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IPR2024-00109 and IPR2024-00124: 
Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band 

Remote Management Messages
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Including in-band and out-of-band communications as taught by 

Neufeld provides all of the benefits of out-of-band communications 

and additional benefits

‒ PO cannot disprove this simple truth

• In-band and out-of-band remote management communications are not 

mutually exclusive alternatives

109 Reply at 9
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Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages

EX1005 at Fig. 1; 109 Petition at 9, 16

Neufeld

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
Ex. 1051 - Page 4



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVInstitution DecisionENCE 5

EX1005 at Fig. 2; 109 Petition at 10, 17

Neufeld

Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages
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Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages

EX1005 at ¶43; EX1046 at ¶100; 109 Reply at 6; 109 Petition at 19-20; 124 Petition at 27, 29 

Neufeld
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Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages

Neufeld

EX1005 at ¶47; 109 Reply at 6
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Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages

EX1005 at ¶48; 109 Reply at 6-7

Neufeld
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EX1005 at Fig. 3; 109 Petition at 11

Neufeld

Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages
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Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages

Neufeld

EX1005 at ¶15; 109 Reply at 3; 109 Petition at 20; 

124 Petition at 27; EX1046 at ¶85
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Meldal Declaration

EX1003 at ¶86; 109 Petition at 19-20

Neufeld Discloses or Renders Obvious In-Band Remote 
Management Messages
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

Noubir Declaration

EX2006 at ¶47; 124 Reply at 11 
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EX1049 at 60:6-20; 124 Reply at 8

Q. So there's no disclosure in Neufeld of RMC 116 transmitting data over network N in your opinion. Do I have 

that right?

A. There is no place where it makes sense. That's what I would say. Because I did the analysis. There 

might be some text where -- so Neufeld has various kind of thing that do not make sense to me. So 

if there's a reference, I'm happy -- just show me and I can look at it and explain why I am, you know, 

not considering that in my final, you know, declaration, in what I wrote in my declaration.

Q. Well, you're saying there's no disclosure that makes sense to you. Is there some disclosure of the RMC 116 

transmitting data over the network N?

A. I don't think so.

Dr. Noubir Doubled Down During Deposition on His Incorrect Belief That 

Neufeld’s RMC Could Not Communicate With the Remote Management PC

Meldal Deposition

PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

EX1005 at ¶48; 109 Reply at 6-7

Neufeld
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

EX1049 at 71:8-24; 124 Reply at 9

Dr. Noubir Admitted at Deposition That Providing Ability to Have 

RMC Communicate Over Network N Would Be Desirable

Q. Let me ask you one last question. Two last questions. If you were an operator of a remote 

management console that was located far from where the server 2 was located, and your 

connection for the management network M, as in Mary, were somehow inoperative on your 

remote management PC5, would you want the ability for your remote management PC5 to be 

able to send management commands to the managed server via the network N in that situation?

A. So the -- you know, your -- you're implying something obvious that of course people 

would want anything. Of course. But the -- but I think in engineering these systems my 

understanding is that there are trade-offs of what is feasible and what's -- how much 

additional, you know, components and software and hardware needs to be added for 

something to make sense.

Meldal Declaration
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

Noubir Declaration

The RMC and Remote Management PC Also Communicate When the OS is Online

EX2006 at ¶45; 124 Reply at 8
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

The RMC and Remote Management PC Also Communicate When the OS is Online

Noubir Declaration

EX2006 at ¶59; 124 Reply at 10
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

The RMC and Remote Management PC Also Communicate When the OS is Online

Neufeld

EX1005 at ¶¶73-74; 124 Reply at 10
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

1005 at ¶43; 

EX2006 at ¶59; 124 Reply at 10

Neufeld

Noubir Declaration

The RMC and Remote Management PC Also Communicate When the OS is Online
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

Neufeld

There is a Clear Error in Paragraph 47

EX1005 at ¶47, Fig. 2; 109 Reply at 9-10
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Fig. 2 shows NIC 110 connected to Network N, not M

EX1003 at Fig. 2; 124 Reply at 7 

• ¶[0048] discloses that the RMC transmits video data to the Remote 
Management PC 5 via the NIC 110 109 Reply at 10

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• ¶[0047] discusses Fig. 2, but Ethernet interface 180 is not in Fig. 2

• ¶[0048] expressly refers to Fig. 3 when discussing components of Fig. 3 

while ¶[0047] does not refer to Fig. 3

EX1005 at ¶48

Neufeld

109 Reply at 11
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

EX1005 at ¶¶11-12; 109 Reply at 7-8

Neufeld

• Neufeld does not “disparage” in-band communications
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Neufeld does not “disparage” in-band communications

‒ Neufeld does not state that in-band remote management messages 

should be avoided

‒ Neufeld does not state that in-band remote management messages 

are not useful

‒ Neufeld does disclose in-band remote management messages 

in ¶¶[0043], [0047] and [0048]

‒ Neufeld renders obvious a system with both in-band and out-of-band 

remote management communications
109 Reply at 8-9
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Dr. Mishra was not able to identify any disclosure in Neufeld of the Remote Management PC 

doing anything other than remote management communications with RMC 116

EX1043 at 81:15-94:21; 109 Reply at 17; 109 Sur-Reply at 11 

Q. Does Neufeld disclose that remote management 

PC 5 performs any function other than remote 

management of the server 2?

A. Let me check.

Q. Okay.

A. Based on my quick review, it performs remote 

management of PC 2.

Q. And your quick review doesn't disclose any other 

function for remote management PC 5, correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. And the second question was what functions does 

Neufeld disclose is being performed by the remote 

management PC 5? Do you have an answer to that question?

A. Let me repeat the question. Does Neufeld disclose any 

functions for remote management PC 5 other than 

performing management for the managed server 2 

including RMC 16? 

So this particular answer is no with the footnote that the 

majority of the Neufeld is about securing through remote 

management systems. In majority of it, it talks about 

different kind of scenarios where it may fail so that it can 

handle it. And specifically it's gone into details talking 

about authentication by different parties with different 

privilege level with different time of the day, et cetera, 

which I still believe is part of the remote management, 

what it's supposed to do. That’s the whole thing about.

Mishra Deposition
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

EX1005 at Fig. 1; 109 Reply at 5

Neufeld

• There would be no reason for connecting the Remote Management PC to the managed server 

via Network N without in-band communication of management messages

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• PO’s position is based on a false choice between in-band and out-of-band systems

EX2007 at ¶91; 109 POR at 23, 31

• All of PO’s “inconsistencies” are the result of this false choice

Mishra Declaration
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Contrary to PO’s “transform” argument, the Petition and Dr. Meldal clearly alleges that Neufeld’s 

system uses both in-band and out-of-band communications for management messages

EX1003 at ¶86; 109 Petition at 19-20; 109 Reply at 12; see also 124 Petition at 14; 124 Reply at 12

Meldal Declaration
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PO’s Arguments to the Contrary All Fail

• Including in-band and out-of-band communications as taught by 

Neufeld provides all of the benefits of out-of-band communications 

and additional benefits

‒ PO cannot disprove this simple truth

• In-band and out-of-band remote management communications are 

not mutually exclusive alternatives

109 Reply at 9
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IPR2024-00124: 

Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1046 at ¶110; 124 Petition at 32; 124 Reply at 14

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1005 at ¶22; EX1046 at ¶110; 124 Petition at 32

Neufeld
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1046 at ¶111; 124 Petition at 33; 

124 Reply at 14

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1046 at ¶112; 124 Petition at 33; 

124 Reply at 14

Meldal Declaration

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
Ex. 1051 - Page 34



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVInstitution DecisionENCE 35

Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1050 at 3-5; 124 Reply at 14

Internetworking Technologies Handbook

*   *   *
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

EX1046 at ¶113; 124 Petition at 34; 124 Reply at 14

Meldal Declaration
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EX1046 at 115; 124 Petition at 34; 124 Reply at 14

Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• Dr. Noubir admitted that L2TP was a well-known VPN technology at the time of the ’140 patent

EX1049 at 48:7-9; 124 Reply at 14

Q. Okay. Was L2TP a well-known VPN technology at the time of the '140 patent?

A. Yes, it was.

Noubir Deposition
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• L2TP and IPSEC are discussed in the book relied on by Dr. Noubir

EX2009 at 23; 124 Reply at 14

IPSec VPN Design

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• Dr. Noubir’s own evidence proves that a VPN tunnel can terminate at a client computer rather 

than outside a client computer at a router

EX2006 at 14; 124 Sur-Reply at 7

Noubir Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• Dr. Noubir admitted that it was possible to have a VPN tunnel terminating at two client 

computers at the time of the ’140 patent

EX1049 at 49:8-22; 124 Reply at 15

Q. Was it possible to have a VPN tunnel between two client computers going through the internet at the 

time of the '140 patent?

A. Yes, it is possible.

Q. And a des -- the description of that that one might use would be a point-to-point VPN tunnel, correct?

A. So in the context of IPsec that -- that is called transport mode via -- and you can have that. 

This -- the -- so yes, you can definitely run VPN between two clients.

Q. And a way to describe that to a person who’s skilled in the art would be a point-to-point VPN, correct?

A. So you could[] say that, yeah.

Noubir Deposition
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• Dr. Noubir admitted that it was possible to have a VPN tunnel terminating at two client 

computers at the time of the ’140 patent

EX1049 at 50:4-8; 124 Reply at 15

Q. Such a point-to-point VPN tunnel could include encryption technology such as IPsec 

to encrypt the communications via the tunnel, correct?

A. Yes, you could have a VPN tunnel between two computers.

Noubir Deposition
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• PO’s Sur-Reply states that Neufeld’s VPN disclosures are directed toward network access

• This is belied by the Neufeld disclosures on which it relies, which discuss accessing the server system

124 Sur-Reply at 6-7

124 Sur-Reply

• The server system endpoint in a point-to-point tunneling VPN is necessarily “behind the NIC” 110
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Neufeld Renders Obvious the Use of a Point-Point VPN

• PO’s Sur-Reply states that Neufeld’s VPN disclosures are directed toward network access

• This is belied by the Neufeld disclosures on which PO relies, which discuss accessing the server system

EX1005 at ¶88; 124 Reply at 17; 124 Sur-reply at 7

Neufeld
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IPR2024-00109: 

Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted 

Management Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1005 at Fig. 3; 109 Petition at 16-18, 22-25

Neufeld

second bus [1.f]

bus controller [1.e]

first bus [1.d]

processor [1.a]
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1003 at ¶98; 

109 Petition at 24-25

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1003 at ¶99; 109 Petition at 24-25

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1003 at ¶100; 109 Petition at 26

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1003 at ¶101; 

109 Petition at 27

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

EX1003 at ¶102; 109 Petition at 27-28

Meldal Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

• Dr. Mishra testified that IOP 156 cannot transmit data over NIC 110

Mishra Declaration

EX2007 at ¶124; 109 Reply at 13
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

• Dr. Mishra’s testimony that IOP 156 cannot transmit data over NIC 110 is directly contradicted 

by Neufeld at ¶48

EX1005 at ¶48; 109 Reply at 14

Neufeld
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

• Dr. Mishra’s testimony demonstrates two techniques for in-band communications by RMC 116 

over the NIC 110 to Remote Management PC 5

EX2007 at ¶129; 

109 Reply at 15-16

Mishra Declaration
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Neufeld Renders Obvious Receipt of Encrypted Management 
Messages Via Local Bus 166 at RMC 116

• Dr. Mishra’s objection is based on the false assertion that in-band and out-of-band 

communications are mutually exclusive

EX2007 at ¶130; 109 Reply at 15

Mishra Declaration
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IPR2024-00109: 

IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious 

Claims 1-3, 9, 12, 15 and 17
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

EX1020 at 9; 109 Petition at 56

IPMI
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EX1020 at 106; 109 Petition at 61

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

IPMI

First Bus
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

Meldal Declaration

EX1003 at ¶198; 109 Petition at 64
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision at 33

109 Institution Decision 
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109 Institution Decision 

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision at 33

IPR2024-00124 - Lenovo
Ex. 1051 - Page 61



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVInstitution DecisionENCE 62

109 Institution Decision 

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision at 33-34
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109 Institution Decision 

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision at 34
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

EX1007 at ¶40; EX1003 at ¶97; 

109 Petition at 63

Huckins

• PO does not assert that a POSITA did not know how to implement a PCI-I2C bridge

• PCF8584 (EX1009) is a “parallel-bus to I2C but protocol converter and interface”
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision 

109 Institution Decision at 34
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

EX1009 at 3; WX1003 at ¶136; 109 Reply at 21; 109 Petition at 40

I2C-bus Controller Data Sheet

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller
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EX1009 at 3; 109 Reply at 21

I2C-bus Controller Data Sheet

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

EX1043 at 147:14-17

Q. And there's going to be a bus controller 

for every I2C bus, right? Not necessarily 

multiple but there will be at least one?

A. Yes.

Mishra Deposition
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

109 Institution Decision 

109 Institution Decision at 34
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The only issue raised in the Institution Decision was whether 

IPMI and Huckins teach the claimed bus controller

EX1020 at ¶128; EX1003 at ¶¶196-197; 109 Petition at 62

IPMI

Meldal Declaration
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

EX1003 at ¶198; 109 Petition at 64

Meldal Declaration

The Petition makes the “upstream showings” 109 Sur-Reply at 22
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

The Petition makes the “upstream showings” 109 Sur-Reply at 22

109 Institution Decision 

109 Institution Decision at 31
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EX1003 at ¶199; 109 Petition at 64

IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

Meldal Declaration

The Petition makes the “upstream showings” 109 Sur-Reply at 22
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

EX1003 at ¶200; 109 Petition at 65

Meldal Declaration

The Petition makes the “upstream showings” 109 Sur-Reply at 22
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IPR2024-00109: IPMI, Huckins and Frantz Render Obvious Claim 1

Dr. Mishra admitted that it is possible to send encrypted 

communications over an I2C bus

EX1043 at 105:8-11; 109 Reply at 27

Q. So it's perfectly possible to send encrypted communications over 

an I2C bus, right?

A. When you encrypt a set of bits, it remain another set of bits, 

so the answer is yes.

Mishra Deposition
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IPR2024-00124: 

Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 

Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

124 Institution Decision at 33

124 Institution Decision 
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

EX1043 at 2:52-58; EX1046 at ¶158; 124 Petiton at 53

Lawrence
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

EX1046 at ¶158; 124 Petition at 54

Meldal Declaration
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

EX1043 at Fig.7; EX1046 at ¶158; 124 Petition at 54

Lawrence
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

EX1046 at ¶159; 124 Petition at 54

Meldal Declaration
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11 
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

Lawrence

EX1043 at 5:15-30; EX1046 at ¶159; 124 Petition at 54

A POSITA would have understood that incoming management packets received at Management VPN 

Module 655 are encrypted because otherwise protecting them using a VPN before forwarding them over 

an internal link to the management module 610 makes no sense as the Board itself recognized.

124 Reply at 20-21
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IPR2024-00124: Claims 1-3, 6-7 and 10-11
Are Obvious Over IPMI and Lawrence

The arguments and evidence cited in the 124 Reply are entirely proper

• There is no new rationale to combine the prior art
─ Petition and Reply both rely on adding Lawrence’s VPN functionality to IPMI’s LAN Controller to securing management 

data as motivation for combination

• Citing new arguments and evidence in Reply to support that motivation is entirely proper

124 Petition at 53-55; 124 Reply at 20-21

Sur-reply at 24-25

Holding “the introduction of new evidence in the course of the trial is to be expected in [IPR] trial proceedings” and 

permissible “as long as the opposing party is given notice of the evidence and an opportunity to respond to it.”

Genzyme Therapeutic Prods. Ltd. P’ship v. Biomarin Pharm. Inc.

Genzyme Therapeutic Prods. Ltd. P’ship v. Biomarin Pharm. Inc., 825 F.3d 1360, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2016) 

Finding new argument in reply that cost and time savings provide motivation for combination was proper response 

to lack of motivation argument by patent owner

Rembrandt Diagnostics, LP v. Alere, Inc.

Rembrandt Diagnostics, LP v. Alere, Inc., 76 F.4th 1376, 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2023)
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