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► Overview of the ’903 patent

► Overview of Kenner

► Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

► Kenner does not direct resource requests to a repeater server based on the “alias name”

► Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers 

authorized to have resources delivered to client machines”

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2) 

(LEAP)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach “the first alias name is a domain name” (claim 34) (LEAP)
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’903 Patent Overview
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The ’903 Patent: “Shared Content Delivery Infrastructure”

4

.

EX1001, ’903 patent, 4:60-67.

POR, 8; EX1001, ’903 patent, FIG. 1.

EX1001, ’903 patent, 8:29-49.

Paper 21, POR, 7-11.
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The ’903 Patent’s Alias Names
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EX1001, ’903 patent, 9:40-55.

EX1001, ’903 patent, 9:56-63.

Paper 21, POR, 11-14.

Alias names have the structure of a host name
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The ’903 Patent’s Alias Names
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EX1001, ’903 patent, 6:42-61.

EX1001, ’903 patent, 9:64-10:11.

Paper 21, POR, 11-14.

Alias names have the structure of a host name
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The ’903 Patent’s Alias Names
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EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 20:13-21:12.

Paper 21, POR, 11-14.

Petitioner’s expert Dr. Mowry confirmed that alias names have the structure of a host name
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Claim 1 of the ’903 Patent

8EX1001, ’903 patent, claim 1.
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Claim 28 of the ’903 Patent

9EX1001, ’903 patent, claim 28.
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Claim 37 of the ’903 Patent

10EX1001, ’903 patent, claim 37.
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Claim 40 of the ’903 Patent

11EX1001, ’903 patent, claim 40.
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Claim 43 of the ’903 Patent

12EX1001, ’903 patent, claim 43.
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► Overview of the ’903 patent

► Overview of Kenner

► Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

► Kenner does not direct resource requests to a repeater server based on the “alias name”

► Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers 

authorized to have resources delivered to client machines”

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach “the first alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)
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Overview of Kenner
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Kenner’s Architecture
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EX1005, Kenner, FIG. 4 (annotated).

EX1005, Kenner, FIG. 1 (annotated).
Paper 21, POR, 23-27.
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Kenner’s Primary Index Manager (“PIM”)

16

EX1005, Kenner, Abstract.

Paper 21, POR, 23-27.
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Kenner’s Video ID
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EX1005, Kenner, 34:3-13.

Paper 21, POR, 26-29.
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Kenner’s Video ID
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EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.

Paper 21, POR, 26-29.
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Kenner’s Video ID
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EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.

Paper 21, POR, 27, 33, 35-37.
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► Overview of the ’903 patent

► Overview of Kenner

► Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

► Kenner does not direct resource requests to a repeater server based on the “alias name”

► Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers 

authorized to have resources delivered to client machines”

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach “the first alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias 
name”
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The Petition’s Mapping
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The Petition alleges that Kenner’s video ID teaches the claimed first and second alias name
and that PIM 64 teaches the claimed at least one shared repeater server

Pet., 20.

Pet., 14.

Paper 21, POR, 32, 39.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”
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Kenner’s video ID is not associated with a repeater server

EX1005, Kenner, 34:8-13.

EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.

Paper 21, POR, 32-33.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”
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Kenner’s video ID is not associated with a repeater server because 
Kenner’s virtual URL identifies the PIM

EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.

Paper 21, POR, 33, 35-37.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”
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The content coordinate data in a video ID identifies types of files and 
does not create an association with an IM

EX1005, Kenner, 36:28-31.

EX1005, Kenner, 41:1-6. EX1005, Kenner, 38:3-8.

Paper 21, POR, 33-34.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”
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Dr. Mowry confirms there is no explicit association between a video ID and a particular IM

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 126:5-12.

Paper 21, POR, 33-34.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

27

Kenner’s video ID is not a host name

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 129:16-22.

Paper 21, POR, 34-35.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

28

Kenner’s video ID does not follow a host name structure

EX1005, Kenner, 34:8-13.

EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.

Paper 21, POR, 34-35.
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Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

29

Kenner’s virtual URL confirms that Kenner’s video ID is not an alias name – the virtual URL explicitly 
identifies the “Internet address of the PIM 64” (i.e., alleged at least one shared repeater server) 

EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.

Paper 21, POR, 34-37.
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► Overview of the ’903 patent

► Overview of Kenner

► Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

► Kenner does not direct resource requests to a repeater server based on the “alias name”

► Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers 

authorized to have resources delivered to client machines”

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach “the first alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)
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Kenner does not direct resource requests to “the at 
least one repeater server” based on the “alias name”
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The ’903 Patent’s Claims

32

The claims recite directing a request from a client machine to the at least one shared repeater server 
based at least in part on the alias name 

EX1001, Claim 1 (excerpt).

Paper 21, POR, 37-39.
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The ’903 Patent’s Claims

33

The claims recite directing a request from a client machine to the at least one shared repeater server 
based at least in part on the alias name 

EX1001, Claim 28 (excerpt).

EX1001, Claim 37 (excerpt).

Paper 21, POR, 37-39.
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Kenner does not direct resource requests to “the at least one repeater 
server” based on the “alias name”

34

Kenner directs all content requests from terminal 50 to PIM 64 regardless of the video ID;
Kenner therefore does not direct requests to PIM 64 based on the video ID  

EX1005, Kenner, 36:19-27.

EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.

Paper 21, POR, 39-41.
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Kenner does not direct resource requests to “the at least one repeater 
server” based on the “alias name”

35

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 113:1-5.

Kenner directs all content requests from terminal 50 to PIM 64 regardless of the video ID;
Kenner therefore does not direct requests to PIM 64 based on the video ID  

Paper 21, POR, 39-41.
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Kenner does not direct resource requests to “the at least one repeater 
server” based on the “alias name”

36

A neighboring IM querying PIM 64 does not address the claimed directing of 
a request from a client machine to the PIM 64 based on an alias name 

EX1001, Claim 1 (excerpt).
EX1001, ’903 patent, 9:40-55.

Paper 21, POR, 42-43.
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Kenner does not direct resource requests to “the at least one repeater 
server” based on the “alias name”

37

A neighboring IM querying PIM 64 does not address the claimed directing of 
a request from a client machine to the PIM 64 based on an alias name 

EX1005, Kenner, 40:29-33.

EX1005, Kenner, 41:1-6.

Paper 21, POR, 42-43.
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► Overview of the ’903 patent

► Overview of Kenner

► Kenner’s “video ID” does not teach the claimed “alias name”

► Kenner does not direct resource requests to a repeater server based on the “alias name”

► Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias names corresponding to content providers 

authorized to have resources delivered to client machines”

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach “the first alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)
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Kenner does not teach a “table listing a plurality of alias 
names corresponding to content providers authorized 

to have resources delivered to client machines”
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The ’903 Patent’s Claims

40

The claims recite a table that correlates content providers who are authorized to have resources 
delivered to the client machines

EX1001, Claim 1 (excerpt).

Paper 21, POR, 43-44.
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The ’903 Patent’s Claims

41

The specification emphasizes identifying content providers who are authorized to have resources 
delivered to the client machines

EX1001, 17:50-57.EX1001, 10:24-31.

Paper 21, POR, 44-45.
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Kenner does not disclose a table listing a plurality of alias names 
corresponding to authorized content providers

42

Kenner checks end user subscription rights but does not describe a table that correlates 
content providers who are authorized to have resources delivered to the client machines

EX1005, Kenner, 37:18-31.

Paper 21, POR, 45-46.
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Kenner does not disclose a table listing a plurality of alias names 
corresponding to authorized content providers

43

EX1005, Kenner, 38:17-22.

EX1005, Kenner, 52:7-12.

Kenner checks end user subscription rights but does not describe a table that correlates 
content providers who are authorized to have resources delivered to the client machines

Paper 21, POR, 45-46.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Kenner does not disclose a table listing a plurality of alias names 
corresponding to authorized content providers

44

Kenner’s clip database does not disclose a table listing alias names corresponding to 
content providers authorized to have resources delivered because Kenner’s video ID does not 

correspond to any authorization   

EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.

Paper 21, POR, 47-48.
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Dependent claims 2 and 34
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Dependent claims 2 and 34
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► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach the “alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)

► Overview of Rekimoto

► A POSA would not have been motivated to combine Rekimoto with Kenner

► It would not have been obvious to structure Kenner’s video ID as a domain name
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Kenner does not teach “wherein the at least one shared 
repeater server is addressable using the first alias 

name and the second alias name” as recited in 
dependent claim 2
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Claim 2 of the ’903 patent

48Paper 21, POR, 49-50.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 2.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, 6:45-61.EX1001, ’903 patent, 9:39-55.

Claim 2 recites that the repeater be “addressable” using alias names



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Kenner’s PIM is not “addressable” using a Video ID

49Paper 21, POR, 50-51.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 2.

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 129:16-20.

Kenner’s Video ID is not a host name

EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.
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Kenner’s PIM is not “addressable” using a Video ID

50Paper 21, POR, 50-51; Paper 25, Sur-Reply, 22.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 2.

Kenner’s “virtual URL” includes “Internet address of an IM.”

EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.
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Kenner’s PIM is not “addressable” using a Video ID

51Paper 21, POR, 50-51; Paper 25, Sur-Reply, 22.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 2.

EX1005, Kenner, FIG. 4 (annotated).

Kenner’s video ID is passed to the PIM identified in the “virtual URL.” The video ID does not impact 
the decision of which server receives the request.
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Dependent claims 2 and 34

52

► Kenner does not teach “the at least one repeater server is addressable” using the “alias name” (claim 2)

► Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach the “alias name is a domain name” (claim 34)

► Overview of Rekimoto

► A POSA would not have been motivated to combine Rekimoto with Kenner

► It would not have been obvious to structure Kenner’s video ID as a domain name
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Kenner in view of Rekimoto does not teach the first 
alias name being a “domain name” as recited in 

dependent claim 34
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Claim 34 of the ’903 patent

54Paper 21, POR, 17-19.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 34.

EX1001, ’903 patent, 6:45-61.

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 61:17-20.
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Kenner’s video ID is not a domain name

55Paper 21, POR, 52-54.

EX2017, 
Mowry Depo. Tr., 
129:16-20.

EX1005, Kenner, 36:32-37:6.

Kenner’s video ID is not a domain name

EX2017, 
Mowry Depo. Tr., 
22:12-22.
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Rekimoto’s DNS Server
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EX1007, Rekimoto, 18:3-12.

Paper 21, POR, 23-27.

EX1001, ’903 Patent, claim 34.
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A POSA would not have combined Kenner with Rekimoto

57Paper 21, POR, 53-54.

Implementing Rekimoto’s DNS capabilities in Kenner’s system would not “reduce system latency” 
because Kenner’s virtual URL already identifies the PIM. Such a combination would be 

inconsistent with how Kenner uses the video ID. 

Petition, 58.
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It would not have been obvious to structure Kenner’s video ID 
as a domain name

58Paper 21, POR, 53-54.

EX1005, Kenner, 37:7-17.

A POSA would not have reformatted Kenner’s video ID as a domain name. Such a 
modification would render Kenner’s Video ID inoperable for its stated purpose of providing a 

“globally unique name of the video clip.”

EX1005, Kenner, FIG. 4 (annotated).
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Petitioner introduces a new theory in the Petitioner’s Reply

59Paper 25, Sur-Reply, 23.

Petitioner’s Reply, 22.

Petition Petitioner’s Reply

Petition, 58-59.
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APPENDIX
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The ’903 Patent’s Claims

61Paper 25, PO Sur-Reply, 6-7.

Despite relying on Claim 25, Petitioner has not shown that “host names” and “domains names” are 
interchangeable. Dr. Mowry also did not testify that these terms are interchangeable.

EX1001, Claim 25.

EX2017, Mowry Depo. Tr., 22:12-22.
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