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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Summary: Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground Claim(s) challenged

1. Thomason + Pacurariu 1, 2, 7-12, 17-20

2. Thomason + Pacurariu + Watanabe 3-6, 13-16

3. Voss + Derbanne 1, 2, 7-12, 17-20

4. Voss + Derbanne + Watanabe 3-6, 13-16

Pet. at 8
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’832 Patent Overview – Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 1
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Undisputed That The Claims Require Frame-by-Frame Horizon Leveling

Paper 10 (Institution Decision) at 13-21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’832 Patent Overview – Claim 7 (Determining Size Of The Viewing Window)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 7

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 10:52-67
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’832 Patent Overview – Claim 8 (Simulate Changes In Zoom)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 8

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 11:56-64, 12:8-31
Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Fig. 6C
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’832 Patent Overview – Claim 10 (Determining Location Of The Viewing Window)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 10

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 20:51-65
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’832 Patent Overview – Claims 3-6 (Include Distortion To Hide An Off-Axis Horizon)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cls. 3-6

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 22:15-25

Ex. 2021¶168
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Ground 1 (Thomason + Pacurariu)

Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Thomason discloses a one-time orientation 

measurement and correction

• No express or inherent disclosure of frame-by-

frame horizon leveling

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) POR, 27-32, 40-42; Sur-Reply, 1-7, 11-12
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No Express Or Inherent Disclosure Of Frame-By-Frame Horizon Leveling

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0027] … The camera may record either still images
or moving images, in the latter case by capturing a
sequence of items of image data 8 representing 
sequential frames of the moving image.

[0028] The camera 2 also includes memory 12 for
recording the image data 8. The memory is in the 
example shown a tape, although the skilled person 
will be familiar with many other forms of memory 
suitable for storing still or video images and these 
may also be used. 

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that measures 
the angle of the camera to the vertical and outputs a 
corresponding measurement signal. This angle is 
recorded in the memory 12.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at Fig. 1

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶¶27-29
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No Express Or Inherent Disclosure of Frame-by-Frame Horizon Leveling

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0017] In another aspect, the invention 
relates to a method of processing image 
information, including capturing image 
information in a camera; measuring the
orientation of the camera with respect to 
vertical to an accuracy of better than 5°, 
and recording image data based on the 
image information and the measured
orientation of the camera.

[0035] The image as shown in FIG. 3 b is 

recorded in the memory together with the 

data item that records the camera angle.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶¶17, 35
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Thomason Discloses A One-Time Correction 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that measures the angle of the camera
to the vertical and outputs a corresponding measurement signal. This angle is 
recorded in the memory 12. The rotation sensor is an accurate accelerometer.

• Thomason discloses that its rotation sensor is an “accurate accelerometer”:

• Patent Owner’s expert explains that a POSITA would understand Thomason’s disclosure of an 

accelerometer to teach a one-time measurement and correction:

89. … A POSITA would understand that a single accelerometer is not suitable
for capturing rotational information and determining viewing windows for
multiple frames in a video. This is because a single accelerometer is not 
suitable for obtaining rotational information from a moving camera. An
accelerometer can only measure rotation in one dimension, whereas a moving
camera may rotate in three dimensions. 

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶29; Ex2021, ¶89
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Thomason Discloses A One-Time Correction 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q So if you have a video and you're trying to do 
horizon leveling frame by frame, did you consider 
whether you can do that just with a gyroscope 
alone?

A As I mentioned, this is not an  analysis I   
performed for this declaration.

Q And the same is true as whether you can do it with 
an accelerometer alone?

A I did not consider this question in my analysis.
EX2022 (4-11-2025 Depo Tr. of Dr. Katsaggelos), 

10:19-11:6; Sur-reply at 4

• Undisputed that a single accelerometer camera can only perform a one-time correction:
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The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petition relied upon Fig. 3 embodiment where Thomason discloses the rotation sensor is a single 

accelerometer for a one-time correction:

• Reply attempts to rely upon a different embodiment where Thomason discloses a multiple angle rotation 

sensor for stitching together a panoramic image: 

Paper 2 (Petition) at 19

Paper 32 (Reply) at 11
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The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petition relied upon Fig. 3 embodiment where rotation sensor is a single accelerometer for a one-time 

correction:

• Reply relies upon a different embodiment where rotation sensor is a multiple angle rotation sensor for 

stitching together a panoramic image:

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that measures the angle of the camera
to the vertical and outputs a corresponding measurement signal. This angle is 
recorded in the memory 12. The rotation sensor is an accurate accelerometer.

[0015] A plurality of sensors may be provided to 
allow for image correction in a number of planes, 
for example corrections for rotation and tilt. The 
camera may be able to use the information from 
the sensors to record a panoramic image by
stitching together a plurality of individual images.

[0041] The rotation sensor 14 may be a multiple angle

rotation sensor, capable of measuring orientation about 

more than 1 axis and storing the result in memory 12. The 

sensor may include a plurality of accelerometers. The 

stored information may then be used, for example, to

stitch together a high-quality image from several

successive image to make up a panoramic images

using the orientation information to accurately align and 

stitch together the different still images.
Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶41

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶29

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶15

Sur-Reply at 4-5
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Petitioner’s New Argument Also Fails On The Merits

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• New embodiment involves the creation of a panoramic image – not horizon leveling frames of 

a video

• Petitioner has not provided any motivation to combine the two different embodiment in 

Thomason or show there would be a reasonable expectation of success

[0015] A plurality of sensors may be provided to 
allow for image correction in a number of planes, 
for example corrections for rotation and tilt. The 
camera may be able to use the information from 
the sensors to record a panoramic image by
stitching together a plurality of individual images.

[0041] The rotation sensor 14 may be a multiple angle

rotation sensor, capable of measuring orientation about 

more than 1 axis and storing the result in memory 12. The 

sensor may include a plurality of accelerometers. The 

stored information may then be used, for example, to

stitch together a high-quality image from several

successive image to make up a panoramic images

using the orientation information to accurately align and 

stitch together the different still images.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶41

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶15

Sur-Reply at 4-5
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At Best, Thomason’s Disclosures Are Ambiguous Which Is Insufficient

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Wasica Finance GmbH v. Continental Automative Systems, Inc., 853 F.3d 1272, 1284 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

Anticipation requires that a single reference “describe the claimed invention 

with sufficient precision and detail to establish that the subject matter existed in 

the prior art.” Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., 311 F.3d 1116, 1120 (Fed. Cir. 

2002) (emphasis added). For this reason, it has long been understood that 

ambiguous references do not, as a matter of law, anticipate a claim. See, 

e.g., W.L. Gore & Assocs., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554 (Fed. Cir. 

1983) (refusing to find claims anticipated when the prior art references were 

“unacceptably vague”); see also In re Hughes, 52 CCPA 1355, 345 F.2d 184, 

188 (1965); In re Turlay, 49 CCPA 1288, 304 F.2d 893, 899 (1962) (“It is well 

established that an anticipation rejection cannot be predicated on an ambiguous 

reference.”).

Sur-Reply at 3
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Petitioner Has Not Shown A POSITA Would Combine Thomason And Pacurariu

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

•The Petition included only conclusory motivations to combine that 

parrot the language from KSR

“[T]he conclusory assertions in [Petitioner’s expert] declaration do not

provide substantial evidence for finding a motivation to combine”

•Patent Owner’s expert provided detailed technical explanations of why 

a POSITA would not combine the two references (Ex. 2021, ¶¶116-119)

Belden Inc. v. Berk-Tek LLC, 805 F.3d 1064, 1073 (Fed. Cir. 2015)

Sur-Reply at 11
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Petitioner Has Not Shown A POSITA Would Combine Thomason And Pacurariu

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

•The Petition does not identify any drawback with Thomason’s one-time 

tilt correction that would motivate a POSITA to modify Thomason

“[B]oth of these references independently accomplish similar 

functions.... Because each device independently operates effectively, a 

person having ordinary skill in the art, who was merely seeking to create 

a better device... would have no reason to combine the features of both 

devices into a single device.”

Kinetic Concepts, Inc. v. Smith and Nephew, Inc., 688 F.3d 1342, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012) 

Sur-Reply at 11-12
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Ground 1 

Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’832 Patent, Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 7
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Problem Solved by the ’832 Patent

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply at 6
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’832 Patent Solution: Determination of the Size of the Viewing Window

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 17:51-65
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Challenges With Resizing The Viewing Window

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 18:30-37
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Challenges With Resizing The Viewing Window: “Pumping”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 5-6, Sur-Reply at 7
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Petitioner Has Not Established That “Pumping” Problem Was A Recognized Problem

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2041 (Katsaggelos Dep.) at 40:4-12; Sur-Reply at 7-8



28

Thomason: Fixed-Size Crop Region

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶39

POR at 30
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Pacurariu: Fixed-Sixed Crop Region

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0042] FIG. 4A illustrates a graphical representation of the 

image sensor array 300 with the image area 305 having a 

smaller size than the image area shown in FIG. 3A 

according to some embodiments described herein. In this 

example, the image area is reduced to compensate for

future or potential rotations of the image area 305

relative to the image sensor array 300 or vice versa

(see FIG. 5A). As shown, the image area 305 and/or the 

image sensor array 300 are aligned with the horizon 415.

[0044] FIG. 5A illustrates a graphical representation of 
the image sensor array 300 that is tilted relative to 
the gravitational vector 410 and relative to the horizon 415.
A reduced area of the image area 305 may be used to
compensate for any rotation. In this example, the image 

sensor array 300 is tilted 60.8° relative to the gravitational 
field and 29.2° relative to the horizon 415. The size of the 
image area may depend on the size of the image sensor 
and/or the desired aspect ratio of the image area.

Ex. 1005 (Pacurariu) ¶¶42, 44, Figs. 4A, 5APOR at 31-32



30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application)

Petitioner’s CN Application Describes The State of the Art At The Time  

Ex. 1001 (‘832 Patent)

2019 2020

POR at 76-77; Sur-Reply at 5-6



31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application) ¶¶ 2-5

Petitioner CN Application: “Existing” Solutions Use “Fixed” Size Viewing Window

• Petitioner’s description of the state of the art 

     (fixed viewing window)
• Petitioner’s purported improvement 

     (change viewing window size frame-by-frame)

Ex 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application) Fig. 1

POR at 76-77; Sur-Reply at 5-6
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Petitioner’s Theory For Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 2 (Petition) at 37-40

The Petition relies solely on actual disclosure by 

Thomason for determining the viewing window size

no argument that this feature is “inherent” in 

Thomason

no argument that it would be obvious to 

modify Thomason to add this feature

no reliance on Pacurariu for this limitation

POR at 27-32; Sur-Reply at 1-7
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The Petition Relies Solely on Figures 3b-d of Thomason for Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition at 37-38
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Petitioner’s Expert Opinion Is Conclusory And Not Supported By Thomason

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 

(Katsaggelos Decl.) 

at ¶121
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Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0017] In another aspect, the invention relates to a method of 
processing image information, including capturing image 
information in a camera; measuring the orientation of the camera 
with respect to vertical to an accuracy of better than 5°, and
recording image data based on the image information and the
measured orientation of the camera.

[0035] The image as shown in FIG. 3b is recorded in the memory

together with the data item that records the camera angle.

[0036] On replay, the processor 22 calculates the image 
on display 24 as shown in FIG. 3c, with a rotation correction 
applied using the camera item data angle by replay 

processor 22 so that true horizontals appear as horizontal. Some 
of the image frame of the rotation corrected image is blank, as 
may be seen. Accordingly, the image is cropped to eliminate
blank space as illustrated in FIG. 3d. Frame 40 represents the
recorded image and frame 42 represents the image frame of the
displayed image.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶¶17, 35-36



36

Petitioner’s Expert Admits Thomason Only Expressly Discloses a Correction To a Single Frame

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2041 (Katsaggelos Dep.) at 78:11-79:3; 
Sur-Reply at 3
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Petitioner Cannot Rely Upon Obviousness to Modify Thomason

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Like the petitioner in Intelligent Bio-Systems, Yita waited until its reply to present

what in substance is an argument that it would have been obvious to a relevant

artisan to modify Rabbe to arrive at the one-eighth limitation. This argument

was a “meaningfully distinct contention,” Ariosa Diagnostics, 805 F.3d at 1367,

from those made in Yita's petition, which focused (for the claim limitation at

issue) only on what Rabbe discloses. 

Yita LLC v. MacNeil IP LLC, 69 F.4th 1356, 1366-1367 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

To the extent the Board found the challenged claims to be unpatentable based on

an obviousness ground that was not presented in the petition, this was error. See 

Koninklijke Philips N.V. v. Google LLC, 948 F.3d 1330, 1336–37 (Fed. Cir. 2020) 

(holding that the Board erred by instituting IPR based on a combination of references 

that the petitioner “did not advance in its petition.”). On remand, the Board must hold 

FFP to the obviousness theory articulated in ground one.

Yita LLC v. MacNeil IP LLC, 69 F.4th 1356, 1366-1367 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

Kerry Group Services International Ltd. v. Florida Food Products, LLC, 2025 WL 582881, *4 (Fed. Cir. 2025)Sur-Reply at 5; Paper 37 at 2 
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Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0027] … The camera may record either still images
or moving images, in the latter case by capturing a
sequence of items of image data 8 representing 
sequential frames of the moving image.

[0028] The camera 2 also includes memory 12 for
recording the image data 8. The memory is in the 
example shown a tape, although the skilled person 
will be familiar with many other forms of memory 
suitable for storing still or video images and these 
may also be used. 

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that measures 
the angle of the camera to the vertical and outputs a 
corresponding measurement signal. This angle is 
recorded in the memory 12.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at Fig. 1

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶¶27-29
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Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that measures the angle of the camera
to the vertical and outputs a corresponding measurement signal. This angle is 
recorded in the memory 12. The rotation sensor is an accurate accelerometer.

• Thomason discloses that its rotation sensor is an “accurate accelerometer”:

• Patent Owner’s expert explains that a POSITA would understand Thomason’s disclosure of an 

accelerometer to teach a one-time measurement and correction:

89. … A POSITA would understand that a single accelerometer is not suitable
for capturing rotational information and determining viewing windows for
multiple frames in a video. This is because a single accelerometer is not 
suitable for obtaining rotational information from a moving camera. An 
accelerometer can only measure rotation in one dimension, whereas a moving 
camera may rotate in three dimensions. 

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶29; Ex2021, ¶89
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Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q So if you have a video and you're trying to do 
horizon leveling frame by frame, did you consider 
whether you can do that just with a gyroscope 
alone?

A As I mentioned, this is not an  analysis I   
performed for this declaration.

Q And the same is true as whether you can do it with 
an accelerometer alone?

A I did not consider this question in my analysis.
EX2022 (4-11-2025 Depo Tr. of Dr. Katsaggelos), 

10:19-11:6; ; Sur-reply at 4

• Undisputed that a single accelerometer camera can only perform a one-time correction:
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The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petition relied upon Fig. 3 embodiment where Thomason discloses the rotation sensor is a single 

accelerometer for a one-time correction:

• Reply attempts to rely upon a different embodiment where Thomason discloses a multiple angle rotation 

sensor for stitching together a panoramic image: 

Paper 2 (Petition) at 19

Paper 32 (Reply) at 11Sur-Reply at 4-5
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Petitioner’s New Reply Argument Fails on the Merits

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Reply relies upon a different embodiment where rotation sensor is a multiple angle rotation sensor for 

stitching together a panoramic image:

[0015] A plurality of sensors may be provided to 
allow for image correction in a number of planes, 
for example corrections for rotation and tilt. The 
camera may be able to use the information from 
the sensors to record a panoramic image by
stitching together a plurality of individual images.

[0041] The rotation sensor 14 may be a multiple angle

rotation sensor, capable of measuring orientation about 

more than 1 axis and storing the result in memory 12. The 

sensor may include a plurality of accelerometers. The 

stored information may then be used, for example, to

stitch together a high-quality image from several

successive image to make up a panoramic images

using the orientation information to accurately align and 

stitch together the different still images.

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) at ¶¶15, 41

Sur-Reply at 4-5
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At Best, Thomason’s Disclosures Are Ambiguous Which Is Insufficient

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Wasica Finance GmbH v. Continental Automative Systems, Inc., 853 F.3d 1272, 1284 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

Anticipation requires that a single reference “describe the claimed invention 

with sufficient precision and detail to establish that the subject matter existed in 

the prior art.” Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., 311 F.3d 1116, 1120 (Fed. Cir. 

2002) (emphasis added). For this reason, it has long been understood that 

ambiguous references do not, as a matter of law, anticipate a claim. See, 

e.g., W.L. Gore & Assocs., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554 (Fed. Cir. 

1983) (refusing to find claims anticipated when the prior art references were 

“unacceptably vague”); see also In re Hughes, 52 CCPA 1355, 345 F.2d 184, 

188 (1965); In re Turlay, 49 CCPA 1288, 304 F.2d 893, 899 (1962) (“It is well 

established that an anticipation rejection cannot be predicated on an ambiguous 

reference.”).

Sur-Reply at 3-4
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The ITC Erred In Finding That Thomason Satisfied Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Erroneous reliance on expert’s hindsight interpretation 

rather that actual disclosures from reference

EX1027 (ITC Initial Determination) at 148



45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1 

Claim 8



46

’832 Patent, Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 7

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 8
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“Simulated Zoom”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Zoom as a result 

of actual viewing 

window size 

changes (Claim 7)

“Simulated 

Zoom” (Claim 8)

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 19:27-42

POR at 33-34; Sur-Reply at 7-9
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“Simulated Zoom”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at 19:12-15

POR at 33-34; Sur-Reply at 7-9
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Petitioner’s Theory For Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 2 (Petition) at 37-40

The Petition relies solely on actual disclosure by 

Thomason for “simulating zoom”

no argument that this feature is “inherent” 

in Thomason

no argument that it would be obvious to 

modify Thomason to add this feature

no reliance on Pacurariu for this limitation

POR at 32-35; Sur-Reply at 7-9
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Petitioner Agrees That Claim 8 Adds Further Requirements to Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 32 (Reply) at 13



51

Petitioner’s Expert Agrees That “Simulate” Requires a Zoom That is “Not Real”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1019 (Katsaggelos Reply Decl.) ¶24 
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition relied upon Thomasson Figure 3d for claim 8 

Paper 2 (Petition) at 39

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) Fig. 3



53

Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

On Reply, Petitioner changed its theory to rely on Thomasson Figure 3e

Paper 32 (Reply) at 13

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) Fig. 3Sur-Reply at 8
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The Board Should Disregard Petitioner’s New Argument Based on Pacurariu

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 32 (Reply) at 14

EX1005 (Pacurariu) at [0066]

Sur-Reply at 9
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In Any Event, Pacurariu Does Not Disclose “Simulating Zoom”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2041 (Katsaggelos Dep.) at 96:8-96:18
Sur-Reply at 9



56DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1

Claim 10
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner argues only disclosure by 

Thomason:

 no disclosure of viewing window 

location determination frame-by-frame

 viewing window is fixed in the center

Ex. 1004 (Thomason) Fig. 3 POR at 35-39; Sur-Reply at 9-11
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Pacurariu Render Claim 10 Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• No disclosure of determining viewing window location (fixed viewing window in the center)

Ex. 1005 (Pacurariu) 4A, 5A POR at 39-40
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Petitioner’s Reliance On The Figures Alone Is Insufficient As A Matter of Law

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hockerson-Halberstadt, Inc. v. Avia Group Int’l, 222 F.3d 951, 956 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

“[P]atent drawings do not define the precise proportions of the elements 

and may not be relied on to show particular sizes if the specification is 

completely silent on the issue.”

“Thomason’s viewing window in FIG. 3d appears not perfectly centered with respect to 

the original image, thus meeting GoPro’s construction.” 

                  Paper 32 (Reply) at 15

Sur-Reply at 10



60

Ground 3 (Voss + Derbanne)
Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Voss’s mobile phone is not configured to:

• “determine a viewing window… the 

viewing window defining extents of the 

visual content to be included with the 

horizon leveled visual content”; and 

• “generate horizon-leveled visual 

content based on the viewing window, 

the horizon leveled visual content 

including a punchout out of  the extents of  

the visual content defined by the viewing 

window”

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 1[d] – 1[e]POR at 57-60; Sur-Reply at 17-20



62

Undisputed That Claim 1 Requires Horizon-Levelling The Contents of the Viewing Window

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Q But you agree, Doctor, that whatever appears within the viewing 
window at a particular moment in time has to be horizon-leveled, 
right?

A … The limitation of viewing window to be included within horizon-
 leveled content so the horizon-leveled visual content includes the 

viewing window.  It can be larger but it cannot be smaller, it has to 
include it.  

Q … If you had a system that cropped visual content and did not include 
everything that was in the viewing window in the horizon-leveled 
visual content, then that system configuration would not meet the 
claim, right?

A Yeah, I interpret the including, as I mentioned before, that again if A is 
included in B then A is found in B but B can be larger.

EX2041 (8-22-2025 Depo Tr. of Dr. 

Katsaggelos), 13:2- 15:8, 15:10-16:7; 

Sur-Reply at 18
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Voss Is Directed At Addressing Oscillations Between Portrait And Landscape

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 2:17-21 

In many cases users shoot video without specific 
attention to horizontal orientation, especially when 
filming a social activity, live event or other subject 
matter where the user is engaged in the experience 
that takes their focus off the device they are recording 
with. Further, most mobile phones are designed to be
used in a vertical orientation. Thus, a user may start
using the device in its intended orientation, only to
realize later that video should be filmed in a
horizontal orientation. Thus, it is desirable to 
overcome these problems with current video cameras 
embedded in mobile electronic devices.

• Voss is directed at configuring a mobile phone to address the problem of users oscillating 

between portrait and landscape orientations when recording a video: 

Sur-Reply at 20
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Obviousness Theory Asserted by the Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 2 (Petition) at 68

Paper 2 (Petition) at 74-75

EX1007 (Voss) Fig. 2 (annotated by Petitioner)
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World Patent Report

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2030 (World Patent Office Report) ¶¶ 3.1, 3.2 

POR at 50-51; Sur-Reply at 21
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Voss “Inner Rectangle” (225)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 10:2-11
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Voss “Inner Rectangle” (225)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 2 (Petition) at 75
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Voss’s Phone Transforms the Contents of Inset Rectangle to Output Rectangle

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 10:9-17

POR at 51, 59-60
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Voss’s Inner Rectangle Does Not Define Extents of the Visual Content to be Included Within 

Horizon-Leveled Visual Content 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 51, 59-60
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Voss’s Phone Is Configured To Oscillate Between Filling And Pillar Boxing

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

For example, if the optimal output dimension is 
4:3 and the sampled rectangle is 1:1, the
sampled rectangle would either be aspect
filled (fully filling the 1:1 area optically,
cropping data as necessary) or aspect fit (fully
fitting inside the 1:1 area optically, blacking
out any unused area with 'letter boxing' or
'pillar boxing’). In the end the result is a fixed 
aspect asset where the content framing 
adjusts based on the dynamically provided 
aspect ratio during correction. So for example 
a 16:9 video comprised of 1:1 to 16:9 content 
would oscillate between being optically filled
260 (during 16:9 portions) and fit with pillar
boxing 250 (during 1:1 portions).

optically filledpillar boxing

• Voss’s discloses that its mobile phone is configured to oscillate between filling (cropping) 

and pillar boxing (blacking out) the “sampled rectangle” (alleged viewing window)

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 10:17-11:2POR at 51, 59-60; Sur-Reply at 18-19
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Petitioner Cannot Show Voss’s Configuration Satisfies Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 1
POR at 51, 59-60; Sur-Reply at 17-20
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Petitioner Cannot Show Voss’s Configuration Satisfies Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

In re Facebook, Inc., 2018 WL 3860547, *2 (Fed. Cir. 2018)

The sole question on appeal is whether Perrodin disclosed “a rule 
requiring the image elements to be contiguous… It did not. It is true 
that the example depicted in Figures 18 and 19 happened to result 
in contiguity. But that cannot represent a general rule that would 
demand contiguity for all images, as required by the claims here.”

Rex Med., L.P. v. Intuitive Surgical, Inc., 2020 WL 2128795, at *5 (D. Del. 2020)

“Configure, as defined by dictionaries, means set up for operation 
especially in a particular way.”

Sur-Reply at 19-20
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Derbanne Does Not Cure The Deficiencies in Petitioner’s Theory

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petitions relies on Derbanne 

only for the “function of progress 

through a progress length” portion 

of the “determining a viewing 

window” limitation 1[d][i]

The Petition does not rely on 

Debranne for the “inclusion of 

extents” requirement of limitation 

1[e][ii]

Paper 2 (Petition) at 69

Paper 2 (Petition) at 74-75 POR at 61; Sur-Reply at 20
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Ground 3

Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



75

Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 7

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Voss does not disclose determining viewing window size frame-by-frame

The Petition’s entire analysis for Claim 7 (reproduced below) relies upon Figure 2 

and purported differences in the size of the blue box:

Paper 2 (Petition) at 75-76
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Petitioner’s Reliance On Figure 2 Fails To Show Claim 7 Is Met As a Matter of Law

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Hockerson-Halberstadt, Inc. v. Avia Group Int’l, 222 F.3d 951, 956 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

“[P]atent drawings do not define the precise proportions of the elements 

and may not be relied on to show particular sizes if the specification is 

completely silent on the issue.”

Sur-Reply at 21
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Petitioner’s Reply Raises Improper New Arguments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Paper 32 (Reply) at 29



78DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Arguments Fail On The Merits

Paper 2 (Petition) at 75



79DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s New Arguments Fail On The Merits

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 10:9-17



80DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3

Claim 8
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition’s entire analysis for Claim 8 is reproduced below:

Paper 2 (Petition) at 76-77
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Voss is describing framing of the “output box,” not the inner rectangle (alleged 

viewing window):

Ex. 1007 (Voss) at 13:10-15
POR at 63-64



83DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 3

Claim 10
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Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Voss does not disclose determining viewing window location frame-by-frame

The Petition’s entire analysis for Claim 10 (reproduced below) relies upon Figure 2 

which shows the location of the viewing window fixed in the center:

Paper 2 (Petition) at 77-78
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Petitioner’s Reply Introduces A New Argument That Fails On The Merits

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Board should not consider Petitioner’s new argument

• Voss

• Fig. 4 does not disclose determining viewing 

window location 

• Viewing window remains fixed

• Derbanne 

• Derbanne does not disclose “viewing window” 

or “punchout” for horizon leveling

• No motivation to modify Voss’s fixed viewing 

window in view of Derbanne
Paper 32 (Reply) at 30-31

Sur-Reply at 23-24
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Ground 2 (Thomason + Pacurariu + Watanabe)

Ground 4 (Voss + Derbanne + Watanabe)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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’832 Patent, Claims 3 and 4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 3

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 4
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Claim 3 Requires Processing Visual Content With Pre-Existing Distortion

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001 (’832 patent) at Cl. 1, 3

*          *          *

“visual content” is 

the original, 

“obtained” content

“horizon-leveled 

visual content” is 

the processed 

output from the 

“visual content”

POR at 17-20; Sur-Reply at 13-16
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Claim 3 Requires Processing Visual Content With Pre-Existing Distortion

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

August Tech. Corp. v. Camtek, Ltd., 655 F.3d 1278, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2011)

“The mere fact that there is an alternative embodiment disclosed in the 
asserted patent that is not encompassed by our claim construction 
does not outweigh the language of the claim, especially when the 
court's construction is supported by the intrinsic evidence.”

The distortion within the image may be changed to include a desired distortion that reduces the 
impact of an off-axis horizon depicted within the visual content (e.g., via a direct transformation
that changes the existing distortion to the desired distortion; via an indirect transformation that 
removes the existing distortion and then applies the desired distortion).

EX1001, 22:66-23:1

Sur-Reply at 15
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None Of Petitioner’s Prior Art Disclose The Limitations Of Claims 3-6

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s references recognize the possibility of an off-axis horizon

 

Undisputed, however, that none of Petitioner’s prior art disclose using distortion to reduce the 

impact of an off-axis horizon

EX1004, Thomason

EX1005, Pacurariu

EX1007, Voss

EX1008, Derbanne

EX1006, Watanabe

Sur-Reply at 12-13
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Watanabe Is NOT Directed At Horizon Leveling or Using Distortion to Reduce the Impact 

of an Off-Axis Horizon  

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Watanabe is directed at the problem of distortion from a fisheye lens 

being off-center after anti-shake correction which can be “un-natural”: 

However, in the case of performing image shake correction on a moving image,
the positional relationship between the optical axis of the imaging optical
system and the center of each moving image frame changes over time due to
image shake correction. Therefore, if barrel distortion effect is applied to moving 
image frames having undergone image shake correction by assuming that the 
optical axis is always orthogonal to the center of the image, the relationship 
between the image height and the degree of distortion changes over time

Watanabe seeks to solve this problem by removing distorting in the 

captured image and reintroducing a new distortion that is centered

A processor of this image processing apparatus performs transformation
processing on an image so as to generate an image having a point symmetric
distortion centered on the center coordinates of the image, even for an image in 
which the center position of aberration of an optical system and the center 
position of the image do not match.

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe) at Abstract

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe) at 1:27-40

POR at 13-14
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Claims Are Not Obvious Where None Of The Prior Art Discloses The Limitation

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

In re Assett Guard Products, Inc., 2022 WL 1097363, *5-*6 (Fed. Cir. 2022)

We next address the merits of the Board's obviousness determination. Asset Guard argues that there is

no disclosure, in any of the references, of a seam formed between substrates “to allow for moisture

to pass between the first and second encapsulated substrates so that moisture is allowed to seep

away from the bottom of the tank” through the seam, a limitation required by representative

independent claim 1. The Board rested its obviousness conclusion on its determination that “the broad 

teachings of Noble would allow for seams formed between encapsulated sections of the pad to allow 

moisture to pass,” as Noble “does not require the tape to be present after the spa is installed,” Board 

Decision, 2020 WL 6375849, at *7 (emphasis added). That reasoning, we conclude, is insufficient under 

the law of obviousness.

University of Strathcylde v. Clear-Vu Lighting LLC, 17 F.4th 155, 160-162 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

We begin by addressing the Board's erroneous finding that the prior art disclosed all claim 

limitations. Both parties appear to agree that most of the limitations found in claims 1 and 3 are 

disclosed by Ashkenazi or Nitzan; the only dispute is whether these references teach 

inactivating one of the claimed Gram-positive bacteria without using a photosensitizer.

The Board's finding that this was taught by the combination of Ashkenazi and Nitzan is

not supported by substantial evidence… We see nothing in Ashkenazi that discloses or

suggests inactivating P. acnes, or any other bacteria, without using a photosensitizer.

Sur-Reply at 12
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Watanabe Performs Anti-Shake Correction on Undistorted Visual Content

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Reply, 20 (citing EX1006, Fig. 5; 

annotations added by Petitioner) 

Due to distortion correction performed by the distortion correction 

circuit 106, image distortion shown in 51 of FIG. 5 is corrected 
(removed) (52, FIG. 5).
…
The image shake correction circuit 107 outputs the image of the 
determined cropping region as an image subjected to image shake 
correction. Unless the image shake correction amount is 0, the 
image coordinates (x,y) and the center coordinates of the image 
subjected to image shake correction (cropping region) do not 
match (53, FIG. 5).
…
The distortion addition circuit 108 adds a distortion effect to the 
image subjected to image shake correction (54, FIG. 5)….

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe) at 11:15-54

POR at 13-14, 17-20
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The ITC Erred In Finding That Thomasson + Watanabee Rendered Claims 3 and 4 Obvious

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Improper reliance on GoPro’s prior-art wide-angle 

lens cameras that did not horizon level 

Erroneous reliance on an “obvious to try” 

theory not asserted here

EX1027 (ITC Initial Determination) at 165 EX1027 (ITC Initial Determination) at 165-166
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’832 Secondary Consideration

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s Horizon Leveling Feature Practices and is Coextensive With The Challenged Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• GoPro’s expert showed Horizon 

Leveling Feature practices claims 1, 3, 7 

and 8 (EX2021, ¶¶ 164-169) 

• ITC found Horizon Leveling feature 

practices claims 1, 3, 7 and 8 (EX1027, 

140)

• Claims 11, 13, 17 and 18 are methods 

claims reciting the same limitations as 

claims 1, 3, 7 and 8

EX2021, ¶¶ 164-169; see also EX2008 
POR at 70-73; Sur-Reply at 24-25



97DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

GoPro’s HERO Products Incorporating Horizon Leveling Are Commercially Successful

EX2024, ¶ 4

Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 

POR at 73-75



98DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

HERO Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature

EX2024, ¶ 9

Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 

POR at 73-75
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Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2018, 28-29

EX2019, 14

POR at 75; Sur-Reply at 26
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Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2024, ¶ 20

Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 

POR at 73-75
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Intex Recreation Corp. v. Team Worldwide Corp., No. 2020-1141, 2023 WL 6969790, at *4 (Fed. Cir. 2023)

“A patent owner is entitled to a presumption of nexus when it shows that the

asserted objective evidence is tied to a specific product that ‘embodies the

claimed features, and is coextensive with them.’

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1373-74 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 

“Although we do not require the patentee to prove perfect correspondence

to meet the co-extensiveness requirement, what we do require is that the 

patentee demonstrate that the product is essentially the claimed invention.”

• GoPro’s Horizon Leveling Feature Is The Claimed Invention:

Sur-Reply at 26
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Petitioner Fails To Rebut The Presumption Of Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner: Horizon Leveling was just one of a “myriad” of features in GoPro’s HERO 

camera (Reply, 33) and “unclaimed competing factors also contribute to the success of 

GoPro products”

Fox Factory, Inc. v. SRAM, LLC, 944 F.3d 1366, 1373-74 (Fed. Cir. 2019) 

“[W]e have never held that the existence of one or more unclaimed features, standing 

alone, means nexus may not be presumed. Indeed, there is rarely a perfect correspondence 

between the claimed invention and the product. As we explained, the purpose of the 

coextensiveness requirement is to ensure that nexus is only presumed when the product 

tied to the evidence of secondary considerations ‘is the invention disclosed and claimed.’”

Sur-Reply at 26
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner released “Horizon Lock” after GoPro released Horizon Leveling in 2020

• Petitioner reverse engineered GoPro’s Horizon Leveling technology

EX2031 

EX2032, 2

POR at 75; EX2021, ¶172
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX2033, 2

EX2033, 1

X2033, 5

December 

2022 

Development 

Notes

February 2023 

Development 

Notes

POR at 75; EX2021, ¶172; Sur-Reply at 27-28
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application)

12/30/2020

Ex. 2035 (Internal Engineering Document)

12/30/2020

POR at 76-77; EX2021, ¶173; Sur-Reply at 27-28
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s CN patent attempts to patent GoPro’s invention, claiming there is an unmet 

need for determining size of viewing window dynamically (frame-by-frame) 

Ex 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application) ¶¶ 2-5 Ex 2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application) Fig. 1

POR at 76-77; EX2021, ¶173; Sur-Reply at 27-28
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The ITC Applied an Overly Stringent Standard of Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1027 (ITC Initial Determination) at 151
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’413 Secondary Consideration

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s SuperView Feature Practices and is Coextensive With The Challenged Claims

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Undisputed: GoPro’s HERO7 Black SuperView feature practices the ’413 patent

Ex. 2028 (Hero 7 Black Manual) at 47; POR 46

Ex. 2027 (Foroosh Decl.) at ¶144Ex. 2021 (SuperView YouTube video); POR 59



110DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

GoPro’s HERO Products Incorporating SuperView Are Commercially Successful

EX2024, ¶ 4

Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 



111DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing SuperView Feature  

EX2024, ¶ 8
Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 



112DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

SuperView: Objective Consumer Survey Data

EX2024, ¶¶ 14-15

EX2024, ¶ 16
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SuperView: Objective Consumer Survey Data

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Customer surveys confirm nexus

Ex. 2040 at 10; POR 50

Ex. 2019 at 14; POR 51



114DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing SuperView Feature  

EX2024, ¶ 18

Pablo Lema

GoPro Head of Product 

EX2024, ¶ 19
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Nexus

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner: SuperView was just one of many features in the HERO 7 so lacks nexus  Reply 29-30

Cont’l Can Co. USA, Inc. v. Monsanto Co., 948 F.2d 1264, 1273 (Fed. Cir. 1991); POR 55

“It is not necessary … that the patented invention be solely responsible for the commercial 

success, in order for this factor to be given weight appropriate to the evidence, along with other 

pertinent factors.”
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Industry Praise

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Undisputed: GoPro’s HERO7 Black and SuperView significant industry praise

Ex. 2036; POR 51

Ex. 2038; POR 51

Ex. 2039; POR 51
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Industry Praise

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Undisputed: GoPro’s HERO7 Black and SuperView significant industry praise

Ex. 2013; POR 52-53

Ex. 2015; POR 53-54

Ex. 2016; POR 52-53
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s ActionView feature copied SuperView

Ex. 2033 at 1; POR 52

Ex. 2035 at 7; POR 52
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Others have copied SuperView

Ex. 2011; POR 52
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Long-Felt Need / Unexpected Results

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Conventional wisdom was that introducing distortion was undesirable

Ex. 2027 (Foroosh Decl.) at ¶169

“At the time of the ’413 patent, conventional wisdom was that introducing 

distortion into images was undesirable.  For instance, distortion, particularly 

geometric distortion, can stretch or compress parts of the image in an uneven 

way, making faces or bodies look elongated, squished, or warped. This effect is 

especially undesirable in personal or group photos, where people expect to see a 

realistic representation of themselves.  Because of these reasons, photographers 

and camera designers traditionally seek to avoid or minimize distortion to 

maintain the integrity, realism, and appeal of their photos.”

• Traditional cameras avoided introducing distortion

Ex. 2020 (Nikon D5200 Manual) at 120; POR 57

Ex. 1028 (Canon PowerShot Manual) at 176; Surreply 29
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Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Long-Felt Need / Unexpected Results

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 2027 (Foroosh Decl.) at ¶171

“In particular, GoPro’s SuperView invention utilizes a sensor that captured an 

image in one aspect ratio (4:3) so that the image can be “taller,”  and then 

allowed it to be displayed and previewed on the screen in aspect ratios that are 

more commonly used in video settings (e.g., 16:9).  To do this, however, GoPro 

had to intentionally introduce distortion into the image.  SuperView thus applies a 

warping function that distorts the edges while eliminating distortion in the center.  

GoPro’s unconventional approach arises from the fact that GoPro’s cameras are 

directed at action sports, not conventional photography. GoPro recognized that 

video for certain action sport scenes, like skiing, surfing and bicycling, result in 

persons being centered in the middle of the shot, with no persons on the edges.  

This means that the periphery can be distorted in an acceptable manner.”

173. Thus, in my opinion, the SuperView functionality met the long-felt need of 

producing high-quality, wide-angle video for action cameras through the use of 

non-linear distortion, which was an unexpected result.

Ex. 2027 (Foroosh Decl.) at ¶173
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Appendix

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Appendix

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Thomason

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004 (Thomason)

[0002] Cameras, such as video or still 
digital cameras, are frequently used by 
amateurs who may have difficulties in 
correctly orienting the camera. There is 
thus a need for a camera capable of 
reducing the effect of poor orientation.
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0027] A camera 2 includes a lens 4 and a charge-
coupled device (CCD) 6 which acts as a sensor to 
capture image data 8 representing a scene 10 in 
front of the camera. The camera may record either 
still images or moving images, in the latter case by 
capturing a sequence of items of image data 8 
representing sequential frames of the moving image.

[0028] The camera 2 also includes memory 12 for 
recording the image data 8. The memory is in the 
example shown a tape, although the skilled person 
will be familiar with many other forms of memory 
suitable for storing still or video images and these 
may also be used. For example, the memory may be 
a solid state memory such as a flash memory, a 
removable memory card, a magnetic disc, an 
optically recordable disc or film.
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0029] A rotation sensor 14 is provided that 
measures the angle of the camera to the vertical and 
outputs a corresponding measurement signal. This 
angle is recorded in the memory 12. The rotation 
sensor is an accurate accelerometer.

[0031] The camera 2 is under the control of camera 
processor 16. The camera processor 16 may be 
arranged to be switchable between a correction 
mode measuring and storing the angle information 
for correcting the image and a normal mode in which 
the rotation sensor is not used.
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0032] A playback device 20 is provided that can accept 
memory 12 and process the recorded image data 8 and 
rotation angle in replay processor 22. The processed 
image data is played back on display device 24, for 
example a television set. It will be appreciated by the 
skilled person that the replay processor 22 may be 
incorporated in camera 2 and may indeed be the same 
processor as camera processor 16.

[0033] The processor 22 can operate in a correction 
mode that corrects for inaccurate orientation of the 
camera with respect to the vertical. Thus, the processor 
22 uses the recorded rotation angle information to 
cause an image to be displayed on display 24 that has 
the horizontal, even if the camera was slightly 
misaligned when the image was recorded.



129

Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0034] FIG. 3 illustrates the use of the system. FIG. 3 a shows the image 

that the user should have taken i.e. with the camera horizontally aligned. 

FIG. 3 b shows the image taken with a camera angle at an angle of about 

10° to the vertical. The true horizontal in the image is thus also at an 

angle of 10° to the horizontal in the recorded image.

[0035] The image as shown in FIG. 3 b is recorded in the memory 
together with the data item that records the camera angle.

[0036] On replay, the processor 22 calculates the image on display 24 as 
shown in FIG. 3 c, with a rotation correction applied using the camera 
item data angle by replay processor 22 so that true horizontals appear as 
horizontal. Some of the image frame of the rotation corrected image is 
blank, as may be seen. Accordingly, the image is cropped to eliminate 
blank space as illustrated in FIG. 3 d. Frame 40 represents the recorded 
image and frame 42 represents the image frame of the displayed image.

[0037] As illustrated in FIG. 3 e, the corrected image 42 is resized so that 
the final image frame 44 is the same size as original image frame 40.
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

[0038] In a modification of the invention, illustrated in 

FIG. 4, the recorded image area 50 is greater than 

that of the nominal image frame 40 in order that the 

image may be rotated without resizing. Marginal 

pixels 52 outside the nominal frame 40 may be 

switched on only when required to avoid excessive 

power drain when the automatic alignment feature is 

not in use.

[0039] In a further modification, the sensor array may 

be circular to enable arbitrary rotation to take place 

without any loss at the edges. FIG. 5 illustrates such 

a circular sensor 60 with nominal image frame 40. 

Rotation to any angle is possible without size 

reduction. The individual pixels of circular sensor 60 

may be arranged on a hexagonal grid.
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Thomason – Ex. 1004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1004 (Thomason)

[0015] A plurality of sensors may be provided to allow 
for image correction in a number of planes, for example 
corrections for rotation and tilt. The camera may be 
able to use the information from the sensors to record a 
panoramic image by stitching together a plurality of 
individual images.

[0041] The rotation sensor 14 may be a multiple angle 
rotation sensor, capable of measuring orientation about 
more than 1 axis and storing the result in memory 12. 
The sensor may include a plurality of accelerometers. 
The stored information may then be used, for example, 
to stitch together a high quality image from several 
successive image to make up a panoramic images 
using the orientation information to accurately align and 
stitch together the different still images.
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Voss

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



133

Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 3



134

Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 9
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 9-10
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 10-11
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 13
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1002 (Petitioner’s Expert Declaration) ¶171



139

Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 13
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Voss – Ex. 1007

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1007 (Voss) 13-14
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Pacurariu

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Pacurariu – Ex. 1005

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005 (Pacurariu)

[0040] FIG. 3 illustrates a graphical representation of an image sensor 

array 300 and an image area 305 of the image sensor array 300 that defines a 
number of image sensor elements within the image sensor array according to 
some embodiments described herein. The image area 305, for example, may 
represent the portion of the field of view that the user would like recorded as an 
image or a video frame. In this example, the image sensor array 300 may include a 
4:3 aspect ratio such that the number of image sensor elements along the vertical 
axis is three-fourths the number of image sensor elements along the horizontal 
axis and produces an image with a corresponding aspect ratio of pixels….  In some 
embodiments, the image area 305 may be the area where an image is focused 
onto the image sensor array 300. The image area 305 may capture a scene being 
recorded by the camera. The image area 305 may have a different aspect ratio 
than the image sensor array 300. For example, the image area may have a 16:9 
aspect ratio such that the number of image sensor elements along the vertical axis 
is nine-sixteenths the number of image sensor elements along the horizontal axis. 
Various other aspect ratios may be used. Moreover, the aspect ratio, size, position, 
and/or orientation of the image area 305 may be changed at any time. A image 

sensor array 300 of any size may be used that allows for image areas of any 
aspect ratio. Moreover, the aspect ratio may be changed in software or hardware. 
This change in aspect ratio, for example, may be dynamic.
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Pacurariu – Ex. 1005

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005 (Pacurariu)

[0042] FIG. 4A illustrates a graphical 

representation of the image sensor array 300 with 

the image area 305 having a smaller size than the 

image area shown in FIG. 3A according to some 

embodiments described herein. In this example, 

the image area is reduced to compensate for 

future or potential rotations of the image area 305 

relative to the image sensor array 300 or vice 

versa (see FIG. 5A). As shown, the image area 

305 and/or the image sensor array 300 are 

aligned with the horizon 415.
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Pacurariu – Ex. 1005

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1005 (Pacurariu)

[0044] FIG. 5A illustrates a graphical 
representation of the image sensor 

array 300 that is tilted relative to the gravitational 

vector 410 and relative to the horizon 415. A 
reduced area of the image area 305 may be used 
to compensate for any rotation. In this example, 
the image sensor array 300 is tilted 60.8° relative 
to the gravitational field and 29.2° relative to 
the horizon 415. The size of the image area may 
depend on the size of the image sensor and/or 
the desired aspect ratio of the image area.
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Derbanne

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Derbanne – Ex. 1009

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008 (Derbannes)
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Derbanne – Ex. 1009

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008 (Derbannes)
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Derbanne – Ex. 1008

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008 (Derbanne) at 3:50-65

Ex. 1008 (Derbanne) at 10:61-11:24
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Derbanne – Ex. 1008

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008 (Derbanne)
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Derbanne – Ex. 1008

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1008 (Derbanne)
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Watanabe

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Watanabe – Ex. 1006

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe)
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Watanabe – Ex. 1006

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe) at 9:35-52
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Watanabe – Ex. 1006

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1006 (Watanabe) at 9:53-10:6
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GoPro’s Sur-Reply Did Not Raise New Arguments

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro Did Not Raise A New Claim Construction In Sur-Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner argues that GoPro raised a new claim construction for “configured” in Sur-Reply

• GoPro did not raise a new claim construction in Sur-Reply

• GoPro applied the plain meaning to respond to Petitioner’s new argument in Reply that Voss’s 

disclosure of pillar boxing satisfies the claims

Paper 45 (Petitioner’s Mtn. to Strike), 1
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The Petition’s Conclusory Analysis Did Not Mention “Pillar” or “Letter” Boxing

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The Petition did not mention “pillar boxing” or “letter boxing,” and included only a conclusory 

opinion that Figure 2 shows Voss is configured to punch out the extents of the viewing window

Petition, 74

Petition, 71
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GoPro’s POR Showed That The Petition’s Conclusory Analysis Does Not Satisfy Claim 1

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• The inset rectangle of Figure 2 (alleged viewing window) is cropped to fit an output rectangle, such 

that it does not define the extents of visual content to be included within horizon-leveled visual content

POR, 51

POR, 51
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Petitioner’s Reply Raised An Improper New Argument Regarding Letter/Pillar Boxing

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner’s Reply for the first time relied upon Voss’s disclosure of oscillating between filling and letter 

boxing (also called pillar boxing): 
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GoPro’s Sur-Reply Responds To Petitioner’s New Letter/Pillar Boxing Argument

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• GoPro applied the plain meaning to respond to Petitioner’s new argument in Reply that Voss’s disclosure 

of pillar boxing satisfies the claims

• GoPro did not raise a new claim construction

Sur-Reply, 19-20
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GoPro Did Not Improperly Rely Upon EX2004

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro Did Not Improperly Rely Upon EX2004 In Its Sur-Reply

• Petitioner argues that GoPro improperly relied upon EX2004 (Petitioner’s CN Patent Application) in its 

Sur-Reply:

• EX2004 is not new evidence

• GoPro’s Sur-Reply argument is the same one it raised in its POR and POPR

 

• GoPro relies upon EX2004 in its Sur-Reply to address new opinions in a 65-page expert declaration 

Petitioner submitted with its Reply

Paper 45 (Petitioner’s Mtn. to Strike), 4

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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The POPR, POR, And Sur-Rely Rely Upon EX2004 For The Same Argument

POPR, 17

POPR, 18
POR, 76-77

• GoPro has consistently argued Petitioner’s description of the states of the art in EX2004 contradicts its 

argument that the prior art discloses or renders obvious changing the size of the viewing window:

Sur-Reply, 5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro Relied Upon EX2004 To Address New Arguments In Petitioner’s 65-Page Reply Declaration

EX1019, ¶¶ 48-49

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro Has Not Taken Contrary Positions On “Location”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro Has Not Taken Contrary Positions On “Location”

POR, 35-36

• Petitioner argues that GoPro has taken inconsistent position regarding “whether claims 10 and 20 

require the location of the viewing window to change” (Paper 45, 4-5).

• GoPro’s has consistently argued that determining a location requires a process for calculating the 

location of a viewing window that is capable of change:

• There is no location determined in Petitioner’s prior art; the viewing window is fixed in the center and 

incapable of change

Sur-Reply, 10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s Nexus And Unmet Need Arguments Are Not Improper

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s Nexus Argument Is Not Improper

• GoPro’s POR argued that there was a “direct nexus,” identifying evidence of secondary considerations 

that was co-extensive with the Horizon Leveling Feature (POR, 73-74)

• For instance, GoPro presented surveys describing the success of the “Horizon Leveling” feature

EX2018, 28-29
EX2019, 14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s Nexus Argument Is Not Improper

• Petitioner argued in Reply that GoPro’s evidence did not establish nexus or a presumption of nexus:

• GoPro’s Sur-Reply responded that its POR established a presumption of nexus:

Reply, 33-34

Sur-Reply, 26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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GoPro’s Unmet Need Argument Is Not Improper

• GoPro’s POR argued that Petitioner itself attempted to patent changing the size of the viewing window 

frame-by-frame

• Petitioner argued in Reply that this evidence did not establish copying or unmet need

Reply, 35

• GoPro’s Sur-Reply addresses Petitioner’s argument by showing its evidence establishes copying and that 

Petitioner itself recognized a long-felt need:

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR, 76-77

Sur-Reply, 28
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The ALJ Decision

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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ALJ Decision Addressed Different Invalidity Grounds

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground Claim(s) 

Challenged

1. Anticipation Based on Insta360 Go System 1, 3-4

2. Obviousness Based on Insta360 Go System and 

Thomason 

7-8

3. Anticipation Based on ReelSteady Go System 1, 3-4, 7-8

4. Anticipation Based on Thomason 1, 7-8

5. Obviousness Based on Thomason and Watanabe 3-4

System Art

No Anticipation 

Ground
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ALJ Decision –Thomason (Claim 1)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1027 (ALJ Decision), 160-161 
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ALJ Decision – Watanabe (Claim 3)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1027 (ALJ Decision), 165
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ALJ Decision –Thomason (Claim 7)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1027 (ALJ Decision), 146-147 


	Slide 1
	Slide 2: Summary: Grounds
	Slide 3: ’832 Patent Overview – Claim 1
	Slide 4: Undisputed That The Claims Require Frame-by-Frame Horizon Leveling
	Slide 5: ’832 Patent Overview – Claim 7 (Determining Size Of The Viewing Window)
	Slide 6: ’832 Patent Overview – Claim 8 (Simulate Changes In Zoom)
	Slide 7: ’832 Patent Overview – Claim 10 (Determining Location Of The Viewing Window)
	Slide 8: ’832 Patent Overview – Claims 3-6 (Include Distortion To Hide An Off-Axis Horizon)
	Slide 9
	Slide 10: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 1
	Slide 11: No Express Or Inherent Disclosure Of Frame-By-Frame Horizon Leveling
	Slide 12: No Express Or Inherent Disclosure of Frame-by-Frame Horizon Leveling
	Slide 13: Thomason Discloses A One-Time Correction 
	Slide 14: Thomason Discloses A One-Time Correction 
	Slide 15: The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply
	Slide 16: The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply
	Slide 17: Petitioner’s New Argument Also Fails On The Merits
	Slide 18: At Best, Thomason’s Disclosures Are Ambiguous Which Is Insufficient
	Slide 19: Petitioner Has Not Shown A POSITA Would Combine Thomason And Pacurariu
	Slide 20: Petitioner Has Not Shown A POSITA Would Combine Thomason And Pacurariu
	Slide 21
	Slide 22: ’832 Patent, Claim 7
	Slide 23: Problem Solved by the ’832 Patent
	Slide 24: ’832 Patent Solution: Determination of the Size of the Viewing Window
	Slide 25: Challenges With Resizing The Viewing Window
	Slide 26: Challenges With Resizing The Viewing Window: “Pumping”
	Slide 27: Petitioner Has Not Established That “Pumping” Problem Was A Recognized Problem
	Slide 28: Thomason: Fixed-Size Crop Region
	Slide 29: Pacurariu: Fixed-Sixed Crop Region
	Slide 30
	Slide 31
	Slide 32: Petitioner’s Theory For Claim 7
	Slide 33: The Petition Relies Solely on Figures 3b-d of Thomason for Claim 7
	Slide 34: Petitioner’s Expert Opinion Is Conclusory And Not Supported By Thomason
	Slide 35: Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data
	Slide 36: Petitioner’s Expert Admits Thomason Only Expressly Discloses a Correction To a Single Frame
	Slide 37: Petitioner Cannot Rely Upon Obviousness to Modify Thomason
	Slide 38: Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data
	Slide 39: Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data
	Slide 40: Thomason Teaches, at Most, a One-Time Correction to Video Data
	Slide 41: The Board Should Decline To Consider Petitioner’s New Argument In Reply
	Slide 42: Petitioner’s New Reply Argument Fails on the Merits
	Slide 43: At Best, Thomason’s Disclosures Are Ambiguous Which Is Insufficient
	Slide 44: The ITC Erred In Finding That Thomason Satisfied Claim 7
	Slide 45
	Slide 46: ’832 Patent, Claim 8
	Slide 47: “Simulated Zoom”
	Slide 48: “Simulated Zoom”
	Slide 49: Petitioner’s Theory For Claim 8
	Slide 50: Petitioner Agrees That Claim 8 Adds Further Requirements to Claim 7
	Slide 51: Petitioner’s Expert Agrees That “Simulate” Requires a Zoom That is “Not Real”
	Slide 52: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 8
	Slide 53: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 8
	Slide 54: The Board Should Disregard Petitioner’s New Argument Based on Pacurariu
	Slide 55: In Any Event, Pacurariu Does Not Disclose “Simulating Zoom”
	Slide 56
	Slide 57: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Thomason Discloses Claim 10
	Slide 58: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Pacurariu Render Claim 10 Obvious
	Slide 59: Petitioner’s Reliance On The Figures Alone Is Insufficient As A Matter of Law
	Slide 60
	Slide 61: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 1
	Slide 62: Undisputed That Claim 1 Requires Horizon-Levelling The Contents of the Viewing Window
	Slide 63: Voss Is Directed At Addressing Oscillations Between Portrait And Landscape
	Slide 64: Obviousness Theory Asserted by the Petition
	Slide 65: World Patent Report
	Slide 66: Voss “Inner Rectangle” (225)
	Slide 67: Voss “Inner Rectangle” (225)
	Slide 68: Voss’s Phone Transforms the Contents of Inset Rectangle to Output Rectangle
	Slide 69: Voss’s Inner Rectangle Does Not Define Extents of the Visual Content to be Included Within Horizon-Leveled Visual Content 
	Slide 70: Voss’s Phone Is Configured To Oscillate Between Filling And Pillar Boxing
	Slide 71: Petitioner Cannot Show Voss’s Configuration Satisfies Claim 1
	Slide 72: Petitioner Cannot Show Voss’s Configuration Satisfies Claim 1
	Slide 73: Derbanne Does Not Cure The Deficiencies in Petitioner’s Theory
	Slide 74
	Slide 75: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 7
	Slide 76: Petitioner’s Reliance On Figure 2 Fails To Show Claim 7 Is Met As a Matter of Law
	Slide 77: Petitioner’s Reply Raises Improper New Arguments
	Slide 78: Petitioner’s New Arguments Fail On The Merits
	Slide 79: Petitioner’s New Arguments Fail On The Merits
	Slide 80
	Slide 81: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 8
	Slide 82: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 8
	Slide 83
	Slide 84: Petitioner Has Not Met Its Burden To Show Voss Discloses Claim 10
	Slide 85: Petitioner’s Reply Introduces A New Argument That Fails On The Merits
	Slide 86
	Slide 87: ’832 Patent, Claims 3 and 4
	Slide 88: Claim 3 Requires Processing Visual Content With Pre-Existing Distortion
	Slide 89: Claim 3 Requires Processing Visual Content With Pre-Existing Distortion
	Slide 90: None Of Petitioner’s Prior Art Disclose The Limitations Of Claims 3-6
	Slide 91: Watanabe Is NOT Directed At Horizon Leveling or Using Distortion to Reduce the Impact of an Off-Axis Horizon  
	Slide 92: Claims Are Not Obvious Where None Of The Prior Art Discloses The Limitation
	Slide 93: Watanabe Performs Anti-Shake Correction on Undistorted Visual Content
	Slide 94: The ITC Erred In Finding That Thomasson + Watanabee Rendered Claims 3 and 4 Obvious
	Slide 95
	Slide 96: GoPro’s Horizon Leveling Feature Practices and is Coextensive With The Challenged Claims
	Slide 97: GoPro’s HERO Products Incorporating Horizon Leveling Are Commercially Successful
	Slide 98: HERO Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature
	Slide 99: Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature
	Slide 100: Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing Horizon Levelling Feature
	Slide 101: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Nexus
	Slide 102: Petitioner Fails To Rebut The Presumption Of Nexus
	Slide 103: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need
	Slide 104: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need
	Slide 105: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need
	Slide 106: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying & Unmet Need
	Slide 107: The ITC Applied an Overly Stringent Standard of Nexus
	Slide 108
	Slide 109: GoPro’s SuperView Feature Practices and is Coextensive With The Challenged Claims
	Slide 110: GoPro’s HERO Products Incorporating SuperView Are Commercially Successful
	Slide 111: Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing SuperView Feature  
	Slide 112: SuperView: Objective Consumer Survey Data
	Slide 113: SuperView: Objective Consumer Survey Data
	Slide 114: Commercial Success is Directly Tied to Practicing SuperView Feature  
	Slide 115: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Nexus
	Slide 116: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Industry Praise
	Slide 117: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Industry Praise
	Slide 118: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying
	Slide 119: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Copying
	Slide 120: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Long-Felt Need / Unexpected Results
	Slide 121: Objective Indicia of Non-Obviousness: Long-Felt Need / Unexpected Results
	Slide 122
	Slide 123
	Slide 124
	Slide 125: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 126: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 127: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 128: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 129: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 130: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 131: Thomason – Ex. 1004
	Slide 132
	Slide 133: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 134: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 135: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 136: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 137: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 138: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 139: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 140: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 141: Voss – Ex. 1007
	Slide 142
	Slide 143: Pacurariu – Ex. 1005
	Slide 144: Pacurariu – Ex. 1005
	Slide 145: Pacurariu – Ex. 1005
	Slide 146
	Slide 147: Derbanne – Ex. 1009
	Slide 148: Derbanne – Ex. 1009
	Slide 149: Derbanne – Ex. 1008
	Slide 150: Derbanne – Ex. 1008
	Slide 151: Derbanne – Ex. 1008
	Slide 152
	Slide 153: Watanabe – Ex. 1006
	Slide 154: Watanabe – Ex. 1006
	Slide 155: Watanabe – Ex. 1006
	Slide 156
	Slide 157: GoPro Did Not Raise A New Claim Construction In Sur-Reply
	Slide 158: The Petition’s Conclusory Analysis Did Not Mention “Pillar” or “Letter” Boxing
	Slide 159: GoPro’s POR Showed That The Petition’s Conclusory Analysis Does Not Satisfy Claim 1
	Slide 160: Petitioner’s Reply Raised An Improper New Argument Regarding Letter/Pillar Boxing
	Slide 161: GoPro’s Sur-Reply Responds To Petitioner’s New Letter/Pillar Boxing Argument
	Slide 162
	Slide 163: GoPro Did Not Improperly Rely Upon EX2004 In Its Sur-Reply
	Slide 164: The POPR, POR, And Sur-Rely Rely Upon EX2004 For The Same Argument
	Slide 165: GoPro Relied Upon EX2004 To Address New Arguments In Petitioner’s 65-Page Reply Declaration
	Slide 166
	Slide 167: GoPro Has Not Taken Contrary Positions On “Location”
	Slide 168
	Slide 169: GoPro’s Nexus Argument Is Not Improper
	Slide 170: GoPro’s Nexus Argument Is Not Improper
	Slide 171: GoPro’s Unmet Need Argument Is Not Improper
	Slide 172
	Slide 173: ALJ Decision Addressed Different Invalidity Grounds
	Slide 174: ALJ Decision –Thomason (Claim 1)
	Slide 175: ALJ Decision – Watanabe (Claim 3)
	Slide 176: ALJ Decision –Thomason (Claim 7)



