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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

AMERICAN AXLE & MANUFACTURING
INC,,

Plaintiff, C.A. No. 15-1168-GBW

V.

NEAPCO HOLDINGS LLC and NEAPCO

DRIVELINES LLC, Redacted - Public Version

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM ORDER

Plaintiff American Axle & Manufacturing, Inc. (“American Axle”) filed suit against
Defendants Neapco Holdings LLC and Neapco Drivelines LLC (collectively, “Neapco™) alleging
infringement of United States Patent Nos. 7,774,911 (“the 911 patent™), 8,176,613 (“the ’613
patent™), and 8,528,180 (“the *180 patent™). D.I. 1. After multiple visits to the United States Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, a petition for certiorari—along with several accompanying
amicus briefs—to the United States Supreme Court, a denial of that petition, and the eventual
remand back to this Court, only the 911 patent remains at issue.! The *911 patent generally relates
to a method of manufacturing a driveshaft for automobiles that vibrates less and reduces noise.

Pending before the Court are the parties’ cross-motions for summary judgment on the
validity of claim 1 of the 911 patent and its dependent claims for failing to claim patent eligible
subject matter pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 101. See D.I. 255; 260. Also pending before the Court are
American Axle’s motion for summary judgment on, inter alia, no invalidity pursuant to 35 U.S.C.

§ 102, see D.I. 260, and Neapco’s motion for summary judgment on, inter alia, non-infringement

! The Court writes for the benefit of the parties and assumes their familiarity with this action. For
an overview of the proceedings to date, see D.I. 256 at 3-7 and D.I. 262 at 1-3.
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making “credibility determinations and weigh[ing] conflicting evidence.”). For example,
American Axle identified that, contrary to Neapco’s position that “none of the accused 31xx
propshafts ever experienced any shell mode vibration problems,” see D.I. 256 at 31 (emphasis in
original), |
|
I - D.1. 279 at 20-21 (citing D.I. 263, Ex. 28); compare D.1. 273 { 8,

with D.I. 278 § 8. Similarly, although Neapco contends that it “did not configure its liners to match
any frequency in order to dampen shell mode vibrations,” see D.I. 273 § 10, at a minimum, the
present record raises a genuine dispute of whether Neapco knew prior to manufacturing the
accused propshafts that the liners matched relevant propshaft frequencies. See D.I. 278 Y 10, 13.
The parties also dispute whether American Axle’s testing of Neapco’s accused propshafts, which
were performed on a bench with the propshafts clamped to a bedplate in a pinned-pinned condition,
is the same as the conditions for propshafts “as installed in the driveline system” of a vehicle as
recited by claim 1 of the 911 patent. See D.I. 279 at 21-24; compare D.1. 278 99 27-31, with D.1.
294 99 27-31.

As such, there exist genuine disputes of material fact regarding whether Neapco “controlled
characteristics” to match a relevant shell or bending mode frequencies for the accused propshafts.
Additionally, there exist genuine disputes of material fact related to the testing conditions of
American Axle’s bench testing and whether these tests are comparable to the conditions for testing
propshafts “as installed in the driveline system” of a vehicle as recited by claim 1 of the 911
patent. Because the Court cannot supplant the role of the jury in weighing this evidence, summary
judgment of non-infringement of the 911 patent is denied. See Reeves, 530 U.S. at 150 (“[I]n

entertaining a motion for judgment as a matter of law, the court should review all of the evidence
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applicable standards, the Court will unseal the entire Order
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