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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

HID GLOBAL CORPORATION,  

Plaintiff,  

v.  

VECTOR FLOW, INC. et al.,  

Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 21-1769 (GBW) 
(CONSOLIDATED) 

DECLARATION OF MARK JONES IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF  
HID GLOBAL CORPORATION’S OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 

I, Mark Jones, do hereby declare as follows: 

1. INTRODUCTION

1. I have been retained by counsel for HID Global Corporation (“HID”), as an expert

in the lawsuit captioned above. 

2. I have reviewed U.S. Patent No. 8,234,704 (the “’704 Patent”) (Ex. 1) and U.S.

Patent No. 9,111,088 (the “’088 Patent”) (Ex. 2) (collectively, the “Asserted Patents”), the 

prosecution file histories for the Asserted Patents, the parties’ Joint Claim Construction Chart and 

exhibits to the same, and the exhibits cited in this declaration. In reaching the opinions expressed 

in this declaration, I have also relied on years of education, teaching, research, and experience, and 

my understanding of the applicable legal principles.  

3. This declaration represents those opinions I have formed to date, and I reserve the

right to revise, supplement, and amend the opinions stated herein based on new information and 

on my continuing analysis of the materials already considered. 
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2. QUALIFICATIONS 

4. I am a Professor Emeritus of Electrical and Computer Engineering at Virginia Tech 

in Blacksburg, Virginia. I graduated summa cum laude from Clemson University in 1986 with a 

B.S. in Computer Science and a minor in Computer Engineering, while holding a National Merit

Scholarship and the R. F. Poole Scholarship. I then graduated from Duke University in 1990 with

a PhD in Computer Science, while holding the Von Neumann Fellowship.

5. Upon graduation, I joined the Department of Energy at its Argonne National

Laboratory facility. My responsibilities there included the design and use of software for

computers with hundreds of processing elements. This software was designed for compatibility

with new parallel computer architectures as they became available, as well as with other large

software components being written in the Department of Energy. While with the Department of

Energy, I received the IEEE Gordon Bell Prize. 

6. In 1994, I joined the Computer Science faculty at the University of Tennessee. My 

teaching responsibilities included computer architecture and computer networking. My research 

interests included the design and use of software that used the collective power of large groups of 

workstations. While at the University of Tennessee, I received a CAREER Award from the 

National Science Foundation.

7. In 1997, I joined the Electrical and Computer Engineering faculty at Virginia Tech. 

My teaching responsibilities have included the design of embedded systems, computer

organization, computer architecture, a variety of programming courses, and parallel computing. I

have been cited multiple times on the College of Engineering’s Dean’s List for teaching. 

8. In addition to the activities, education, and professional experience listed above, I

have been involved in research projects that contribute to my expertise relating to this declaration.
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While at Virginia Tech, I have been a primary or co-investigator on government and industrial

research grants and contracts in excess of five million dollars. 

9. The majority of the research contracts undertaken in the laboratory have involved

collaboration and coordination with other groups to build a larger system. My responsibilities

under the SLAAC project (a collaborative effort funded by the Defense Advanced Research

Projects Agency involving the University of Southern California, Sandia National Laboratory, Los 

Alamos National Laboratory, Brigham Young University, UCLA, Lockheed-Martin, and the

United States Navy) included the development of a software system for monitoring, configuring, 

and controlling a networked collection of computers hosting specialized computer hardware. As 

part of the DSN project (a collaborative effort funded by the Defense Advanced Research Projects

Agency involving UCLA and USC), I was responsible for designing algorithms and software for

controlling and monitoring a large network of autonomous computer sensor nodes. This software

was integrated with software from several other teams around the country for a set of field

demonstrations over a three-year period. 

10. In the TEAMDEC project for the Air Force Research Laboratory, I led an effort to 

design and construct a collaborative, Internet-based decision-making system. This Java-based

system provided a geographically diverse team with Internet-based tools to enable collaborative

decision-making. On the server side, the system architecture made extensive use of database

technology. This work was awarded first prize at the 2002 AOL/CIT Research Day. 

11. Other projects have involved the close coupling of computer hardware and

software, including the writing of device drivers and simple operating systems, the design of

hardware circuits, the design of new system architectures, architectures for secure computing, the
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modification of complex operating systems, and software for mediating between complex software 

packages. 

12. A detailed record of my professional qualifications is set forth in the attached

Exhibit 4, which is my curriculum vitae, including a list of publications, awards, research grants,

and professional activities. My curriculum vitae also lists the depositions, hearings, and trials at

which I have testified. I am being compensated at the rate of $650 per hour for my work in

connection with this case. My compensation is in no way related to the outcome of this litigation. 

If called as a witness, I would testify as to the statements and opinions contained in this declaration.

3. LEGAL UNDERSTANDING  

13. I am not a legal expert and offer no legal opinions. I have been advised of the 

following general principles of patent law to be considered in formulating my opinions. I have 

applied these principles to the facts set forth in this declaration in rendering my opinions. 

3.1. Claim Construction 

14. I understand that the claims of a patent define the scope of the invention and the 

patentee’s rights. I further understand that claim construction is a matter of law and that claims are 

to be construed by the Court. 

15. I understand that, as a default rule, courts are to construe claims in accordance with 

the plain and ordinary meaning they would have to one of ordinary skill in the art in light of the 

claim language, specification, and prosecution history (i.e., the intrinsic record). In this regard, I 

understand that courts determine the proper meaning of a disputed claim term by first looking to 

the claim language itself, and then to the remaining intrinsic record, but that courts should not 

import limitations into the claims. I further understand that extrinsic evidence outside the intrinsic 

record—such as treatises and dictionaries—may also be considered as an aid in arriving at the 

proper construction. 
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16. I understand that there are only two circumstances in which a court may depart from 

the plain and ordinary meaning:  1) when a patentee sets out a definition and acts as its own 

lexicographer, or 2) when the patentee disavows the full scope of a claim term either in the 

specification or during prosecution. I understand that the standards for lexicography and disavowal 

are often described as “exacting,” and that lexicography generally requires that a patentee must 

clearly set forth a definition of the disputed claim term other than its plain and ordinary meaning 

and must clearly express an intent to redefine the term.  Similarly, disavowal generally requires 

that the specification or prosecution history make clear that the invention does not include a 

particular feature, or is clearly limited to a particular form of the invention.. 

3.2. Indefiniteness 

17. I understand that patent claims are presumed valid, and that the patent challenger 

bears the burden of establishing invalidity by clear and convincing evidence. I understand that the 

Patent Act requires patent claims to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

that the applicant regards as the invention. I understand that a claim is said to be “indefinite” only 

if, when viewed in light of the intrinsic record, it fails to inform those skilled in the art about the 

scope of the invention with reasonable certainty. 

18. I understand that Section 112(f) of the Patent Act permits a claim to be expressed 

as a means or step for performing a specified function without the recital of structure, material, or 

acts in support thereof. I understand that the use of the word “means” in a claim element creates a 

rebuttable presumption that 35 U.S.C. § 112(f) applies. In addition, I understand that generic 

terms—such as “mechanism,” “element,” “device,” and other so-called “nonce” words—that 

reflect nothing more than verbal constructs may be used in a claim in a manner that is tantamount 

to using the word “means” if they do not connote sufficiently definite structure. 
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19. I understand that construction of a means-plus-function term is a two-step process. 

First, the court identifies the claimed function. Second, the court determines the structure disclosed 

in the specification that corresponds to the claimed function. The structure disclosed in the 

specification only qualifies as “corresponding structure” if the intrinsic evidence clearly associates 

that structure to the function recited in the claim.   

20. I understand a patent may be invalid for indefiniteness if it invokes Section 112(f) 

but the specification fails disclose any “corresponding structure” for performing the claimed 

function. 

4. THE ASSERTED PATENTS  

21. HID asserts the following claims against Defendants (“Vector Flow”):  method 

claims 11-15 of the ’704 Patent; and method claims 15-17, 19, and 20 of the ’088 Patent 

(collectively, the “Asserted Claims”). 

22. The Asserted Patents contain a substantial amount of overlapping disclosure. They 

both “relate generally to physical security systems, and more specifically to a system for 

integrating disparate security systems using a rules-based policy engine and normalized data 

format.” ’704 Patent at 1:24-27; ’088 Patent at 1:23-26. Both patents further explain that “[m]any 

different physical security systems are available on the market, and are manufactured by a variety 

of vendors, each of which may have its own standards of data representation and exchange.” ’704 

Patent at 1:53-56; ’088 Patent at 1:51-54. As such, these systems “can have multiple 

representations of individuals or assets, and non-uniform policies for access to physical resources.” 

’704 Patent at 1:59-65; ’088 Patent at 1:57-63. Because “[t]he access and alarm events from 

different physical security systems generally do not follow standard definitions,” “[t]his prevents 

the creation of uniform policy, enforcement and compliance procedures across corporations and 

multiple systems.” ’704 Patent at 1:65-2:2; ’088 Patent at 1:63-67. 
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23. The Asserted Patents each solve this problem using slightly different solutions. The 

’704 Patent’s solution is directed to:  “defining a uniform data format for entities and events 

controlled by disparate physical security systems,” “defining … physical security policies and 

enforc[ing] them on disparate security systems, data changes and events,” and “translat[ing] the [] 

policies to [a] standardized rules format that can be enforced in real-time by a policy engine.” ’704 

Patent at 2:11-23. The ’088 Patent’s solution is directed to:  “integrating and normalizing physical 

security data, states and events from disparate physical security systems, devices and sensors to 

maintain in real-time rules based policy state information to enforce physical security policies 

uniformly across network and information technology (IT) systems.” ’088 Patent at 2:26-53. 

Further distinctions between the Asserted Patents can be found in the Asserted Claims. 

5. LEVEL OF ORDINARY SKILL IN THE ART 

24. It is my understanding that I must address the issues set forth in this declaration 

from the viewpoint of a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) at the time of the invention 

to which the Asserted Patents pertain, which I have been informed, is August 14, 2006. 

25. I understand that a POSITA is a person who is trained in the relevant technical field 

of a patent without possessing extraordinary or otherwise exceptional skill. I further understand 

that factors such as the education level of those working in the field, the sophistication of the 

technology, the types of problems encountered in the art, prior art solutions to those problems, and 

the speed at which innovations are made, may help establish the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

26. Taking these factors into consideration, it is my opinion that a POSITA at the time 

of the Asserted Patents’ inventions would have been an individual who has completed a Bachelor 

of Science degree in Computer Science, or equivalent field, and had approximately three years of 

professional experience in the design or development of distributed computer systems (although, 
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for example, more professional experience may compensate for less formal education, and vice 

versa).    

27. I myself, based on my education and experience as described above, both met and 

exceeded the qualifications and background of a POSITA. 

6. TERMS IN DISPUTE  

28. I have been asked to provide my opinions on the terms addressed below.   

6.1. Term 1:  “sensor” (’704 Patent, cls. 11-15; ’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“a device that responds to a physical stimulus 
and transmits a resulting signal”

6.2. Term 2:  “sensor data” (’704 Patent, cls. 11, 13) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“the data transmitted by a sensor in response 
to a physical stimulus”

29. In my opinion, Terms 1 and 2 should be construed in accordance with their plain 

and ordinary meanings. 

30. I have reviewed the claims’ various uses of “sensor” and “sensor data,” and in my 

opinion, the claims use these words in accord with their plain and ordinary meaning, which is 

readily understood by a POSITA. In particular, a POSITA reading the claims in the context of the 

specification would understand that a “sensor” is a device configured to detect information, and 

that “sensor data” is data associated with a sensor.  This understanding is consistent with the claim 

language, which, as shown below, already defines many aspects of the sensor’s operation: 
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’704 Patent at cl. 11.  

31. Similarly, the specifications of both Asserted Patents repeatedly use Terms 1 and 2 

consistently with their plain and ordinary meaning, which, as discussed above, is consistent with 

the claim language. For example, three passages from the Asserted Patents are shown below: 

’704 Patent at 4:6-15. 
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’088 Patent at 4:25-34. 

’704 Patent at 11:63-66; ’088 Patent at 13:28-31. 

32. As shown above, the ’704 Patent describes sensors as devices that are configured 

to detect information within the security system. They are not, as Vector Flow asserts, limited to 

only sensors that “respond[] to a physical stimulus and transmit[] a resulting signal.” 

33. These descriptions from the intrinsic record are further consistent with the extrinsic 

evidence. For example, the term “sensor” appears in a technical dictionary: 

Ex. 9 (Wiley Electrical & Electronics Engineering Dictionary) (2004).  

34. From the above evidence, and based on my review of the Asserted Patents, it is 

clear the terms “sensor” and “sensor data” are used by the Asserted Patents in accord with their 

plain and ordinary meaning, and are well understood by a POSITA upon reading the claims in 

light of the specification. 
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35. In my opinion, Vector Flow’s proposed construction is incorrect because it is too 

narrow. For example, not all sensors always “respond[] to a physical stimulus” and always 

“transmit[] a resulting signal.” As the dictionary definition above makes clear, some sensors may 

just detect or collect “sensor data” and need not necessarily transmit a resulting signal. Indeed, the 

Asserted Patents describe using sensors to collect data. See, e.g., ’704 Patent, 11:63-65 (“The 

system collects data and alarm events from physical sensors, monitors and/or alarms distributed 

throughout the monitored facilities…”); ’088 Patent, 13:28-30 (same). Additionally, sensors can 

respond to non-physical stimuli, such as the time sensor example identified in the above dictionary 

definition, or sensors that are triggered based on the execution of software routines, such as the 

“IT intrusion” and “computer hacking” events described by the Asserted Patents. See, e.g., ’704 

Patent, 4:15-18, 12:19-25; ’088 Patent, 4:34-37, 13:51-57. Moreover, Vector Flow’s proposed 

construction is too narrow because the sensor data includes more than “data transmitted by a sensor 

in response to a physical stimulus.” For example, dependent claim 13 of the ’704 Patent recites 

that the “sensor data” includes “text data and binary data represented in a proprietary format,” as 

well as “a command or sensor state information.” Vector Flow’s proposed construction seemingly 

excludes these embodiments. 

36. In addition, Vector Flow’s construction would lead to confusion because it cannot 

coherently be inserted into the Asserted Claims. The Asserted Claims use the terms “sensor” and 

“sensor data” in various contexts and formats. For example, claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites the 

steps of “interfacing … a plurality of security sensor types” and “accepting sensor data from each 

security sensor an integration module.”1 Similarly, claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites “physical 

access control rules that are organized into two or more types of policies comprising system, user, 

1 In this declaration, all emphasis within quotations is added unless otherwise noted. 

JA71 Vector Flow Exhibit 1011 
Page 11



-12- 

and sensor state related policies.”  Replacing these terms with Vector Flow’s proposed 

construction renders these claims unclear and confusing.  

6.3. Term 3:  “native data representation format” (’704 Patent, cls. 11, 13) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“the original format of the data transmitted by 
a sensor in response to a physical stimulus”

37. In my opinion, Term 3 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning.  

38. The ’704 Patent, claim 11 recites, in pertinent part: 

In addition, dependent claim 13 is shown below: 

39. POSITAs understand that a “native data representation format” is a data format 

associated with a sensor. The claim language makes this clear: “wherein the sensor data from each 

security sensor is embodied in a native data representation format of each respective manufacturer 

of the plurality of manufacturers.” ’704 Patent at cl. 11.  
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40. The extrinsic evidence would have further guided a POSITA’s understanding of the 

term “native,” which is a common, readily understood term. For example, a technical dictionary 

linked the term to a particular device, which in the context of the ’704 Patent, is the claimed sensor: 

 Ex. 10 (The IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms) (1996). 

41. In my opinion, Vector Flow’s proposed construction is incorrect for multiple 

reasons.  First, it requires that the native data be “data transmitted by a sensor in response to a 

physical stimulus,” which is the same definition Vector Flow proposes for “sensor data.”  But 

Term 3 does not recite “sensor data,” and therefore, Vector Flow’s proposed construction wrongly 

imports an additional limitation that is not even tied to the claim language at issue. Second, given 

that Vector Flow’s proposed construction for Term 3 includes its proposed construction of “sensor 

data,” I disagree with Vector Flow’s proposed construction for Term 3 for the same reasons as 

discussed in connection with Terms 1 and 2. Third, I disagree with Vector Flow’s inclusion of 

“original format” in its proposed construction. It is unclear what Vector Flow means by “original 

format,” but assuming Vector Flow means the format of the sensor data produced by the sensor, 

then this part of its construction is, at best, unnecessarily duplicative. The language of claim 11 

already describes that the “native data representation format” is the data format “of each respective 

manufacturer of the plurality of manufacturers.” ’704 Patent at cl. 11. 

6.4. Term 4:  “integration module” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning;  
Not indefinite

Indefinite 
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42. In my opinion, Term 4 is not indefinite and should be construed in accordance with 

its plain and ordinary meaning. 

43. The ’704 Patent, claim 11 recites, in pertinent part, “accepting sensor data from 

each security sensor an integration module including an agent for each type of security sensor.” 

Here, the plain language of claim 11 reflects that the “integration module” is a system component 

that: (1) accepts sensor data from each security sensor; and (2) includes an agent for each type of 

security sensor.   

44. The ’704 Patent specification describes the “integration module” similarly. First, I 

note that the ’704 Patent specification states: 

’704 Patent at 6:26-31. As such, pertinent portions of the specification may describe an 

“integration module,” “integration process,” “integration framework component,” or integration 

processes performed by an “integration layer.” See, e.g., id. at 7:41-45, 8:9-19; 12:26-50,         

12:46-48. 

45. Second, for another embodiment, the specification describes that: 
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’704 Patent at 4:65-5:5.  Third, the specification further describes: “[p]hysical security systems 

602 include various legacy physical access control systems (PACS) 604 that are integrated 

through an integration process 605 that maps the legacy, proprietary data to standardized 

formats.” Id. at 12:26-36. Fourth, it describes that, in at least one embodiment, the “[d]ata formats 

[from field devices] are translated and mapped appropriately by the integration module for use by 

policies and applications.” Id. at 12:46-48.   

46. In my opinion, a POSITA reading the claim in view of the specification would 

understand the scope of the “integration module” with reasonable certainty. As discussed above, 

the claim itself provides guidance on the scope of the term, and the specification further confirms 

that scope. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of “integration module” includes within 

its scope all of the embodiments described above.  

6.5. Term 5:  “individual user profiles” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“a profile corresponding to an individual user” 

47. In my opinion, Term 5 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

48. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “defining individual user profiles and their 

respective access privileges and credentials in the system.” ’704 Patent, cl. 11.   
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49. Term 5 consists of common, everyday words that would be readily understandable 

to a POSITA. I have reviewed the ’704 Patent and it does not provide any special definition that 

would alter the term’s ordinary, common usage. For example, the specification of the ’704 Patent 

provides a few examples of what could constitute an “individual’s profile” and each is consistent 

with the phrase’s typical use: 

’704 Patent at 18:29-38. 

50. The term “individual user profile” is also used consistently with the definition 

found in dictionaries: 

Ex. 9 (Wiley Electrical & Electronics Engineering Dictionary) (2004).  

Ex. 11 (Microsoft Computer Dictionary) (2002). In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning 

of “individual user profiles” includes within its scope all of these definitions. 
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51. In my opinion, there is no need to rearrange the order of the terms within this phrase, 

as Vector Flow proposes. Vector Flow seeks to narrow the scope of the phrase such that a single 

individual user corresponds to a specific profile. But the plain language of Term 5 does not limit 

the scope in such a manner.   

6.6. Term 6:  “common data representation format” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“a data format that can be used by applications, rules 
engines and other standard software components, while 
still maintaining communication to the respective physical 
security systems, applications and devices in their native, 
proprietary format”

52. In my opinion, Term 6 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

53. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites: 

54. In my opinion, the language of claim 11 itself already provides sufficient context 

on what the “common data representation format” is. In particular, claim 11 describes how the 

native data representation format of each manufacturer is mapped to a “common data 

representation format.” The claim language is unambiguous and need not be construed. 

55. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to be based on a portion of the 

specification shown below: 
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’704 Patent at 7:46-52.  However, this passage merely describes how “common data representation 

format” can be used by the systems in at least one embodiment. It does not provide a definition of 

“common data representation format” itself. For example, the clause starting with “while 

maintaining communication” describes system operations and does not even describe the concept 

of a “common data representation format.” It certainly is not a clear definition of the disputed 

claim term, nor does it clearly express an intent to redefine the term. 

6.7. Term 7:  “policy” / “policies” (’704 Patent, cls. 11,; ’088 Patent, cls. 15-17, 19) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“a user-defined logical entity that acts as a container for 
rules that are contained in the policy definition and 
allows easy grouping of rules in order to understand, 
view, enable and order them as one group”

56. In my opinion, Term 7 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning.  

57. The Asserted Claims use the terms “policy” and “policies” in various contexts and 

formats. For example, claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “physical security policies,” and claims 

15-17 and 19 of the ’088 patent recite “policies established for entity personnel,” “two or more 

types of policies,” “sensor state related policies,” “a graphical visual policy editor,” and “policy

violations.” Similarly, the words “policy” and “policies” appear over a hundred times throughout 

the Asserted Patents’ specifications, and are most often used as part of generalized discussions of 

the system features.   
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58. In my opinion, the claim language, as written, already provides sufficient context 

on what the claims mean when it uses the terms “policy” and “policies.”  For example, claim 11 

of the ’704 Patent already recites that the “security policies” “define standardized rule definitions 

… that are applied to the actionable events … to produce normalized event data.” ’704 Patent, cl. 

11. Similarly, claim 15 of the ’088 Patent already recites that its “defin[ed] policies” act to “control 

a data flow in accordance with the physical access control rule.”  ’088 Patent, cl. 15. 

59. Consistent with the generalized discussions of “policy” in the specifications, a 

POSITA understands that the term “policy” has a basic meaning that simply involves, for example, 

a plan of what actions to take in specified situations. The extrinsic evidence supports that 

understanding: 

Ex. 12 (American Heritage College Dictionary) (2002). The Asserted Patents do not alter this 

common usage of the terms “policy” and “policies.”  

60. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to come from two identical passages 

found within each of the Asserted Patents: 
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’704 Patent at 11:41-51; ’088 Patent at 13:7-16. Similar passages are also found later in 

each patent. See ’704 Patent at 13:17-30; ’088 Patent at 19:37-49. 

61. The above passages are found at the end of the descriptions of the embodiments of 

Figures 4 and 6 in each patent. In my opinion, the above passages provide a generalized 

introduction to nature of the “policies.” They do not, as Vector Flow appears to believe, provide 

an express definition of the terms “policy” and “policies,” which, as discussed above, are recited 

throughout the Asserted Claims in different variations. For example, most of the language in the 

above passages describes how policies are used by the system in at least one embodiment, such as 

by acting “as a container for rule” or to “group[] rules.” But these passages do not define what 

each of the policies recited in the claims are. Rather, as discussed above, the claims themselves 

provide that context. In my opinion, the above passages are not clear definitions of the terms 

“policy” and “policies,” nor do they clearly express an intent to redefine the terms, as would be 

required for lexicography. 

62. In addition, given the Asserted Claims use the terms “policy” and “policies” in 

various contexts and formats, then similar as discussed for Terms 1 and 2, Vector Flow’s proposed 

construction would also lead to confusion because it cannot be coherently inserted into the 

Asserted Claims.   
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6.8. Term 8:  “rule” / “rules” (’704 Patent, cls. 11, 14, 15; ’088 Patent, cls. 15-17) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“the actual lowest level combination of Condition-
Action that is applied to the data objects processed by 
the system”

63. In my opinion, Term 8 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

64. The terms “rule” and “rules” appear through the Asserted Claims in various 

contexts and formats.  For example, the ’704 Patent recites “wherein the security policies define 

standardized rule definitions through visual rules” (cl. 11),  “applying relevant transformation and 

routing rules comprising condition action sequences” (cl. 11), “applying, through a rules engine, 

defined rules on the data and commands from each security sensor” (cl. 14), and “the visual editor 

including a drag and drop graphical user interface component that facilitates creation of rules

through interconnection of rule objects and definition of rule properties” (cl. 15).  Likewise, claim 

15 of the ’088 Patent recites “constructing a rule from the first plurality of objects and second 

plurality of objects through connectors that dictate process flow by the first and second plurality 

of objects,” “executable rules,” and “physical access control rules of the managed site.” In my 

opinion, the claim language, as written, already provides sufficient context on what the claims 

mean when it uses the terms “rule” and “rules.”   

65. The claims’ use of the terms “rule” and “rules” is consistent with a POSITA’s 

understanding of “rule,” which is a common English word that involves, for example, a definition 

of what is to be done in specified situations. The Asserted Patents do not alter this common usage 

of the terms “rule” and “rules.”  
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66. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to come from one of the many 

different descriptions of “rules” used in connection with different embodiments throughout the 

Asserted Patents, namely: 

’704 Patent at 11:48-50, ’088 Patent at 13:13-15.  

’704 Patent at 13:67-14:2, ’088 Patent at 20:19-21. 

67. However, Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to ignore other discussions 

of “rules” used in connection with other embodiments throughout the Asserted Patents, such as: 

’704 Patent at 14:10-12, ’088 Patent at 20:29-31. 

’704 Patent at 16:3-7, ’088 Patent at 22:23-27.  

68. I disagree with Vector Flow’s proposed construction. For one, Vector Flow’s 

proposed construction contradicts the claim language, at least because claim 11 of the ’704 Patent 

already recites that the “rules compris[e] condition-action sequences.” There is no requirement 
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that the rules be the “lowest level combination of Condition-Action,” and Vector Flow is 

improperly importing that requirement based on the specification. 

69. In addition, in my opinion, the above passages do not provide an express definition 

of the terms “rule” and “rules,” which, as discussed above, are recited throughout the Asserted 

Claims in different variations. Rather, the above passages provide generalized introductions to the 

nature of the “rules” and how they are used by the system in at least one embodiment, but are not 

clear definitions of the terms “rule” and “rules,” nor do they clearly express an intent to redefine 

the terms. In my opinion, the claims themselves provide sufficient context on how they are using 

the terms “rule” and “rules.” In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of Term 8 includes 

within its scope all of the embodiments described above. 

70. In addition, given the Asserted Claims use the terms “rule” and “rules” in various 

contexts and formats, then similar as Terms 1, 2, and 7, Vector Flow’s proposed construction 

would also lead to confusion because it cannot be coherently inserted into the Asserted Claims. 

6.9. Term 9:  “visual rules” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“a rule that is visually defined and depicted in a display 
area by placing icons and connectors in appropriate 
relationships to one another”

71. In my opinion, Term 9 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

72. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “wherein the security policies define 

standardized rule definitions through visual rules depicted by live objects that contain attributes 

to define their spatial relationship to the actionable representations.”  The claim language recites 

the scope of the term “visual rules,” and makes clear that they are “depicted by live objects that 

contain attributes to define their spatial relationship to the actionable representations.”  This is 
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consistent with the specification, which recites that “visual rule objects contain attributes that 

define their spatial relationship to other building blocks that are used to represent normalized 

systems, data and processes.” ’704 Patent at 11:10-13.  

73. POSITAs understand, from this intrinsic evidence, the scope of the term “visual 

rules.” In my opinion, the term should not be limited to this single excerpt from the specification, 

as Vector Flow proposes in its construction, because that excerpt is not a definition. 

74. Additionally, as explained above at Term 8, POSITAs understand the plain and 

ordinary meaning of the term “rules.”  Here, in Term 9, the additional word “visual” is also a basic 

term that POSITAs understand simply relates to vision and sight.  

Ex. 13 (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary) (2004). 

6.10. Term 10:  “live objects” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
Plain and ordinary meaning;  
“stencil objects”

“stencil shapes that are used to represent normalized 
systems, data and processes”

75. In my opinion, Term 10 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning.  If desired, Term 10 could be construed as “stencil objects,” consistent with its 

plain and ordinary meaning. 

76. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “wherein the security policies define 

standardized rule definitions through visual rules depicted by live objects that contain attributes to 

define their spatial relationship to the actionable representations.” The specification states:  

JA84 Vector Flow Exhibit 1011 
Page 24



-25- 

’704 Patent at 11:10-14.  

77. The specification has several additional passages that refer to “stencil objects.” ’704 

Patent at Abstract, 2:59-61, 3:26-31, 3:37-43, 16:49-51, 17:17-19, 17:22-24, 17:55-18:4; Figs. 8-

11 (and associated descriptions). Based on the specification, a POSITA would understand that the 

patent uses the terms “stencil shapes” and “live objects” interchangeably.  As such, it is my opinion 

that the term “live objects” could also be construed as “stencil objects,” consistent with the term’s 

plain and ordinary meaning. 

78. Term 10 also uses the term “objects.”  The term “object” is a common term that a 

POSITA would readily understand.  
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Ex. 10 (The IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms) (1996). 

79. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to be based on the portion of the 

specification at 11:10-14 quoted above stating that visual rule objects are “used to represent 

normalized systems, data and processes.” Again, in my opinion, this passage does not provide an 

express definition of the terms “live object” or “stencil object,” but rather describes how they are 

used by the system in at least one embodiment. In my opinion, the claims themselves already 

provide sufficient context reciting how the “live objects” or “stencil objects” are used.   
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6.11. Term 11:  “actionable representations” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“a visual representation of actionable events 
that are defined in a visual policy engine for  
rules execution”

80. In my opinion, Term 11 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

81. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “defining physical security policies of the site 

in the context of user profiles at all sites through actionable representations of physical, network 

and information technology resources of the site.”  

82. Similarly, the specification of the ’704 Patent states:  

’704 Patent at 10:24-31. This description references “actionable representations” in the 

embodiment of Figure 4 in a non-limiting manner, consistent with a POSITA’s understanding. 

83. Term 11 includes two basic English terms that POSITAs readily understand when 

reading the claim language in light of the specification. A POSITA would understand that the term 

“actionable representations” means representations that are capable of being acted on. The 

extrinsic evidence supports that understanding: 
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Ex. 13 (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary) (2004). 

84. Vector Flow’s proposed construction replaces the straightforward, two-word term 

from the claims with a collection of 17 words selected from the portion of the specification shown 

above.  In doing so, Vector Flow takes words from separate sentences and rearranges and combines 

them in order to craft a proposed construction that improperly imports multiple limitations into the 

claims.  In my opinion, the above portion of the specification does not provide an express definition 

of, or evidence an intent to, clearly define the term “actionable representation.”  Rather, it describes 

that in at least one embodiment, the actionable representations are, among other things, “of 

physical, network and IT systems.” ’704 Patent at 10:24-27. This sentence does not define what 

the actionable representations are, as Vector Flow apparently contends. Moreover, it is unclear 

why Vector Flow uses only these two passages (which are from separate sentences) and ignores 

the rest of the passage. Accordingly, I disagree with Vector Flow’s proposed construction. 

6.12. Term 12:  “spatial relationship” (’704 Patent, cls. 11, 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“relationship in physical space” 

85. In my opinion, Term 12 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

86.  The claims of the ’704 Patent use the term “spatial relationship” multiple times. 

Independent claim 11 recites:  
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Dependent claim 15 recites: 

In each of these claims, the term “spatial relationship” refers to a relationship between features 

that are not physical. Similarly, the specification uses the term once, and there too, refers to a non-

physical spatial relationship between “objects” and “other building blocks that are used to 

represent normalized systems, data and processes.” ’704 Patent at 11:10-13.  

87. This is in contrast to how another term “spatial hierarchy” is used in the ’704 Patent. 

The ’704 Patent uses that term in the physical context, as shown below: 
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88. This intrinsic evidence makes clear that the term “spatial relationship” is not limited 

to a “relationship in physical space,” as Vector Flow proposes in its construction. POSITAs 

reading this record would understand that the full scope of the term captures both that which is 

physical and that which is not.  

89. This conclusion is consistent with how the extrinsic evidence treated the term 

“spatial.” For example, a 2002 Microsoft Computer Dictionary defined the term “spatial data 

management” as follows:  

Ex. 11. Like the specification, this definition does not refer to physical space at all, but instead, 

refers to “a collection of objects” or “icons on a screen.” The only other word within Term 12 is 

“relationship.” But that too is a basic term, with a basic definition:  
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Ex. 13 (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary) (2004). 

6.13. Term 13:  “routing rules” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“a rule that controls the flow of data between 
different connected systems”

6.14. Term 14:  “transformation rules” (’704 Patent, cl. 11) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“a rule that defines and maintains the 
transformational mapping of data and events 
between different connected systems”

90. In my opinion, Terms 13 and 14 should be construed in accordance with their plain 

and ordinary meanings. 

91. Terms 13 and 14 are recited in claim 11 of the ’704 Patent together, as 

“transformation and routing rules.” The scope of that phrase is set forth in the claim:    

Thus, POSITAs would have been informed of the plain and ordinary meaning of this term from 

the claim language itself, and further, by the consistent treatment of the term throughout the 

specification: 
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… 

’704 Patent at 9:15-24, 10:51-56. In view of this intrinsic evidence, it is my opinion that 

there is no basis for requiring that there be separate rules for routing and separate rules for 

transformation, as Vector Flow proposes in its construction.   

92. In my opinion, Vector Flow’s proposed construction is also incorrect because it 

imports the above passages from 9:15-24 of the specification. However, that passage is directed to 

“one embodiment,” so does not represent the full scope of these terms. Additionally, the passage 

is not a definition because it describes what a “rule” does (i.e., it “controls” “defines and 

maintains”), but they do not define what a rule is. 

6.15. Term 15:  “physical security” (’704 Patent, cl. 11; ’088 Patent, cls. 15, 16) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“security of a physical site” 
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93. In my opinion, Term 15 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

94. The term “physical security” appears through the Asserted Claims in various 

contexts and formats. Claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites, for example, “physical security policies” 

and “physical security states.” Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites, for example, “physical security 

data” and “physical security state engine.” 

95. The specifications of the Asserted Patents provide several straightforward 

descriptions of “physical security systems,” noting for example, that they include “equipment and 

processes that implement physical security measures for incidents, access control, monitoring 

systems, lighting, security, audits, inspection, facility management, building automation, and the 

like.” ’704 Patent at 1:31-35; ’088 Patent at 1:30-34. These descriptions are consistent with a 

POSITA’s understanding of the term “physical security,” which is a common, readily understood 

term, as evidenced by its appearance in several technical dictionaries: 

Ex. 9 (Wiley Electrical & Electronics Engineering Dictionary) (2004). 

Ex. 10 (The IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms) (1996). 

96. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of “physical security” includes 

within its scope all of the embodiments and definitions described above, and Vector Flow’s 

proposed construction is incorrect because it unnecessarily rearranges the words and adds a 
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limitation to narrow the meaning of this term. Vector Flow’s limitation that “security” must be 

directed to a physical “site” excludes security that may be generally related to a physical site, but 

does not rise to the level of specificity of “security of a physical site.” 

6.16. Term 16:  “physical security state” / “physical security states” (’704 Patent, 
cl. 11; ’088 Patent, cls. 15, 16) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“information describing the status of physical 
security access and events”

6.17. Term 17:  “security state” / “security states” (’704 Patent, cl. 11; ’088 Patent, 
cls. 15, 16) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“information describing the status of security 
access and events”

97. In my opinion, Terms 16 and 17 should be construed in accordance with their plain 

and ordinary meanings. 

98. Terms 16 and 17 appear through the Asserted Claims in various contexts and 

formats. For example, claim 11 of the ’704 Patent recites “receiving the normalized event data and 

applying relevant transformation and routing rules comprising condition action sequences in order 

to maintain user profiles and physical security states across the plurality of sites.” Claim 15 of the 

’088 Patent recites “defining a first plurality of objects representing actors, facilities, physical 

security states, and network resources,” “build a continually updated security state of the entire 

system through alarm event messages generated by the network resources,” and “physical security 

state engine.” Again, Vector Flow’s proposed construction does not appear to take into account 

the different claims’ uses of Terms 16 and 17. In my opinion, the claim language, as written, 

already provides sufficient context on what the claims mean when it uses these terms. 

99. The specifications provide additional guidance for this term. For example, the ’704 

Patent recites:   
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’704 Patent at 9:28-38. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to be from another portion 

of the specification, which recites that the “rules determine the action to be taken and eventually 

the state that should be maintained for all physical security access and events.” ’704 Patent at 9:13-

15; ’088 Patent at 10:49-52. This disclosure, however, describes one function of “rules,” and does 

not limit physical security states and security states to security “access and events.” 

100. Additionally, the following passage of the ’088 Patent recites: 

’088 Patent at 9:14-18. But this reference to “security state information” does not mean that the 

“security state” is limited to information, as Vector Flow proposes in its construction. 

101. The intrinsic evidence is consistent with a POSITA’s understanding of Terms 16 

and 17. These terms are phrases that include basic terms that are well-understood to a POSITA. 

For example, as discussed above at Term 15, the term “physical security” appears in several 
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technical dictionaries that POSITAs would have referenced. Likewise, as shown below, one of 

those technical dictionaries further provides basic definitions for the terms “security” and “state.”  

Ex. 9 (Wiley Electrical & Electronics Engineering Dictionary) (2004). 

102. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of Terms 16 and 17 includes within 

its scope all of the embodiments and definitions described above. 

6.18. Term 18:  “single integration layer component” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning;  
Not indefinite

Indefinite 

103. In my opinion, Term 18 is not indefinite and should be construed in accordance 

with its plain and ordinary meaning. 

104. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites: 
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105. As shown above, the claim language itself reflects that the “single integration layer 

component” is a system component that receives and integrates disparate propriety data formats 

from respective security components for use by other components.   

106. Again, the ’088 Patent’s specification describes the single integration layer 

similarly. For example, the specification describes:  

’088 Patent at 7:59-66.   

107. In my opinion, a POSITA reading the claim in view of the specification readily 

understand the scope of the “single integration layer component” with reasonable certainty. As 

discussed above, the claim itself provides guidance on the scope of the term, and the specification 

further confirms that scope.  In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of “single integration 

layer component” includes within its scope all of the embodiments described above. 

6.19. Term 19:  “protocol defined trap message” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“an unsolicited alert message defined by 
Simple Network Management Protocol”
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108. In my opinion, Term 19 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

109. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites: 

110. The specification states:  

’088 Patent at 15:62-67.  

111. This description refers to an “example” that “defines an alarm” which is referred to 

as a “Trap in SNMP terminology.” This description does not limit a “protocol defined trap 

message” to only (1) “an unsolicited” (2) “alert message” that is (3) “defined by Simple Network 

Management Protocol,” as Vector Flow proposes in its construction. Rather, this portion of the 

specification describes an “example” and confirms that a trap message can refer to a message using 

the Simple Network Management Protocol. This is consistent with a POSITA’s understanding of 

“protocol defined trap message.” POSITAs understand that this term includes a protocol defined 

message associated with an exception that occurs in software. That understanding is further 

consistent with a technical dictionary definition of the term “trap,” as shown below: 
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Ex. 10 (The IEEE Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms) (1996). 

6.20. Term 20:  “system log daemon” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning

“a server process that provides a message 
logging facility for systems”

112. In my opinion, Term 20 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

113. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites:  

114. The specification of the ’088 Patent states:  

’088 Patent at 16:15-20.  
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115. Based on this intrinsic evidence, POSITAs understand that a “system log daemon” 

refers to message logging for applications or system processes. This is consistent with several 

relevant technical dictionaries, one of which defined the term “daemon” as follows:  

Ex. 9 (Wiley Electrical & Electronics Engineering Dictionary) (2004).  

116. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of “system log daemon” includes 

within its scope all of the embodiments and definitions described above, and is not limited to only 

a “server process” and only message logging for a “system,” as Vector Flow proposes in its 

construction. Vector Flow’s proposed construction excludes processes on, e.g., a computer, and 

excludes messages about, e.g., an application. 

6.21. Term 21:  “build a continually updated security state” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“proactively building the security state of a 
deployed and interconnected system by 
maintaining and continually updating the 
state of the system through normalized sensor 
data and executable rules”

117. In my opinion, Term 21 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

118. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites:  
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119. As discussed above at Term 17, the term “security state” is a common term that is 

readily understood by a POSITA. The remaining words in Term 21 here are common English 

words that POSITAs also understand: 

Ex. 13 (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary) (2004)  

Ex. 12 (The American Heritage College Dictionary) (2002). 

120. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of Term 21 includes within its scope 

all of the embodiments and definitions described above, and should not be limited in the manner 

that Vector Flow proposes in its construction. Vector Flow imports the following excerpt from the 

prosecution history of the ’088 Patent:  
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Ex. 8. 

121. I disagree with Vector Flow’s proposal for the following reasons. First, this is not 

a definition for this term, because it merely describes prior art. Nor does the statement disclaim 

subject matter. Instead, if anything, it enlarges the scope of the claim by describing an open-ended 

system and including another manner in which the claimed “build” occurs (i.e., “through 

normalized sensor data and executable rules.”). This is broader than claim 15 of the ’088 Patent, 

which recites “build a continually updated security state of the entire system through alarm event 

messages generated by the network resources.” Second, Vector Flow’s incorporation of these 

limitations changes the features that are already recited in the claim. Third, this statement was 

made with respect to claim 1, not claim 15. Specifically, this passage and claim 1 are directed to 

the “build” function “through a physical security state engine.” This limitation is not recited in 

claim 15.  

6.22. Term 22:  “physical security state engine” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 

No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning 

“A real-time, high speed repository and 
access interface to all the security states 
defined in the system”

122. In my opinion, Term 22 should be construed in accordance with its plain and 

ordinary meaning. 

123. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites:  
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The specification’s disclosure related to Term 22 states:   

’088 Patent at 10:52-56. This description does not disturb a POSITA’s understanding of the plain 

and ordinary meaning of this term, which encompasses several terms that are readily understood 

by a POSITA, as discussed above at Terms 15-17. Rather, this description merely describes the 

functionality of “physical security state engine 326” as it is used within a specific embodiment. 

That description is consistent with extrinsic evidence, such as the following dictionary definition: 

Ex. 11 (Microsoft Computer Dictionary) (2002). 

124. Accordingly, in my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of Term 22 includes 

within its scope all of the embodiments and definitions described above, and should not be limited 

to the specific embodiment that Vector Flow proposes importing from the specification at       
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10:52-56. 

6.23. Term 23:  “virtual objects” (’088 Patent, cls. 15, 16) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning;  
Not indefinite 

Indefinite;  
“a visual depiction of an object that is not 
real”

125. In my opinion, Term 23 is not indefinite and should be construed in accordance 

with its plain and ordinary meaning. 

126. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent, recites in pertinent part: 

127. As shown above, the plain language of claim 15 reflects that “virtual objects” are 

used to describe system policies, “comprise components of executable rules,” and have 

relationships to the “corresponding devices, objects and processes.”   

128. In my opinion, the term “virtual objects” consists of common English words that 

have meanings that are readily understood by a POSITA especially when read in view of the 

specification, and there is no reason to construe the terms as Vector Flow proposes. The 

specification describes a number of object types, such as “HTML objects,” “data objects,” 

“embeddable software objects,” and “stencil objects.” See, e.g., ’088 Patent at 6:51-54, 8:29-33, 

19:53-46, 20:5-7, 20:37-38, 23:37-44. Each of these types of objects are “virtual” in the sense that 

they are implemented by a computer system, but not all are “visual depictions,” nor are they all 
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“visual depictions of an object that is not real.” Indeed, some of the objects described in the ’088 

Patent specification are graphical representations of objects that are real. For example, the ’088 

Patent specification describes objects that are graphical representations and consist of “a graphic 

of a building for a site” or “a graphic of a person for an actor or personnel within the system” See, 

e.g., ’088 Patent at 21:11-16. Thus, the virtual object depicts an object that is real. Vector Flow’s 

construction wrongly excludes these embodiments. 

129. In addition, I note that dependent claim 16 recites: 

Id., cl. 16. 

130. As shown above, claim 16 is directed to the concept of “a graphical visual policy 

editor that processes virtual objects” and “depict[s]” the virtual objects visually. Vector Flow’s 

proposed construction improperly incorporates these same concepts into claim 15 where they are 

not present. 

6.24. Term 24:  “reference” / “references” (’088 Patent, cl. 15) 

HID’s Proposed Construction Vector Flow’s Proposed Construction 
No construction necessary;  
Plain and ordinary meaning;  
Not indefinite

“a shape used to create references for lookups 
for information” 

131. In my opinion, Term 24 is not indefinite and should be construed in accordance 

with its plain and ordinary meaning. 

132. Claim 15 of the ’088 Patent recites “defining a second plurality of objects 

representing actions, conditions and references.” The specification of the ’088 Patent uses this 
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term consistent with the English language, and consistent with a POSITA’s understanding. For 

example, the specification states: 

… 

’088 Patent at 21:7-10, 21:34-37.  

133. This usage is further consistent with extrinsic evidence that defines the term 

“reference” with basic definitions: 

Ex. 12 (The American Heritage College Dictionary) (2004). 

134. In my opinion, the plain and ordinary meaning of Term 24 includes within its scope 

all of the embodiments and definitions described above. 

135. Vector Flow’s proposed construction appears to be from the following portion of 
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the specification: 

’088 Patent at 21:34-37. But this sentence describes how to use a “reference shape,” it does not 

define a “reference.” Nor does Vector Flow’s proposed construction define the word “reference.” 
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I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true 

and correct. 

Dated: October 27, 2022 Respectfully submitted, 

________________________ 
Mark Jones PhD 

JA108 Vector Flow Exhibit 1011 
Page 48




