
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN  

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 

 

IN RE NEO WIRELESS, LLC  

PATENT LITIG. 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

 

 

2:22-MD-03034-TGB 

 

HON. TERRENCE G. BERG 

 

 

NEO WIRELESS, LLC, 

 

  Plaintiff, 

 

   v. 

 

AMERICAN HONDA MOTOR 

CO., INC. & HONDA 

DEVELOPMENT & 

MANUFACTURING OF 

AMERICA, LLC, 

 

  Defendants. 

 

 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

 

2:22-CV-11403-TGB 

 

 

 

HON. TERRENCE G. BERG 

 

 

  

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

   

NEO WIRELESS, LLC, 

 

  Plaintiff, 

 

   v. 

 

NISSAN NORTH AMERICA 

INC. & NISSAN MOTOR 

ACCEPTANCE CORPORATION 

a/k/a NISSAN MOTOR 

ACCEPTANCE COMPANY 

LLC, 

  Defendants. 

 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

                2:22-CV-11405-TGB 

 

 

 

 

HON. TERRENCE G. BERG 

 

 

  

            JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
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PLAINTIFF NEO WIRELESS, LLC’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS 

HONDA AND NISSAN’S MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S CLAIMS 

OF WILLFUL AND INDUCED PATENT INFRINGEMENT 
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