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2

• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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“Message delivery trigger” is sufficient to trigger message delivery

3

Reply at 11; Sur-Reply at 6

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s Reply:



4

“Message delivery trigger” is sufficient to trigger message delivery

4

Pet. 37-38; POR 15-16; Sur-Reply 3, 5-9.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s Reply confuses sufficient conditions with necessary conditions:



5

“Message delivery trigger” is sufficient to trigger message delivery

5

Pet. 37-38; POR 15-16; Sur-Reply 3.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Necessary conditions must occur before a result happens; sufficient conditions guarantee 
the result

Philosophers make a useful distinction between what they call “necessary” and 
“sufficient” conditions. A necessary condition is something that has to happen 
for something else to happen. Being human is a necessary condition of going 
to college, because colleges do not admit other animals. A sufficient condition 
is something that, if it is present, something else is bound to happen; so being 
human is not a sufficient condition of going to college, because not all human 
beings go to college. In contrast, dropping a lighted match into a bucket of 
gasoline is a sufficient condition for starting a fire, but it is not a necessary 
condition, because there are many other ways of starting a fire, such as by 
rubbing two sticks together.

Greene v. Doruff, 660 F.3d 975, 978 (7th Cir. 2011)
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6

• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



7

Only a valid message retrieval request 
guarantees triggering message delivery

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004 at 29; POR at 15-16; Sur-Reply at 1, 8-10.
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The Petition identified “message retrieval request” as only a single 
“message delivery trigger”

8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 21-22; Sur-Reply at 2.
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No evidence of “logic to determine” when a “manual” retrieval request 
or an “automatic” retrieval request occurs

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply at 4.
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• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one 
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery 
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server 
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message 
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



1111DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Message Delivery Triggers are Sufficient Conditions

Pet. 37-38; POR 15-16; Sur-Reply 3.

Necessary conditions must occur before a result happens; sufficient conditions guarantee 
the result

Philosophers make a useful distinction between what they call “necessary” and 
“sufficient” conditions. A necessary condition is something that has to happen 
for something else to happen. Being human is a necessary condition of going 
to college, because colleges do not admit other animals. A sufficient condition 
is something that, if it is present, something else is bound to happen; so being 
human is not a sufficient condition of going to college, because not all human 
beings go to college. In contrast, dropping a lighted match into a bucket of 
gasoline is a sufficient condition for starting a fire, but it is not a necessary 
condition, because there are many other ways of starting a fire, such as by 
rubbing two sticks together.

Greene v. Doruff, 660 F.3d 975, 978 (7th Cir. 2011)



1212DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Necessary Conditions Are Not Enough

Ex. 2001, ¶64; POR 21-22.



1313DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung Agrees Necessary Conditions Are Not Enough

Ex. 2001, ¶64; POR 21-22.

Dr. Brogioli:

Samsung:

Reply at 11 n.6; Sur-Reply at 5-6 



1414DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

If Necessary Conditions Were Enough, Samsung Could Not Show That 
“the receipt of… a message… is not a message delivery trigger”

Pet. 23; Sur-Reply 7

Limitation 1d3:

Samsung’s claim mapping:



1515DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Inconsistency in Samsung’s Claim Mapping

Pet. 23

Samsung’s claim mapping 
for negative limitation that 
“message receipt” is not a 
message delivery trigger:

Samsung’s claim mapping for ”plurality 
of message delivery triggers”:

Reply at 11-12

(Sur-Reply at 7-10)

Reply at 7
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• Notification message sent to User Agent is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Expiration of deferred delivery period is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Size restriction being satisfied is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable is insufficient to trigger message delivery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 21; POR 17; Sur-Reply 10

Pet. 21-22; POR 18-20; Sur-Reply 12-14

Samsung’s alleged delivery triggers are insufficient

Pet. 22; POR 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.

Pet. 22; POR 20-21; Sur-Reply at 10.



1717DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Notification message sent to User Agent 
is insufficient to trigger message delivery

Samsung makes no allegation that a notification 
message “alone” would “trigger message delivery,” 
which is how Samsung treats the claim requirement 
for the negative limitation.

Sur-Reply 10 (quoting Pet. 23).



1818

• Notification message sent to User Agent is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Expiration of deferred delivery period is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Size restriction being satisfied is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable is insufficient to trigger message delivery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 21; POR 17; Sur-Reply 10

Pet. 21-22; POR 18-20; Sur-Reply 12-14

Samsung’s alleged delivery triggers are insufficient

Pet. 22; POR 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.

Pet. 22; POR 20-21; Sur-Reply at 10.



1919DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Expiration of deferred delivery period 
is insufficient to trigger message delivery

Samsung again makes no allegation that expiration of 
a delivery period is sufficient for message delivery. 

Sur-Reply 12 (quoting Pet. 23).

Dr. Brogioli:



2020

• Notification message sent to User Agent is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Expiration of deferred delivery period is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Size restriction being satisfied is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable is insufficient to trigger message delivery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 21; POR 17; Sur-Reply 10

Pet. 21-22; POR 18-20; Sur-Reply 12-14

Samsung’s alleged delivery triggers are insufficient

Pet. 22; POR 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.

Pet. 22; POR 20-21; Sur-Reply at 10.



2121DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Size restriction being satisfied 
is insufficient to trigger message delivery

Dr. Brogioli:

Ex. 2001 ¶57; POR at 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.



2222

• Notification message sent to User Agent is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Expiration of deferred delivery period is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• Size restriction being satisfied is insufficient to trigger message delivery

• MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable is insufficient to trigger message delivery

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 21; POR 17; Sur-Reply 10

Pet. 21-22; POR 18-20; Sur-Reply 12-14

Samsung’s alleged delivery triggers are insufficient

Pet. 22; POR 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.

Pet. 22; POR 20-21; Sur-Reply at 10.



2323DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable 
is part of the mechanism of message delivery

Dr. Brogioli:

Ex. 2001 ¶62; POR at 17; Sur-Reply at 9-10.



2424DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

MMS User Agent becoming available/reachable 
is insufficient for message delivery

Sur-Reply at 10; POR 21-22
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• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



2626DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition misrepresented how “periodic polling” works

Pet. at 31

Reply at 16

Samsung’s theory in Petition:

Samsung’s different theory in Reply:

Sur-Reply at 10-11.



2727DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Periodic polling” not sufficient for message delivery

Sur-Reply at 12



2828DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“Periodic polling” triggers discovery of external messages, 
rather than message delivery

Ex. 1004, 90-91; Sur-Reply at 12



2929DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Expiration of “earliest time of delivery” is insufficient to trigger 
message delivery

Sur-Reply at 12



3030DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Expiration of “earliest time of delivery” is not expiration of a “periodic 
timer” even under Samsung’s construction

Sur-Reply at 14

Samsung’s construction:

An “earliest time of delivery” timer is unique 
to each message and is non-recurring.

Reply at 2 
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• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



3232DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The claims recite messages received by the “message link server” 
“comprising… an identification of… 

one of the authorized software components.”

POR at 34

Claim 1: “A message link server 
comprising:
…
an interface to a network to receive
network element messages from a
plurality of network elements, the 
received network element messages 
comprising respective message 
content…, including… an identification 
of, a respective one of the authorized 
software components.”

Claim 15: “A method of operating a 
message link server, comprising:
…
receiving network element messages 
from a plurality of network elements, 
the received network element 
messages comprising respective 
message content… including… an 
identification of, a respective one of 
the authorized software components.”



3333DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition’s claim mapping

POR at 35-39; Ex. 1007, FIG. 8

The Petition maps:

• Houghton’s push server to the claimed “message 
link server”

• Houghton’s application server(s) to the claimed 
“plurality of network elements”

• The link between push server and application 
server to the claimed “interface to a network to 
receive network element messages”

• Information in “message pushed from push server 
… to push client” to “information specifying [a] 
mobile application” 



3434DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition fails to provide evidence of the claim requirement

POR at 39-42; Ex. 1007, FIG. 8

The Petition’s theory improperly focuses on 
what messages sent by push server to push 
client indicate, and provides no evidence of 
what messages received by the push 
server (from Houghton’s application 
server(s)) indicate



3535DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition relied only on two paragraphs of Dr. Traynor’s declaration 
in support of the claim requirement

Pet. 70; Ex. 1003, ¶334.

The Petition’s Theory:

Dr. Traynor’s conclusory recitation of Petition’s theory:



3636DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition relied only on two paragraphs of Dr. Traynor’s declaration 
in support of the claim requirement

The Petition’s Theory:

Dr. Traynor’s alleged supporting evidence for his opinion:

Pet. 70; Ex. 1003, ¶333; Ex. 1007, FIG. 8.



3737DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Board has already found Samsung’s improper focus on content of 
messages sent by push server to be inadequate

POR at 39-42; Ex. 2007 at 19.

Decision Denying Institution in IPR2024-00003:



3838DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s reliance on new evidence in Reply 
is both improper and irrelevant

Sur-Reply at 17-20

Samsung’s Reply newly relies on paragraphs 87, 91, 319-329, 339, 340, 
and 341 of Dr. Traynor’s declaration in support of Petition’s page 70 
conclusion that “Houghton discloses/suggests that the received network 
element messages (push messages from application server(s) 702/802) 
include message content with data for the destination mobile application 
and application identifier.”

None of those newly-cited paragraphs show that messages received by 
Houghton’s push server include an “application identifier” or anything 
else allegedly identifying one of a plurality of authorized software 
components.



3939DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s reliance on a new Reply 
modification to Houghton should be rejected

Sur-Reply at 19-20

Reply at 21-25: “[I]t would have been obvious to include an application 
identifier in the push message sent by Houghton’s application server for 
delivery to a mobile application.” 

Reply at 21-25: no citations to the Petition.



4040DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s new Reply theory is also unsupported

Sur-Reply at 23

Reply’s alleged rationale to modify Houghton: 

“[T]he application server is better equipped, relative to the push server, to 
provide the application identifier because the application server originates 
the message and knows the intended application to which the message is 
directed.” (Reply at 24)



4141DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Samsung’s new Reply theory is also unsupported

Ex. 2001, ¶98; Sur-Reply at 23-24.

The Reply’s new theory does not even attempt to rebut 
Dr. Brogioli’s testimony to the contrary:
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• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one 
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery 
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server 
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message 
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



4343DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Houghton does not disclose the claim 9 requirement that “expiration 
of a periodic timer” is a “message delivery trigger”

Sur-Reply 25.
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• TS-23.140 (“TS-23”) does not disclose or render obvious “logic to determine when one 
of a plurality of message delivery triggers… has occurred” (claims 1, 15)

• TS-23’s only message delivery trigger is a valid “message retrieval request”

• Samsung’s other alleged “message delivery triggers” theories fail

• TS-23 does not disclose requirement that one of the plurality of message delivery 
triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Ground 5 doesn’t render obvious messages received by the message link server 
include “identification of… the authorized software components” (claims 1, 15)

• Houghton does not disclose or render obvious that one of the plurality of message 
delivery triggers is “expiration of a periodic timer” (claim 9)

• Houghton doesn’t disclose this limitation

• Combination with Munson does not render this limitation obvious
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



4545DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition’s Claim 9 Munson Theory Relies on Munson [0044]

Sur-Reply 25; Pet. 82; Ex. 1017 [0044].

Petition at 82:

Munson at [0044]:



4646DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition sets forth no explanation why a “schedule of time or 
event” relates to expiration of a periodic timer

Sur-Reply 25; Pet. 82; Ex. 1017 [0044].

Munson at [0044]:



4747DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply’s new theory also fails to explain why a “recurring event”
 such as system maintenance discloses or renders 

obvious expiration of a periodic timer

Sur-Reply 25-26.




