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Roadmap

2

► Overview of the ’517 Patent

► Hasan is not analogous art

► Beaumont-Hasan does not teach the claimed policy

► Beaumont-Hasan does not teach the claimed GUI that uses a decision tree representing rules

► Ben-Shaul does not teach location-based DNS policies

► Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan teaches the claimed GUI that uses a decision tree 
representing rules
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Independent Claim 1 of the ’517 Patent

3EX1001, ’517 patent, claim 1.
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Independent Claim 9 of the ’517 Patent

4EX1001, ’517 patent, claim 9.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Independent Claim 17 of the ’517 Patent

5EX1001, ’517 patent, claim 17.
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The ’517 Patent Discloses DNS-Based Policies

6

.

EX1001, ’517 patent, 1:58-67; 6:28-36.

Paper 24, POR, 3-7.

EX1001, ’517 patent, Fig. 1.
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The ’517 Patent’s Policies are Hierarchically Constructed

7

EX1001, ’517 patent, 8:55-9:8, 25:8-25.

Paper 24, POR, 3-7.

EX1001, ’517 patent, Fig. 10(b).
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Hasan is not analogous art to the ’517 Patent
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The Field of Endeavor is determined by reference to the embodiments, function, 
and structure of the claimed invention. 

Field of Endeavor

In re Bigio, 381 F.3d 1320, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2004) 
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Hasan is not from the Same Field of Endeavor

10

EX1001, ’517 patent, claim 1, 1:58-67.

Paper 24, POR, 9-14; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 1-5.

EX1006, Hasan, Abstract; 17:57-65.

The ’517 Patent’s field of endeavor is DNS 
services for directing network traffic 

Hasan’s field of endeavor is management 
of network services in a data center  
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Petitioner’s Proposed Field is Overly Broad

11

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 2.

Paper 24, POR, 9-14; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 1-5.

Petitioner’s proposed field of endeavor does not reflect the “embodiments, function, and structure of 
the claimed invention.”

• The Federal Circuit has repeatedly rejected such 
generic fields of endeavor. 

• See In re Clay, 966 F.2d 656, 659 (Fed. Cir. 1992); 

• Wang Laboratories, Inc. v. Toshiba Corp., 993 F.2d 
858, 864 (Fed. Cir. 1993)

• Classification evidence is “inherently weak” and is “of 
limited value” in demonstrating analogousness. In re 
Mlot-Fijalkowski, 676 F.2d 666, 669 n.5 (C.C.P.A. 1982) 
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Hasan is not Reasonably Pertinent to the Problem
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EX1001, ’517 patent, 1:43-57.
EX1006, Hasan, 2:52-67.

The ’517 Patent addresses challenges in 
distributing network content to end users 

Hasan addresses the “difficulty in 
administering a data center”  

Paper 24, POR, 14-16; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 5-6.
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Hasan is not Reasonably Pertinent to the Problem

13Paper 24, POR, 14-16; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 5-6.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 5.

EX1006, Hasan, 2:47-58.

Petitioner Hasan
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Ground 1: Beaumont-Hasan does not teach the claimed 
policy for direction of network traffic
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The claimed “policy” is a “rule” for directing network traffic

15

EX1001, ’517 patent, 1:58-67; 6:28-36.

EX1001, ’517 patent, 9:1-8.

Paper 24, POR, 17-19.
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Both parties agree that the claimed “policy” is a rule 

16

Paper 24, POR, 17.

Paper 24, POR, 17-19.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 6.

Paper 14, Institution Decision, 19.

Patent Owner

Institution decision

Petitioner
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The Petition fails to identify the claimed policy

17Paper 24, POR, 19-21; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 6-9.

Paper 1, Petition, 15, 26.

EX1007, Beaumont, Fig. 3 (annotated).

The Petition mapped Beaumont’s “preference table” to the claimed policy.
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The Petition fails to identify the claimed policy

18Paper 24, POR, 19-21; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 6-9.

EX1007, Beaumont, ¶¶ 31-32.
EX1007, Beaumont, Fig. 4 (annotated).

Beaumont’s “preference table” does not store “rules” for directing traffic.
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Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theories Should be Disregarded

19Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 9-12.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 7, 8, 10.

Petitioner’s Reply argues that Beaumont’s “rules for selecting the 
best content delivery server” are the claimed policy.

EX1007, Beaumont, ¶ 31.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theories Fail on the Merits

20Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 9-12.

EX1007, Beaumont, Fig. 3.

Changing the preference value does not change the rule—it changes the result.

EX1007, Beaumont, ¶ 32.
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Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theories Fail on the Merits

21Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 9-12.

Petitioner’s comparison to the ’517 patent specification fails.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 9.
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Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theories Fail on the Merits

22Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 9-12.

EX1001, ’517 patent, 24:66-25:10.

EX1001, ’517 patent, Figs. 10(a)-(b).
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Petitioner’s New Theories Fail on the Merits

23

The combined GUI is not used to obtain or support the 
setting of a policy for direction of network traffic

Paper 1, Petition, 17, 18.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 12.

EX1006, Hasan, Fig. 6A.

Paper 24, POR, 22-26; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 9-12.
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Ground 1: Beaumont-Hasan does not teach providing 
said at least one policy to the name server network
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Beaumont-Hasan does not teach providing said at least one policy to the name 
server network

25Paper 24, POR, 26-27; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 12-13.

Petitioner’s combination provides preference numbers, not policies, to the name server network.

Paper 1, Petition, 18.

EX1007, Beaumont, Fig. 4 (annotated).
Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 7.
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Ground 1: Beaumont-Hasan does not teach the claimed 
GUI that uses a decision tree representing rules
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Petitioner admits that neither Beaumont nor Hasan individually teaches the claimed GUI 
using a decision tree

27Paper 24, POR, 28-31.

Paper 1, Petition, 18. …

EX2018, Lin Deposition, 94:10-95:20.

Petitioner maps the “combined GUI” to the decision 
tree 

Dr. Lin did not analyze whether Hasan teaches the 
decision tree alone

Beaumont merely suggests a GUI for 
entering preferences

Paper 1, Petition, 16-17.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence 28Paper 24, POR, 31-33; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 13-15.

EX1006, Hasan, Fig. 6A.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 12.

Paper 1, Petition, 18.

The combined GUI merely enables users to group servers and input preferences

Petitioner’s combined GUI does not support the setting of policies using a decision tree 
representing rules
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EX1001, ’517 patent, 8:55-59, 9:1-8.

The claimed decision tree represents a policy hierarchy 
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EX1001, ’517 patent, Fig. 3.

The claimed decision tree represents a policy hierarchy 

EX1001, ’517 patent, Fig. 10(b).

Paper 24, POR, 5-7, 29.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence 31Paper 24, POR, 30-31; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 13-15.

Petitioner argues Beaumont’s “hierarchical policies” are performed by identifying servers from the mapping 
table and selecting one of those servers from the preference table.  

…
Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 11.

EX1007, Beaumont, ¶ 32.

Petitioner’s combined GUI does not support the setting of policies using a decision tree 
representing rules
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The combined GUI does not represent Beaumont’s alleged hierarchical policies.  

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 12.

Paper 14, Institution Decision, 36.

Paper 1, Petition, 18.

EX1007, Beaumont, Fig. 4 (annotated).

Petitioner’s combined GUI does not support the setting of policies using a decision tree 
representing rules

Paper 24, POR, 30-31; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 13-15.
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Ground 1: Beaumont-Hasan does not teach a decision 
tree with branch nodes specifying decision criteria
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The combined GUI does not specify decision criteria

34Paper 24, POR, 33-38; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 15-18.

Beaumont-Hasan’s decision criteria is fixed in server software and is not specified by a GUI.

Paper 1, Petition, 19.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 14.
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The combined GUI does not support specification of decision criteria

35Paper 24, POR, 33-38; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 15-18.

The Petition maps Beaumont’s “destination domains” 
and “server health” to the claimed decision criteria.   

Paper 1, Petition, 19, 20.
EX1001, ’517 Patent, Claim 1. 

The claims recite that the GUI supports 
the specification of the decision criteria



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

The combined GUI does not support specification of decision criteria

36

The combined GUI enables manual entry of preference numbers only, not destination domains or server health.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 12.

Paper 1, Petition, 18.

Paper 24, POR, 33-38; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 15-18.

EX1006, Hasan, Fig. 6A.
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Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theory Fails

37

Petitioner’s Reply argues for the first time that 
Beaumont’s preference values are decision criteria.  

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 15.

This theory fails because the preference values are not specified by 
branch nodes and do not satisfy the selection criteria    

EX1001, ’517 Patent, Claim 1. 

Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 15-18.
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Petitioner’s Reply’s New Theory Fails

38

Petitioner does not argue that Beaumont-Hasan teaches 
“branch nodes [that] specify” the preference values.  

The preference values are not “selected from criteria 
related to: world zones, countries, states, time zones, 

and blocks of Internet Protocol (IP) addresses.”     

Paper 1, Petition, 19.

EX1007, Beaumont, ¶ 31.

Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 15-18.
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Petitioner maps the preference values to three distinct claim elements

39Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 18-19.

Policy

Paper 1, Petition, 20-21.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 10.

Decision Criteria

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 15. Answer
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Ground 1: A POSA would not have been motivated to 
combine Beaumont and Hasan
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A POSA would not have been motivated to combine Beaumont and Hasan  

41Paper 24, POR, 39-43.

• A POSA would not have combined Beaumont and Hasan to implement a GUI that “ GUI 
supports the setting of said at least one policy using a decision tree representing rules”

• Neither Beaumont nor Hasan teaches enabling users to specify policies (rules) for server 
selection

• Beaumont’s underlying rules are fixed in “name server software” and are independent from 
Beaumont’s “preference table”

• Hasan teaches that “DNS settings” are “implemented by other systems.”

• Neither Beaumont nor Hasan enables users to instruct content delivery servers to be 
responsible for destination domains
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Grounds 3A-3B: Petitioner fundamentally 
misrepresents Ben-Shaul
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Petitioner fundamentally misrepresents Ben-Shaul

43Paper 24, POR, 53-58; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-24.

Paper 1, Petition, 54.

Ben-Shaul’s EdgeDNS does not apply location-based policies to resolve DNS requests.

None of Petitioner’s asserted GUIs teaches a decision tree specifying decision criteria to be applied or 
answers to be provided in response to a DNS request.

  

Paper 1, Petition, 53.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 22.
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Petitioner’s misrepresentations doom all three of Petitioner’s asserted GUIs

44

Petitioner relies on (1) Ben-Shaul’s front edge tool; (2) Ben-Shaul’s “single GUI”; 
and (3) the “Ben-Shaul-Hasan GUI”

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 19.

Paper 1, Petition, 55.

Paper 1, Petition, 50.

Paper 1, Petition, 53, 54.

Paper 24, POR, 53-58; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-24.
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Petitioner fails to identify a single policy used to resolve DNS requests

45

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶176.

Ben-Shaul’s DNS directives are not applied in resolving DNS requests 

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 177.

Petitioner Ben-Shaul

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 20.

Paper 1, Petition, 40.

Paper 24, POR, 53-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-22.
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…

Ben-Shaul’s CDML DNS redirection policies are not applied in resolving DNS requests 

Paper 1, Petition, 48-49.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 20.

Petitioner Ben-Shaul

Petitioner fails to identify a single policy used to resolve DNS requests

Paper 24, POR, 53-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-22.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 39.
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Dr. Shenoy confirms that the CDML DNS redirection policies are not applied in resolving DNS requests 

EX2017, Shenoy Dec., ¶ 174.

EX2017, Shenoy Dec., ¶ 173.

Petitioner fails to identify a single policy used to resolve DNS requests

Paper 24, POR, 53-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-22.
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Petitioner incorrectly argues that the EdgeDNS “differentiates based on regions and groups.”

48

The functionality cited by Petitioner is performed by the edge server. It is not DNS functionality. 

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶¶ 42, 44.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 22.

Paper 24, POR, 55-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23.
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EX2017, Shenoy Dec., ¶ 180.
EX2017, Shenoy Dec., ¶ 181.

Dr. Shenoy confirms that Ben-Shaul’s “regional and group differentiation” is 
performed by the edge server. 

Paper 24, POR, 55-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23.
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Ben-Shaul’s location-dependent responses are a function of its dynamic cache replacement  

50Paper 24, POR, 48-52, 54-57; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 22.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 360.

…

Ben-Shaul does not apply location-based policies implemented using the claimed decision tree. 
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Grounds 3A-3B: Ben-Shaul’s Dynamic Cache 
Replacement
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The EdgeDNS resolves DNS requests through dynamic cache replacement

52

Paper 26, Pet. Reply, 22-23.

EX2018, Lin Deposition, 215:1-4.

The EdgeDNS implements dynamic 
cache replacement

Dr. Lin admits that dynamic cache replacement does not 
involve the implementation of policies

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 360.

…

Paper 24, POR, 48-52, 54; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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EX1005, Ben-Shaul, Fig. 4 (annotated).

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 176.

Dynamic Cache Replacement replaces the origin server IP 
address with the edge server IP address in EdgeDNS cache

The EdgeDNS resolves DNS requests through dynamic cache replacement

Paper 24, POR, 48-52; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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EX1005, Ben-Shaul, Fig. 4 (annotated).

1. DNS request from client 14 is 
directed to client regional DNS 
server 22.

2. Regional DNS server 22 forwards 
the request to the EdgeDNS 38.

3. The EdgeDNS performs a cache 
lookup and returns the edge server 
IP address to the regional DNS 
server 22.

4. The regional DNS server 22 returns 
the requested IP address to the 
client 14.

EX1005, See Ben-Shaul, ¶ 176.

The EdgeDNS resolves DNS requests through dynamic cache replacement

Paper 24, POR, 48-52; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 362.

The EdgeDNS resolves DNS requests through dynamic cache replacement

Paper 24, POR, 48-52; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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EX1005, Ben-Shaul, Fig. 15.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶¶ 398-399.

The EdgeDNS resolves DNS requests through dynamic cache replacement

Paper 24, POR, 48-52; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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Ben-Shaul’s dynamic cache replacement operation

57

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶¶ 379, 414.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 361, Fig. 16.

Paper 24, POR, 48-52; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 23-24.
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Grounds 3A-3B: Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan 
teaches the claimed decision tree
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Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan teaches the claimed decision tree 
representing rules

59Paper 24, POR, 62-64; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 24-27.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶¶ 309, 313.

Petitioner’s asserted GUIs merely enable administrators to apply directives to 
edge servers. The GUIs do not represent rules or a policy hierarchy.

Paper 1, Petition, 53, 54.

Paper 1, Petition, 48.
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EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 309.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 170 (Table 2).

Paper 1, Petition, 53, 54.

Paper 24, POR, 45-52, 53-58; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 19-24.

Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan teaches the claimed decision tree 
representing rules



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan teaches a decision tree that specifies the claimed 
decision criteria or answers to be provided in response to a DNS request.

61

Paper 1, Petition, 53-54.

Paper 1, Petition, 53.

Petitioner’s asserted GUIs are not used to create policies applied in response to DNS requests. 

Paper 24, POR, 53-64; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 24-27.

Therefore, none of Petitioner’s asserted GUIs teaches a decision tree specifying decision 
criteria to be applied or answers to be provided in response to a DNS request.
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Neither Ben-Shaul nor Ben-Shaul-Hasan teaches providing the claimed policy to the name 
server network

62Paper 24, POR, 65; Paper 28, Sur-Reply, 13-15.

The Petition points only to Ben-Shaul’s 
DNS directives for this element.  

Paper 1, Petition, 52.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶176.

EX1005, Ben-Shaul, ¶ 177.

Ben-Shaul
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