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U.S. Patent No. 7,428,082

U.S. Patent No. 7,428,082
“Update Control of Image 
Processing Control Data”

2

Ex. 1001, Cover, Fig. 1; Pet. 2

The ’082 Patent

Pet. 2 (annotating Ex. 1001, Fig. 1)
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U.S. Patent No. 7,428,082

3

The ’082 Patent

Ex. 1001, Figs. 1, 14; Pet. 2, 5

Pet. 2 (annotating Ex. 1001, Fig. 1)
Pet. 5 (annotating Ex. 1001, Fig. 14)
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Prior art: Kuwata (Ex. 1005)
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Pet. 7 (annotating Kuwata (Ex. 1005), Fig. 4)

Kuwata (Ex. 1005), Cover, Fig. 4, [0089]-[0090]; Pet. 6-10
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Image processing in the ’082 patent and Kuwata

5

Ex. 1001, Fig. 8; Kuwata (Ex. 1005), Fig. 10; Pet. 9-10

The ’082 Patent Kuwata (Ex. 1005)

Pet. 10 (annotating Ex. 1001, Fig. 8) Pet. 10 (annotating Kuwata (Ex. 1005), Fig. 10)

Page 5 of 34



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent claim 1

Only disputed limitation is the camera-server update limitation
Grounds: (1) Kuwata + Fisher; (2) Kuwata + Fisher + Ohga

6

Ex. 1001, 15:8-23, Fig. 1; Pet. 2, 13-30, 56-58; POR 18-29, 35-46; Pet’r Reply 3-23; PO Sur-reply 3-14

Ex. 1001, Fig. 1 (annotated)

Ex. 1001, 15:8-23

The ’082 Patent

Camera-
server 
update 

limitation
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Prior art: Fisher (Ex. 1006)

7

Fisher (Ex. 1006), Fig. 8 (annotated)

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0055]

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0037]

Server

Camera

Fisher (Ex. 1006), Fig. 8, [0037], [0055]; Pet. 10-11, 13-19, 22-27, 56-58; Pet’r Reply 3-7
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Prior art: Ohga (Ex. 1007)

8

Ohga (Ex. 1007), Fig. 3 (annotated)

Ohga (Ex. 1007), Fig. 4 (annotated)

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-58
Ohga (Ex. 1007), Figs. 3-4, 3:48-58, 4:3-12, Pet. 54-58; Pet’r Reply 3-7
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Independent claim 7

9

Ex. 1001, 15:47-63, Fig. 14; Pet. 5, 64-73; POR 50-53, Pet’r Reply 23-25, PO Sur-reply 14-15

Only disputed limitation is the PC-server update limitation
Ground: Kuwata + Ohga

The ’082 Patent

PC-server 
update 

limitation

Ex. 1001, Fig. 14 (annotated)

Ex. 1001, 15:47-63
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Independent claim 8

10

Ex. 1001, 16:1-19; Pet. 5, 73-79; POR 53-57; Pet’r Reply 25; PO Sur-reply 15-16

Only disputed limitation is the processing parameters limitation
Ground: Ohga + Kuwata

Processing 
parameters 
limitation

Ex. 1001, 15:47-63
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Summary of issues raised

Issue Applicable Grounds
1. Whether the prior art renders 
obvious the camera-server update 
limitation in claims 1, 6, and 10?

1: Kuwata and Fisher
2: Kuwata, Fisher, and Ohga

2. Whether Ohga discloses the 
processing parameters limitation in 
claims 8 and 9*?

4: Ohga and Kuwata
5: Ohga

3. Whether the prior art renders 
obvious the PC-server update 
limitation in claim 7?

3: Kuwata and Ohga

11

No separate patentability arguments for dependent claims 2-5

* Patent Owner also argues that Ohga does not disclose the processing 
parameters limitation in claims 1, 6, and 10, but the petition relies on Kuwata’s 
image processing parameters for those limitations

POR; PO Sur-reply
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Issue 1:
The camera-server update limitation
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The camera-server update limitation in claim 1

13

Ex. 1001, 15:8-23

Camera-
server 
update 

limitation

Also, similar camera-server update limitation in claims 6 and 10
Ex. 1001, 15:8-23
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Patent Owner attacks the references individually

14

“The question in an obviousness inquiry is whether it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the relevant 
disclosures of the two references, not whether each individual reference 
discloses all of the necessary elements. Where, as here, the grounds for 
obviousness are based on a specific combination of references, arguments 
that attack the disclosures of the two references individually lack merit.”

Palo Alto Networks, Inc. v. Centripetal Networks, LLC, 122 F.4th 1378, 1386 (Fed. Cir. 2024)

Pet’r Reply 3-8, 19-21
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The camera-server update limitation: Kuwata + Fisher

15

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0055]

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0037]
Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0077]

Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0075]

Kuwata (Ex. 1005)Fisher (Ex. 1006)

Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0075], [0077], Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0037], [0044], [0055]; Pet. 15-19, 22-27; Pet’r Reply 3-12

Camera-Server 
Communication

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0044]
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The camera-server update limitation: Kuwata + Fisher

Expert testimony supports relying on Fisher’s “descriptors” as data 
that specifies the processing parameters to download

16

Fisher (Ex. 1006), [0053]

Declaration of Dr. Stevenson (Ex. 1003)

Fisher (Ex. 1006), Fig. 7, [0053]; Ex. 1003, ¶ 107; Pet. 22-27; Pet’r Reply 3-12

Fisher (Ex. 1006)
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The camera-server update limitation: Kuwata + Fisher + Ohga

17

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-58

Declaration of Dr. Stevenson (Ex. 1003)Ohga (Ex. 1007)

Ohga (Ex. 1007), Fig. 3
Ex. 1003, ¶ 170; Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-58, Fig. 3; Pet. 54-58; Pet’r Reply 15-23
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The camera-server update limitation: motivation to combine

Expert testimony from both experts supports the motivation to 
combine Kuwata and Fisher / Kuwata, Fisher, and Ohga 

18

Deposition Tr. of Dr. Papanikolopoulos (Ex. 1015)

. . .

Declaration of Dr. Stevenson (Ex. 1003)

Ex. 1003, ¶ 108; Ex. 1015, 71:17-72:7; Pet. 15-18, 24-26, 56-58; Pet’r Reply 8-12, 21-23
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Kuwata does not teach away

19

“A motivation to combine may be implicit in the prior art—silence does not 
imply teaching away.”

Allergan, Inc. v. Apotex Inc., 754 F.3d 952, 964 (Fed. Cir. 2014)

Pet’r Reply 8-12, 21-23

“The prior art’s mere disclosure of more than one alternative does not 
constitute a teaching away from any of these alternatives because such 
disclosure does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage the solution 
claimed.”

In re Fulton, 391 F.3d 1195, 1201 (Fed. Cir. 2004)
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The camera-server update limitation: expectation of success

Patent Owner contends there were “well-
known challenges as of the ’082 patent 
priority date relating to printer drivers 
needed to match DSCs with particular 
printers” and asserts that “Kuwata expressly 
teaches one printer driver, already on 
Kuwata’s self-contained camera.”

But Kuwata discloses that the printer driver 
is on the printer, not on the camera

Kuwata discloses that its use of an image file 
to specify printing processing conditions to 
the printer eliminates printer driver issues

20

POR 28-29; Pet. 18-19, 26-27, Pet’r Reply 12-14; Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0077], [0097]-[0115]

Kuwata (Ex. 1005)
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The camera-server update limitation: claim 6

21

Declaration of Dr. Stevenson (Ex. 1003)

The ’082 Patent

Ex. 1001, 15:40-46; Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 107, 170; Pet. 22-27, 41-42, 56-58, 63; Pet’r Reply 26

Ex. 1001, 15:40-46
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Issue 2:
The processing parameters limitation

22Page 22 of 34



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The processing parameters limitation in claim 8

Also, similar processing parameters limitation in claim 9

23

Ex. 1001, 16:1-19; Pet. 73-80; POR 35-47, 50-59; Pet’r Reply 15-25; PO Sur-reply 15-16 

Processing 
parameters 
limitation

Ex. 1001, 16:1-19
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The ’082 patent’s color space parameter

24

The ’082 Patent

Ex. 1001, Fig. 8, 6:63-66, 9:60-10:4; Pet’r Reply 15-19, 23, 25 

Ex. 1001, Fig. 8 (cropped)

Ex. 1001, 6:63-66

Ex. 1001, 9:60-10:4
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The processing parameters limitation: Ohga’s profiles

25

Ohga (Ex. 1007), Fig. 4 (annotated)

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-65

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-65, 4:3-12, Fig. 4; Pet. 54-56, 74-79, Pet’r Reply 15-19, 23, 25 

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 4:3-12
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The processing parameters limitation: Ohga’s profiles

26

Declaration of Dr. Papanikolopoulos (Ex. 2001)

Ohga’s profiles tell the 
CMM how to process the 
image data

Ex. 2001, ¶ 75; Pet’r Reply 15-19, 23, 25 
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The processing parameters limitation: Patent Owner’s argument 
excludes embodiments

Patent Owner argues that processing parameters includes 
“software instructions for execution by a printer or other output 
device that actually control processing of the accompanying 
image data.”
The ’082 patent’s processing parameters are just parameters 
that the printer extracts to decide how to process the image 
data.

27

Ex. 1001, FIG. 5B

Ex. 1001, 8:57-60

Ex. 1001, 8:57-60, FIG. 5B; POR 41; Pet’r Reply 15-19, 23, 25 
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The processing parameters limitation: Patent Owner’s argument 
excludes embodiments

Patent Owner argues that Ohga’s profiles do not meet the 
processing parameters limitation because they are specific to 
individual input and output devices.
The ’082 patent also discloses that a gamma value is a type of 
processing parameter specific to an individual input device.

28

Ex. 1001, 6:63-66

Ex. 1001, 9:27-30
Ex. 1001, 6:63-66, 9:27-30; POR 41-42; Pet’r Reply 15-19, 23, 25 
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Issue 3:
The PC-server update limitation
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The PC-server update limitation in claim 7

30

PC-server 
update 

limitation

Ex. 1001, 15:47-63

Ex. 1001, 15:47-63; Pet. 64-73; POR 50-53; Pet’r Reply 23-25; PO Sur-reply 14-15
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The PC-server update limitation: Kuwata + Ohga

31

Kuwata (Ex. 1005)

Ohga (Ex. 1007), Fig. 4

Ohga (Ex. 1007), 3:48-58

Pet. 7 (annotating Kuwata (Ex. 1005), Fig. 4)

Ohga (Ex. 1007)

Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0096]
Kuwata (Ex. 1005), [0096], Fig. 4; Ohga (Ex. 1007), FIGs. 3-4, 3:6-15, 3:37-58; Pet. 67-72; Pet’r Reply 23-25
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The PC-server update limitation: Patent Owner repeats faulty 
Ohga argument

Patent Owner’s arguments rest on its faulty argument that 
Ohga’s profiles do not disclose processing parameters
– Patent Owner argues that Ohga’s profiles are not processing 

parameters
– Patent Owner argues that device names are not “attribute data” 

because Ohga’s device names “are used by Ohga to identify device 
profiles”

32

POR 50-53; Pet’r Reply 23-25; PO Sur-reply 14-15
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Appendix
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Grounds of unpatentability

Ground Claims Basis References
1 1-3, 5-6, 10 Obviousness Kuwata and Fisher
2 1-6, 10 Obviousness Kuwata, Fisher, and Ohga
3 7 Obviousness Kuwata and Ohga
4 8 Obviousness Ohga and Kuwata
5 9 Anticipation Ohga
6 9 Obviousness Ohga

34

Pet. 1
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