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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Carbon Autonomous
Robotic Systems Inc.’s motion for a preliminary injunction against Laudando & Associates LLC in a
patent infringement action. The court concludes that plaintiff is likely to prove infringement of claim 1
of U.S. Patent No. 12,240,372 by the defendant’s L&Aser Module configured with AgCeption
software. The order also addresses defense counsel’s renewed motion to withdraw.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought a preliminary injunction in a patent-infringement
action, and defense counsel renewed a motion to withdraw. The court
held a hearing and granted both motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction requires a showing of likely success on the
merits, likely irreparable harm absent relief, a balance of equities
favoring the movant, and consistency with the public interest. The
movant bears the burden on each element. At the preliminary-
injunction stage, the accused infringer bears the burden of presenting
evidence supporting invalidity, while the patentee bears the ultimate
burden of showing that the patent is not invalid.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court interlocutory order; precedential status
is not stated in the opinion.

TOPICS



patent infringement injunctions intellectual property equitable relief civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

patent law patent infringement preliminary injunctions patent eligibility attorney withdrawal

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff demonstrated a likelihood of success in proving that the accused product infringes
claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 12,240,372.

2. Whether defendant raised a substantial question that claim 1 of the '372 patent is invalid for anticipation
under 35 U.S.C. § 102.

3. Whether claim 1 of the '372 patent is directed to patent-ineligible subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101.

4. Whether plaintiff established likely irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities, and a public
interest supporting a preliminary injunction.

5. Whether defense counsel demonstrated good cause to withdraw from representing the corporate
defendant.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff demonstrated that it will likely prove that the accused product practices every element of claim
1 of the '372 patent and therefore will likely prove infringement.

2. Plaintiff showed that defendant was unlikely to establish by clear and convincing evidence at trial that
claim 1 of the '372 patent was anticipated by the Nadimi paper.

3. Claim 1 of the '372 patent was not shown to be directed to an abstract idea and was therefore likely
patent-eligible on the record before the court.

4. Plaintiff satisfied the requirements for a preliminary injunction because it showed likely success on the
merits, likely irreparable harm, a balance of equities favoring relief, and a public interest at least slightly
favoring enforcement of valid patent rights.

5. Defense counsel demonstrated good cause to withdraw because the corporate defendant materially
breached its fee agreement, consented to withdrawal, and was warned of the consequences of proceeding
without counsel.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The proper legal standard for preliminary injunctive relief requires a party to demonstrate ‘that he is likely
to succeed on the merits, that he is likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of preliminary relief, that
the balance of equities tips in his favor, and that an injunction is in the public interest.’” (at 4)

“A patent is invalid for anticipation if a single prior art reference discloses each and every limitation of the
claimed invention.” (at 18)

“corporations and other entities may appear only through an attorney; an unrepresented entity cannot file
any pleadings, make or oppose any motions, or present any evidence to contest liability.” (at 33)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carbon developed and sold LaserWeeder systems using cameras, computer-vision software, lighting, and lasers
to identify and destroy weeds. Laudando announced a competing laser-based weeding product called the
L&Aser Module, configured with AgCeption software, which had not yet shipped but was being prepared for
launch. Plaintiff's expert concluded from photographs, promotional materials, specifications, and related
materials that the accused product practiced every limitation of claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 12,240,372. The court
also relied on evidence that the relevant market was a two-player market and that defendant was in a precarious
financial position.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Carbon Autonomous Robotic Systems Inc. filed a patent-infringement action against Laudando & Associates
LLC concerning the L&Aser Module configured with AgCeption software. Plaintiff moved for a preliminary
injunction on April 8, 2025; defendant opposed, and plaintiff replied. After a May 20, 2025 hearing, the court
granted the injunction, declined to require a bond, and granted defense counsel's renewed motion to withdraw
subject to compliance with a sealing order and related conditions.
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