448,460 
and 5,221,139, “both of which are directed to 
commercial lighting fixtures,” and relate to 
fluorescent fixtures with a plurality of connected 
support members.  It sued Birchwood, alleging 
infringement by Birchwood’s Sidney model light.  
After granting summary judgment of no literal 
infringement, the district court granted judgment 
to Birchwood after Lightning World presented its 
case-in-chief:  there was no infringement under 
the DOE. 

According to the district court: 

Lighting World had not put forth evidence 
that a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would regard the Birchwood device as 
equivalent to the inventions claimed in 
either of the two patents 

The court upheld this ruling because the “defect in 
Lighting World’s case was its failure to present 
evidence regarding the perspective of one of skill 
in the art, and there is no suggestion that its failure 
in that respect was the result of any error in the 
court’s claim construction.” 

The court, however, found error in the claim 
construction of both patents.  First, the district 
court applied § 112 ¶6 treatment to the limitation 
“connector assembly” in the ’460 patent.  The 
word “means” was not present, and, according to 
the court, Birchwood did not rebut the 
presumption associated with that word for 
§ 112 ¶6 treatment.  The district court erred by 
embracing such treatment due to its concern that 
otherwise the claim term “would cover every 
conceivable structure that could connect two 
elements and pivot.”  The court also noted that 
dictionaries might help “determine if a disputed 

term has achieved recognition as a noun denoting 
structure.”  Finally, it distinguished Mas-Hamilton 
Group v. LaGard, Inc., 156 F.3d 1206 (Fed. Cir. 
1998), a case it called “exceptional” because it 
showed the unusual event of a claim term 
receiving § 112 ¶6 treatment without the word 
“means.” 

The term at issue in the second patent was: 

a plurality of lamp supports mounted on 
the upper surface of said support member 
for engaging and supporting said 
fluorescent lamps adjacent their non-
socket ends . . . 

The [district] court ruled that the claimed 
lamp supports were limited to those 
providing support from below, i.e., those 
that would work only if the lamps were 
oriented toward the ceiling and that would 
support the lamp against falling down into 
the socket end of an adjacent lamp. 

The court found the district court’s approach 
overly limiting.  The plain language of the claim 
did not have the limitation that support be only 
from below.  Given the specification, there was no 
reason to read in this limitation. 


