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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California held that the phrase
"configured to be mounted in a vehicle" in the preamble of Claim 1 of the ’253 patent is not a claim
limitation. The court concluded that the claim describes a structurally complete invention without the
phrase and that the phrase merely states the intended use of the vehicle event recorder system.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the phrase "configured to be mounted in a vehicle" in the preamble of claim 1 of the '253 patent
is a claim limitation.

HOLDINGS



1. The phrase "configured to be mounted in a vehicle" does not limit the claims because claim 1 describes a
structurally complete invention without that phrase and the phrase merely states the intended use of the
claimed system.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A preamble is not regarded as limiting, however, “when the claim body describes a structurally complete
invention such that deletion of the preamble phrase does not affect the structure or steps of the claimed
invention.””

“Instead, the clause at issue describes the purpose or intended use of the invention—that is, the system is
“configured to be mounted in a vehicle.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Claim 1 of the '253 patent claims a vehicle event recorder system containing components including a camera,
memory, sensors, and a controller. Its preamble states that the system is "configured to be mounted in a vehicle,"
and the parties disputed whether that phrase limited the claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The parties asked the district court for the first time during argument concerning jury instructions to determine
whether the phrase "configured to be mounted in a vehicle" in the preamble of claim 1 of the '253 patent was a
claim limitation. The court held that the phrase was not limiting and issued a corresponding jury instruction.
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