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2 2

Grounds 

 IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 3

3The Grounds prefixed with 1, refer to the Grounds in the -00913 Petition and the 
Grounds prefixed with 2, refer to the Grounds in the -00989 Petition

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0002
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Ground 1.1
Blease, Weyman and 

Hu

Roadmap

Independent Claims 1 & 11 (Dependent Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, and 17)

• No motivation to combine Blease, Weyman and Hu
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to: 

• “Multiple Interconnected Processing Units and Multiple Ports” 
• “Storing in each processing unit . . . Respective lists, each list/each of which indicating indicating 

all of one or more multicast packet streams that are permitted for forwarding by the network 
element and further indicating which of the one or more ports each multicast packet stream is 
permitted to be forwarded to”

• “selectively forwarding multicast packets associated with the given multicast packet stream by 
the processing units in accordance with the respective updated list”

• “wherein operating the network element comprises aggregating two or more of the ports to 
form a high-capacity port, and wherein two or more of the ports are aggregated to form a 
high-capacity port”

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0003
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Ground 2.1
Weyman, Li, and 

Rooholamini

Ground 1.2
Blease, Weyman, Hu, 

and Deng

Roadmap

Dependent Claims 16

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to tracking and removing permissions : 

• “track[ing] a use of a permission to forward a certain multicast packet”

• “removing the permission from the respective lists responsively to determining the permission is 
aged”

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to adding new routers:

• “wherein operating the network element comprises initializing a new processing unit added to 
the network element”

• “wherein operating the network element comprises initializing a new processing unit added to 
the network element”

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0004
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Ground 2.3
Weyman, Hu, and 

Deng

Ground 2.2
Blease, Weyman and 

Hu

Roadmap

Dependent Claim 9

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Dependent Claim 10

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 
argument here. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0005
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Ground 2.5.1
Weyman, Rao, and 

Hu

Ground 2.4
Blease, Weyman and 

Rao

Roadmap

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Dependent Claim 9

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 
argument here. 

Grounds 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 refers to Grounds 5 and 6 in the -00989 Petition because Petitioner combines both grounds into a single heading. See Petition_989 at pp. 66-67 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0006
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Ground 2.5.2
Blease, Weyman, 
Rao, and Deng

Roadmap

Dependent Claim 10

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0007
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Ground 1.1
Blease, Weyman, and 

Hu

IPR2024-00913 – See POR, pp. 14-25; Sur-reply, pp. 11-15

Independent Claims 1 & 11 (Dependent Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, and 17)

No Motivation to Combine 
Blease, Weyman, and Hu

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0008



9 9IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 11-12; Sur-reply, pp. 1-4; Ex. 1005, 11:54-57.

Blease Discloses A Centralized Control Architecture

Central Control 
Architecture

Ex. 1005 (Blease), 11:54-57

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0009



10 10IPR2024-00913 –Sur-reply, p. 4

Blease Discloses A Centralized Control Architecture

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0010



11 11IPR2024-00913 – Petition, p. 18; POR, pp. 15-16; Sur-reply, pp. 1-4

Petitioner Failed To Meet Its Burden Of Showing That Blease 
Discloses A Distributed Architecture

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0011



12 12IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 14-21; Sur-reply, pp. 5-11; Ex. 1005, 8:64-68, 11:54-75, Fig. 4; Ex. 1006, [1001], [0030], [0031]

Blease’s Global Port Control Technique Is Incompatible With 
Weyman’s Local Port Control Technique

A POSITA would not have found it obvious to combine 
Weyman’s router distribution functionality in an 
architecture, like Blease, where there is a single 
central control unit 

Blease discloses a router 
with a central control unit 
that globally manages ports

Weyman discloses a router 
distribution functionality 
where each of the 
processing units manage 
local ports. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0012



13 13IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 21-22; Ex. 2005, ¶ 48, Ex. 1005, 6:24-29, Ex. 1006, Figure 11

Weyman’s Disclosure Common Interface Technique Is Incompatible With Blease’s 

Separate interface Technique

A POSITA would have no motivation to combine Weyman’s 
disclosure of a common interface technique with Blease’s 
separate interface technique

Blease states “unlike 
conventional multicast 
transmission techniques 
network device 24 sends a 
muliticast stream to the 
requesting subscriber device on 
an OIF different than the 
interface on which network 
device 24 received the 
membership request.”

As Dr. Olivier explained, Figure 
11 of Weyman illustrates that 
the IGMP report message is 
received on the same interface 
from which the IP multicast 
stream is sent.

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0013



14 14IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 22-23; Ex. 2005, ¶ 48, Ex. 1005, 6:24-29, Ex. 1006, Figure 11

Hu’s Request-By-Request Technique Is Incompatible With Blease’s Stream-By-Stream 

Technique

Ex. 1007 (Hu), Fig. 1

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0014



15 15IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 22-23; Ex. 2005, ¶ 48, Ex. 1005, 6:24-29, Ex. 1006, Figure 11

Hu’s Request-By-Request Technique Is Incompatible With Blease’s Stream-By-Stream 

Technique

A POSITA would have no motivation to combine Hu’s 
Request-By-Request technique with Blease’s Stream-By-

Stream Technique

Under Blease’s stream-by-
stream approach, the control 
unit only establishes a new 

traffic flow upon receiving a join 
request if it is the first such 
request for that particular 

stream

Hu’s request-by-request 
technique employs a complex 
system that analyzes port load 

in real time to determine 
whether the traffic load from 

each join request can be 
supported

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0015



16 16IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 23-24; Sur-reply, pp. 12-16; Ex. 1005, 5:24-25

Hu’s Link Aggregation Group Is Incompatible With Blease’s Single Physical Connection

A POSITA would have no motivation to combine Hu’s Link 
Aggregation Group with Blease’s Single Physical 

Connection

Blease discloses “Network 
device 24 is connected to 

network switch 22 via a single 
physical connection.” 

Hu teaches aggregating a 
plurality of ports into a single 

logical port as a link 
aggregation group 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0016
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Ground 1.1 Weyman and Li

IPR2024-00913 – See POR at pp. 25-26; Sur-Reply, 16-17

Independent Claims 1 & 11 (Dependent Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, 16, and 17)

Blease, Weyman and Hu Fail To Teach 
The Challenged Claims 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0017



18 18IPR2024-00913 – Petition, p. 33; POR, pp. 25-26; Sur-reply, pp. 16-17; Ex. 1001, 11:61-12:8, 13:48-58

No Disclosure Of “Multiple Interconnected Processing Units And Multiple Ports” And “Storing 

Lists In Each Processing Unit”  

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0018



19 19IPR2024-00913 – Petition, p. 33; POR, pp. 25-26; Sur-reply, pp. 16-17

No Disclosure Of “Multiple Interconnected Processing Units And Multiple Ports” And “Storing 

Lists In Each Processing Unit”  

Petition, p. 33

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0019



20 20IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 28-30; Reply, pp. 19-20; Sur-reply, pp. 18-19; Ex. 1005, Fig. 5, 12:4-5, 12:45-57 

No Disclosure Of “Lists” Limitations  

• Blease depicts a mapping table, not a list. 

Ex. 1005 (Blease), 12:45-57
Ex. 1005 (Blease), Fig. 5

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0020



21 21IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 28-30; Reply, pp. 19-20; Sur-reply, pp. 18-19; Ex. 1005, Fig. 5, 12:4-5, 12:45-57 

No Disclosure Of “Lists” Limitations  

Petitioner admits that Blease does not teach list formats, and therefore fails to meet its burden to 
specifically identify where the “lists” limitations are met in the prior art. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0021



22 22IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 31; Sur-reply, pp. 10, 19-20

No Disclosure Of “Each List Indicating All Of One Or More Multicast Packet Streams That Are 

Permitted For Forwarding By The Network Element” 

Sur-reply, p. 10

Reply, p. 12

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0022



23 23IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 34-36; Sur-reply, p. 20

No Disclosure Of “Selectively Forwarding Multicast Packets Associated With The Given Multicast 

Packet Stream By the Processing Units In Accordance With The Respective Updated List” 

• Nothing on the record to suggest that the identity of the “multicast packets associated with the 
given multicast packet streams” are in the multicast forwarding information (e.g., the “list”) prior 
to forwarding them to the IFCs. 
• Blease describes adding the mapped OIF to the multicast forwarding information.
• A POSITA would not be motivated to modify Blease’s multicast forwarding information in 

view of either Weyman or Hu. 
• Without identifying “multicast packets associated with the given multicast packet streams” 

in the “list,” Petitioner fails to meet its burden to prove that “multicast packets” are 
selectively forwarded “in accordance with the respective updated list.”

 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0023



24 24IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 31-34; Sur-reply, pp. 20-21

No Disclosure Of “Distributing The Request Among The Multiple Processing Units” 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0024



25 25IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 36-37; Reply, p. 12; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15

No Disclosure Of Claim Limitations 1[f] and 11[f]

Ex. 1001, claim limitation 1[f] Ex. 1001, claim limitation 11[f]

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0025
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Ground 1.2
Blease, Weyman, Hu, 

and Deng

IPR2024-00913 – See POR at pp. 25-26; Sur-Reply, 16-17

Dependent Claim 16

Blease, Weyman, Hu, and Deng Fail To 
Teach The Challenged Claim 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0026



27 27IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 36-37; Reply, p. 12; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15; Ex. 1001, 14:43-49

No Motivation To Modify Blease, Weyman, Hu Further In View Of Deng

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0027



28 28IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 36-37; Reply, p. 12; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15; Ex. 2005, ¶ 103

No Motivation To Modify Blease, Weyman, Hu Further In View Of Deng

Ex. 1005 (Blease), 5:24-25

Petition, p. 21 (citing Ex. 1007 (Hu)) (annotations in original)

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0028



29 29IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 36-37; Reply, p. 12; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15; Ex. 2005, ¶ 103

No Motivation To Modify Blease, Weyman, Hu Further In View Of Deng

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0029



30 30IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 36-37; Reply, p. 12; Sur-reply, pp. 14-15; Ex. 1007, 5:44-48

No Motivation To Modify Blease, Weyman, Hu Further In View Of Deng

• Hu already discloses a more efficient method for dropping streams when video traffic falls 
below a threshold. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0030



31 31IPR2024-00913 – Ex. 2005, ¶ 103

No Motivation To Modify Blease, Weyman, Hu Further In View Of Deng

Patent Owner’s Expert Explained Why A POSITA Would Not Have Motivation To 
Modify Hu In View Of Deng

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0031



32 32

Ground 2.1
Blease and Weyman

IPR2024-00913 – POR at pp. 29-31, Sur-reply at pp. 16-17  

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

Blease and Weyman Fail To Teach 
Limitations Relating To Adding New 

Processing Units

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0032



33 33IPR2024-00913 – 989_Petition, pp. 24-26; POR, pp. 40-41

No Motivation To Combine Blease And Weyman and Petitioner Fails to Meets Its Burden of Showing That The 

Combination Satisfies The Claim Limitations

A POSITA would not have looked to the teachings in Blease to add a processing unit in 
Weyman’s system because Weyman already taught a number of ways to add a 

processing unit

989_Petition, p. 25

POR, pp. 40-41 (“non-default” is a  typo)

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0033



34 34IPR2024-00913 – Ex. 1026, 25:11-20; Sur-reply, pp. 23-24

Patent Owner’s Argument Is Based On Unrebutted Expert Opinion 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0034



35 35IPR2024-00913 – Sur-reply, pp. 23-24

Petitioner’s Attorney Argument Should Be Afforded No Weight

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0035



36 36

Ground 
2.4

Blease and Weyman

IPR2024-00913 – POR, pp. 44-46; Sur-reply, pp. 24-25

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

Blease, Weyman, and Rao Fail To Teach 
Limitations Relating To Adding New 

Processing Units

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0036



37 37IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 45; Sur-reply, pp. 24-25; Ex. 1001, 12:64-13:34, 14:54-16:10

No Motivation To Combine

Ex. 1001, claim 18Ex. 1001, claim 8

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0037



38 38IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 45; Sur-reply, pp. 24-25

No Motivation To Combine

Ex. 1001, claim 18
Ex. 1001, claim 8

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0038



39 39IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 45; Sur-reply, pp. 24-25

No Motivation To Combine

Petition, p. 63

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0039



40 40IPR2024-00913 – POR, p. 45; Sur-reply, pp. 24-25

No Motivation To Combine

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0040



41 41IPR2024-00913 –Sur-reply, p. 25

Petitioner Fails To Show That Rao Satisfies The Initialization Limitation Of Claims 8[f] and 18[d]

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0041



42 42

Ground 1.1
Blease, Weyman and 

Hu

Conclusion 

Independent Claims 1 & 11 (Dependent Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, and 17)

• No motivation to combine Blease, Weyman and Hu
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to: 

• “Multiple Interconnected Processing Units and Multiple Ports” 
• “Storing in each processing unit . . . Respective lists, each list/each of which indicating indicating 

all of one or more multicast packet streams that are permitted for forwarding by the network 
element and further indicating which of the one or more ports each multicast packet stream is 
permitted to be forwarded to”

• “selectively forwarding multicast packets associated with the given multicast packet stream by 
the processing units in accordance with the respective updated list”

• “wherein operating the network element comprises aggregating two or more of the ports to 
form a high-capacity port, and wherein two or more of the ports are aggregated to form a 
high-capacity port”

Grounds prefixed with 1, refer to the grounds in the -00913 Petition and the Grounds prefixed with 2, refer to the grounds in the -00989 Petition

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0042



43 43

Ground 2.1
Weyman, Li, and 

Rooholamini

Ground 1.2
Blease, Weyman, Hu, 

and Deng

Conclusion 

Dependent Claims 16

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to tracking and removing permissions : 

• “track[ing] a use of a permission to forward a certain multicast packet”

• “removing the permission from the respective lists responsively to determining the permission is 
aged”

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to adding new routers:

• “wherein operating the network element comprises initializing a new processing unit added to 
the network element”

• “wherein operating the network element comprises initializing a new processing unit added to 
the network element”

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0043



44 44

Ground 2.3
Weyman, Hu, and 

Deng

Ground 2.2
Blease, Weyman and 

Hu

Conclusion 

Dependent Claim 9

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Dependent Claim 10

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 
argument here. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0044



45 45

Ground 2.5.1
Weyman, Rao, and 

Huy

Ground 2.4
Blease, Weyman and 

Rao

Conclusion 

Dependent Claims 8 and 18

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Dependent Claim 9

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1. 

• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 
argument here. 

Grounds 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 refers to Grounds 5 and 6 in the -00989 Petition because Petitioner combines both grounds into a single heading. See Petitioner_989 at pp. 66-67 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0045



46 46

Ground 2.5.2
Blease, Weyman, 
Rao, and Deng

Conclusion 

Dependent Claim 10

• No motivation to combine for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1
• Cited art fails for the same reasons provided in Ground 1.1 because Petitioner makes the same 

argument here. 

Juniper v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-00913
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2008-0046
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