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Cisco Systems, Inc., v. Portsmouth 
Network Corporation 
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Portsmouth’s
PRESENTATION

Inter Partes Review of 
U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088

IPR2024-01450

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0001
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Petitioner’s Grounds 

 IPR2024-01450 – Petition at 14

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0002
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Ground 1 Dziong + 
Sathyanath

Roadmap

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

• Cited references operate in a fundamentally different way from the invention disclosed in the ’088 Patent 
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to “allocating” bandwidth to the new connection. ([1.2]-[1.3], 

[8.4]-[8.5], [15.6]-[15.7], [17.3]-[17.4])

Ground 2 Dziong + 
Sathyanath + 

Jensen

Dependent claims 7 & 14

• Cited references operate in a fundamentally different way from the invention disclosed in the ’088 Patent 
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to “allocating” bandwidth to the new connection. ([1.2]-[1.3], 

[8.4]-[8.5], [15.6]-[15.7], [17.3]-[17.4])

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0003
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Ground 1
Dziong + Sathyanath

Roadmap

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

The Invention of the ’088 Patent Teaches 
Sharing Bandwidth Between Existing 

Connections 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0004



5 5 IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), p. 1

U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0005
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U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088 – Independent Claim 1 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 1, at 9:66 – 10:6

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0006
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U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088 – Independent Claim 8 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 8, at 10:52-59 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0007
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U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088 – Independent Claim 15

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 15, at 11:39-51 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0008
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U.S. Patent No. 7,596,088 – Independent Claim 17 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 17, at 13:18-25 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0009
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The ’088 Patent Teaches Bandwidth Sharing Between Existing, Established Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 2:21-32; Sur-Reply at 3

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0010
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The ’088 Patent Teaches Bandwidth Sharing Between Existing, Established Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 3:4-10 Sur-Reply at 12

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0011
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The ’088 Patent Distinguishes Itself From Prior Art that Did Not Consider Bandwidth 
Sharing Between Existing Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 5:26-30; POR at 9

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0012
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The Claims Require Bandwidth Sharing Between Existing, Established Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 1, at 9:66 – 10:6

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0013
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Ground 1
Dziong + Sathyanath

Roadmap

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

Dziong and Sathyanath Do Not Teach a 
“Sharing Definition” as

Claimed by the ’088 Patent

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0014



15 15IPR2024-01450 – Dziong (Ex. 1005) at 1

U.S. Patent Pub. No – 2005/0220026 Dziong

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0015



16 16IPR2024-01450 – Sathyananath (Ex. 1006) at 1

U.S. Patent Pub. No – 2005/0220026 Sathyanath

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0016
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Dziong Does Not Teach Establishing a New Connection

IPR2024-01450 – Dziong (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4, [0063]; Olivier Decl. (Ex. 2008) at ¶40-40; sur-reply at 4 

The “link detour” path in Dziong is merely calculated but not established 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0017
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Dziong’s Fig. 6 Confirms that Link Detour Paths are NOT Established

“Time Slots” i.e., 
“cross connects” 

Established optical paths cannot occupy the same physical resource, thus, the shared 
“protection bandwidth” in Figure 6 does not represent established paths

IPR2024-01450 – Dziong (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 6; Olivier Decl. (Ex. 2008) at ¶63; Sur-reply at 10

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0018
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Dziong’s “Protection Paths” Do Not Share Bandwidth with Existing Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – Dziong (Ex. 1005) at [0060]; Olivier Decl. (Ex. 2008) at ¶ 36; POR at 10

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0019



20 20 IPR2024-01450 – Olivier Decl. (Ex. 2008) at ¶ 41; POR at 11

Bandwidth Sharing in Dziong is Limited to the Sharing of Reserved and 
Unallocated Bandwidth 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0020



21 21 IPR2024-01450 – Sathyanath (Ex. 1006) at [0082]; Sur-reply at 9

Sathyanath Explicitly Provides that its “Restoration Paths” are NOT Established 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0021



22 22 IPR2024-01450 – Sathyanath (Ex. 1006) at [0060]; POR at 12

Sathyanath Explicitly Provides that its Bandwidth Sharing is Limited to Reserved Bandwidth

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0022



23 23 IPR2024-01450 – POR at 13

Dziong and Sathyanath Do Not Teach a “Sharing Definition” as Claimed by the ’088 Patent

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0023
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Ground 1
Dziong + Sathyanath

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

Dziong and Sathyanath Do Not Render 
Obvious Dependent Claims 4, 11 and 20

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0024
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Exemplary Claim 4

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 4, at 10:24-27 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0025



26 26 IPR2024-01450 – POR at 14-15

Cited Prior Art Does Not Teach Established Connections Sharing a Common Segment

SLRG4 is NOT a new connection as claimed 
by Petitioner

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0026
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Ground 1
Dziong + Sathyanath

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

Petitioner’s Claim Constructions 
Misinterpret Patent Owner’s Arguments 

and Claim Terms

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0027



28 28

Petitioner’s Disputed Claim Term

“New Connection” and “One or More 
Existing Connections”

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0028



29 29 IPR2024-01450 –Sur-Reply at 2

Patent Owner Seeks To Apply The Plain And Ordinary Meaning To The Term 
“Connection”

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0029
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The ’088 Patent Requires that the “New Connection” is Established 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001), Claim 1, at 10:14 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0030
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The ’088 Patent Teaches That the “One or More Other Connections” Are Established 
Connections 

IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 3:4-10 Sur-Reply at 12

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0031
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Petitioner’s Disputed Claim Term

“bandwidth allocation” and “total 
bandwidth allocated”

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0032



33 33 IPR2024-01450 – ’088 Patent (Ex. 1001) at 2:20-25 Sur-Reply at 6

Petitioner’s Interpretation of the Disputed Term as Encompassing 
“Reserved Bandwidth” Improperly Broadens the Claim Term

The ’088 Patent draws an explicit distinction between bandwidth reservation and bandwidth allocation 

Reserved Bandwidth ≠ Allocated Bandwidth 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0033
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Petitioner's Cited References Do Not Teach Sharing Bandwidth 
Allocations 

IPR2024-01450 – Dziong (Ex. 1005) at Fig. 4, [0063]; Olivier Decl. (Ex. 2008) at ¶40-40; sur-reply at 4 

The “link detour” path in Dziong is merely calculated but not established, thus, 
no bandwidth is allocated to the link detour path 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0034



35 35 IPR2024-01450 – Sathyanath (Ex. 1006) at [0060]; POR at 12

Petitioner's Cited References Do Not Teach Sharing Bandwidth Allocations 

Sathyanath explicitly states that allocated bandwidth is not shared 

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0035
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Ground 1 Dziong + 
Sathyanath

Roadmap

Independent claims 1, 8, 15 & 17 (Dependent claims 2-4, 6, 9-11, 13, 16, 18-20)

• Cited references operate in a fundamentally different way from the invention disclosed in the ’088 Patent 
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to “allocating” bandwidth to the new connection. ([1.2]-[1.3], 

[8.4]-[8.5], [15.6]-[15.7], [17.3]-[17.4])

Ground 2 Dziong + 
Sathyanath + 

Jensen

Dependent claims 7 & 14

• Cited references operate in a fundamentally different way from the invention disclosed in the ’088 Patent 
• Cited art fails to teach limitations relating to “allocating” bandwidth to the new connection. ([1.2]-[1.3], 

[8.4]-[8.5], [15.6]-[15.7], [17.3]-[17.4])

Cisco v. Portsmouth - IPR2024-01450
Patent Owner Portsmouth Exhibit 2013-0036


