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I. Introduction 

Petitioner seeks to invalidate claims 1, 7, 8, 10, 21, and 22 of U.S. Patent 

No. 7,392,300 (“the ’300 patent”) assigned to Patent Owner Hewlett-Packard 

Company (“HP”).  Petitioner asserts two grounds in the Petition, both of which 

rely on a combination of four prior art references, with three of the four references 

being used in both grounds.  Both grounds suffer from the same fatal flaws.  

Most importantly, the Petition relies on unreasonably broad claim 

constructions for three key terms—“network representation,” “network model,” 

and “network event”—that are at the heart of the invention.  Petitioner’s proposed 

constructions are wholly divorced from the patent specification, and if accepted, 

would render the terms essentially meaningless.  These three terms are key to 

understanding the patent and its teachings of the creation of a system that allows a 

computer network administrator to monitor and troubleshoot issues within a 

network.  

Petitioner proposes its overly broad constructions because the cited prior art 

references (four in each asserted combination) fail to disclose the construed terms 

under their proper, plain meaning constructions.  Once the terms are properly 

construed, it is readily apparent that the cited references fail to disclose the claimed 

invention of the challenged claims. 
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