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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 # 35 U.S.C. § References

15 1A 102 Verma

11, 12, 14, 15 1B 103 Verma

11, 12, 14, 15 2 103 Verma and Raciborski

1, 8, 10, 13 3 103 Verma and Lewin

2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 13 4 103 Verma, Raciborski, and Lewin

3, 6 5 103 Verma, Raciborski, Lewin, and Drai
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Agenda
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► The ’322 Patent

► “a direct link to a node within the content delivery network”

► Independent Claims 1, 11, and 15 / All Grounds

► The “tag” limitations

► Independent Claim 1 / Grounds 3-5

► The “application programming interface (API)” limitations (LEAP)

► Claims 2, 9, 11, and 15
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EX1001, FIG. 1.

The ’322 Patent, Independent Claim 1

EX1001, 3:6-14.

POR, 6-8; Pet., 8.

EX1001, 1:13-18.

’322 Patent
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EX1001, Claim 1.

The ’322 Patent, Independent Claim 1
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EX1001, Claim 11.

The ’322 Patent, Independent Claim 11



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence 8

.

EX1001, Claim 1.

The ’322 Patent, Independent Claim 15
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► The ’322 Patent

► “a direct link to a node within the content delivery network”

► Independent Claims 1, 11, and 15 / All Grounds

► The “tag” limitations

► Independent Claim 1 / Grounds 3-5

► The “application programming interface (API)” limitations (LEAP)

► Claims 2, 9, 11, and 15
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”
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EX1001, Claim 11.

POR, 11-12.

’322 Patent, Claim 1

’322 Patent, Claim 11 ’322 Patent, Claim 15

EX1001, Claim 15.

EX1001, Claim 1.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”
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POR, 11-12; PO Sur-reply, 3.

POR, 11-15; Reply, 1; PO Sur-reply, 2-3.

Patent Owner’s Construction Petitioner’s Construction

A network address that enables a 
client device to bypass conventional 
DNS resolution of a hostname

A link pointing to a specific server

The ’322 patent explains that a “direct link” is one that enables the client to contact a CDN 
node without performing conventional DNS resolution of a hostname.

Reply, 1.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”

12POR, 13-14; PO Sur-reply, 2-3.

’322 Patent

The ’322 patent explains that a “direct link” is one that enables the client to contact a CDN 
node without performing conventional DNS resolution of a hostname.

EX1001, 2:45-49.
EX1001, 2:58-62.

EX1001, 3:9-14.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”
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EX1001, 5:29-32.

POR, 7, 11-15; Reply, 3-4; PO Sur-reply, 2-3.

’322 Patent

EX1001, 7:1-9.EX1001, 6:56-65.

The ’322 patent explains that a “direct link” is one that enables the client to contact a CDN 
node without performing conventional DNS resolution of a hostname.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”
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Reply, 3-4.

Reply 1-4.

Petitioner Reply

EX1001, Claim 11.

’322 Patent, Claim 11

EX1001, Claim 14.

’322 Patent, Claim 14

Reply, 1-2.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”
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EX1001, 6:60-7:1.

POR, 7; PO Sur-reply, 4. EX1001, Claim 14.

’322 Patent

Implementing a “direct link” with a hostname enables the CDN to be 
contacted directly, “bypassing any other DNS processing.”

EX1001, 7:1-9.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”

16Reply, 2-3; PO Sur-reply, 5-6.

District court infringement contentions do not redefine “direct link” 
or suggest that URLs requiring conventional DNS would satisfy the claims.

EX1019, 7.
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The ’322 Patent – “direct link”

17PO Sur-reply, 3.

The arguments made in the prosecution history similarly focus on DNS bypassing.

EX1002, 69.
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Verma does not render obvious the “direct link” limitations

18Pet., 23-24; Reply, 11-13; PO Sur-reply, 15.

Petitioner agues only that Verma satisfies the “direct link” limitations 
under its own construction—not under Patent Owner’s construction.

Petitioner Reply

Reply, 11.

Reply, 11.
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Verma does not render obvious the “direct link” limitations

19POR, 22-25; PO Sur-reply, 15.

Verma discloses only “Akamai-ed” hostname-based URLs that rely on 
conventional DNS hierarchical processing to resolve the altered hostname.

Verma

EX1005, ¶13.

EX1003, ¶151.

EX1005, ¶26.

Petitioner’s Expert
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Verma does not render obvious the “direct link” limitations

20POR, 24.

Verma discloses only “Akamai-ed” hostname-based URLs that rely on 
conventional DNS hierarchical processing to resolve the altered hostname.

EX2016, 57:1-10.

Petitioner’s Expert

EX2016, 55:13-56:5.
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Verma does not render obvious the “direct link” limitations

21POR, 24.

EX2016, 55:13-56:5.

EX2017, 1.

EX2015, ¶59. EX2015, ¶61.

Patent Owner’s Expert

Verma’s “Akamai-ed” hostname-based URLs do not bypass conventional DNS resolution.
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► The ’322 Patent

► “a direct link to a node within the content delivery network”

► Independent Claims 1, 11, and 15 / All Grounds

► The “tag” limitations

► Independent Claim 1 / Grounds 3-5

► The “application programming interface (API)” limitations (LEAP)

► Claims 2, 9, 11, and 15
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The ’322 Patent, Claim 1
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Claim 1
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Petitioner’s Proposed Combination

24Pet., 56-59; Reply, 14, 20; PO Sur-reply, 16-17.

Petitioner’s theory requires Verma’s content provider 22 to parse 
HTML pages for tags and assemble HTML pages.

Petitioner’s Combination

PO Sur-reply, 17 (citing EX1005, FIG. 1).

Reply, 14.

Pet., 57.
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Verma does not teach tag parsing or HTML page assembly

25Pet., 11; POR, 33-39; PO Sur-reply, 17-20.

Verma does not teach HTML parsing or page assembly by content provider 22.

Verma

EX1005, ¶26.

EX1005, ¶25.

Content provider 22 merely acts as an intermediary between users and the cache servers.

EX1005, FIG. 1.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Lewin discloses page assembly at a CDN edge server

26POR, 33-39; PO Sur-reply, 19-22; EX2015, ¶¶79-86.

Lewin provides no basis for implementing its edge-server 
page assembly at Verma’s content provider.

Lewin

EX1007, ¶3.

EX1007, ¶9.
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Lewin discloses page assembly at a CDN edge server
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Lewin

EX1007, ¶49.

EX1007, ¶50.

Lewin provides no basis for implementing its edge-server 
page assembly at Verma’s content provider.

POR, 33-39; PO Sur-reply, 19-22; EX2015, ¶¶79-86.
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Lewin discloses page assembly at a CDN edge server

28POR, 34-35.

Lewin

EX2015, ¶81.

EX1007, ¶71.

Patent Owner’s Expert

Lewin provides no basis for implementing its edge-server 
page assembly at Verma’s content provider.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

An “embedded resource with a tag” is one that includes a tag

29POR, 28-31; PO Sur-reply, 12.

The claimed “embedded resource with a tag” is 
an embedded resource that includes a tag.’322 Patent

EX1001, 4:32-39.

EX1001, 1:57-63.

EX1001, 2:7-17.
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An “embedded resource with a tag” is one that includes a tag

30POR, 28-31; PO Sur-reply, 12.

The ’322 patent discloses that tags are included within, 
or are part of, the corresponding embedded resource

EX1001, 4:32-39.

’322 Patent

Embedded 
Resource

Tag

EX1001, 4:40-48.
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An “embedded resource with a tag” is one that includes a tag
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The ’322 patent specification consistently uses “include” and “with” to mean the same thing

EX1001, 4:42-48.

PO Sur-reply, 13.

EX1001, 1:57-63.

EX1001, 2:7-17.

EX1001, 5:32-34.

The interchangeable use of the two terms is akin to a definition equating the two.

Edwards Lifesciences LLC v. Cook Inc., 582 F.3d 1322, 1329 (Fed. Cir. 2009).



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

Lewin does not disclose an “embedded resource with a tag”

32Pet., 45, 47-48.

Petitioner relies on Lewin, not Verma, for the claimed “embedded resource with a tag.”

Petition
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Lewin does not disclose an “embedded resource with a tag”

33POR, 28-31; Reply, 13-14; PO Sur-reply, 25-26.

Lewin’s purported “embedded resource” (e.g., a URL) does not have a tag

Pet., 47.

Reply, 13-14.

EX1007, FIG. 6.

Reply, 13.

Petitioner’s Mapping to Lewin

Purported 
“embedded 
resource”
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► The ’322 Patent

► “a direct link to a node within the content delivery network”

► Independent Claims 1, 11, and 15 / All Grounds

► The “tag” limitations

► Independent Claim 1 / Grounds 3-5

► The “application programming interface (API)” limitations (LEAP)

► Claims 2, 9, 11, and 15
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The ’322 Patent, Claims 11 and 15

Claim 11 Claim 15

35
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The ’322 Patent – “API”

POR, 40-46; PO Sur-reply, 7.

’322 Patent

36
EX1001, 5:4-15.

EX1001, 3:14-30.

The claimed "API" provides an independent, defined programmatic interface, 
regardless of whether it also includes associated compute routines and functions. 

EX1001, 1:13-18.
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The ’322 Patent – “API”

Pet. Reply, 7-11; POR, 40-46, 50-51; PO Sur-reply, 7.

Patent Owner’s Expert

EX2015, ¶106.

37

EX2019, 3.

EX2019, 2.
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Petitioner does not offer an alternative definition for the claimed API

Pet. Reply, 7-11; POR, 40-46, 50-51; PO Sur-reply, 7.

Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 10.

38

Pet. Reply, 8.

Pet. Reply, 9.



Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit – Not Evidence

The claimed API requires a defined interface

Pet. Reply, 9; POR, 44-46; PO Sur-reply, 10-11.

’322 Patent

Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 9.

EX1001, 7:20-23.

EX1001, 3:9-12.

39

EX1001, 5:4-13.
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The API’s defined interface is also separate
functionality from the compute engine’s

Pet. Reply, 8; DI, 10; POR, 41-44; PO Sur-reply, 8-9.

’322 Patent

There would be no reason to recite a separate API if the API and the engine were the 
same component performing the same functionality.

40

EX1001, 5:4-15.

Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 8.
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The claimed API requires a defined input-output relationship

POR, 44-46; PO Sur-reply, 11.

’322 Patent

EX1001, 6:24-30.

Pet. Reply, 10.

Petitioner Reply

41

EX2019, 3.

EX2019, 2.
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Verma does not teach an API

Pet., 11-12; POR, 47-51; PO Sur-reply, 26-28. 42

EX1005, FIG. 1.

Verma

EX1005, ¶25.

Verma is silent on the structure of its request, and Petitioner does not point to any API 
exposed by Verma’s broker.
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Verma's “broker” is not the claimed API

Pet., 11-12; POR, 47-51; PO Sur-reply, 26-28.

Petition

Pet., 11-12.

43

Petitioner Reply

Pet. Reply, 27.
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Petitioner’s Reply fails to cure the Petition’s deficiencies

Pet. Reply, 26-27; PO Sur-reply, 26-28.

A “business relationship” and “negotiation” are not a defined API.

At most, Verma involves communication and passing information between content provider and broker.

Pet. Reply, 26.

Petitioner Reply

44

EX1001, 3:9-12.

’322 Patent

EX1001, 7:20-23.
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Verma does not disclose a defined programmatic interface

Pet. Reply, 25-27; POR, 44-51; PO Sur-reply, 26-28.

Patent Owner’s Expert

EX2015, ¶108.

45

EX2020, 5.
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