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1. In exhibit 2908, on page 31, line 24 to page 34, line 3, Dr. Stein 

testified that claim 7 of U.S. Patent No. 5,343,970 (“the ’970 patent”) discloses a 

battery providing a maximum current of 75 amperes to the electric motor, that the 

corresponding voltage would be a voltage under load, and that claim 8 (which 

depends from claim 7) states that the corresponding voltage is between 500 to 

1,500 volts.  This testimony is relevant to paragraphs 64-68 of Dr. Stein’s Reply 

Declaration (Ex. 1999). The testimony is relevant because it contradicts Dr. Stein’s 

reply declaration testimony that the ’970 patent does not disclose 500 to 1,500 

volts under load. 

2. In exhibit 2908, on page 46, line 7-21 and page 47 line 18 to page 48, 

line 3, Dr. Stein testified that both claim 7 (at column 23) and column 19 of 

the ’970 patent disclose providing a maximum current of 75 amperes and that both 

claim 8 (which depends from claim 7 and also found at column 23) and column 19 

of the ’970 patent both disclose voltages of 500 to 1,500 volts.   This testimony is 

relevant to paragraphs 64-68 of Dr. Stein’s Reply Declaration (Ex. 1999). The 

testimony is relevant because it calls into question Dr. Stein’s reply declaration 

testimony that the ’970 patent disclosure that “[t]ypical maximum voltages 

corresponding to light and heavy vehicles are between 500 and 1,500 volts” found 

on column 19 of the ’970 patent are not clearly voltages under load.  
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3. In exhibit 2908, on page 73, line 17-25, Dr. Stein testified that when 

the battery is providing power and there's a current flowing, the corresponding 

voltage is a voltage under load.  This testimony is relevant to paragraphs 25-31 of 

Dr. Stein’s Reply Declaration (Ex. 1999).  The testimony is relevant because it 

calls into question Dr. Stein’s reply declaration testimony that U.S. Application 

No. 09/392,743’s disclosure that disclosed operating voltages in the sentence “the 

vehicle’s electrical system operates at higher voltage than conventional electric and 

hybrid vehicles, e.g., 800 - 1200 V as compared to 240 V; this approximate three-

fold increase in the operating voltage provides a concomitant reduction in the 

current that flows in the various modes of operation of the vehicle, to one-third the 

current that would flow for the same amount of power transfer in a low-voltage 

system” are not voltages under load. 

4. In exhibit 2908, on page 70, line 15 to page 71, line 8, Dr. Stein 

testified that when a hybrid vehicle is being driven, the electrical system will 

provide current for movement of the vehicle.  This testimony is relevant to 

paragraphs 25-31 of Dr. Stein’s Reply Declaration (Ex. 1999).  The testimony is 

relevant because it calls into question Dr. Stein’s reply declaration testimony that 

U.S. Application No. 09/392,743’s disclosure that disclosed operating voltages in 

the sentence “the vehicle’s electrical system operates at higher voltage than 

conventional electric and hybrid vehicles, e.g., 800 - 1200 V as compared to 240 
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V; this approximate three-fold increase in the operating voltage provides a 

concomitant reduction in the current that flows in the various modes of operation 

of the vehicle, to one-third the current that would flow for the same amount of 

power transfer in a low-voltage system” are not voltages under load. 

5. In exhibit 2908, on page 77, line 18 to page 78, line 2, Dr. Stein 

testified that when the nominal voltage is increased by threefold, the corresponding 

current remains zero.  This testimony is relevant to paragraphs 25-31 of Dr. Stein’s 

Reply Declaration (Ex. 1999).  The testimony is relevant because it calls into 

question Dr. Stein’s reply declaration testimony that U.S. Application No. 

09/392,743’s disclosure that disclosed operating voltages in the sentence “the 

vehicle’s electrical system operates at higher voltage than conventional electric and 

hybrid vehicles, e.g., 800 - 1200 V as compared to 240 V; this approximate three-

fold increase in the operating voltage provides a concomitant reduction in the 

current that flows in the various modes of operation of the vehicle, to one-third the 

current that would flow for the same amount of power transfer in a low-voltage 

system” are nominal voltages and not voltages under load. 

6. In exhibit 2908, on page 90, line 23 to page 91, line 15, Dr. Stein 

testified that hybrid vehicle design considerations prevent the maximum voltage of 

the electrical system to reach infinity.  This testimony is relevant to paragraphs 64-

68 of Dr. Stein’s Reply Declaration (Ex. 1999).  The testimony is relevant because 
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