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History
Sandpiper Networks built and launched the world’s first CDN in the 1990s. The company’s early customers 
included the L.A. Times, which used Sandpiper’s CDN to host the report of Independent Counsel Ken Starr on his 
investigation of President Bill Clinton.

In December 1999, Sandpiper Networks was acquired by Digital Island in a deal that valued Sandpiper Networks 
at over $1 billion.

Following a series of additional mergers and acquisitions, the Sandpiper CDN business was acquired by Level 3 
Communications.

The Sandpiper team continued developing Sandpiper’s networking technology with significant investments by 
Level 3. Eventually rebranded as Lumen, its customers included Netflix and Disney, which used Sandpiper’s 
networking technology to support their large video streaming platforms.

In late 2023 Lumen began to spin off its content delivery business, and Sandpiper’s technology, software, and 
intellectual property is now owned and managed by Sandpiper CDN. Sandpiper CDN is co-owned by Andrew 
Swart, who was the CEO and co-founder of Sandpiper Networks.
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Claims Ground # References Ground # References

1-8, 10-23 1A Glines 1B Glines, Gupta

4 2A Glines, Chung 2B Glines, Gupta, Chung

7-9, 19-20 3A Glines, Chiou 3B Glines, Gupta, Chiou

10-22 4A Glines, Colby 4B Glines, Gupta, Colby

19-20 5A Glines, Chiou, Colby 5B Glines, Gupta, Chiou, Colby
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4

► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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The ’112 Patent discloses a content delivery network that routes users 
to content sites near requesters using existing infrastructure.

5

.

EX1001, 2:11-23.

POR, 5-6.

EX1001, FIG. 3 (annotated).

EX1001, ’112 patent, 1:36-41.

’112 Patent
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.

POR, 6-7.

EX1001, FIG. 3 (annotated).

POR, 7 (citing EX1001, 4:19-21, 4:34-36,  4:27-30, 5:11-13, 5:19-21).

The ’112 Patent discloses a content delivery network that routes users 
to content sites near requesters using existing infrastructure.

“CDN 60 includes at least one Web server, shown as a 
Web server 62, a DNS system 64 for Web server 62, 
and end-user stations 66a and 66b, all connected to a 
network 72.” EX1001, 4:19-21. “Also connected to the 
network 72 are multiple content distribution nodes 76a, 
76b and 76c, which support distributed content delivery 
services for one or more Web sites on the network 72.” 
Id., 4:27-30; EX2018, ¶¶37-38.

“Each of the CDN nodes 76 includes a DNS system 78 
coupled to and associated with a Web content server 
system or site 80.” EX1001, 4:34-36. Nodes 76 are 
“geographically dispersed . . . so as to be as close as 
possible to various network entry points, exchanges or 
both.” Id., 5:11-13. “The caching servers 80 have unique 
IP addresses,” and “[t]he DNS systems 78 share a 
common IP address as well as have unique IP addresses.” 
Id., 5:19-21; EX2018, ¶39. 

’112 Patent
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► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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.

POR, 24.

EX1001, Claim 1.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 1
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POR, 11-12, 24.

EX1007, 132.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 1

’112 Prosecution History

EX1007, 140.
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.
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.

Pet., 16, 25-27; PO Sur-reply, 3, 6-9.

EX1002, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Glines

EX1002, 13:21-14:5.
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.
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.

Pet., 16, 25-27; PO Sur-reply, 3, 6-9.

EX1002, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Glines

EX1002, 14:17-18.

EX1002, 14:8-12.
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.

12Pet., 20-21; POR, 25.

Petition

Pet., 20-21.

EX1002, FIG. 1 (annotated).
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.

13POR, 25-27.

POR Patent Owner’s Expert

POR, 26. EX2018, ¶54.
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.

14Pet., 19, 21; DI, 11-12.

Petitioner’s Expert

EX1008, ¶138.

EX1002, FIG. 1 (annotated).
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Glines teaches resolution performed by a root DNS server.

15DI, 10-12.

Institution Decision

DI, 11-12.

DI, 12.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Petitioner’s Reply fails to cure the Petition’s deficiencies.
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Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 3.

Pet. Reply, 3; POR, 24-27; PO Sur-reply, 5-9.

Glines’s local resolver does not resolve a hostname to 
a common anycast address, as recited by claim 1.1

Even under Petitioner’s new theory, nowhere does the 
Petition tie this functionality to Glines’s local resolver.2

POR, 24-27; EX2018, ¶54.

PO Sur-reply, 6-9.
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Petitioner’s Reply fails to cure the Petition’s deficiencies.

17POR, 25-27; PO Sur-reply, 6-9.

Glines – Local Resolver 18

EX1002, 13:21-14:5.

Glines’s local resolver 18 plays no role in resolving a hostname to an anycast address.

Glines expressly assigns the relevant function to a different component (root server 38), 
and not its local resolver 18.

EX1002, 14:17-18.

EX1002, 14:8-12.

Glines – DNS Server 38
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Gupta does not cure the deficiencies of Glines.

18Pet., 22-25; DI, 21.

Pet., 23.

DI, 21.

Petition Institution Decision
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Gupta does not cure the deficiencies of Glines.

19Pet. Reply, 11-12.

Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 11.

Pet. Reply, 11-12.
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► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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.

POR, 29.

EX1001, Claim 23.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 23
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Petitioner does not identify a “second content provider” 
different from the “first content provider”

22Pet., 54-55.

Petition

EX1024, 1.Pet., 54-55.

Exhibit 1024
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Petitioner does not identify a “second content provider” 
different from the “first content provider”

23Pet., 56.

Petition

EX1025, 1.

Pet., 56.

Exhibit 1025
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Petitioner does not identify a “second content provider” 
different from the “first content provider”

24POR, 31-34.

Where a claim lists elements separately, “the clear 
implication of the claim language” is that those elements 
are “distinct component[s]” of the patented invention. 

Becton, Dickinson & Co. v. Tyco Healthcare Grp., LP, 616 F.3d 1249, 1254 (Fed. Cir. 2010) 
(quoting Gaus v. Conair Corp., 363 F.3d 1284, 1288 (Fed. Cir. 2004)).

Claim 23
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Petitioner does not identify a “second content provider” 
different from the “first content provider”

25POR, 33-34; PO Sur-reply, 11-13.

EX1024, 1; EX1025, 1.

Petitioner maps both the first and second content providers to the same content provider: 
Yahoo News!

EX1001, 2:60-63.

’112 Patent
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Petitioner does not identify a “second content provider” 
different from the “first content provider”

26POR, 33-34; PO Sur-reply, 11-13.

Patent Owner’s Expert

EX2018, ¶66.
EX2021, 93:1-15.

Petitioner’s Expert

As Petitioner’s expert clarified, the alleged “second content” is the Web page, 
not simply the article within the page
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Petitioner improperly relies on supposed general knowledge in the art 
to supply a missing claim element

27Pet., 55-56; POR, 34-36; PO Sur-reply, 13-15.

Pet., 55.

Petition

Pet., 56.

Pet., 1.

Petitioner concedes that “Exhibits 1024 
and 1025 do not form the basis of 
Petitioner’s patentability challenge.”

Pet. Reply, 21.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Petitioner improperly relies on supposed general knowledge in the art 
to supply a missing claim element

28DI, 24; POR, 34-36; PO Sur-reply, 13-15.

DI, 24.

Institution Decision

DI, 24.
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Petitioner improperly relies on supposed general knowledge in the art 
to supply a missing claim element

29POR, 34-36; PO Sur-reply, 13-15; EX2023.

Petitioner does not identify any disclosure in Glines or Gupta that meets 
both claim elements [23c] and [23e]

35 U.S.C. § 311(b):
“A petitioner in an inter partes review may request to cancel as 
unpatentable 1 or more claims of a patent only on a ground that could 
be raised under section 102 or 103 and only on the basis of prior art 
consisting of patents or printed publications.”

37 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(4):
“The petition must specify where each element of the claim is 
found in the prior art patents or printed publications relied 
upon.”
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► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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EX1001, Claim 13.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 13
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EX1001, Claim 18.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 18
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EX1001, Claim 22.

The ’112 Patent, Claims 22 and 23

Independent claims 22 and 23 similarly recite a “plurality of content providers”

Claim 22 Claim 23

EX1001, Claim 23.
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“plurality of content providers”

34Pet., 40.

Petition

Pet., 40.
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“plurality of content providers”

35POR, 37-40; PO Sur-reply, 16-19.

Petitioner’s alleged support in Glines does not refer to the claimed 
“content providers” but rather network providers.

EX1002, 17:3-14.

EX2018, ¶69.

Glines Patent Owner’s Expert
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“plurality of content providers”

36DI, 13-14; POR, 37-40; PO Sur-reply, 16-19.

Petitioner’s alleged support in Glines does not refer to the claimed 
“content providers” but rather network providers.

DI, 13-14.

Institution Decision
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“plurality of content providers”

37Pet., 40; DI, 14-15; POR, 39-41.

The Petition’s remaining citations contain no discussion of multiple content providers

DI, 14.

Institution Decision

EX1002, 12:11-23.

Glines
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“plurality of content providers”

38Pet., 40; DI, 14-15; POR, 39-41.

The Petition’s remaining citations contain no discussion of multiple content providers

DI, 15.

Institution Decision

EX1002, 12:11-23.

Glines
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Petitioner does not establish that a POSITA would have combined 
Glines and Gupta to support a “plurality of content providers”

39Pet., 40; POR, 41-43.

Pet., 40-41.

Petition

EX1003, FIG. 1 (excerpt)

Petitioner does not provide sufficient explanation as to
why a skilled artisan would have combined Glines and Gupta or

how the combination would operate
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Petitioner does not establish that a POSITA would have combined 
Glines and Gupta to support a “plurality of content providers”

40Pet., 8; POR, 41-43; PO Sur-reply, 20-21.

Petitioner does not provide sufficient explanation as to
why a skilled artisan would have combined Glines and Gupta or

how the combination would operate

Pet., 8.

Petition

EX2018, ¶74.

Patent Owner’s Expert
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Petitioner does not establish that a POSITA would have combined 
Glines and Gupta to support a “plurality of content providers”

41Pet., 8; POR, 41-43; PO Sur-reply, 20-21.

Pet., 8.

Petition

EX2018, ¶75.

Patent Owner’s Expert

Petitioner does not provide sufficient explanation as to
why a skilled artisan would have combined Glines and Gupta or

how the combination would operate
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► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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The ’112 Patent, 11, 13, 18, 19, 21, and 22

Claim 11

Claim 18

Claim 21

Claim 13

Claim 19

Claim 22
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“switch” limitations

44Pet., 38-39; POR, 44-46; PO Sur-reply, 21-23.

Petitioner’s entire analysis:

EX1002, 19:13-16.

Glines

Pet., 39.

Petition
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines teaches the claimed
“switch” limitations

45POR, 44-46; PO Sur-reply, 21-23.

EX2018, ¶81.

Patent Owner’s Expert

EX2018, ¶82.
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Petitioner fails to establish that Glines in combination with Colby 
teaches the claimed “switch” limitations

46Pet., 69; POR, 46; PO Sur-reply, 21-23.

Pet., 69.

POR

EX2018, ¶82.

It does not suffice to meet the motivation to combine requirement to 
recognize that two alternative arrangements … were both known in the art 

Virtek Vision Int'l ULC v. Assembly Guidance Sys., Inc., 97 F.4th 882, 886 (Fed. Cir. 2024)

Petition
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► The ’112 Patent

► Independent Claim 1 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “causing said hostname to be resolved to said common anycast address by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

► Independent Claim 23 (Grounds 1A/1B)

► “a second request for second content associated with a second content provider”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23 (Grounds 1A/1B and 4A/4B)

► “a plurality of content providers”

► Independent Claims 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, and dependent claim 11 (Grounds 1A/1B, 3A/3B, 4A/4B, and 5A/5B)

► “a switch” / “at least one switch”

► Motivation to Combine Glines and Gupta (All B Grounds)
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

48Pet., 7-8; POR, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 23-26.

Absent from Petitioner’s “Motivation to Combine” section is any articulated motivation as to 
why a POSITA would have plucked the “WebCache servers” and the “ISP DNS Server” from 

Gupta’s disclosure and modified Glines with these cherry-picked features.

Pet., 7-8.

Pet., 8.
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

49POR, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 23-26.

EX2018, ¶85.

EX1002, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Patent Owner’s Expert
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

50POR, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 23-26.

EX2018, ¶87.

EX1003, FIG. 1 (annotated).

Patent Owner’s Expert
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

51POR, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 23-26.

EX2018, ¶90.

Patent Owner’s Expert

EX2018, ¶90.
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

52Pet., 24; POR, 28, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 23-26.

EX2018, ¶57.

Pet., 24.

Patent Owner’s Expert Petition

Gupta’s alleged ISP DNS server
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Petitioner fails to establish a motivation to combine Glines and Gupta

53Pet., 8; POR, 41-43, 47-55; PO Sur-reply, 20-21, 23-26.

Pet., 24.

Gupta’s WebCache servers

Pet., 8.

Petition

EX2018, ¶74.

Patent Owner’s Expert
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Claims Appendix
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EX1001, Claim 11.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 11
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EX1001, Claim 13.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 13
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EX1001, Claim 18.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 18



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence 58
EX1001, Claim 19.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 19
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EX1001, Claim 21.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 21
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EX1001, Claim 22.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 22
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EX1001, Claim 23.

The ’112 Patent, Claim 23
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