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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
ORLANDO DIVISION
OMEGA PATENTS, LLC,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No: 6:13-cv-1950-0Orl-40DAB
CALAMP CORP.,

Defendant.
/

VERDICT FORM

1. Do you find Omega has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that any of
the accused CalAmp devices infringed any of the asserted claims of Omega’s
asserted Patents?

v/ Yes (for Omega) No (for CalAmp)

If your answer to Question 1 is “No,” proceed to Question 3. If your answer to Question
1 is “Yes," for any claim(s) Omega has proven by a preponderance of the evidence
that any of the accused CalAmp devices infringed, indicate a finding of infringement
by marking "Yes" in the corresponding space provided in Questions 2.A through 2.D.
below; for any claim(s) Omega has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence
that any of the accused CalAmp devices infringed, indicate a finding of non-
infringement by marking "No" in the corresponding space provided in Questions 2.A

through 2.D. below.

Geotab Exhibit 1027
Geotab v. Omega
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2.A. U.S. Patent No. 6,346,876 B1 (“the ‘876 patent”)

Has Omega proven by a preponderance of the evidence that any of the accused

CalAmp devices infringed any of the following claims of the ‘876 patent?

LMU-3000 LMU-3030 LMU-3050 VPOD VPOD2

& Yes &'Yes & Yes @& Yes @ Yes
Claim 1

0 No —E‘sz{x‘ Q No Q No Q No

& Yes W Yes ®@'Yes &'Yes ®'Yes
Clam 3

Q No O No O No Q No 0 No

& Yes & Yes ®'Yes & Yes &VYes
Claim 4 .

Q No QO No Q No Q No Q No

XYes @*Yes &' VYes & Yes ®&'Yes
Claim 5

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

& Yes & Yes & 'Yes @Yes &VYes
Claim 12

Q No Q No O No Q No a No

& Yes ®'Yes ™ Yes &Yes & VYes
Claim 14

Q No Q No Q No Q No O No

BYes &Yes @ Yes & Yes @ VYes
Claim 16

O No Q No Q No Q No Q No
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2.B. U.S. Patent No. 6,756,885 B1 (“the ‘885 patent”)

Has Omega proven by a preponderance of the evidence that any of the accused

CalAmp devices infringed any of the following claims of the ‘885 patent?

LMU-3000 LMU-3030 LMU-3050 VPOD VPOD2
& Yes &Yes &Yes ™ Yes &'Yes
Claim 1
Q No O No Q No O No Q No
& Yes &Yes & Yes ™ Yes ®Yes
Claim 2
Q No O No O No Q No O No
& Yes & Yes ®@’Yes & Yes &Yes
Clam 3
Q No a No Q No Q No Q No
& Yes & Yes & Yes & Yes &"Yes
Claim 12
Q No a No Q No Q No Q No
&' Yes M Yes & VYes & Yes &'Yes
Claim 14
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
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2.C. U.S. Patent No. 7,671,727 B2 (“the ‘727 patent”)

Has Omega proven by a preponderance of the evidence that any of the accused

CalAmp devices infringed any of the following claims of the ‘727 patent?

LMU-3000 LMU-3030 LMU-3050 VPOD VPOD2
@ Yes ®Yes &"Yes @Yes @VYes
Claim 1
Q No Q No Q No O No Q No
& Yes & Yes @Yes @ VYes &VYes
Claim 10
a No Q No Q No Q No Q No
& Yes & Yes @Yes @ Yes &Yes
Claim 11
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
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2.D. U.S. Patent No. 8,032,278 B2 (“the ‘278 patent”)

Has Omega proven by a preponderance of the evidence that any of the accused

CalAmp devices infringed any of the following claims of the '278 patent?

LMU-3000 LMU-3030 LMU-3050 VPOD VPOD2
& Yes & Yes ®Yes EYes @Yes
Claim 1
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
& Yes M Yes & Yes &Yes @ VYes
Claim 2
Q No Q No Q No Q No QO No
A Yes & Yes & Yes @ Yes B Yes
Claim 3
Q No Q No Q No Q No QO No
™ Yes MYes O Yes ® VYes B Yes
Claim 4
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
& Yes &Yes ™ Yes @VYes &Yes
Claim 5
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
& Yes B Yes | Yes & Yes @ Yes
Claim 6
Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No
® Yes & Yes M Yes & Yes ®VYes
Claim 8
Q No Q No Q No O No Q No
& VYes & Yes B Yes & Yes &VYes
Claim 11
O No Q No Q No Q No Q No
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LMU-3000 LMU-3030 LMU-3050 VPOD VPOD2

™ Yes ®Yes ™ Yes
Claim 12

Q No Q No Q No

™ Yes ®&'Yes @Yes & Yes BYes
Claim 13

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

™ Yes & Yes & Yes @ Yes @ Yes
Claim 14

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

™ Yes & Yes & Yes ™ Yes BYes
Claim 16

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

W Yes & Yes & Yes @ Yes &E-Yes
Claim 18

a No Q No Q No Q No Q No

™ Yes M Yes & Yes ™ Yes B Yes
Claim 19

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

™ Yes & Yes & Yes ™ VYes B VYes
Claim 21

Q No Q No Q No Q No Q No

After answering Questions 2.A. through 2.D., proceed to Question 3.
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3. Has CalAmp proven by clear and convincing evidence that any claim of the

asserted Patents is invalid?

Yes (for CalAmp) / No (for Omega)

4. If your answer to Question 3 is “No,” proceed to Question 5. If your answer to
Question 3 is “Yes,” answer Question 4 below by indicating with an X any claim(s)
you find invalid by clear and convincing evidence and indicate the reasons for
invalidity, namely, identify which prior art references disclose the elements of the

claim.

PATENT CLAIM YES, INVALID REFERENCES __ DISCLOSING
R THE ELEMENTS OF THE CLAIM _

U.S. Patent No. 6,346,876

Claim 1 '

Claim 3

Claim 4

Claim 5

Claim 12

Claim 14

Claim 16

U.S. Patent No. 6,756,885

Claim1

Claim 2

Claim 3

Claim 12
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PATENT CLAIM YES, INVALID REFERENCES DISCLOSING
THE ELEMENTS OF THE CLAIM
U S. Patent No 6,756,885 (continued from prevuous page) ' ,

Claim 14

- U.S: Patent No. 7,671,727 .

Cléim 1

Claim 10

Claim 11

. U.S. Patent No. 8,032,278
Claim 1 |

Claim 2

Claim 3

Claim 4

Claim 5

Claim 6

Claim 8

Claim 11

Claim 12

Claim 13

Claim 14

Claim 16

Claim 18

Claim 19

Claim 21
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After answering Question 4, answer Question 5.

5. Which of the following factors that tend to indicate nonobviousness, if any, has
been established by the evidence with respect to the claimed invention (write the
word “yes” in the blank below to any question that you answer "yes" to):

Were accused products covered by the claim commercially
successful due to the merits of the claimed invention rather than due

to advertising, promotion, salesmanship, or features of the product
other than those found in the claim?

i

Was there long felt need for a solution to the problem facing the
inventors, which was satisfied by the claimed invention?

Did others try, but fail, to solve the problem solved by the claimed
invention?

Did others copy the claimed invention?

Did the claimed invention achieve unexpectedly superior results over
the closest prior art?

Did others in the field praise the claimed invention or express
surprise at the making of the claimed invention?

Did others accept licenses under patents because of the merits of
the claimed invention?

S .

If your answer to Question 1 is “Yes,” answer Question 6.A. If your answer to Question 1

is “No," skip all remaining questions and proceed to sign and date this Verdict Form.

6.A. Has Omega proven by clear and convincing evidence that CalAmp acted despite

an objectively high likelihood that its actions infringed a valid patent?

\/ Yes No

If your answer to Question 6.A. is “Yes,” proceed to Question 6.B. If your answer to

Question 6.A. is “No,” proceed to Question 7.
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6.B. Has Omega proven by clear and convincing evidence that this objectively high
likelihood of infringement was either known or so obvious that it should have been

known to CalAmp?

\/ Yes No

Proceed to Question 7.
7. What amount of damages, if any, do you find is adequate to compensate Omega

for CalAmp’s infringement of any claim found to be valid and not licensed?

$ 2,975,200

After answering Question 7, sign and date this Verdict Form.

Tl
SO SAYWEALLTHIS __ 24 DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2016.

227 Halelr

JURY FOREPERSON

10



