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I. Introduction  

Apple Inc. petitions for inter partes review of claims 1-7 of United States 

Patent No. 7,620,810 (“’810 patent”) to Vaarala et al., titled “Method and Network 

for Ensuring Secure Forwarding of Messages.” Ex. 1001, ’810 patent. The Petition 

demonstrates that all 7 claims of the ’810 patent are unpatentable. 

The ’810 patent allegedly solved Internet Protocol Security (“IPSec”) 

operability problems for mobile devices. As will be further clarified below, it does 

not. Rather, IPSec problems were well-known and solved long before the earliest 

priority date of the ’810 patent. See, e.g., Ex. 1008, Frankel, 3, 129-132; Ex. 1010, 

Dupont, 1; Ex. 1002, Goldschlag Decl., ¶¶29-46. IPSec refers to a set of protocols 

developed in the early 1990s that provides for the establishment and maintenance 

of secure communication channels between devices. IPSec was not developed for 

mobile devices and operability problems arose when attempts were made to apply 

IPSec to mobile devices. Specifically, as mobile devices roam between networks, 

their IP addresses change. See Goldschlag Decl., ¶¶29-46. This presented a 

problem for IPSec because it relies on fixed IP addresses for the endpoints of a 

connection. Id. Because of this IPSec limitation, a mobile device needed to 

renegotiate its connection as it traveled between networks and obtained new IP 

addresses, which was inefficient and resulted in connection issues. Id.  
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