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                      ______________________ 
 

Before PROST, Chief Judge, REYNA and TARANTO, Circuit 
Judges. 

REYNA, Circuit Judge. 
Iridescent Networks, Inc. sued AT&T Mobility, LLC 

and Ericsson Inc. in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 
District of Texas for infringement of U.S. Patent 
No. 8,036,119.  Following claim construction, the parties 
jointly stipulated to noninfringement, and the district 
court entered judgment in favor of AT&T Mobility, LLC 
and Ericsson Inc.  Iridescent Networks, Inc. appeals on the 
ground that the district court erred in its construction of 
the term “high quality of service connection.”  Because the 
district court correctly construed this term, we affirm. 

BACKGROUND 
I. The ’119 Patent 

Iridescent Networks, Inc. (“Iridescent”) is the assignee 
of U.S. Patent No. 8,036,119 (“the ’119 patent”), entitled 
“System and Method of Providing Bandwidth on Demand.”  
The ’119 patent is directed to a system and method of net-
work communication that provides guaranteed bandwidth 
on demand for applications that require high bandwidth 
and minimizes data delay and loss during transmission.1  

                                            
1 Modern networks, including cellular networks, 

transfer data in small blocks called “packets.”  Appellant’s 
Br. 6–7.  Transmission of the packets may be affected by 
three factors: bandwidth, latency, and packet loss.  “Band-
width” refers to the maximum data transfer rate of a net-
work.  See id. at 14.  “Latency” refers to the time required 
to transmit a packet across a network, with longer latency 
indicating a delay.  See id.  “Packet loss” refers to the loss 
of packets during transmission.  See id. at 7. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


IRIDESCENT NETWORKS, INC. v. AT&T MOBILITY, LLC 3 

’119 patent col. 1 ll. 19–22, 58–60, col. 3 ll. 46–48, col. 6 ll. 
21–23.   

The ’119 patent discloses that prior art networks trans-
mit data packets in an ad hoc manner, with each packet 
taking an unpredictable route to its destination.  Id. col. 1 
ll. 35–45.  This is undesirable because some applications 
delivered on broadband “are very sensitive to any delay 
and . . . any variance in the delay” of packet transmission.  
Id. col. 1 l. 66–col. 2 l. 2.  The ’119 patent teaches that some 
applications “are also sensitive to any packets . . . which 
may be lost in the transmission (0.0001% packet loss is the 
preferred quality for video transmission).”  Id. col. 2 ll. 2–
5.  The ’119 patent also teaches that some applications re-
quire significantly more bandwidth than others to provide 
tolerable levels of quality.  Id. col. 1 ll. 58–60, col. 3 ll. 31–
45.  The ’119 patent describes video applications as exam-
ples of such applications and explains that prior art “video 
compression methods vary greatly in the bandwidth they 
require to transport the video in real-time—some solutions 
are as low as 64 kbps up to 300 Mbps.”  Id. col. 3 ll. 31–45.  
Figure 3 of the ’119 patent illustrates bandwidth, packet 
loss, and latency requirements of several applications, in-
cluding different video applications: 
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Id. Fig. 3. 
To deal with these parameter-sensitive applications, 

the ’119 patent discloses a system and method for manag-
ing network traffic routes and bandwidth availability to 
minimize adverse network conditions and to assure that 
the network connection maintains a requested minimum 
level of one of these three parameters.  Id. col. 5 l. 64–col. 
6 l. 3.  Rather than using existing ad hoc network routes, 
the invention creates custom routes to maximize the avail-
ability of the required bandwidth, minimize packet loss, 
and reduce latency.  Id. col. 5 ll. 64–67; id. col. 6 ll. 57–61.  
According to the ’119 patent, this results in a “high quality” 
network connection with bandwidth “on demand.”  Id. col. 
5 ll. 23–29.  Applications that do not have minimum net-
work connection parameter requirements may be routed 
through existing “best-effort” ad hoc network connections 
using “existing network components.”  Id. col. 5 ll. 14–20.  
Claim 1 is illustrative and recites: 

1. A method for providing bandwidth on demand 
comprising:  

receiving, by a controller positioned in a 
network, a request for a high quality of ser-
vice connection supporting any one of a plu-
rality of one-way and two-way traffic types 
between an originating end-point and a ter-
minating end-point, wherein the request 
comes from the originating end-point and 
includes at least one of a requested amount 
of bandwidth and a codec;  
determining, by the controller, whether the 
originating end-point is authorized to use 
the requested amount of bandwidth or the 
codec and whether the terminating end-
point can be reached by the controller;  
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directing, by the controller, a portal that is 
positioned in the network and physically 
separate from the controller to allocate lo-
cal port resources of the portal for the con-
nection;  
negotiating, by the controller, to reserve 
far-end resources for the terminating end-
point; and  
providing, by the controller to the portal, 
routing instructions for traffic correspond-
ing to the connection so that the traffic is 
directed by the portal based only on the 
routing instructions provided by the con-
troller, wherein the portal does not perform 
any independent routing on the traffic, and 
wherein the connection extending from the 
originating end-point to the terminating 
end-point is provided by a dedicated bearer 
path that includes a required route sup-
ported by the portal and dynamically pro-
visioned by the controller, and wherein 
control paths for the connection are sup-
ported only between each of the originating 
and terminating end-points and the con-
troller and between the portal and the con-
troller.  

Id. col. 7 l. 43–col. 8 l. 7 (emphasis added). 
The application that led to the ’119 patent is a contin-

uation of U.S. Application No. 11/743,470 (“the parent ap-
plication”), which issued as U.S. Patent No. 7,639,612, also 
assigned to Iridescent.  Both patents share a substantially 
identical specification. 

During prosecution of the parent application, the ex-
aminer rejected several claims containing a similar limita-
tion: “high quality and low latency bandwidth.”  J.A. 271, 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


