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I. Implicit “Cache Policy” Construction (1[b][i]/8[b][i]) 

Middleton’s TTL is compared to the content’s age to determine staleness (i.e., 

whether a time period for expiration has passed). Pet., 66-68. Middleton thus 

discloses a cache policy consistent with the claim language, which recites that 

determining a cache policy comprises determining a time period for expiration of 

content in the cache. EX1001, cl.1, cl.8; see also id., 3:14-19 (relevant policies 

include “policies relating to the expiration of content”). PO argues no construction 

is required, yet asserts the term is “highly contextual” (POPR, 14-15) and 

Middleton’s TTL value is not a cache policy (id., 33-34). The claims/specification 

do not support PO’s narrow (and unclear) interpretation. 

II. Implicit “Determining” a Cache Policy Construction (1[b][i]/8[b][i]) 

O’Rourke Determines a Current Cache Policy. In O’Rourke, upon receiving 

a request for content, the cache server identifies current cache policies (O’Rourke, 

Fig. 5, block 504), determines whether the content is stored locally (id., Fig. 5, block 

505), and then applies those policies in response to the request (id., Fig. 5, blocks 

below line 501A). Pet., 27-28 (citing O’Rourke, Fig. 5, 6:1-10, 6:20-22, 6:31-34; 

EX1003, ¶120). After it is determined that the content is cached locally, O’Rourke 

decides to apply an identified cache policy to determine content acceptability. Pet., 

28. Content may not be acceptable if it is too stale, e.g., stored for more than 30 

minutes. Id., 24. O’Rourke’s decision to apply the identified policy results in 
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determining whether the time period for content expiration has passed, which is all 

the claims require. EX1001, cl.1, cl.8 (determining the current cache policy 

comprises determining a time period for expiration of content in the cache…). PO 

argues no claim construction is required, yet argues O’Rourke does not teach “the 

specific cache policy of the challenged claims.” POPR, 28 (emphasis added); see 

also id., 26-29. The Office should reject PO’s implicit (and unclear) claim 

interpretation.  

Middleton Determines a Current Cache Policy. Middleton teaches an edge 

server attempting to revalidate content and subsequently receiving either a 

revalidation failure or a new TTL value. Pet., 67-68. Either response is determining 

a current cache policy. PO adopts an implicit construction of determining…a current 

cache policy, arguing that the claims require a “request-time mechanism for 

determining whether updated caching rules govern cached content.” POPR, 34 

(emphasis added). But the claims only require determining that a cache policy is 

current—not determining “updated caching rules.” It also does not matter that this 

only occurs after a staleness event (POPR, 36) because nothing in the ’173 claims or 

specification would exclude policies obtained after a staleness event. 

III. Obviousness of Swapping O’Rourke’s Steps 504/505 (1[b][i]/8[b][i]) 

It would have been obvious to swap steps 504/505 so that the cache server 

identifies the applicable policy after determining that content is cached locally. Pet., 
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12-13 (citing EX1003 ¶¶79-80), 22-23, 28-29 (citing EX1003, ¶121). O’Rourke 

suggests the same (Pet., 12 (citing O’Rourke, 10:40-45)), and reordering these steps 

was known (Pet., 12-13). The EPO agreed this would have been obvious when it 

evaluated identical disclosures in O’Rourke’s application’s publication. EX1023, 3 

(“effectively swapping” steps 504/505 “is merely one of several straightforward 

possibilities which the skilled person would select, depending on the circumstances, 

without exercising inventive skill, in order to save processing resources...”); 

EX1046, Fig. 5. Thus, PO’s argument that this would not have been obvious is 

incorrect. POPR, 29-30. 

IV. Implicit “Causal Link” Construction (1[b]/8[b] and 1[b][i]/8[b][i]) 

These limitations recite determining that content is cached locally, and then, 

after that determination, determining the current cache policy. Swapping 

O’Rourke’s steps 504/505 teaches that sequence. §III. PO’s argument that there must 

be a “causal link” reads in a requirement that is not in the claims. POPR, 30-32.   

V. The Petition Has No Gap Filling 

The are no “gaps.” POPR, 37-39. The Petition cites O’Rourke, Middleton, and 

extrinsic support to show why a POSITA would have read the disclosures to teach 

the limitations. See, e.g., Pet., 12-13, 20-28. And Petitioner’s expert may explain 

“what [a prior art]’s teachings would indicate to a skilled artisan.” Yealink (USA) 

Network Tech. Co. v. Barco N.V., IPR2025-00491, Paper 20, 28 (July 29, 2025).    
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