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I. Introduction 

The Board should deny BMW’s Petition because it is weak on the merits and 

is an abuse of the IPR process and Patent Owners Paice LLC and the Abell 

Foundation. 

U.S. Patent No. 7,237,634 (“’634 patent”) describes and claims novel 

control strategies and architectures for hybrid electric vehicles.  For example, 

challenged claims 33-44, 46, 49-50, and 52-55 are directed to an innovative control 

strategy that monitors patterns of vehicle operation in order to refine how the 

hybrid controller selects operating modes, e.g., choosing whether to operate the 

electric motor or the gas engine.  The Board has already carefully considered the 

validity of the ’634 patent on multiple occasions and denied institution of three 

separate IPRs challenging independent claim 33 and its dependent claims.  

(BMW1060, 6-8, 16-17; BMW1061, 7-9, 14-15; BMW1062, 7-9, 15-16.) 

Challenged claims 49, 105, and 188 are directed to a novel architecture that 

combines a gas engine and electric motor with a controllably coupled, “on-

demand” turbocharger.  Instead of using a turbocharger that operates mechanically 

as a function of engine output, the ’634 patent provides a control system that 

controls the turbocharger to work alongside the electric motor.  For example, the 

’634 patent’s control system controls the electric motor and turbocharger to 

complement one another, by applying the instant torque of the electric motor to 
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