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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

Civil Action Number:  
 
ELECTRONIC SOLUTIONS, INC. a Colorado corporation,  
HUNTER DOUGLAS, INC., a Delaware corporation, and  
DRAPER, INC., an Indiana corporation, 
 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
MECHOSHADE SYSTEMS, INC., a New York corporation, 
 
 Defendants. 

COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs, by and through its undersigned attorneys, states their Complaint as follows: 

I.   PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff Electronic Solutions, Inc. (“ESI”) is a Colorado Corporation, owned by 

Hunter Douglas Corporation, with its principle place of business at 1355 Horizon Avenue, 

Lafayette Colorado 80026.   

2. Plaintiff Hunter Douglas, Inc. (“Hunter Douglas”) is a Delaware corporation with 

its principle place of business at 2 Park Way, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey 07458. 

3. Plaintiff Draper, Inc. (“Draper”) is an Indiana Corporation with its principal place 

of business located at 411 South Pearl St., Spiceland Indiana 47385.   (All three Plaintiffs will be 

referred to collectively as “Plaintiffs.”) 
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4. Defendant MechoShade Systems, Inc. (“MechoShade”) is a New York 

Corporation with its principal place of business located at 4203 35th St., Long Island City, New 

York 11101. 

II.   JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, Title 35, United 

States Code.  Jurisdiction is invoked pursuant to 28.U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1338(a) and the Federal 

Declaratory Judgment Act, 28.U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202 for a declaratory judgment of non-

infringement and invalidity of United States Patent No. 7,417,397.  A copy of the `397 Patent is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

6. This action is based upon an actual and continuing controversy between the 

parties with respect to the non-infringement validity of the `397 Patent.   

7. This Court has general personal jurisdiction over MechoShade based upon its 

contacts with the State of Colorado, the maintenance of distributors of its products in Colorado, 

and its operations at 1054 Kane Dr., Longmont, Colorado 80501.   

8. Specific jurisdiction also exists over MechoShade because it was knowingly 

complicit in, or directly participated in, the alleged activities in the State of Colorado and this 

judicial district. 

9. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391 and 1400 because 

MechoShade committed the alleged unlawful acts in this district. 
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III.   FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. The Parties 

10. Plaintiff Electronic Solutions, Inc. is in the business of inter alia, designing, 

manufacturing and selling intelligent motor controls for motorized products.  ESI pioneered 

motor control technology with an array of versatile products for motorized window coverings, 

projection screens, retractable awnings, rolling shutters and exterior solar protection products.  

ESI controls provide simple and scalable integration into automation systems, offering flexible 

control of virtually any motorized product- on projects of any size.  ESI is based in Lafayette, 

Colorado, and is a subsidiary of Plaintiff Hunter Douglas. 

11. Plaintiff Hunter Douglas is headquartered in Upper Saddle River, New Jersey, 

and is the leading manufacturer of custom-made window fashions in North America.  For more 

than 60 years, Hunter Douglas has been manufacturing and selling home and commercial 

window coverings including the groundbreaking energy energy-efficient Duette® honeycomb 

shades—the first product of its kind—in response to the energy crisis of the late 1970s.  More 

recently, Hunter Douglas introduced the latest generation of honeycomb shades—the Duette® 

Architella® Collection—which offer superior energy efficiency thanks to their patented 

honeycomb-within-a-honeycomb construction.  With the introduction of products like Duette® 

honeycomb shades, Silhouette® and Pirouette® window shadings, and Luminette® Privacy 

Sheers, Hunter Douglas is focused on quality and stylish window coverings that also make 

homes more energy efficient. 

12. Plaintiff Draper, Inc. is a 108 year old family owned company based in Spiceland, 

Indiana, primarily in the business of projection screens, lifts and mounts, gym and athletic 
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equipment, and window shades.  Draper is known for its expertise in retractable mounts and 

motors for the lowering and lifting of the items mentioned, such as screens and window shades. 

13. Defendant MechoShade is a company that offers manual, motorized, and 

automated solar shading and room darkening and has done so for over thirty years. 

B. Plaintiff’s Products 

14. ESI manufactures a motor control system and associated software system that it 

sells and offers to sell to a variety of customers, including Draper and Hunter Douglas.  

Specifically, ESI specializes in the manufacture of electrical motor control units and software 

that assist in the raising, lowering, and placement of window and solar shades for commercial 

and home use.  These control units and software control motors that are affixed, attached, or 

connected to the window shades themselves.  Hunter Douglas and Draper are customers of ESI 

and incorporate ESI’s motor control units into various products, including Draper’s “SolarFlex” 

product.  Those units are aided by the use of a specific software designed and manufactured by 

ESI, called Pilot RQ.   

15. The Pilot RQ is a software and hardware system that can remotely control 

motorized window shades to best position the shades to take into account, among other things, 

the position of the sun in relation to a particular building.  

16. Draper’s SolarFlex product is designed and used to help companies decrease their 

energy usage, while maintaining an efficient lighting solution. 

C. The Accusation of Infringement And Contact With Plaintiffs’ Customers 

17. On or about August 25, 2010, MechoShade’s president Joel Berman, contacted 

Draper via telephone regarding Drapers’ SolarFlex product. 
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18. Mr. Berman discussed MechoShade’s `397 Patent.  He indicated that if Draper’s 

product performed in a manner consistent with the literature on Draper’s web-site, then Draper’s 

SolarFlex product infringes the ‘397 Patent.    

19. Next, on or about September 21, 2010, MechoShade, again through Mr. Berman, 

contacted ESI via telephone regarding the `397 Patent. 

20. Similar to his demands made to Draper, Mr. Berman accused certain of ESI’s 

motor control units and associated Pilot RQ software of infringing the `397 Patent and demanded 

that ESI stop offering and selling the product to Draper and all other customers.   

21. During this same telephone call to ESI, Mr. Berman made the similar accusations 

as he did to Draper regarding ESI’s customers and their alleged infringement of the `397 Patent 

and indicated that they would be sued if those customers purchased the product.  Mr. Berman 

specifically referenced Hunter Douglas and questioned the relationship between ESI and Hunter 

Douglas.  Mr. Berman further conveyed his understanding of the claims of the `397 Patent that 

any company that automatically adjusts window coverings based on the position of the sun would 

violate the ‘397 Patent.  ESI’s representatives explained that neither ESI nor its customers infringe 

the ‘397 Patent.  ESI refused to cease offering its product and the parties agreed that the next step 

would be litigation. 

22. Sometime after reaching out to Draper and ESI regarding MechoShade’s 

allegations of infringement of the `397 Patent by Draper and ESI, Mr. Berman and MechoShade 

purposefully and intentionally contacted customers and potential customers of ESI and/or Draper 

regarding the same. 
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23. MechoShade specifically sent or caused to be sent, letters to these actual and 

potential customers threatening them with legal action if they were to purchase and install 

Drapers’ SolarFlex product due to the alleged infringement of MechoShade’s `397 Patent. 

24. As a result of MechoShade’s actions, Plaintiffs’ have a real and legitimate 

apprehension that MechoShade intends to file suit against them for patent infringement. 

IV.  CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Declaration of Non-Infringement of United States Patent No. 7,417,397)  

25. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate paragraphs 1 through 24 as if fully set forth herein. 

26. MechoShade alleges that Plaintiffs infringe the claims of the `397 Patent.  

Plaintiffs contend that they do not, have not, and will not infringe, either directly, or indirectly, 

any valid and/or enforceable claim of the `397 Patent, either literally or under the doctrine of 

equivalents. 

27. An actual and justiciable controversy exists between Plaintiffs and MechoShade 

regarding the non-infringement of the `397 Patent. 

28. Plaintiffs are entitled to a declaratory judgment that they have not and do not 

directly or indirectly infringe any valid enforceable claim of the `397 Patent, either literally or 

under the doctrine of equivalents. 

29. This is an exceptional case entitling Plaintiffs to an award of attorneys’ fees 

incurred in connection with this action under 35 U.S.C. § 285. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Declaration of Patent Invalidity of United States Patent No. 7,417,397 Under 35 U.S.C. 

§§ 101, 102, 103 and/or 112) 

30. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate paragraphs 1 through 29 as if fully set forth herein. 
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31. The claims of the `397 Patent are invalid for failure to meet the conditions of 

patentability set forth in 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 102, 103 and/or 112. 

32. An actual and justiciable controversy exists between Plaintiffs and MechoShade 

regarding the validity of the `397 Patent. 

33. Plaintiffs are entitled to a declaratory judgment that the claims of the `397 Patent 

are invalid. 

34. This is an exceptional case entitling Plaintiffs to an award of attorneys’ fees 

incurred in connection with this action under 35 U.S.C. § 285. 

IV.   PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE Plaintiffs request that this Court enter judgment in its favor granting the 

following relief: 

1. Declaring that Plaintiffs have not and are not infringing any claim of the ‘397 

Patent; 

2. Declaring that the `397 Patent is invalid and/or unenforceable; 

3. Awarding Plaintiffs their costs, attorneys’ fees, and expenses incurred in this 

matter; 

4. Awarding Plaintiffs such other and further relief as this Court deems just and 

proper. 
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 Respectfully submitted this 10th day of November, 2010. 

s/ Gregory S. Tamkin  
Gregory S. Tamkin 
Evan M. Rothstein 
DORSEY & WHITNEY LLP 
370 17th Street, Suite 4700 
Denver, CO 80202-5647 
Telephone: (303) 629-3400 
E-mail: tamkin.gregory@dorsey.com 
E-mail: rothstein.evan@dorsey.com 
 
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS 
ELECTRONIC SOLUTIONS, INC.,  
HUNTER DOUGLAS, INC., AND DRAPER, INC., 

 
Plaintiffs: 
 
Electronic Solutions, Inc. 
1355 Horizon Avenue 
Lafayette, Colorado 80026 
 
Hunter Douglas, Inc. 
2 Park Way 
Upper Saddle River, New Jersey 07458 
 
Draper, Inc. 
411 South Pearl St. 
Spiceland, Indiana 47385 
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