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I. INTRODUCTION

Petitioner’s Reply rehashes rejected issues and fails to engage with the

majority of evidence showing Krantz and Herrmann are not prior art, and even if

they were, there would be no motivation to combine them.

II. PETITIONER’S PRIOR-ART ARGUMENTS WERE REPEATEDLY
REJECTED; ITS NEW ONES ARE PROCEDURALLY IMPROPER

AND LACKING.

A.

Petitioner’s position on “reconfiguring the communication port” is

incorrect. (All Challenged Claims).

On Reply, Petitioner presses only two mappings. '

Mapping #2

On Reply, Petitioner belatedly changes its argument. The Petition argued

“reconfiguring the communication port” was met by Krantz’s tag headers, and it

relied on these tag headers exclusively:

Krantz’s  ‘access point” is  ‘reconfiguring the
communication port [251] for communicating data
between the access device and the less-restricted subset of
the protected network’ because Access Point 209 (via Port
251) will insert VLAN Tag Headers into incoming data
frames from a client that may now access VLAN C . . Put
another way, Access Point 209 ‘reconfigure[s]’ Port 251
to tag incoming data for transfer to VLAN C rather than
VLAN B.”)

! The Board rejected the first of Petitioner’s three “mappings.” Paper No. 13 at 15.

55662759.2



Pet. 43 (cleaned up, emphasis in original). But inserting tag headers into client data
does not constitute “reconfiguring the communication port.” See POR, 16-19 (citing
EX2565, 9979-82).

Recognizing the tag-headers’ weakness of its tag headers argument, Petitioner
tries—that “Server 215 is sending commands to ‘change the port’s instructions|[.]’”
Reply, 3. In support of this new theory, it relies on Krantz’s disclosure that “Server
215 can send commands to access point 209 to cause access point 209 to enable
protocols and cause access point 209 to insert appropriate Tag Headers.” Reply, 3.
Petitioner's shift from tag headers insertions to enabling protocols for
“reconfiguring” is procedurally improper. Wasica Finance v. Continental
Automotive, 853 F.3d 1272, 1286-87 (Fed.Cir. 2017).

Even the new “protocols” theory also fails to establish the "reconfiguring"
limitation. Krantz specifies these “protocols” are SMTP or DHCP protocols.
EX1005, 923 (“The access point may also enable communication using other
currently blocked protocols, such as, for example, Simple Mail Transfer Protocol
(‘SMTP’) and Dynamic Host Control Protocol (‘DHCP’).”). These protocols merely
“enable communication” They’ve nothing to do with “reconfiguring the
communication port” to redirect data. EX2573 at 132:4—11 (“[A] user may open up

a particular file and enter those things manually. Sometimes they can be done

automatically through use of various protocols, such as DHCP, which can provide



both an address and a gateway address and other networking parameters so that
the -- a computer can automatically be configured.”), 138:7-17. Nothing in
swapping out DCHP or SMTP “protocols” constitutes a “change in the instructions
provided to a communication port of an access point so that data is transferred to
VLAN C instead of VLAN B.” Reply, 4.
Mapping #3

Petitioner next argues one could combine the functionality of the Data
Routing Device 214 and the Access Point 209 from Krantz in a single device. Reply,
5-7. As discussed with Mapping #2, regardless of whether Krantz’s Data Routing
Device and Access Point are combined or separate, Petitioner relied on changing the
Tag Header in the client data frame, which is not “reconfiguring.”

B. Krantz does not disclose a “a less-restricted subset of the protected
network.” (All Challenged Claims)

Petitioner defends its freeform annotations of Krantz. Reply, 8. Regardless of
Petitioner’s spin, Krantz lacks a "network" imagined by its expert, and certainly not
as claimed in the 460 Patent.

InfoExpress provided in its POR the following tables juxtaposing Petitioner's

renditions of Krantz's figures with Krantz's actual figures.
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Rather than rely on what the Krantz figures depict in their original form, Houh

groups disparate elements and adds a “protected network™ label not found in Krantz.

How Houbh's edits are characterized 1s immaterial. The key fact 1s Krantz itself never

describes either of "Network 213" (in combination with "Network 215") or



"Network 413" (in combination with "Network 412") as a single "protected
network."

Instead, Krantz expressly describes them as separate networks. Krantz states
“FIG. 4 illustrates generally an example of network architecture 400 that can provide
access to a first network while restricting access to a second network.” EX1005,
430&50. Similarly, for Figure 2 Krantz states "data routing device 214 is connected
to network 213, server 215 and access point 209 by corresponding logical
communication links 233, 234 , and 235 respectively." Id., 460; see EX2565, 9986-
87. Krantz's network 213 is a separate and distinct network to which the client is
granted access, with not a word about restricted and less-restricted subsets. EX2565,
992.

Recognizing the weakness in its analysis, Petitioner argues Network 213 can
be a corporate network, which is just like the protected network disclosed in the
Challenged Patents. Reply, 9. But just because network 213 is a corporate network
it does not make it a protected network.

By attempting to argue network 213 can be a corporate network and therefore
is a protected network, Petitioner twists itself in knots to then argue how separately
recited “network” in Server 215 is somehow the restricted subset of its expert's
fabricated "protected network." Reply, 10. At bottom, Petitioner uses the claimed

invention as a roadmap to cobble together the various disparate parts of Krantz in a



manner to support its unpatentability grounds. This is nothing but improper hindsight
reconstruction. Adapt Pharma Operations Ltd. v. Teva Pharma. USA, 25 F.4th 1354,
1381 (Fed.Cir. 2022).

C. Krantz does not disclose “applying a security policy to the access
device.” (Ground 1).

Petitioner’s Ground 1 relies solely on Krantz for “applying a security policy
to the access device in response to the request [for access to the less-restricted subset
of the protected network].” Pet. 37-40; Reply 10-12. But Krantz only teaches
authentication—a point that Petitioner concedes on Reply (at 11-12). This dooms
Ground 1.

Petitioner tries to overcome this defect by advancing a late claim construction
that “applying a security policy to the access device” is broad enough to embrace
authentication only. Reply 10-11. Not only is such a construction late, but it’s
without merit as the Board has already explained that “appl[ying a] security policy”
1s distinct from authentication. IPR2024-00540, Paper No. 13 at 12-13 (“[T]o the
’350 patent, user authentication and application of a security policy are separate
processes.”). Further, the limitation also includes applying a security policy “to the

access device.” This further reinforces the point that the security policy is applied



with respect to the access’s device audit data, and not other criteria like
authentication.?

As to Krantz’s disclosure, the Board has agreed that it does not meet “applying
a security policy.” IPR2025-00540, Paper No. 13 at 12-14 (“The ’350 patent
distinguishes between user authentication using a username and password and
application of a security policy.”); see also IPR2024-00678, Paper No. 14 at 13
(“[TThe *645 patent distinguishes between authenticating a user with a username and
password and ensuring that a device complies with a security policy.”). The Director
agrees too. [IPR2025-00540, Paper No. 15; IPR2024-00678, Paper No. 15 at 5-6;
Paper No. 16. Between the Board and the Director, the Krantz “security policy”
position has been rejected twice. The Reply has no answer for this. Instead it just re-

raises—sometimes verbatim—these previously rejected arguments:

2 Petitioner also argues that because certain embodiments disclose authentication as
being part of a security policy, then the claimed “security policy” is broad enough
to read on Krantz’s authentication. Reply, 11 (citing EX1001, 12:4-6; 11:35-38).
But a claim need not capture each embodiment. SIMO Hldgs. Inc. v. Hong Kong

uCloudlink Network Tech. Ltd., 983 F¥.3d 1367, 1378-79 (Fed.Cir. 2021).



Petitioner Reply Argument

Board / Director Rejection

“Third, Krantz discloses machine or
client authentication wusing EAP
messages.” Reply, 12.

[Board rejection] “But Krantz teaches
that EAP relates to the authentication
of a user through ‘a User-Identifier’ to
determine whether ‘a user of client 205
has an account with server 215.” As
noted above, however, according to the
350 patent, user authentication and
application of a security policy are
separate processes.” [PR2024-00540,
Paper No. 13 at 13 (quoting EX1105,

q71).

“[A]ccess to the network can be
controlled by “configuration settings”

including supported types of
encryption and authentication
techniques. ‘Configuration
requirements’ are disclosed in the

Challenged Patent as part of a security
audit.” Reply, 11.

“Third, Krantz discloses machine or
client authentication using EAP
messages.” Reply, 12.

“Petitioner first argues that Krantz
teaches applying a security policy
because Krantz discloses ‘that access to
the network may be controlled by
‘configuration settings,” which can
include ‘supported types of encryption’
or ‘supported types of authentication,’
which can include an indication for
EAP, .. . But Krantz teaches that EAP
relates to the authentication of a user
through ‘a User-Identifier’ to determine
whether ‘a user of client 205 has an
account with server 215.”” IPR2024-
00540, Paper No. 13 at 13.

[PR2024-00678, Paper No. 15 at 3, 9-11
(same; rejected in Paper No 16).

No matter how Petitioner tries, Krantz does not disclose “applying a security

policy”. The Board should find that Ground 1 fails for these reasons.




D. Petitioner has not refuted InfoExpress’s evidence showing no
motivation to combine Krantz and Herrmann. (Ground 2).

Petitioner responds to InfoExpress's arguments that a POSITA would not have
combined Krantz and Herrmann to arrive at the claimed invention with little more
than boilerplate recitations of the law is and the unfounded claim InfoExpress is
attacking the suitability of Krantz and Herrmann individually. Reply, 12-14.

InfoExpress explained in the POR why a POSITA would not have been
motivated to combine Krantz and Herrmann. POR, 27-35. Petitioner largely does
not dispute any of InfoExpress's arguments, and instead merely disagrees with
InfoExpress's conclusion.

Regarding the disparate goals of Krantz and Herrmann, Petitioner doubles-
down on the Krantz “security policy” argument. Reply, 13. As addressed above, this
was already rejected. See Section II.C. Petitioner recasts InfoExpress's argument as
premised on "user" versus "client" (device) authorization—but this is a strawman.
InfoExpress has consistently argued that Herrmann would not be combined with
Krantz because Krantz said nothing about auditing and was limited to
"authentication" (regardless of whether that was for the “user” or “device”). POR,
28-29. Next, Petitioner asserts without any evidentiary support "authorization"
somehow equates to device auditing. Reply, 13. The Board and Director found
otherwise in related proceedings. E.g., IPR2024-00540, Paper No. 14 at 8, 9

(request); Paper No. 15 (rejection).



Regarding the technical incompatibility of the conceptual approaches of
Krantz and Herrmann and Herrmann's (related) teaching away of combining a client-
side system with Krantz's server-side system, Petitioner offers nothing but general
disagreement. Petitioner offers no evidence to counter InfoExpress's (including
Cole's testimony), regarding how a POSITA would not have been motivated to
combine server-side and client-side approaches due to their differing capabilities and
aims. POR, 33-35 (citing EX2565, §156-57). Petitioner's failure to refute Cole's
explanation of technical barriers to combining Krantz and Herrmann is particularly
glaring in view of its expert's claim it would have been a simple matter to combine
Krantz and Herrmann—a claim Houh doesn’t support with evidence. EX1003, 52.
Houh's ipse dixit declaration is insufficient. 7Q Delta, LLC v. Cisco Systems, Inc.,
942 F.3d 1352, 1362-63 (Fed.Cir. 2019).

Petitioner’s reliance on Allied Erecting & Dismantling Co. v. Genesis
Attachments, LLC, 825 F.3d 1373, 1381 (Fed.Cir. 2016) is inapposite. In Allied,
design and structural changes necessary to combine the features of the cited
references did not render the challenged claims nonobvious. The Board noted,
however, a POSITA would have been motivated to maintain a simplified mounting
and disassembly with side walls so jaws can be “disassemble[d] in a simple manner.”
ld. Allied provides no guidance here, where it is unrebutted that the necessary

modifications of Krantz vis-a-vis Herrmann are far from a simple. POR, 32;

10



EX2565, 99140-44. Cole's testimony regarding the differing capabilities and aims of
server-side and client-side approaches that would cause a POSITA to not pursue the
approach of the Challenged Claims renders them non-obvious, and Houh fails to
provide any contrary evidence.

E. Krantz’s “provisioning files” do not relate to a “security policy.”

(Claim 27).

As to claim 27’s recitation of “the program is further executable to update the

access device when requirements of the security policy are not satisfied,” Petitioner
cites Krantz’s disclosure of “provisioning files.” Reply, 16 (citing EX1005, 99 32,
56, 110). But Petitioner’s expert Houh explained Krantz’s “provisioning” is directed
to compatibility or “setting up” a system; they are not responsive to or related to any
security policy. EX2573 at 130-31 (Houh: “Provisioning often refers to kind of

setting up a system in a way for a particular device”); Id. at 136-37 ([Houh] “...

then there may be some specific configuration required on a device as I -- an example
that I described earlier about connecting say a Windows or UNIX device to an IP

network where configuring it you have to -- may include editing certain files,

manually entering some data, or using the appropriate protocol that

automatically gets certain parameters.)."

This does not relate to a security policy. The Board has already explained that
Krantz does not “teach[] the step of auditing the device in accordance with a security

policy.” IPR2024-00540, Paper No. 13 at 14; see also id. at 13 (“Petitioner does not
11



explain ... why the mere act of authorizing or denying access to a network
constitutes auditing the device in accordance with a security policy.”).

F.  Neither Herrmann nor Krantz discloses “monitoring,” and
Petitioner does not fight this on Reply. (Claim 22).

Petitioner’s Reply says little about “monitoring” other than accusing
InfoExpress of attacking each reference individually. Reply, 14-15. Here, neither
Krantz nor Hermann teaches the claimed “monitor[ing] security status of the access
device after reconfiguring.” Krantz’s “re-authentication” based on a predetermined
time period has nothing to do with “monitoring the security status . . .” POR, 36.
Similarly, Cole explained in great detail why Herrmann’s heartbeat is not
“monitoring” either. Neither Krantz nor Herrmann individually discloses this
element—a point Petitioner does not challenge on Reply. It follows that you cannot

combine them to remedy this deficit.

III. PETITIONER DOES NOT DISPUTE MUCH OF THE OBJECTIVE
EVIDENCE OF NON-OBVIOUSNESS

























Accordingly, this unrebutted evidence demonstrates non-obviousness.

IV. ALL GROUNDS: NEITHER REFERENCE CONSTITUTES PRIOR
ART
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V. CONCLUSION

Patent Owner respectfully requests the Board reject the Petition.
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