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No Extrinsic Basis to Narrow “Agent Communication Bus” Term
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Patent Owner’s Current Position on “Agent Communication Bus” Term 
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Petitioners’ Second Argument Re: “Agent Communication Bus” Term
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Petitioners’ Second Argument Re: “Agent Communication Bus” Term
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“An Application Other Than the MMS User Agent”
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In Some Contexts, MMS User Agent Referred to User Device

28

Reply, 21-23

MMS Standard

EX-1004, 160 (Figure A.8)

28



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Dr. Traynor’s Testimony About MMS VAS Applications

30

POR, 8;
Sur-Reply, 5-6

Testimony of Dr. Traynor

EX-2003, 29:16-30:11

30



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Traynor’s Testimony About MMS User Agents
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Patent Owner’s Second Argument Against Petitioners’ Obviousness Theory
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A Bus Provides a Communication Link Between Processes
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Dr. Brogioli’s “Standard Function Calls” Argument

37

Sur-Reply, 12, 14

Declaration of 
Dr. Brogioli

Patent Owner’s 
Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply, 12, 14

EX-2001, ¶ 38

37



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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