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 Plaintiff, American Aero Craft, Inc. (“AAC”), and Defendants, Hydro Technologies 

Corporation and HTC America, Inc. (“HTC”), pursuant to Local Rule hereby submit a short and 

concise statement of the case by each party in this action.   

1. Short and Concise Statement of the Case by Each Party in the Action: 

A. Plaintiff: 

American Aero Craft, Inc. or AAC alleges that HTC’s personal watercraft (PWC), namely 

the SeaRider models equipped with HTC’s Off Throttle Assisted Steering (OTAS) system (the 

“Accused Products”) infringe claims 15-17 and 19 of U.S. Patent No. 6,789,345 (issued May 5, 

2003) (“the ‘345 Patent”) and claims 13, 15, 17, 19, 25 and 30 of U.S. Patent No. 6,567,999 (issued 

September 15, 2004 (“the ‘999 Patent”).  The Asserted Patents ‘345 and ‘999 cover fundamental 

steering technology, including throttle reapplication for obstacle avoidance on a PWC.   

AAC alleges HTC’s infringement of the claims is willful based on the following:  

1. HTC was aware of the Asserted Patents shortly after each one issued, and did not 

approach AAC about taking a license;  

2. HTC sent a representative to view a demonstration of the AAC steering technology 

before each issued;  

3. HTC tried to purchase the Asserted Patents from AAC in 2011 through an intermediary; 

4. AAC’s Asserted Patents were granted by the USPTO over HTC’s jet boat low-speed 

steering technology that the PTO previously considered; and  
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5. HTC transitioned the entire SeaRider PWC product line in 2009 to the OTAS technology 

(the “Accused Products”).    

AAC seeks a reasonable royalty adequate to compensate for the infringement by HTC.   

B. Defendants: 

HTC denies all liability and that it’s SeaRider’s Off Throttle Assisted Steering (OTAS) 

system does not infringe.  HTC contends it’s SeaRider steering mechanism uses sophisticated 

computer technology different from AAC’s simple mechanical system described in the patents-in-

suit.  Specifically, OTAS does not provide thrust when the rider releases the throttle or turns the 

handlebar, and OTAS does not provide any level of “steerable thrust” in all off-throttle situations.  

Additionally, OTAS does not have a “magnet and a proximity switch rotationally independent of 

the magnet,” as required by certain dependent claims.       

HTC alleges the patents-in-suit are invalid based on the following:  

1. The patents-in-suit are anticipated by the Honda ‘938 and the Saab ‘809 patents, as well 

as noted in the Society of Automotive Engineering’s 1997 Interim and Final Reports;   

2. The patents-in-suit are obvious because a person of ordinary skill in the art would have 

been motivated to combine the references teaching throttle reapplication with prior art 

PWCs;  

3. The patents-in-suit lack written description, are not enabled and are indefinite.   

HTC alleges that AAC’s claims are barred by laches because AAC delayed bringing the 

suit by more than 10 years, giving rise to a presumption of laches. 

HTC further contends all sales of SeaRider PWCs sold before April 2014 should be 

precluded because AAC’s sole licensee did not mark its commercialized products for more than 

10 years.    

 

  


