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Case convention: The governance assignment below is hypothetical. Ciena announced the
initiative, but no pending board vote, internal debate, or approved investment policy is
represented.

Decision assignment

On September 14, Ciena announced Ciena Ventures, an initiative with an initial $200 million
commitment to invest in early-stage companies and technology-focused venture funds. The
company described the program as a way to complement organic research and development
and strategic acquisitions, broaden its view of emerging technologies, and strengthen the
innovation ecosystem. [S1]

For this case, assume Ciena’s leadership has asked a hypothetical strategy team to recommend
a charter for the newly announced initiative. The team must define the program’s primary
mandate, the boundaries between investment-team authority and operating-company
involvement, and how progress should be assessed. This is a classroom decision assignment,
not a report of an actual Ciena request or approval process.

Should Ciena Ventures focus on technologies close to Ciena’s current products, invest broadly in
the surrounding ecosystem, or reserve meaningful capacity for more exploratory areas? What
authority and access should the venture team have? Which measures would show progress
without confusing financial performance, strategic learning, and eventual commercial impact?

A broad mandate at launch

Ciena listed four areas of interest: networking infrastructure and operations; next-generation
data-center architectures; optical networking and interconnects; and adjacent areas such as
computing, materials, and emerging communications technologies. The release said Ciena
Ventures would consider both early-stage companies and technology-focused venture funds.
Ciena did not publish category weights, exclusions, a deployment schedule, investment criteria,
a return hurdle, or a governance charter. [S1]

The initiative is led by Loai Louis, Ciena’s vice president of corporate development. The launch
announcement describes Ciena Ventures as the company’s first company-wide corporate
venture capital (CVC) initiative. It does not state who approves individual investments, whether
business units have veto or referral rights, how conflicts will be handled, or how portfolio
companies might work with Ciena. A leadership title alone does not answer those questions.
[S1]
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The announced technology areas can be grouped for discussion into three analytical categories.
These are case-defined categories, not Ciena’s published taxonomy.

Exhibit 1. Three possible lenses on Ciena’s announced scope

Case-defined category lllustrative areas from the Potential strategic connection
announcement

Core Networking infrastructure and Technology access, product
operations; optical networking and complementarity, or learning close to
interconnects existing capabilities

Ecosystem Data-center architectures and Relationships and insight across a
technologies that connect network, broader deployment environment

compute, and customer
environments

Exploration Adjacent computing, materials, and Options in areas whose eventual
emerging communications relevance to Ciena may be uncertain
technologies

Source: Ciena’s September 14 launch release. The category assignments and descriptions in
the right column are analytical interpretations for this case, not Ciena classifications or stated
investment rules. [S1]

What could CVC contribute?

Corporate venture investing can serve different purposes. A review by Pinkow and lversen

groups strategic objectives around strengthening a company’s core, leveraging its ecosystem,
and exploring new technologies or markets. Those goals imply different ways of connecting an
investment program to its parent. The framework helps clarify Ciena’s broad announcement; it
does not identify the best mandate for Ciena or establish that any structure creates value. [Al]

Empirical research leaves room for competing interpretations. Dushnitsky and Lenox studied a
1990-1999 firm panel and found that associations between CVC and firm value varied by
industry and program goals. Their results give a reason to consider strategic access as well as
financial returns, but are historical associations, not a forecast for Ciena. [A2]

The organizational design presents a related tension. Hill and Birkinshaw’s study of 95 CVC
units associated a unit’s ability to build new capabilities while drawing on parent capabilities
with later unit survival. Survival is not shareholder return, and the observational study does not
show that any specific reporting line or degree of autonomy will work at Ciena. [A3]

Other evidence cautions against assigning every investment a long list of objectives. Anokhin
and Morgan report a negative association between goal ambidexterity and corporate innovation
in a two-year sample of 81 corporations; their study is observational and does not establish
causation. Shuwaikh, Brinette, and Khemiri examine shifting between exploration and
exploitation in a North American CVC sample, but their article gives inconsistent sample counts:
its abstract says 243 firms, while its methods text reports a final sample of 274 corporate
investors and 12,895 investment observations. The unit described in the methods is an
investment observation, not a firm-year. These studies raise questions about mandate clarity
and portfolio adjustment; neither supplies an allocation formula or review cadence for Ciena.
[A4, A5]
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The operating context

Ciena’s latest reported quarter provides context but does not resolve the charter. For the
quarter ended August 1, 2026, revenue grew 37% year over year. Management said orders
significantly exceeded revenue and described backlog as historically high amid industry-wide
supply constraints; it did not quantify backlog or disclose customer-level conversion terms in
the reviewed materials. The company also said it had entered or planned multi-year supplier
arrangements, some involving firm commitments or prepayments. Supplier purchase orders are
not customer backlog. [S2, S3]

Cloud providers accounted for 53% of Q3 revenue, and two customers each representing more
than 10% of revenue together accounted for 41.7%. These concentration figures might make
adjacent technologies and changing customer architectures strategically salient. They do not
show that Ciena Ventures should focus on Al-related opportunities or that the program responds
to customer concentration. [S2, S3]

At the end of the first nine months of FY2026, Ciena reported $2.8 billion in cash, cash
equivalents, and investments; $195 million in capital expenditures; and $338 million in share
repurchases. It also reported $3.3 billion of outstanding purchase orders to contract
manufacturers and component suppliers, only some of which were firm and non-cancellable.
These measures describe different company-wide obligations and uses of capital. None
establishes the funding source, drawdown timing, or economic cost of the $200 million Ciena
Ventures commitment. [S2]

Exhibit 2. Selected FY2026 Q3 context

Company-reported measure Period / basis Reported value
Revenue growth Q3 FY2026, year over year 37%
Cloud-provider share of revenue Q3 FY2026 53%

Combined share of two customers, Q3 FY2026 41.7%

each above 10%

Cash, cash equivalents, and First nine months ended August 1, $2.8 billion

investments 2026

Capital expenditures First nine months ended August 1, $195 million
2026

Share repurchases First nine months ended August 1, $338 million
2026

Outstanding supplier and August 1, 2026 $3.3 billion

contract-manufacturer purchase

orders

Sources and limits: Ciena FY2026 Q3 earnings release, investor presentation, and Form 10-Q.
The first three measures are quarterly; the next three cover nine months. Purchase orders are
obligations or commitments to suppliers, with varying cancellation terms, not customer orders
or Ciena Ventures funding. Company-wide cash, capex, and repurchases do not disclose a CVC
budget or source of funds. [S2, S3]
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Designing a charter

The initial commitment is meaningful, but the public announcement does not reveal how quickly
it will be invested or whether it will be allocated directly or through funds. A charter must
therefore govern choices under uncertainty without treating an announced amount as a
one-time portfolio plan.

One possible design would give the venture team broad investment discretion within published
strategic areas, with limited operating-unit involvement before a deal closes. This may make it
easier to assess opportunities on their own merits and protect confidential information. It could
also make it harder for Ciena to identify technical relevance, connect investment learning to
internal teams, or find an appropriate route from investment to collaboration.

A second designh would tie investment theses closely to current product and business-unit
roadmaps. Technical teams could contribute diligence and identify possible pilots or integration
paths. But operating priorities can change, internal groups may have conflicting incentives, and
a near-term product lens may crowd out opportunities that matter over a longer horizon.

A third design would distinguish investment categories or stages. It could preserve a defined
space for exploration while using different evidence, review points, and interfaces for
core-adjacent and ecosystem investments. This approach would require clear category
definitions and disciplined review. Too many objectives or exceptions could make accountability
diffuse.

These are hypothetical governance packages, not options publicly disclosed by Ciena. They can
be combined or redesigned. For example, the investment team might retain deal authority
while operating units provide structured diligence or opt-in pilots; alternatively, category limits
could be paired with periodic portfolio review. Each choice allocates decision rights, information
access, and the risk of either detachment or short-term capture.

The choice

Assume the hypothetical strategy team must submit a one-page Ciena Ventures charter. It
should:

1. State a primary mandate and explain how core, ecosystem, and exploratory opportunities fit
within it.
2. Allocate decision authority among the venture team, corporate leadership, and operating

groups, including safeguards for conflicts and confidential information.

3. Distinguish financial results, strategic learning, and realized commercial or ecosystem
outcomes; propose measures appropriate to each stage.

4. |dentify a review process and the evidence that would support expanding, maintaining,
narrowing, or ending a thesis.

Which charter should Ciena adopt? Make the strongest case against your own design. Identify
the most important information the company would need to collect internally, and explain what
new evidence would cause you to revise the charter. Do not assume that a pilot, acquisition,
investment, return, or board decision has occurred.
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