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Dr. Daniel Minoli’s sur-reply declaration, (EX2015), highlights the weakness 

of Patent Owner’s arguments.  First, recognizing that his initial interpretation of 

Fangman contradicts explicit disclosures in the reference, Dr. Minoli presents a new 

theory that is not relevant to Juniper’s invalidity argument and misrepresents 

Fangman’s teachings.  Second, Dr. Minoli’s response to King fails to substantively 

address disclosures in the reference that show King uses port ranges to route inbound 

data packets.  Third, Dr. Minoli’s other argument that Juniper’s understanding of the 

prior art can only be based on hindsight because it would have been too complex to 

implement is conclusory and contradicts the prior art. 

Dr. Minoli Improperly Shifts His Interpretation of Fangman in Sur-

Reply: Dr. Minoli initially testified that Fangman’s NAPPT works identically to 

traditional NAT, where a port from a prior outgoing transmission is “used to identify 

the device corresponding to a packet sent back to the private network” based on “the 

relevant communication session.”  EX2014 ¶¶58-59; see also EX2014 ¶¶80-81 

(comparing NAPPT to “traditional NAT” and asserting that the destination port 

number used in NAPPT is “previously identified in an outgoing transmission”).  

Juniper’s Reply argued that traditional NAT is incompatible with the teachings in 

Fangman because Fangman’s IP telephones cannot handle “unsolicited” inbound 

transmissions.  Paper 20 (“Reply”), at 6-7, 9-14.  Recognizing his error, Dr. Minoli 

shifts positions, suggesting now that NAPPT stores individual ports when the IP 
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telephone registers with the media gateway controller (“MGC”).  EX2015 ¶¶6-12.  

This argument is not relevant to Juniper’s invalidity theory, which focuses on the 

service gateway, not the MGC.  

In Fangman, the IP telephone is assigned a port range during the DHCP 

process.  EX1024 at 3:25-37, 20:53-55.  The service gateway “store[s] the DHCP 

lease information”—which includes “the range of port numbers” assigned to the IP 

telephone—“in [its] NAPT table.”  Id. at 3:25-37, 11:14; Paper 1 (“Petition”), at 44-

45.  The service gateway uses this “range of ports” to “facilitate and mediate the IP 

telephony process,” (EX1024 at 18:47-56; Petition 40, 44), “[i]nstead of 

dynamically assigning ports to [the] IP telephones” as in traditional NAT, (EX1024 

at 8:21-31; Petition 40, 44).   

Fangman does not disclose that the service gateway populates its NAPPT 

table during the MGC-registration process, much less stores only individual port 

numbers rather than ranges.  See EX1024 at 21:1-23:18 (describing the MGC-

registration process).  In fact, the service gateway is already performing NAPPT 

during the registration process itself, before the IP telephone has even registered its 

port numbers with the MGC.  Id. at 21:55-63.  To the extent the MGC process is 

relevant at all, it shows that “the media gateway controller has similar DHCP 

information as the service gateway,” as Patent Owner admits.  Paper 21 (“Sur-

Reply”), at 16.  Not surprisingly, the MGC uses this information in the same way 
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the service gateway uses it in NAPPT: “to use the public IP address and the port 

range to determine the private IP address.”  EX1024 at 3:53-64.  

Dr. Minoli Cannot Rebut That King’s Teachings Apply To Routing 

Inbound Data Packets: Dr. Minoli fails to substantively dispute that the invention 

in King applies to data packets traveling inbound into the network, not just outbound.  

In fact, Dr. Minoli agrees that “King describes modifying PAT” such that, “rather 

than performing conventional PAT, where outside source ports are assigned 

indiscriminately across inside PCs, translation is carried out to separate port ranges 

per host device.”  EX2015 ¶15 (quoting EX1025, 5:32-35).  This disclosure alone 

teaches the purported invention, as Juniper has repeatedly explained.  Petition 58; 

Reply 21. 

As an alternative argument, Juniper explained that the aggregation device 

must also use port ranges to route inbound data packets when it services “multiple 

CPEs” that “reuse [] a common IP address.”  EX1025, 2:29-34; Reply 22-23; see 

also Petition 56 (identifying both the CPE and the aggregation device as routers 

implementing King’s teachings); Petition 58 (noting that both the CPE and 

aggregation device store port range assignments).  Dr. Minoli responds that “King’s 

aggregation device does not route packets.”  EX2015 ¶15.  If Dr. Minoli were 

correct, then the network in King would not work at all because data packets would 

stop at the aggregation device and never reach the user devices.  Dr. Minoli’s only 
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support for this sweeping argument is that King discloses that “all address or port 

translation is performed at the CPE device,” not at the aggregation device.  Id.  This 

argument confuses the issues.  Juniper does not assert that the aggregation device 

performs address or port translation or otherwise modifies the data packet, just that 

it transmits the data packet to the applicable CPE based on port range assignments.  

Reply 22-23.  In fact, Juniper said in reply that the aggregation device would not use 

NAT or PAT because those translation methods would needlessly waste resources.  

Id. at 22.  Dr. Minoli does not present an alternate explanation for how the 

aggregation device could route inbound data packets to the corresponding CPE 

without using port ranges.   

Finally, Dr. Minoli says that the aggregation device applies security policies 

on outbound data packets only, not inbound packets.  EX2015 ¶14.  This contradicts 

King’s teaching of “exert[ing] parental control on content.”  EX1025 at 3:53-59; 

Reply 21-22.  A parent might want to allow access to websites that are generally 

child-friendly, but further block adult content that could appear on those websites—

like news stories about war.  Dr. Minoli does not explain how such content 

moderation would work by only processing outbound, and not inbound, data packets. 

Dr. Minoli’s Other Arguments Are Unsupported: Dr. Minoli presents only 

two reasons why a POSITA allegedly would not have routed data packets based on 

port ranges.  First, Dr. Minoli argues that a POSITA would not use port ranges to 
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route inbound data packets because it “introduce[s] complexity” that “may require 

modification to DHCP.”  EX2015 ¶16.  But Fangman already teaches modifying 

DHCP to include port range assignments, so it already addresses this so-called 

“complexity.”  E.g., EX1024 at 3:11-38, 18:60-20:67.  Dr. Minoli then generically 

suggests that existing systems are already complex, and a POSITA would not make 

them more complex by implementing port ranges.  EX2015 ¶16.  Dr. Minoli does 

not identify any specific aspects that would supposedly become more difficult to 

maintain, so this is just conclusory expert testimony.  TQ Delta, LLC v. Cisco Sys., 

Inc., 942 F.3d 1352, 1358-59 (Fed. Cir. 2019).   

Second, Dr. Minoli argues that using port ranges to route inbound data 

packets is “hindsight in light of the ’369 Patent.”  EX2015 ¶16.  Not true.  As shown 

throughout this IPR, both Fangman and King teach routing inbound data packets 

based on port ranges.  Other prior art does too.  Biswas, for example, teaches that 

after assigning global port ranges (“GPR”) to its hosts, “[e]ach edge router 104 

preferably tracks its GPR assignments so that data that is destined for any of its hosts 

may be sent to the correct host.  That is, data having a global destination port of 

100001 will be sent to host 102a since this global port value is within the GPR 10000 

through 10100 previously assigned to host 102a.”  EX1022 at 7:1-6.  POSITAs were 

thus well aware that port ranges could be used to route inbound data packets. 
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