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Issue 1

3

Independent Claims 1 and 15:

TS-23.140 Renders Obvious “A Plurality of Message 
Delivery Triggers”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

3

3



’192 Patent: Independent Claim 1

4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

4



’192 Patent: Independent Claim 15

5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

5



’192 Patent:  Example Conditions/Parameters For Message 
Delivery/Transmission

6

EX-1001, 70:6-13; 

70:17-30; POR, 5-6; 

Pet. Reply, 3-4; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶22-

24

’192 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

6



’192 Patent:  Example Conditions/Parameters For Message 
Delivery/Transmission

7

EX-1001, 38:30-38; 38:50-63; 

39:11-19; Pet Reply, 3-4; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶25-27.

’192 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Headwater and its Expert Confirmed that Each of These Example 
Conditions/Parameters is a “Message Delivery Trigger”

8

POR, 5-6; EX-1044, 

36:22-37:22; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶28; 

Pet. Reply, 3-4.

Deposition Transcript of Dr. Brogioli

POR

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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TS-23.140 Teaches or Suggests “A Plurality of Message Delivery 
Triggers” 

• TS-23.140’s Message Delivery Triggers

• (1) Automated and manual message retrieval requests

• (2) Specification of a message size restriction

• (3) Recipient MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable

• (4) Sending a notification to the recipient MMS User Agent

• (5) Specification of the earliest desired time of delivery (Claim 9)

9

Petition, 21-23, 30-31; SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶ 155, 195-199

Pet. Reply, 3; SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 16, 63-73 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Issue 1A

10

TS-23.140’s automated and user-requested 
message retrieval requests are multiple 

message delivery triggers

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

10

10



TS-23.140’s Message Retrieval Request Can Be Requested 
Manually (by the User) or Automatically (by the MMS User Agent)

11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1004, 19-20, 28-29; Pet., 21-

23, Pet Reply, 4.

TS-23.140

11



TS-23.140’s Automated and Manual Message Retrieval Requests 
are a “Plurality of Message Delivery Triggers”

12

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶155-159; 

Pet., 21-23
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Issue 1B

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Headwater Acknowledges that TS-23.140’s Retrieval Request is a 
“Message Delivery Trigger”

POR, 11

POR

13

13



Is

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Headwater’s New Argument:  Manual and Automatic Retrieval Requests 
Cannot be Multiple Message Delivery Triggers

Sur-Reply, 3-4

PO SUR-REPLY

14

14



Issue 1B

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’192 Patent Confirms that User-Requested (Manual) and Agent-Requested 
(Automated) Requests—as in TS-23.140—are Separate Message Delivery Triggers 

Issue 1B

SAMSUNG-1001, 38:30-38, 38:50-

62; Pet. Reply, 4-5; SAMSUNG-

1039, ¶¶33-34; Pet. 22-23

’192 Patent

15

15



Issue 1B

16

TS-23.140’s size restriction specification is a 
message delivery trigger

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

16

16



TS-23.140’s Teaching of a Message Size Restriction in a Retrieval 
Request Constitutes a Message Delivery Trigger

17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 21-22; SAMSUNG-1003, ¶155; SAMSUNG-1004, 29

TS-23.140

Petition

17



Headwater Argues: Size Restriction is Not a “Separate” Message 
Delivery Trigger Because It is Part of a “Valid” Retrieval Request

18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR, 17

Sur-Reply, 9-10

POR

PO SUR-REPLY

18



Headwater’s Expert Confirmed that Specifying Size Restriction in 
a Message Retrieval Request is Optional

19

SAMSUNG-1044, 

13:6-23; 

SAMSUNG-1039, 

¶¶ 38-40; Pet. 

Reply, 6

DEPOSITION TESTIMONY OF DR. BROGIOLI

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

19



A Request That Optionally Specifies a Size Restriction is a 
Message Delivery Trigger

20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 38-40; Pet. Reply, 6; POR, 17

POR

20



TS-23.140’s Size Restriction Specification is a Message Delivery Trigger 
– Consistent with the ’192 Specification

21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’192 Patent

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 38-42; Pet. Reply, 6-7, 11; 

SAMSUNG-1001, 70:6-16; SAMSUNG-1044, 

26:11-27:21; 28:11-29:2

DEPOSITION TESTIMONY OF DR. BROGIOLI

21



22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 40-42; Pet. Reply, 6-7

TS-23.140’s Size Restriction Specification is a Message Delivery Trigger 
– Consistent with the ’192 Specification

22



Issue 1C

23

MMS User Agent availability/reachability is a 
message delivery trigger

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

23

23



After Retrieval Request is Received, MMS Relay Server Delivers a Message 
Upon Checking and Confirming Availability of MMS User Agent/User Terminal

24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶155; 

Pet, 21-22; SAMSUNG-

1004, 29; Pet. Reply, 7-8; 

SAMSUNG-1044, 52:23-

53:6

TS-23.140

DEPOSITION TESTIMONY OF DR. BROGIOLI

24



MMS User Agent Being Determined to be Available/Reachable is 
a Message Delivery Trigger

25

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1st Declaration of Dr. 

Traynor

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶155; Pet., 21-22; 

SAMSUNG-1004, 29; Pet. Reply, 7-8; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶45

Petitioner Reply

25



MMS User Agent Being Determined to be Available/Reachable is a 
Message Delivery Trigger – Consistent with the ’192 Specification

26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. 

Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 47-49; Pet. 

Reply, 8-9

26



Headwater’s New Argument Treats MMS User Agent Availability and Retrieval 
Request as a Single “Condition … To Cause Message Delivery”

27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply, 10

PO Sur-Reply

27



MMS User Agent Availability/Reachability is a Message Delivery 
Trigger Separate from a Message Retrieval Request

28

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, 

¶¶ 45-46; Pet. 

Reply, 7-8

28



Issue 1D

29

Message notification to the MMS User Agent is 
a message delivery trigger

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

29

29



TS-23.140’s Message Notification to the MMS User Agent is 
Another Message Delivery Trigger

30

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶19; 

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶155; Pet. 

Reply, 3-4; SAMSUNG-1004, 

§7.1.2

TS-23.140

30



TS-23.140’s Message Notification Initiates a Message Delivery 
Sequence Culminating with Message Delivery

31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 51-54; Pet. 

Reply, 9-10

2nd Declaration of 

Dr. Traynor

31



Headwater Contends that the Message Notification is Not a Message 
Delivery Trigger

32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply, 10

PO SUR-REPLY

PETITION

Pet., 23

32



’192 Specification Confirms that Multiple Parameters/Conditions Can Operate as 
a Sequence of Delivery Triggers

33

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 55-56, 58; 

Pet. Reply, 10

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

33



Issue 1E

34

PO’s narrow interpretation of a “message 
delivery trigger” is refuted by the record

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

34

34



Per Headwater:  A Message Delivery Trigger is a Sufficient—Not Necessary—
Condition For Message Delivery

35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply, 4-10

POR, 21

POR

PO SUR-REPLY

35



Headwater’s Narrow Interpretation is Refuted by the Record Evidence

36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

’192 Patent

SAMSUNG-1001, 70:6-13; 38:30-38, 38:50-63; SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 21-30, 60-61; Pet. Reply, 3-4, 11-12

36



Headwater’s Narrow Interpretation that a Message Delivery Trigger is a Sufficient—
Not Necessary—Condition For Message Delivery Fails Under Its Own Logic

37

POR

TS-23.140

PO 

Sur-

Reply 
Sur-reply, 9; POR, 

22; SAMSUNG-

1004, 29; Petition, 

22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

37



Headwater’s New Requirement that a Message Delivery Trigger “Alone” Must 
Trigger Delivery (Sur-reply, 8-10) is Refuted by the Record

38

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1001, 70:6-13; 28:30-38, 38:50-63; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 21-30 and Pet. Reply, 3-4

’192 Patent

38



Dr. Traynor’s Testimony Does Not Support Headwater’s New Argument that a 
Condition “Alone” Must Trigger Delivery (Sur-reply, 8-10)

39

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶156-157; Pet., 22-23

1st Declaration of Dr. 

Traynor

39



Headwater Incorrectly Asserts that a Device with a Working Power Source Would 
be a Message Delivery Trigger under Petitioner’s Interpretation

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, 

¶62; Pet. Reply, 

11-12

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

40



Issue 2

41

Dependent Claim 9:

TS-23.140 Renders Obvious “Expiration of a Periodic 
Timer” as a Message Delivery Trigger

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

41

41



’192 Patent: Challenged Dep. Claim 9

42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

42



Headwater’s Seeks to Limit the Term “Periodic Timer” as a Timer that 
Recurs Regularly

43

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR

POR, 32

PO SUR-REPLY

Sur-reply, 13

43



Intrinsic Record Confirms that “Periodic Timer” Encompasses a Timer 
That Recurs Regularly or Irregularly

44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’192 Patent

2nd Declaration of 

Dr. Traynor 

SAMSUNG-1001, 63:5-16; SAMSUNG-1039, ¶14; Pet. Reply, 1-2

44



Dictionary Definitions Similarly Confirm that “Periodic Timer” is Not 
Limited to a Timer That Recurs Regularly

45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶13; Pet. Reply, 1-2

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1040 SAMSUNG-1041

45



Petition Advanced Two Theories to Show that Claim 9 is Obvious Over 
TS-23.140

• TS-23.140’s periodic timers as message delivery triggers

• (1) Earliest desired time of delivery

• (2) Periodic polling

46

Petition 30-31; SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶ 195-199

Pet. Reply, 3, 12-15; SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 63-73 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

46



Issue 2A

47

Dependent Claim 9:

TS-23.140’s disclosure of “earliest time of delivery” 
renders obvious the “expiration of a periodic timer” 

trigger as recited in claim 9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

47

47



Theory 1:  Earliest Desired Time of Delivery

48

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶195-197; Pet., 30-31; SAMSUNG-1004, 27

TS-23.140

48



Earliest Desired Time of Delivery is a Message Delivery Trigger, 
Contrary to Headwater’s Assertions

49

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration 

of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 64-70; Pet. Reply, 12-15

49



Headwater’s POR Failed To Address the “Periodic” Aspect of the 
Petition’s and Dr. Traynor’s Analysis

50

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR, 32; SAMSUNG-1039, ¶72; Pet. Reply, 14-15.

POR

2nd Declaration 

of Dr. Traynor

50



TS-23.140 Renders Obvious “Expiration of a Periodic Timer” 
Under This Term’s Proper Interpretation

51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd 

Declaration of 

Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 71-74; Pet. Reply, 14-15.

51



Headwater’s New Theory that “Separate” and “Independent” 
Timers Would be Used in TS-23.140 Should be Rejected

52

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 14

52



Issue 2B

53

Dependent Claim 9:

TS-23.140’s teaching of “periodic polling” renders 
obvious the “expiration of a periodic timer” trigger as 

recited in claim 9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

53

53



Theory 2:  Periodic Polling

54

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶198-199; Pet. 

31; SAMSUNG-1004, 90-91

TS-23.140

54



Record Demonstrates that MMS Relay/Server Does the 
Periodic Polling, Contrary to Headwater’s Assertions

55

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. Reply, 16-17 

(citing to 1st and 2nd declarations of Dr. Traynor)

Petitioner Reply

55



It is Immaterial Where the Trigger Occurs, Given Record Evidence That 
Triggers are Either Device- or Server-Side

56

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶78; Pet. 

Reply, 16

56



Issue 3

57

Independent Claims 1 and 15:

Houghton-Munson Renders Obvious That “The 
Received Network Element Messages” Include “an 
Identification of, a Respective One of the Authorized 

Software Components”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

57

57



’192 Patent: Challenged Indep. Claim 1

58

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

58



’192 Patent: Challenged Indep. Claim 15

59

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

59



Dr. Traynor’s Analysis for This Limitation

60

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶ 319-329

(citing Houghton (SAMSUNG-1007), 

FIGS. 4, 7-9 and associated 

descriptions)

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶ 330-340

(citing Houghton (SAMSUNG-

1007), FIG. 4, 7-9 and associated 

descriptions)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

60



Undisputed:  In Houghton, Push Server Facilitates Communications 
Between Multiple Application Servers and Multiple Devices/Applications

61

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

2nd Declaration of Dr. 

Traynor

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶326-327; 

Pet., 69

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶99; Pet. Reply, 

24 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

61



Undisputed:  Houghton’s Application Server Sends Application 
Commands as a Push Message to a Mobile Application

62

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶320-329; SAMSUNG-1007, 

FIGS. 4, 7-9; Pet. Reply, 17-25; Pet., 67-69.
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

62



Undisputed:  The Push Message Includes Data for and Identification of 
the Recipient Mobile Application

63

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶333-334; SAMSUNG-1007, FIGS. 

4, 8; Pet. Reply, 17-25; Pet., 69-70

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

63



Houghton Teaches that a Push Message Sent from the Push Server is 
Triggered by Another Device, such as the Application Server

64

Houghton

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 91-93; 

SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶319-339; Pet. 

Reply, 22-24; Pet., 67-71; 

SAMSUNG-1006, 21-23

2nd Declaration of Dr. 

Traynor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

64



Application Server Sends an “Event Trigger” Message With Commands 
for a Particular Mobile Application

65

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶85 (citing SAMSUNG-1003 ¶¶ 91, 320-

322, 333, 340); Pet. Reply, 19-20

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

65



66

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶87; SAMSUNG-

1003, ¶340; Pet., 71; Pet. Reply, 20-

21

Application Server’s “Event Trigger” is the Push Message That Includes 
Application Commands for the Particular Mobile Application

1st Declaration of Dr. Traynor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

66



Well-Known For Application Servers to Include Identification of the 
Particular Mobile Application to Which the Message is Sent

67

Lee

SAMSUNG-1006, 22-23, FIG. 1; Pet., 70; 

Pet. Reply, 22-25

TS-23.140

SAMSUNG-1004, 54-56; Pet., 70; Pet. Reply, 22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

67



POSITA Understood or Found Obvious that Houghton’s Application 
Server Would Include Identification of the Particular Mobile Application

68

2nd 

Declaration of 

Dr. Traynor

SAMSUNG-1039, 

¶104; SAMSUNG-

1003, ¶¶333-341; Pet. 

Reply, 24-25; Pet., 

67-71

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

68



Contrary to PO’s New Assertion, Application Server is Better Equipped to Include 
Application Identification in the Message it Sends for Delivery to an Application

69

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 99-103; SAMSUNG-1003, ¶¶320-

342; Pet. Reply, 24-25

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

69



Headwater’s Continued Reliance on IPR2024-00003’s Institution 
Decision Ignores Critical Distinctions Between The Proceedings

70

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. Reply, 26-27

Petitioner Reply

70



Headwater’s Continued Reliance on IPR2024-00003’s Institution 
Decision Ignores Critical Distinctions Between The Proceedings

71

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. Reply, 27-28

Petitioner Reply

71



Uncontested Evidence Refutes Headwater’s Assertion that Application Server 
Would Not Know the Application to Which the Message is Directed

72

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply, 23; 

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶97-103; Pet. Reply, 

24-25

2nd Declaration 

of Dr. Traynor

PO Sur-Reply

72



Issue 4

73

Dependent Claim 9:

Houghton-Munson Renders Obvious “Expiration of a 
Periodic Timer” as a Message Delivery Trigger

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

73

73



Claim 9:  Petition’s First Theory Based on Houghton’s Teachings

74

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 82-83

Petition

74



Headwater’s POR Failed to Address Houghton’s Teachings

75

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. Reply, 28-29

POR

Petitioner Reply

POR, 43

75



Petition’s Second Theory Based on Combined Teachings of 
Houghton’s and Munson’s Teachings

76

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 82-83; SAMSUNG-1017, ¶44

Petition

Munson

76



Headwater’s Rebuttals Fail:  Pushing Content According to “a Schedule 
or Event” Would Involve a Timer That Recurs

77

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 107-108; Pet. 

Reply, 29-30

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

77



Headwater’s Rebuttals Fail:  Pushing Content According to “a Schedule 
or Event” Would Involve a Timer That Recurs

78

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SAMSUNG-1039, ¶¶ 107-108; Pet. Reply, 29-30; SAMSUNG-1001, 63:5-14; SAMSUNG-1040

2nd Declaration of Dr. Traynor

192 PatentSAMSUNG-1040

78
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