
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

 

ROBERT BOSCH LLC,  
    
   
                        Plaintiff,        

           
                    v.       
       
TRICO PRODUCTS CORPORATION, AND 
TRICO PRODUCTS,     
       
  Defendants. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
Case No. 12 CV 437 
 
Judge John F. Grady 
 

  Magistrate Judge Maria Valdez 

 
 

 
TRICO PRODUCTS CORPORATION,  
    
   
                       Counter-Plaintiff,       

            
                    v.       
       
ROBERT BOSCH LLC, AND  
ROBERT BOSCH GmbH,     
       
  Counter-Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 

 

SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff Robert Bosch LLC (“Plaintiff”), through its attorneys, for its second amended 

complaint against defendants Trico Products Corporation and Trico Products (collectively 

“Defendants” or “Trico”), avers as follows: 

1. This action arises under the patent laws of the United States, Title 35 of the 

United States Code (for example, §§ 271, 281, 283, 284 and 285) as hereinafter more fully 

appears.  This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of the action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 1331 and 1338. 
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COUNT ONE – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,530,111 

2. On March 11, 2003, United States Patent No. 6,530,111 (“the ’111 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit A) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’111 patent. 

3. Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the ’111 patent directly and 

indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling windshield wiper blades 

such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, 

TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, and Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless enjoined by this 

Court. 

4. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’111 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

5. Defendants have knowledge of the ’111 patent and that the Accused Products 

named in ¶ 3, when used with “top lock” (or “pinch tab”) wiper arms, directly infringe the ’111 

patent.   

6. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’111 patent by advertising the infringing use in their promotional materials, and by 

instructing purchasers to infringe by posting installation videos on their website and including 

installation instructions with the Accused Products named in ¶ 3 that show how to install the 

same on a “top lock” wiper arm.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and deliberate. 

7. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 3 with a “top lock” wiper arm would infringe the ’111 patent. 
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8. The Accused Products named in ¶ 3 form a material component of the claimed 

invention of the ’111 patent. 

9. The Accused Products named in ¶ 3 include adapters that are intended to be used 

with a “top lock” wiper arm and are configured to do so. 

10. The Accused Products named in ¶ 3 with the associated “top lock” connector are 

not staple articles or commodities of commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

11. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT TWO – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,553,607 

12. On April 29, 2003, United States Patent No. 6,553,607 (“the ’607 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit B) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’607 patent. 

13. Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the ’607 patent directly and 

indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling windshield wiper blades 

such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, 

TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, and Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless enjoined by this 

Court. 

14. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’607 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

15. Defendants have knowledge of the ’607 patent and that the Accused Products 

named in ¶ 13, when used with “side lock” (alternatively referred to as “side pin”) wiper arms, 

directly infringe the ’607 patent.   

Case: 1:12-cv-00437 Document #: 158 Filed: 03/03/14 Page 3 of 91 PageID #:3435



- 4 - 

16. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’607 patent by advertising the infringing use in their promotional materials, and by 

instructing purchasers to infringe by posting installation videos on their website and including 

installation instructions with the Accused Products named in ¶ 13 that show how to install the 

same on a “side lock” wiper arm.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and 

deliberate. 

17. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 13 with a “side lock” wiper arm would infringe the ’607 patent. 

18. The Accused Products named in ¶ 13 form a material component of the claimed 

invention of the ’607 patent. 

19. The Accused Products named in ¶ 13 include adapters that are intended to be used 

with a “side lock” wiper arm and are configured to do so. 

20. The Accused Products named in ¶ 13 with the associated “side lock” connector 

are not staple articles or commodities of commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

21. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT THREE – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6, 611,988 

22. On September 2, 2003, United States Patent No. 6,611,988 (“the ’988 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit C) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’988 patent. 

23. Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the ’988 patent directly and 

indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling windshield wiper blades, 

Case: 1:12-cv-00437 Document #: 158 Filed: 03/03/14 Page 4 of 91 PageID #:3436



- 5 - 

such as the TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO ExactFit Beam, TRICO Force, TRICO Onyx, 

TRICO Ice, and Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless enjoined by this Court. 

24. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’988 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

25. Defendants have knowledge of the ’988 patent and such infringement is and 

continues to be willful and deliberate. 

26. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 23 

equipped with side lock connectors or adaptors directly infringes the ’988 patent. 

27. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’988 patent by making available the Accused Products named in ¶ 23 with side lock 

connectors or adaptors, advertising the infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing 

purchasers to infringe by posting installation videos on their website, and including installation 

instructions with the Accused Products named in ¶ 23.  Such infringement is and continues to be 

willful and deliberate. 

28. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the 

Accused Products named in ¶ 23 with side lock connectors or adaptors directly infringes the ’988 

patent. 

29. The Accused Products named in ¶ 23 equipped with side lock connectors or 

adaptors are not staple articles or commodities of commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

30. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 
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COUNT FOUR – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,675,434 

31. On January 13, 2004, United States Patent No. 6,675,434 (“the ’434 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit D) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’434 patent. 

32. Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the ’434 patent directly and 

indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling windshield wiper blades, 

such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, 

TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, MO-22A, and Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless 

enjoined by this Court. 

33. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’434 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

34. Defendants have knowledge of the ’434 patent and such infringement is and 

continues to be willful and deliberate. 

35. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 32 

directly infringes the ’434 patent. 

36. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’434 patent by making available the Accused Products named in ¶ 32, advertising the 

infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing purchasers to infringe by posting 

installation videos on their website, and including installation instructions with the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 32.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and deliberate. 
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37. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the 

Accused Products named in ¶ 32 directly infringes the ’434 patent. 

38. The Accused Products named in ¶ 32 are not staple articles or commodities of 

commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

39. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT FIVE – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,836,926 

40. On January 4, 2005, United States Patent No. 6,836,926 (“the ’926 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit E) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’926 patent. 

41. Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the ’926 patent directly and 

indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling windshield wiper blades, 

such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, 

TRICO Teflon Shield, TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, MO-22A, and Duralast Flex, and will continue 

to do so unless enjoined by this Court. 

42. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’926 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

43. Defendants have knowledge of the ’926 patent and such infringement is and 

continues to be willful and deliberate. 

44. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 41 

directly infringes the ’926 patent. 
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45. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’926 patent by making available the Accused Products named in ¶ 41, advertising the 

infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing purchasers to infringe by posting 

installation videos on their website, and including installation instructions with the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 41.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and deliberate. 

46. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the 

Accused Products named in ¶ 41 directly infringes the ’926 patent. 

47. The Accused Products named in ¶ 41 are not staple articles or commodities of 

commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

48. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT SIX – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,973,698 

49. On December 13, 2005, United States Patent No. 6,973,698 (“the ’698 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit F) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’698 patent. 

50. On information and belief, Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the 

’698 patent directly and indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling 

windshield wiper blades, such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO 

Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, TRICO Teflon Shield, TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, MO-22A, and 

Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless enjoined by this Court. 
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51. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’698 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

52. Defendants have knowledge of the ’698 patent and such infringement is and 

continues to be willful and deliberate. 

53. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 50 

directly infringes the ’698 patent. 

54. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’698 patent by making available the Accused Products named in ¶ 50, advertising the 

infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing purchasers to infringe by posting 

installation videos on their website, and including installation instructions with the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 50.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and deliberate. 

55. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the 

Accused Products named in ¶ 50 directly infringes the ’698 patent. 

56. The Accused Products named in ¶ 50 are not staple articles or commodities of 

commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

57. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT SEVEN – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,944,905 

58. On September 20, 2005, United States Patent No. 6,944,905 (“the ’905 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit G) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’905 patent. 
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59. On information and belief, Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the 

’905 patent directly and indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling 

windshield wiper blades, such as the Duralast Flex, and will continue to do so unless enjoined by 

this Court. 

60. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’905 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

61. Defendants have knowledge of the ’905 patent and such infringement is and 

continues to be willful and deliberate.   

62. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 59 

directly infringes the ’905 patent. 

63. On information and belief, Defendants have contributed to and induced 

infringement of the ’905 patent by making available the Accused Product named in ¶ 59, 

advertising the infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing purchasers to infringe by 

posting installation videos on their website, and including installation instructions with the 

Accused Product named in ¶ 59.  Such infringement is willful and deliberate. 

64. On information and belief, Defendants made such advertisements and provided 

such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the Accused Product named in ¶ 59 

directly infringes the ’905 patent. 

65. The Accused Product named in ¶ 59 is not a staple article or commodity of 

commerce and has no non-infringing uses. 

66. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 
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COUNT EIGHT – INFRINGEMENT OF U.S. PATENT NO. 6,292,974 

67. On September 25, 2001, United States Patent No. 6,292,974 (“the ’974 patent,” 

attached as Exhibit H) was duly and legally issued for an invention in a windshield wiper blade.  

Plaintiff is the owner of the ’974 patent. 

68. On information and belief, Defendants have infringed and are still infringing the 

’974 patent directly and indirectly by making, importing, offering for sale, using and/or selling 

windshield wiper blades, such as the TRICO NeoForm, TRICO Flex, TRICO Tech, TRICO 

Force, TRICO ExactFit Beam, TRICO Onyx, TRICO Ice, MO-22A, and Duralast Flex, and will 

continue to do so unless enjoined by this Court. 

69. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law against Defendants’ infringement and, 

unless Defendants are enjoined from their infringement of the ’974 patent, Plaintiff will suffer 

irreparable harm. 

70. Defendants have knowledge of the ’974 patent and such infringement has been 

and continues to be willful and deliberate. 

71. Defendants also have knowledge that use of the Accused Products named in ¶ 68 

directly infringes the ’974 patent. 

72. On information and belief, Defendants contribute to and induce infringement of 

the ’974 patent by making available the Accused Products named in ¶ 68, advertising the 

infringing use in their promotional materials, instructing purchasers to infringe by posting 

installation videos on their website, and including installation instructions with the Accused 

Products named in ¶ 68.  Such infringement is and continues to be willful and deliberate. 
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73. On information and belief, Defendants made and continue to make such 

advertisements and provide such instructions with the knowledge and intent that use of the 

Accused Products named in ¶ 68 directly infringes the ’974 patent. 

74. The Accused Products named in ¶ 68 are not staple articles or commodities of 

commerce and have no non-infringing uses. 

75. As a result of Defendants’ acts of infringement, Plaintiff has suffered and will 

continue to suffer damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

WILLFULNESS 

76. The acts of infringement set forth above have occurred with full knowledge of the 

’111, ’607, ’988, ’434, ’926, ’698, ’905, and ’974 patents and have been willful and deliberate, 

making this case exceptional within the meaning of the United States patent laws. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands following relief: 

  A.  A judgment in favor of Plaintiff that Defendants have infringed, directly 

and indirectly, by way of inducement and/or contributory infringement, the ’111, ’607, ’988, 

’434, ’926, ’698, ’905, and ’974 patents; 

  B.  A permanent injunction, enjoining Defendants and their officers, directors, 

agents, servants, employees, affiliates, divisions, branches, subsidiaries, parents, and all others 

acting in concert or privity with any of them from infringing, inducing the infringement of, or 

contributing to the infringement of the aforementioned patents; 

  C. An award to Plaintiff of the damages to which it is entitled under at least 

35 U.S.C. § 284 for Defendants’ past infringement and any continuing or future infringement, 

including both compensatory damages and treble damages for willful infringement; 
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  D. A judgment and order requiring Defendants to pay the costs of this action 

(including all disbursements), as well as attorneys’ fees as provided by 35 U.S.C. § 285; 

  E. An award to Plaintiff of pre-judgment and post-judgment interest on its 

damages; and 

  F. Such other further relief in law or equity to which Plaintiff may be justly 

entitled. 

JURY DEMAND 

 Plaintiff demands a trial by jury. 

 

Dated:  March 3, 2014 Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 

  /s/  William P. Oberhardt  
 
William P. Oberhardt 
WILLIAM P. OBERHARDT, LLC 
70 West Madison St., Suite 2100 
Chicago, IL 60602 
Tel.: 312-251-1100 
Fax: 312-251-1175 
Atty. Reg. No. 3122407 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 
Robert Bosch LLC 
 
OF COUNSEL: 
Mark A. Hannemann 
Jeffrey S. Ginsberg 
Rose Cordero Prey 
Ksenia Takhistova 
KENYON & KENYON LLP 
One Broadway 
New York, NY 10004 
Tel.: (212) 425-7200 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on March 3, 2014, the foregoing Second Amended Complaint (with 

Exhibits A–H) was filed electronically with the Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system, to be 

served by operation of the Court’s electronic filing system upon all counsel of record. 

 

 

  /s/  Ksenia Takhistova  
 
Ksenia Takhistova 
KENYON & KENYON LLP 
One Broadway 
New York, NY 10004 
Tel.: (212) 425-7200 
 
Attorney for Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant 
Robert Bosch LLC 
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US 6,836,926 Bl 
1 

WIPER BLADE FOR WINDSHIELDS, 
ESPECIALLY AUTOMOBILE WINDSHIELDS, 

AND METHOD FOR THE PRODUCTION 
THEREOF 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

2 
SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

In wiper blades of the present invention, the support 
element should assure a predetermined distribution of the 
wiper blade pressing force-often also called pressure
applied by the wiper arm against the window, over the entire 
wiping zone that the wiper blade sweeps across. Through an 
appropriate curvature of the unstressed support element
i.e. when the wiper blade is not resting against the window
the ends of the wiper strip, which is placed completely 
against the window during the operation of the wiper blade, 
are loaded in the direction of the window by the support 
element, which is then under stress, even when the curvature 
radii of spherically curved vehicle windows change in every 
wiper blade position. The curvature of the wiper blade must 
therefore be slightly sharper than the sharpest curvature 
measured in the wiping zone of the window to be wiped. The 
support element thus replaces the costly support bracket 
design that has two spring strips disposed in the wiper strip, 
which is the kind used in conventional wiper blades (DE-OS 
15 05 357). 

The wiper blade according to the invention, with the 
features of the main claim, has the advantage of an entirely 
favorable wiping quality because among other things, a 
rattling of the wiper blade across the window-the so-called 
slip-stick effect-is prevented. This results from the knowl
edge that for the slip-stick effect, attention must be paid 
particularly to the lateral deflection angle and less so to the 
absolute lag, i.e. the absolute deflection of the tips under 

10 stress. It is therefore advantageous if the wiper blade is 
designed so that the lateral deflection of the ends of the 
wiper blades, which lag behind during operation, does not 
exceed a lateral deflection angle of a particular magnitude. 
From the quantity discovered for this angle, important 

15 parameters can then be derived for the wiper blade, which 
have a simple relation to one another and which, in this 
relation, should not exceed an upper limit of 0.009. With the 
aid of this relation and the upper limit indicated, cross 
sectional profiles for the support element can be very simply 

20 determined, which then produce a favorable wiping result. 
In particular, wiper blades with a constant cross section over 
their lengths are particularly easy to produce in this manner. 

The invention is based on a wiper blade as generically 
defined by the independent claims. In a known wiper blade 

Advantageous improvements and embodiments of the 

25 
wiper blade according to the invention are possible by 
means of the measures disclosed in the remaining claims. 

of this type (DE-PS 12 47 161), a number of embodiments 
of the support elements are provided as a solution to the 
problem of producing the most uniform possible pressure 
load of the wiper blade over its entire length against a fiat 
window. 

The wiping quality increases further if the proportion of 
the product of the contact force and the square of the length 
to the product of 48 times the elasticity modulus of the 

30 support element and the I= moment of inertia does not 
exceed an upper limit of 0.005. 

Particularly useful cross sectional profiles are rectangular 
in design and have an essentially constant width and an 
essentially constant thickness over the length of the wiper 

In another known wiper blade of this generic type (EP 0 
528 643 B1), in order to produce a uniform pressure load of 
the wiper blade against spherically curved windows, the 
pressure load increases significantly in the two end sections 
when the wiper blade is pressed against a fiat window. 

The uniform pressure distribution over the entire wiper 
blade length that is sought in both cases, however, leads to 

35 blade. The support element can also be comprised of indi
vidual bars which are disposed laterally next to one another 
or one on top of another and their overall width or their 
overall thickness are respectively added together to produce 

an abrupt flipping over of the wiper lip, which belongs to the 40 
wiper blade and performs the actual wiping function, over its 
entire length, from its one drag position into its other drag 
position when the wiper blade reverses its working direc
tion. This drag position is essential for an effective, quiet 
operation of the wiper system. The abrupt flipping over of 45 
the wiper lip, however,-which is inevitably connected with 
an up and down motion of the wiper blade-generates an 
undesirable tapping noise. In addition, the matching of the 
support element tension to the desired pressure distribution, 
which differs from case to case, is problematic with spheri- 50 
cally curved windows. 

EP 0 594 451 describes fiat bar wiper blades with a 
varying profile, which should not to exceed a particular 
lateral deflection when a test force is applied to them. To that 
end, an extremely complex interrelationship among internal 55 

parameters that characterize the spring bar are used to 
determine a quantity which should not exceed a certain 
threshold value. The equation given permits only complex 
and incomplete conclusions to be reached regarding the 
actual quantities to be entered. The other data relate to an 60 

unstressed wiper blade so that it is hardly possible to draw 
conclusions as to the quality of a wiper blade during 
operation. 

In addition, putting the teaching of the known prior art to 
use turns out to be difficult since the available parameters 65 

cannot be applied directly to wiper blades to be newly 
manufactured. 

an overall width and/or an overall thickness. With such a 
rectangular cross sectional profile, the moment of inertia I= 
can be entered as d*b3 /12, where the overall thickness and 
the overall width are entered as d and b, respectively. This 
produces an easy-to-apply relation via which the support 
element can be optimized for the wiper blades if the given 
upper limits of 0.009 and particularly 0.005 are not 
exceeded. 

Particularly if more complex cross sectional profiles are 
chosen for the support element, which vary, for example, 
over the length of the wiper blade or have a ladder-type 
structure or the like, a favorable wiping quality can never
theless be achieved if consideration is given to the fact that 
the lateral deflection angle y does not exceed a 

magnitude of 0.5° and in particular 0.3° during operation 
of the wiper blade. These specifications apply for an 
average friction value fA of 1 and must be correspond
ingly increased or decreased when there are higher or 
lower friction values. 

The lateral deflection angle y is the angle at which the 
tangent to the support element end intersects the axis extend
ing in the longitudinal direction of the support element. In a 
first approximation, this angle can also be understood to be 
the angle enclosed by the axis extending in the longitudinal 
span direction of the support element and a straight line 
passing through a support element end and the fulcrum point 
of the wiper arm on the support element. 

Very good wiping results can be achieved if the width b 
and the thickness d remain in a definite proportion to the 
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