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L Statement of Relief Requested

Petitioner opposes Patent Owner’s Second Substitute Motion to Amend for
the reasons set forth in its Petition (Paper 6), in its Reply to Patent Owner
Response, and below.

II. Overview

Patent Owner attempts to circumvent the Board’s Order of July 24, 2013
(“Board’s Order”; Paper 24) in the submission of its Second Substitute Motion to
Amend (Paper 26). The Board permitted Patent Owner to submit the Second
Substitute Motion to Amend for “the sole purpose of complying with the Idle Free
decision.” Paper 24. But Patent Owner’s submission goes far beyond what was
permitted by the Board’s Order.

Even assuming that Patent Owner’s Second Substitute Motion to Amend did
not violate the Board’s Order, the proposed amendments do not provide any
patentable subject matter. Specifically, the proposed amendments include subject
matter that is identical to the subject matter disclosed in the Alexander prior art
reference. Additionally, the Pasco and Bellaar prior art references disclose the new
matter from the substitute claims. Thus, based on at least the prior art presented in
the Petition, and the art identified herein, substitute claims 14-26 are not

patentable.
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III. Patent Owner’s Second Substitute Motion to Amend Goes Far Beyond
“the Sole Purpose of Complying with the Idle Free Decision”

Patent Owner’s original Motion to Amend lacked a claim listing, thus
circumventing the page limit. See Paper 20. Patent Owner then submitted a
Substitute Motion to Amend to cure this deficiency. See Paper 22. Patent Owner
then sought the Board’s permission to file yet another Substitute Motion to Amend
to comply with the Idle Free decision. The Board granted the Patent Owner
permission to submit a Second Substitute Motion to Amend for the very limited
and “sole purpose of complying with the Idle Free decision.” Paper 24. Patent
Owner’s Second Substitute Motion to Amend goes far beyond what was needed to
comply with the Idle Free decision. As such, the Motion should be denied.
Moreover, given that the Patent Owner has had three attempts to submit a proper
Motion to Amend, no further Motions or accommodations should be permitted.

Rather than simply provide a second substitute motion to comply with the
Idle Free decision, Patent Owner inappropriately seeks to dramatically revise and
correct numerous problems with its ill-formed Substitute Motion to Amend. For
example, Patent Owner impermissibly uses the Second Substitute Motion to
Amend as a vehicle to correct numerous 35 U.S.C. § 112 issues present in its
Substitute Motion to Amend. For example, in the claim listing from Patent
Owner’s Substitute Motion to Amend, claim 19 recites “wherein at least one of the
interposing structure structures comprises an AC load structure to match a
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