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’903 Patent Overview

2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Cover

Ex. 1001, Cover, 25:14-30:37.

Earliest priority claim: Feb. 10, 1998

46 Claims 
(1, 28, 37, 40, and 43 are independent)

SHARED CONTENT DELIVERY 
INFRASTRUCTURE
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The ’903 Patent’s Content Delivery Network

3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Pet., 2-4; Ex. 1001, 4:22-36, Fig. 1. 

Content providers host content on origin servers, 
making it available to many users

content 
provider

Users request content through 
client machines

’903 Patent

Ex-1001, Abstract.
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The ’903 Patent’s Content Delivery Network

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Pet., 2-4; Ex. 1001, 4:22-36, Fig. 1. 

To increase efficiency, content is also 
distributed to additional repeater servers so 

a user can access content from a nearby 
repeater instead of the origin server

Page 4 of 39



The ’903 Patent’s Content Delivery Network

5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Client request is directed 
based at least in part on 

first alias name

association
1st alias 
name

request

1st resource
1st alias 
name

Pet., 2-4; Ex. 1001, 9:39-63. 
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The ’903 Patent’s Content Delivery Network

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

request table

alias 
names 

content 
providers

alias 
name

Pet., 2-4; Ex. 1001, 9:39-63. 

content 
provider
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The ’903 Patent’s Content Delivery Network

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[1.b] at least one table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers authorized to have 
resources delivered to client machines via the at least one shared repeater server, wherein the plurality of 
content providers comprises the first content provider and the second content provider;

’903 Patent

Ex-1001, 9:39-63

The table lists alias names corresponding to 
content providers (origin servers)

table

alias 
names 

content 
providers

Only mention of this table or alias 
names in the ’903 Patent

Pet., 2-4; Ex. 1001, 9:39-63. 
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Grounds of Obviousness – Claims Challenged

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground Claims Challenged References 
1 1, 2, 22-24, 26, 28-32, 35, 37, 

38, 40, 41, and 43-45
Kenner

2 33 Kenner + Vetter
3 34 Kenner + Rekimoto
4 27, 36, 39, 42, and 46 Kenner + Boyles

Pet., 2; Institution Decision (Paper 14), 5.

• Claims 1, 2, 22-24, and 26-46 of the ’903 Patent are challenged
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Overview of Kenner
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Kenner Discloses a Content Delivery System

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Pet., 6-8; Kenner, 1:13-16, Fig. 4. 

Kenner’s system includes a network of 
database index managers (IMs), 
including a source IM (origin server), a 
user terminal (client), and various 
regional IMs (repeater servers)

Kenner

Kenner, 1:13-16
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Kenner Discloses a Content Delivery System

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

To access a clip, the user 
generates a request 

through the user terminal 
(client machine),

which is transmitted to a 
local primary IM 

(repeater server)

Pet., 6-8; Kenner, 6:20-23, 6:32-7:6, 25:7-11, 35:11-16, 36:6-9, 37:7-17, Fig. 4. 
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Kenner Discloses a Content Delivery System

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

If not, the primary IM queries other remote IMs 
(repeater servers) using the video ID (alias name) 

to locate a copy of the clip, including the original 
source IM (origin server), if necessary

Pet., 6-8; Kenner, 37:20-22, 40:29-41:6, 41:13-19, Fig. 4.  

The primary IM (repeater server) 
consults its clip database (at least one 
table) using a unique “video ID” (alias 

name) for the clip to determine whether 
its SRUs store a copy of the clip
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claims
Disputed Limitations

13Page 13 of 39



All Patent Owner’s 
Arguments Apply 

Incorrect Constructions:

Disputed Limitations – Independent Claims

14DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Kenner’s clip database does not 
list alias names corresponding 
to content providers authorized 
(by a separate express 
authorization step) to have 
resources delivered

Element Representative Independent Claim 1 

[1.b] at least one table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to 
content providers authorized to have resources delivered to 
client machines via the at least one shared repeater server, 
wherein the plurality of content providers comprises the first 
content provider and the second content provider;

[1.c] wherein at least a first resource associated with the first content 
provider is associated with a first alias name of the plurality of alias 
names, said first alias name being associated with said at least 
one shared repeater server;

[1.d] wherein requests for the first resource from said client machines 
are directed to the at least one shared repeater server, based at 
least in part on said first alias name;

[1.e] wherein at least a second resource associated with the second content 
provider is associated with a second alias name of the plurality of 
alias names, said second alias name being associated with said 
at least one shared repeater server;

[1.f] wherein requests for the second resource made from said client 
machines are directed to the at least one shared repeater 
server, based at least in part on said second alias name; and

[1.g] wherein the at least one shared repeater server is further 
constructed and adapted to analyze, using the table, an alias 
name received with a client request for a particular resource to 
determine a content provider associated with the particular 
resource.

Kenner’s requests are not 
directed to a repeater server 
(directly received without 
intermediary) based on an alias 
name

Kenner’s video ID is not an alias 
name because:
1) it is not a hostname, and
2) it is not associated with

(does not expressly identify)
a repeater server

Pet., 71-72; Ex. 1001, 25:14-51 (claim 1). 
Page 14 of 39



Disputed Limitations – Independent Claims

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Representative Independent Claim 1 

[1.b] at least one table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to 
content providers authorized to have resources delivered to 
client machines via the at least one shared repeater server, 
wherein the plurality of content providers comprises the first 
content provider and the second content provider;

[1.c] wherein at least a first resource associated with the first content 
provider is associated with a first alias name of the plurality of alias 
names, said first alias name being associated with said at least 
one shared repeater server;

[1.d] wherein requests for the first resource from said client machines 
are directed to the at least one shared repeater server, based at 
least in part on said first alias name;

[1.e] wherein at least a second resource associated with the second content 
provider is associated with a second alias name of the plurality of 
alias names, said second alias name being associated with said 
at least one shared repeater server;

[1.f] wherein requests for the second resource made from said client 
machines are directed to the at least one shared repeater 
server, based at least in part on said second alias name; and

[1.g] wherein the at least one shared repeater server is further 
constructed and adapted to analyze, using the table, an alias 
name received with a client request for a particular resource to 
determine a content provider associated with the particular 
resource.

Pet., 71-72; Ex. 1001, 25:14-51 (claim 1). 

All Patent Owner’s 
Arguments Apply 

Incorrect Constructions:

Kenner’s clip database does not 
list alias names corresponding 
to content providers authorized 
(by a separate express 
authorization step) to have 
resources delivered

Kenner’s requests are not 
directed to a repeater server 
(directly received without 
intermediary) based on an alias 
name

Kenner’s video ID is not an alias 
name because:
1) it is not a hostname, and
2) it is not associated with 

(does not expressly identify)  
a repeater server
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’903 Patent – Representative Claim 1

“Alias Name” Is Not Limited to “Host Name”

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

…

“Alias names” must:
1. correspond to content

providers;
2. be associated with a shared

repeater server;
3. be received with a client

request; and
4. be used to direct requests to a

shared repeater server.

The claims do not require the alias name to “be or include a ‘host name.’”

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

alias name must be or include a “host name.” POR, 11-14

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 3-6. 

Ex-1001, claim 1
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’903 Patent

“Alias Name” Is Not Limited to “Host Name”

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 25 demonstrates that “alias 
name” in Claim 1 is not limited to 

host names …

Claim differentiation precludes Patent Owner’s construction.

Patent Owner acknowledges “domain name” and “host name” 
are interchangeable terms:

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

alias name must be or include a “host name.” POR, 11-14

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 3-6. 

Ex-1001, claim 25

POR, 53

POR, 53, n.1
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“Alias Name” Is Not Limited to “Host Name”

18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

alias name must be or include a “host name.” POR, 11-14

The specification’s example alias names do not demonstrate a “clear intent” to limit the 
claims.

’903 Patent

Ex-1001, 9:48-63

example alias names

any format of alias name 
could be used to look up 

origin server names in a table 

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 3-6. 

Decisioning.com, Inc. v. Federated Dep’t Stores, Inc., 527 F.3d 1300, 1314 (Fed. Cir. 2008)

“Th[e] description of a preferred embodiment, in the absence of a clear intention to limit 
claim scope, is an insufficient basis on which to narrow the claims.”

Page 18 of 39



Kenner’s Video ID Is the Alias Name Associated with an IM

19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Kenner

Kenner’s video IDs (alias 
names) are associated with IMs 
(at least one shared repeater 
server) by virtue of a database at 
each IM

The primary IM uses this 
database to identify other IMs 
likely to have the clip

Kenner, 36:28-31

Kenner, 41:1-6

Kenner, Fig. 4

The primary IM queries only these 
other IMs likely to have the clip

Pet., 20-21, 23; Pet. Reply, 6-7, 10-12. 
Page 19 of 39



“Associated With” Does Not Require Express Identification

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

alias name … associated with said at 
least one shared repeater server

the alias name itself must expressly identify the repeater server. 
POR, 33

’903 Patent – Representative Claim 1

Requires:
• an association between alias 

names and the repeater server

The claims do not require the alias name to “expressly identify the repeater server.”

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 6-7. 

Ex-1001, claim 1
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“Associated With” Does Not Require Express Identification

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

alias name … associated with said at 
least one shared repeater server

the alias name itself must expressly identify the repeater server. 
POR, 33

’903 Patent
Claim 1

Claim 16

Claim 28

Patent Owner’s construction is 
illogical when applied to other 
instances of “associated with”

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 6-7. 

Ex-1001, claim 1

Ex-1001, claim 16

Ex-1001, claim 28

Page 21 of 39



Disputed Limitations – Independent Claims

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Representative Independent Claim 1 

[1.b] at least one table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to 
content providers authorized to have resources delivered to 
client machines via the at least one shared repeater server, 
wherein the plurality of content providers comprises the first 
content provider and the second content provider;

[1.c] wherein at least a first resource associated with the first content 
provider is associated with a first alias name of the plurality of alias 
names, said first alias name being associated with said at least 
one shared repeater server;

[1.d] wherein requests for the first resource from said client machines 
are directed to the at least one shared repeater server, based at 
least in part on said first alias name;

[1.e] wherein at least a second resource associated with the second content 
provider is associated with a second alias name of the plurality of 
alias names, said second alias name being associated with said 
at least one shared repeater server;

[1.f] wherein requests for the second resource made from said client 
machines are directed to the at least one shared repeater 
server, based at least in part on said second alias name; and

[1.g] wherein the at least one shared repeater server is further 
constructed and adapted to analyze, using the table, an alias 
name received with a client request for a particular resource to 
determine a content provider associated with the particular 
resource.

Pet., 71-72; Ex. 1001, 25:14-51 (claim 1). 

All Patent Owner’s 
Arguments Apply 

Incorrect Constructions:

Kenner’s clip database does not 
list alias names corresponding 
to content providers authorized 
(by a separate express 
authorization step) to have 
resources delivered

Kenner’s video ID is not an alias 
name because:
1) it is not a hostname, and
2) it is not associated with

(does not expressly identify)
a repeater server

Kenner’s requests are not 
directed to a repeater server 
(directly received without 
intermediary) based on an alias 
name

Page 22 of 39



Kenner Directs Client Requests Based on Video IDs

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The request is directed to the PIM 
based at least in part on the
video ID:

if the video ID were not present, 
the request would not be directed

1 The local SRU intercepts the video ID

Pet., 21-22, 24; Pet. Reply, 7-8, 12-16.

Kenner, Fig. 4

Kenner, 36:22-26
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Kenner Directs Client Requests Based on Video IDs

24

Kenner’s “virtual URL” does not negate the video ID’s functions.

Kenner

Kenner, 37:7-10

Kenner’s virtual URL is the 
mechanism for forwarding the 

video ID to the primary IM

1 The local SRU intercepts the video ID

Pet., 21-22, 24; Pet. Reply, 7-8, 12-16.

Kenner, Fig. 4

http://[PIM Internet address][subscriber ID][video ID]

Page 24 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



“Directed to” Does Not Require Direct Receipt Without 
Intermediary

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

requests … directed to the … shared 
repeater server

requests directly received from clients, identifying a specific repeater 
server selected from among other servers. POR, 38-39, 41-42

’903 Patent – Representative Claim 1

Requires that:
• requests be directed based at

least in part on alias name,
and

• the requests be from client
machines

Patent Owner attempts to exclude processes with intermediate servers from the claim scope.

The claims do not require that requests “directed to” a repeater server are “directly received,” 
without intermediary.

…

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 7-8. 

Ex-1001, claim 1
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“Directed to” Does Not Require Direct Receipt Without 
Intermediary

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

requests … directed to the … shared 
repeater server

requests directly received from clients, identifying a specific repeater 
server selected from among other servers. POR, 38-39, 41-42

The ’903 Patent discloses that requests are routinely processed by several intermediate 
servers.

’903 Patent

Repeaters request copies of 
resources from other “peer” 

repeaters based on requests from 
client machines

Ex-1001, 10:48-53

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 7-8. 

Ex-1001, 3:54-58

Page 26 of 39



Kenner Directs Client Requests Based on Video IDs

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The request is directed to the other 
IMs based at least in part on the 
video ID:

the PIM uses content coordinate 
data included in the video ID 
(alias name) to direct requests 
only to IMs “likely to have the 
desired clip”

Kenner, Fig. 4

Kenner, 41:3-6

2 The primary IM directs requests to other IMs using 
the video ID

Pet., 21-22, 24; Pet. Reply, 7-8, 12-16.
Page 27 of 39



Disputed Limitations – Independent Claims

28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Representative Independent Claim 1 

[1.b] at least one table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to 
content providers authorized to have resources delivered to 
client machines via the at least one shared repeater server, 
wherein the plurality of content providers comprises the first 
content provider and the second content provider;

[1.c] wherein at least a first resource associated with the first content 
provider is associated with a first alias name of the plurality of alias 
names, said first alias name being associated with said at least 
one shared repeater server;

[1.d] wherein requests for the first resource from said client machines 
are directed to the at least one shared repeater server, based at 
least in part on said first alias name;

[1.e] wherein at least a second resource associated with the second content 
provider is associated with a second alias name of the plurality of 
alias names, said second alias name being associated with said 
at least one shared repeater server;

[1.f] wherein requests for the second resource made from said client 
machines are directed to the at least one shared repeater 
server, based at least in part on said second alias name; and

[1.g] wherein the at least one shared repeater server is further 
constructed and adapted to analyze, using the table, an alias 
name received with a client request for a particular resource to 
determine a content provider associated with the particular 
resource.

Pet., 71-72; Ex. 1001, 25:14-51 (claim 1). 

All Patent Owner’s 
Arguments Apply 

Incorrect Constructions:

Kenner’s video ID is not an alias 
name because:
1) it is not a hostname, and
2) it is not associated with

(does not expressly identify)
a repeater server

Kenner’s requests are not 
directed to a repeater server 
(directly received without 
intermediary) based on an alias 
name

Kenner’s clip database does not 
list alias names corresponding 
to content providers authorized 
(by a separate express 
authorization step) to have 
resources delivered

Page 28 of 39



“Authorized” Does Not Require an Authorization Step

29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Term Patent Owner’s Incorrect Construction

content providers authorized to have 
resources delivered to client machines

requires a separate step checking whether a content provider is 
authorized

’903 Patent – Representative Claim 1

Claims do not positively recite any step checking or confirming authorization.

Rather, a content provider identified by an assigned account number and permitted to 
upload content for delivery through the system is a content provider “authorized to have 
resources delivered” via the shared repeater server.

Pet., 5; Pet. Reply, 8-9. 

Ex-1001, claim 1
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Kenner

The Listed Content Providers are “Authorized”

30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Kenner, 36:32-37:6

Content providers must register with the 
organization running the service

Content providers listed in the clip database, identified by an assigned account number 
and permitted to upload content for delivery through the system is a content provider 
“authorized to have resources delivered” via the shared repeater server.

Patent Owner conceded this in the POPR:

POPR, 37-38

Pet., 17-20; Pet. Reply, 8-9, 16-19.
Page 30 of 39



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims
Disputed Limitations
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Patent Owner 
Arguments:

Disputed Limitations – Dependent Claims

32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Dependent Claim 2 

[2] 2. The content delivery system as recited in claim 1, wherein the least 
one shared repeater server is addressable using the first alias name 
and the second alias name.

Element Dependent Claim 34 

[34.a] 34. A method as recited in claim 28, wherein at least the first alias 
name is a domain name and the computer network further comprises 
at least one name server that provides domain name service (DNS) 
resolution,

[34.b] the method further comprising:

receiving, at the at least one name server, the first alias name as 
part of a client request; and

resolving, at the at least one name server, the received first alias 
name to identify the at least one shared repeater server to 
deliver the first resource in response to the client request.

Kenner’s IM is not addressable 
using the video ID because:

1) the video ID is not a 
hostname, and

2) Kenner’s virtual URL 
performs this function

• Kenner and Rekimoto do not 
teach the alias name being a 
domain name

• A POSITA would not have 
combined Kenner and 
Rekimoto

Pet., 73, 77; Ex. 1001, 25:52-54 (claim 2), 28:17-27 (claim 34). 
Page 32 of 39



Patent Owner 
Arguments:

Disputed Limitations – Dependent Claims

33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Dependent Claim 2 

[2] 2. The content delivery system as recited in claim 1, wherein the least
one shared repeater server is addressable using the first alias name
and the second alias name.

Element Dependent Claim 34 

[34.a] 34. A method as recited in claim 28, wherein at least the first alias
name is a domain name and the computer network further comprises
at least one name server that provides domain name service (DNS)
resolution,

[34.b] the method further comprising:

receiving, at the at least one name server, the first alias name as 
part of a client request; and

resolving, at the at least one name server, the received first alias 
name to identify the at least one shared repeater server to 
deliver the first resource in response to the client request.

Pet., 73, 77; Ex. 1001, 25:52-54 (claim 2), 28:17-27 (claim 34). 

Kenner’s IM is not addressable 
using the video ID because:

1) the video ID is not a
hostname, and

2) Kenner’s virtual URL
performs this function

• Kenner and Rekimoto do not
teach the alias name being a
domain name

• A POSITA would not have
combined Kenner and
Rekimoto

Page 33 of 39



Kenner’s IM Is Addressable Using Video IDs
[2]“the least one shared repeater server is addressable using the first alias name and the second alias name”

34

Kenner

Kenner, 37:7-10

Kenner’s virtual URL:
http://[PIM Internet address][subscriber ID][video ID]

Kenner, Fig. 4

Kenner’s virtual URL is used to forward 
the video ID to the primary IM

The primary IM is thus addressed 
using the video ID

Pet., 25-26; Pet. Reply, 20-22.
Page 34 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Patent Owner 
Arguments:

Disputed Limitations – Dependent Claims

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Dependent Claim 2 

[2] 2. The content delivery system as recited in claim 1, wherein the least
one shared repeater server is addressable using the first alias name
and the second alias name.

Element Dependent Claim 34 

[34.a] 34. A method as recited in claim 28, wherein at least the first alias
name is a domain name and the computer network further comprises
at least one name server that provides domain name service (DNS)
resolution,

[34.b] the method further comprising:

receiving, at the at least one name server, the first alias name as 
part of a client request; and

resolving, at the at least one name server, the received first alias 
name to identify the at least one shared repeater server to 
deliver the first resource in response to the client request.

Pet., 73, 77; Ex. 1001, 25:52-54 (claim 2), 28:17-27 (claim 34). 

Kenner’s IM is not addressable 
using the video ID because:

1) the video ID is not a
hostname

2) Kenner’s virtual ID
performs this function

• Kenner and Rekimoto do not
teach the alias name being a
domain name

• A POSITA would not have
combined Kenner and
Rekimoto

Page 35 of 39



36

Kenner + Rekimoto Teaches a Domain Name
[34.a]“at least the first alias name is a domain name …”

Rekimoto discloses a DNS server for resolving requests.

Pet., 54-59; Pet. Reply, 22-24.

Rekimoto, 18:7-12

Rekimoto, 18:15-19

Page 36 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



37

Kenner + Rekimoto Teaches a Domain Name
[34.a]“at least the first alias name is a domain name …”

Combined Kenner-Rekimoto system:
the primary IM directs the client request 
to Rekimoto’s DNS server to identify the 

closest IM for handling the request

Kenner

Rekimoto

Kenner, Fig. 4

Pet., 54-59; Pet. Reply, 22-24.
Page 37 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Kenner

38

Kenner + Rekimoto Teaches a Domain Name
[34.a]“at least the first alias name is a domain name …”

Rekimoto

http://[PIM Internet address][subscriber ID][video ID]

It would have been obvious to structure Kenner’s video ID as 
a domain name to allow DNS resolution

Kenner, Fig. 4

Pet., 54-59; Pet. Reply, 22-24.
Page 38 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Kenner

39

Kenner + Rekimoto Teaches a Domain Name
[34.a]“at least the first alias name is a domain name …”

Rekimoto

The virtual URL is used only 
in directing the request from 

the local SRU to the PIM

Adding DNS would reduce 
latency when a clip is not found 
on the primary IM’s SRUs Kenner, Fig. 4

Pet., 54-59; Pet. Reply, 22-24.
Page 39 of 39 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE




