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1. Introduction

Patent Owner (“MPH”) presents a single argument in support of the
patentability of the *494 patent’s independent claim: that the prior art does not
teach a “mobile computer,” as recited in claim 1 of the *494 patent. This argument
is premised on an improper and overly narrow construction of the term “mobile
computer” which attempts to import numerous additional requirements into this
basic term. The Board properly rejected similar attempts by MPH at the institution
stage, and should continue to do so. A “mobile computer” is taught by RFC3104
under any reasonable interpretation of the term, and thus, the Board should find
independent claim 1 unpatentable.

MPH’s arguments against the dependent claims fare no better. Again, MPH
attempts to import requirements into the claims that do not exist and
mischaracterizes the Petition’s arguments. For the reasons specified in the Petition
and below, the Board should find the dependent claims unpatentable over the cited
prior art.

I1. Claim Construction

A.  The Board should reject MPH’s improper construction of “mobile
computer.”

“mobile computer”

MPH’s “a computer that moves from one network to another as
Proposed opposed to a computer that is only capable of a static secure
Construction connection”
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