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Issue 1

Patent Owner’s Claim Construction Analysis of 
Element [1.5] Is Incorrect

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



4
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

FWD in Xactware IPR (NEARMAP-1010)

Patent Owner’s Claim Construction Analysis of Limitation [1.5] Is Incorrect

Limitation [1.5]

Pet, 6-7; NEARMAP-1010, 17-18



Patent Owner’s Claim Construction Analysis of Limitation [1.5] Is Incorrect

Dr. Forsyth Deposition Testimony (EX2006)

Reply, 2; EX2006, 139:7-15

Reply, 2; EX2006, 79:12-23

Reply

Reply, 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Issue 2

Issue 2: Patent Owner’s Claim Construction of 
Claim 9 Is Unsupported by the ‘734 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



FWD in Xactware IPR (NEARMAP-1010)

Pet, 11-12; NEARMAP-1010, 18-20

Patent Owner’s Claim Construction of Claim 9 Is Unsupported by the ‘737 Patent

Dr. Forsyth (NEARMAP-1003)Claim 9

Pet, 11-12; NEARMAP-1003, ¶21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent Owner’s Claim Construction of Claim 9 Is Unsupported by the ‘734 Patent

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

Patent 
Owner:

“a POSITA would construe claim 9 as transmitting the roof measurement information outside the roof 
estimate report system (e.g., RES in Figure 8), such as to ‘third‐party systems that generate roof estimate 
reports based on the provided information.’ EX1001, 17:12‐20.”  POR, 18. 

NEARMAP-1001, 17:12-20

NEARMAP-1041, ¶16; Reply, 4

’737 Patent

NEARMAP-1001, 16:13-17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent Owner’s Claim Construction of Claim 9 Is Unsupported by the ‘734 Patent

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

“There is no correspondence between ‘contents’ and ‘roof measurement information’ as Petitioner 
incorrectly alleges.”  Sur‐Reply, 6. 

’737 Patent

Reply, 4; NEARMAP-1001, 17:3-21

NEARMAP-1041, ¶14; Reply, 11-12

Reply, 4; NEARMAP-1001, 16:29-36

’737 Patent – FIG. 8 (partial)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Owner:
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Issue 3

Heller-Quam Discloses Limitation [1.5]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Pet. 21; NEARMAP-1003, 36

Heller-Quam discloses “generating and outputting a roof estimate report using a report generation engine” 
and “wherein the generated roof estimate report is provided for repair and/or constructing the roof structure 
of the building” (Limitation [1.5]) 

Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration

Pet. 15; NEARMAP-1003, 27

Quam (NEARMAP-1005)

Pet. 34-35; NEARMAP-1005, 1, 8, 11

POR

POR, 26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Heller-Quam discloses “generating and outputting a roof estimate report using a report generation engine” 
and “wherein the generated roof estimate report is provided for repair and/or constructing the roof structure 
of the building” (Limitation [1.5]) 

POR

POR, 27

FWD in ’592 proceeding (EX1010)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Pet, 6-7; NEARMAP-1010, 17-18



Heller-Quam discloses “generating and outputting a roof estimate report using a report generation 
engine” and “wherein the generated roof estimate report is provided for repair and/or constructing 
the roof structure of the building” (Limitation [1.5]) 

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration (NEARMAP-1041)

Reply, 7; NEARMAP-1041, ¶19

Reply, 6; NEARMAP-1041, ¶18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

Dr. Forsyth’s 1st Declaration Dr. Forsyth’s 2nd Declaration
“… Petitioner newly argues in the Reply that ‘Heller/Quam discloses generating and outputting particular roof data in 
graphical and textual form through Quam’s description of its RCDE system,’ and never made any arguments, nor cited to any 
teachings in Heller or Quam, about ‘generating and outputting particular roof data.” Sur‐Reply at 9

Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration

Pet. 15; NEARMAP-1003, ¶27

Pet. 34-35; NEARMAP-1005, 1, 8, 11

Quam (NEARMAP-1005)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

Dr. Forsyth’s 1st Declaration Dr. Forsyth’s 2nd Declaration
“Petitioner relies on portions of Heller (EX1004, 1) and Quam (EX1005, 11) not cited in its analysis of limitation 
[1.5] to newly allege that Quam “articulates…the presentation of roof data generated and outputted from 
manipulating and altering roof and associated environment information.” Reply, 6.” Sur‐Reply at 9

Petition

Pet. 15

Pet. 16

Pet. 34, Analysis of [1.5]

Pet. 34-35, Analysis of [1.5]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

Dr. Forsyth’s 1st Declaration Dr. Forsyth’s 2nd Declaration
“Petitioner’s analysis of limitation [1.5] in Ground 1 never addresses how Heller or Quam allegedly 
“produces a roof estimate report.” Sur‐Reply at 8

Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

Reply, 7; NEARMAP-1041, ¶19

Reply, 6; NEARMAP-1041, ¶18Pet. 15; NEARMAP-1003, ¶27

Petition

Pet. 34-35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:
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Issue 4A

Heller-Quam-Deaton Discloses Limitation 
[1.5(a)]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Pet. 53; NEARMAP-1003, ¶101

Heller-Quam-Deaton discloses “generating and outputting a roof estimate report using 
a report generation engine” (Limitation [1.5 (a)]) 

Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration

Deaton (NEARMAP-1006)

Petition

Pet. 53; NEARMAP-1006, ¶107

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Heller-Quam-Deaton discloses “generating and outputting a roof estimate report using 
a report generation engine” (Limitation [1.5(a)]) 

Patent Owner Sur-Reply

Reply, 10; NEARMAP-1041, ¶25

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

Sur-Reply, 11

Sur-Reply, 11

POR

POR, 29

Petition

Pet., 53

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Issue 4B

A POSITA would have been motivated to apply 
Deaton’s teachings of reports, including a 

project report, to Heller-Quam

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration

NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 95; Pet., 51

NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 95; Pet., 51

NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 93; Pet., 50

NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 94; Pet., 50

A POSITA would have been motivated to apply Deaton’s teachings of reports, including 
a project report, to Heller-Quam

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

“Unlike Heller and Quam that are directed to creating 3D models based on images, Deaton is instead directed 
to collecting ‘roof measurement information’ based on the physical inspection of a roof on‐site.”  POR, 31

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 25; Reply, 10

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 23; Reply, 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 26; Reply, 10

22

Patent 
Owner:



Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

Deaton’s ‘project report’ cannot correspond to the claimed ‘roof estimate report’ because Deaton does not 
teach that the ‘project report’ . . . is ‘generat[ed] and output[]. . . using a report generating engine.” Sur‐Reply, 
11.

Reply, 10; NEARMAP-1041, ¶25

Dr. Forsyth’s Second DeclarationPetition

Pet., 53

Dr. Forsyth’s First Declaration

Pet., 51; NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 95

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



Heller-Quam discloses Limitation [1.5] 

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

“there is no disclosure in Deaton of creating a report based on a 3D model.”  POR, 32. 

Deaton

NEARMAP-1006, ¶70; Pet., 52 (describing motivation to combine Deaton with Heller-Quam)

Dr. Forsyth’s Second Declaration

NEARMAP-1041, ¶28; Reply, 11

NEARMAP-1041, ¶27; Reply, 11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Owner:
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Issue 5A

There is no presumption of nexus because 
Render House and Twister are not 
“coextensive with” the ’737 claims. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

NEARMAP-1003, ¶ 95; Pet., 51

There is no presumption of nexus because Render House and Twister are not 
“coextensive with” the ’737 claims. 

Law

Patent Owner’s 
analysis

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Petitioner’s Reply Reply, 13

There is no presumption of nexus because Render House and Twister are not 
“coextensive with” the ’737 claims. 

NEARMAP-1042, 60; Reply, 13

Patent Owner (NEARMAP-1042)

NEARMAP-1042, 59; Reply, 13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Twister Manual (EX2007)

Reply, 13-14; EX2007, 21

There is no presumption of nexus because Render House and Twister are not 
“coextensive with” the ’737 claims. 

Render House Manual (EX2030)

Reply, 13-14; EX2030, 4, 19-23

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

Reply, 13-14; EX2030, 4, 19-23
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Dr. Bajaj

There is no presumption of nexus because Render House and Twister are not 
“coextensive with” the ’737 claims. 

NEARMAP-1044, 18:14-21; Reply, 13

NEARMAP-1044, 46:20-47:4; Reply, 14

NEARMAP-1044, 46:10-16; Reply, 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

29



30

Issue 5B

Improved “accuracy” and “high-resolution” 
photography, the bases of EagleView’s secondary 
considerations, are not requirements of the claims 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



POR
POR, 57

Improved “accuracy” and “high-resolution” photography, the bases of EagleView’s
secondary considerations, are not requirements of the claims 

NEARMAP-1019, 3; Reply, 15-16

NEARMAP-1019

NEARMAP-1029

NEARMAP-1029, 9; Reply, 16

NEARMAP-1019, 3; Reply, 16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Improved “accuracy” and “high-resolution” photography, the bases of EagleView’s
secondary considerations, are not requirements of the claims 

NEARMAP-1031, 2; Reply, 17

NEARMAP-1031

NEARMAP-1030

NEARMAP-1031, 2; Reply, 17

NEARMAP-1023

NEARMAP-1023, 3; Reply, 18

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Improved “accuracy” and “high-resolution” photography, the bases of EagleView’s secondary 
considerations, are not requirements of the claims 

a feature of the patented invention is the increased accuracy of roof measurements by modifying and 
displaying line drawings overlaid over aerial images of the roof” (POR, 62)

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration (NEARMAP-1041)

NEARMAP-1041, ¶31; Reply, 15

NEARMAP-1041, ¶32; Reply, 16-17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

NEARMAP-1046, 1; Reply, 19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

NEARMAP-1048, 1; Reply, 19
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

NEARMAP-1049; Reply, 20

NEARMAP-1045, 31:6-11; Reply, 20

Mr. Johnson Transcript 
(NEARMAP-1045)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

Reply, 20; NEARMAP-1050, 1

Reply, 20; NEARMAP-1051, 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

NEARMAP-1030

NEARMAP-1031
Pet., 65; NEARMAP-1030, 1

Pet., 65; NEARMAP-1031, 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

Reply, 20; NEARMAP-1053

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

Reply, 21-22; NEARMAP-1027

NEARMAP-1029

Reply, 19, 22; NEARMAP-1029, 12

NEARMAP-1027

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Other factors contributed to purported commercial success and industry praise.

Reply, 22; NEARMAP-1054, 26:4-12 

Mr. Long Transcript (NEARMAP-1054)

Reply, 22; NEARMAP-1054, 30:4-9 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Issue 6

EagleView fails to demonstrate Render House 
and Twister embody claim 9 of the ’737 patent 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



POR

POR, 47

EagleView fails to demonstrate Render House and Twister embody claim 9 of the ’737 
patent 

Dr. Bajaj (NEARMAP-1044)

NEARMAP-1044, 41:16-42:3; 45:11-15; Reply, 23

Claim 9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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EagleView fails to demonstrate Render House and Twister embody claim 9 of the ’737 
patent 

Dr. Bajaj

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

43

EX2005, 132-133; EX2032, 132-133
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Issue 7

Claims 16, 26, 9, and 10 are rendered obvious by 
Grounds 1 and 2

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Limitation [16.0] – Claim 16 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

Limitation [16.0]

NEARMAP-1041, ¶36; Reply, 24

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

Petition

Pet., 20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Pet. , 25

Limitation [16.1] – Claim 16 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

Petition

Pet., 26

Limitation [16.1]

POR

POR, 72

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Limitation [16.1] – Claim 16 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

Heller

Pet., 26; NEARMAP-1004, FIG. 5 (partial)

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 37; Reply, 24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Limitation [26.0] – Claim 26 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

NEARMAP-1041, ¶39; Reply, 25-26

Limitation [26.0]

Petition

Pet., 20

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

48



[26.0] – Claim 26 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2 

“Petitioner’s analysis of limitation [1.0] does not show that the Heller‐Quam combination teaches ‘a roof 
estimate report system’ and a ‘computer system,’ as recited in limitation [26.0].” POR, 76

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration (NEARMAP-1041)

NEARMAP-1041, ¶31; Reply, 15

Pet., 20

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



POR, 77

Limitation [26.2] – Claim 26 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

Heller

NEARMAP-1004, 2; Pet., 28

Limitation [26.2]

POR

NEARMAP-1004, FIG. 4 (partial); Pet., 31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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POR, 77

Limitation [26.2] – Claim 26 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 41; Reply, 26

Limitation [26.2]

POR

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claim 9 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

NEARMAP-1004, 5; Pet., 38

Claim 9

Petition

Pet., 38

Heller

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Claim 9 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

“Heller is directed to ‘the creation of a 3‐dimensional model that captures the basic geometry of the site under 
examination,’ and contains no disclosure linking precise measurements to its 3D models.” POR, 87

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration (NEARMAP-1041)

NEARMAP-1041, ¶45; Reply, 28

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 41; Reply, 26

NEARMAP-1041, ¶ 41; Reply, 26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Patent 
Owner:



Claim 9 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

“none of Heller’s ‘object adjustment events’ amount to ‘measurement information’ about a roof, as the term 
‘roof measurement information’ requires. The ’737 Patent explains that ‘roof measurement information may 
include measurements such as lengths of the edges of sections of the roof, pitches of sections of the roof, areas 
of sections of the roof, etc.’ EX1001, 2:55‐58. ” POR, 85

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

NEARMAP-1041, ¶43; Reply, 27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 

NEARMAP-1041, ¶43; Reply, 27 54

Patent 
Owner:



Claim 10 is rendered obvious by Grounds 1 and 2

NEARMAP-1005, 5; Pet., 43 (Analysis of [10.2])

Claim 10

Reply

Quam

Dr. Forsyth Second Declaration

NEARMAP-1041, ¶46; Reply, 28
Reply, 28

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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Overview of the ’737 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 



Overview of the ’737 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 
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