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Claims 1 and 2, ’158 Patent

Ex. 1001, 25:32-42.
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Claims 9 and 11, ’158 Patent

Ex. 1001, 26:5-14, 18-20.
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Claims 15 and 16, ’158 Patent

Ex. 1001, 26:30-42.
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Claims Challenged, Grounds Instituted

Inst. Dec. (Paper 10), 6, 24.

Issues:
• Ground 1: limitations [1.3], [9.2.2], 

[15.1]; claims 2, 11, and 16.
• Ground 2: motivation to combine, 

limitation [1.3], claims 2, 11. 

Undisputed:
• Ground 1: limitations [1.0]-[1.2], [9.0]-

[9.1], [9.2.1], [9.2.3], [15.0], [15.2]-[15.3], 
claims 5, 8, 9, 13, 14, 19.

• Ground 2: limitations [1.0]-[1.2], [9.0]-
[9.1], [9.2.1], [9.2.3], claims 4, 5, 8-10, 
13, 14.

Petition, 10-78; POR 18-58; 
Reply 12-30; Sur-Reply, 11-25.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-9• “integration time” (claims 1, 2, 8-9, 11, 13-16)
Slides 10-14• “during a frame” (claim 2)

Slide 15• IV’s other extraneous requirements

• Claim Construction:

Slides 17-32• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

Slides 34-49• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14.
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Claim Construction - “integration time” 
(claims 1, 2, 8-9, 11, 13-16)

Ex. 1001, 25:32-39.
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Claim Construction - “integration time”
(claims 1, 2, 8-9, 11, 13-16)

IV’s Proposed ConstructionPetitioner’s Construction and 
Court’s Construction in GM Litigation

“the time interval during which the image 
sensor collects and integrates signal from 
the scene ”

“the time the image sensor collects and 
integrates signal from the scene ”

The District Court in the GM litigation construed “integration time” according to the ’158 
patent’s express definition. 

Petition, 8; (IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 49; Reply, 1-2. POR, 12. 

(IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 49; Petition, 8; Reply, 1-2. 
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The ’158 patent expressly defines “integration time.”

Ex. 1001, 4:3-7; Petition, 8; Reply, 1-2; (IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 48 (relying on explicit 
definition); POR, 12 (acknowledging explicit definition). 
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Claim Construction - “during a frame” (claim 2)

Ex. 1001, 25:40-42.
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Claim Construction - “during a frame” (claim 2)

IV’s Further Implicit Requirements 
from Sur-Reply

IV’s Implicit Construction 
from POR

Petitioner’s 
Construction

Per IV’s Sur-Reply, the phrase “during a
frame” imposes:
“a temporal constraint requiring control of the 
integration time for each [sic] during the 
frame-capture window (i.e., between the 
start and end of the window), rather than, 
e.g., simply defining the start and end of that 
window.” 
and requires:
“in-frame actuation of the focal-plane 
(charge integration) gate that opens and 
closes each sensor’s integration window 
while that frame’s data are being collected.”

None in Claim Construction, 
Section III of POR, but IV 
implicitly construes as:
“within the frame-capture 
window itself—i.e., actuating 
the focal-plane (charge-
integration) switch that 
opens/closes each sensor’s 
integration window while that 
frame’s data are being 
collected, not merely choosing 
a value beforehand.”

“during a period of 
time in which data 
for a single frame of 
an image is 
captured ”

Petition, 9-10; Reply, 11-12. POR, 40. Sur-Reply, 10-11.

IV’s assertions of implicit requirements are not supported by the specification and 
should be rejected. 

Reply, 11-12, 23; (Guidash Supp.) Ex. 1044, ¶¶27-28.
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Petitioner’s construction as a period of time
is supported by the specification.

IV did not offer a competing express construction of  “during a frame,” 
and its expert confirmed in deposition that no terms other than those listed in 
Section VII of his declaration were construed. 
Reply, 11-12; POR, Section III (Claim Construction), 9-15; (Saber) Ex. 2017, Section VII (Claim 
Construction), ¶¶66-96; (Saber Depo) Ex. 1048, 25:4-7.

Ex. 1001, 3:47-50; 
Petition, 9-10.

Ex. 1001, 11:28-29; 
Petition, 9-10.
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IV’s strawmen are not relevant to Petitioner’s construction

Instead, Petitioner’s construction is consistent with the distinctions asserted by IV:

Petitioner’s construction: 
“during a period of time in 
which data for a single 
frame of an image is 
captured ” 
• is not merely choosing a 

value beforehand
• is not simply defining 

the start and end of that 
window

POR, 40.

Sur-Reply, 10-11.
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IV’s extraneous requirements

Petitioner’s 
Response

IV’s Purported RequirementClaims

Slides 21-23, 54-61independent control of integration time of 
each sensor

1, 9, 15

Slides 25-29, 49, 70different integration time values1, 9, 15

Slides 31-32, 63-69actuation mechanics, switch/gate control 
of charge accumulation, focal plane 
control events or waveforms

1, 2, 9, 15
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Claim Construction Summary

Correct ConstructionClaim Term
“the time the image sensor collects and integrates signal from the 
scene”

“integration time”
(claims 1, 2, 8-9, 11, 13-16)

“during a period of time in which data for a single frame of an 
image is captured” 

“during a frame” (claim 2)

ordinary meaning “control an integration time of 
each sensor” (claim 1)

ordinary meaning “determine an integration time 
of each channel” (claim 9)

ordinary meaning “identifying an integration time
for each of a plurality of 
channels” (claim 15)

Petition, 8; (IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 49 (“integration time”); Reply, 1-2; 
Petition, 9-10; Reply, 11-12;

(IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 108-109 (“processor component configured to control an integration time…”).
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

Slides 34-49• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 17-20• Matsushima renders obvious the “integration 
time” limitations [1.3], [9.2.2] and [15.1].

Slides 21-27• Matsushima renders those limitations obvious 
even with IV’s extraneous requirements 

Slides 29-32• Matsushima renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).
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Matsushima

[0017] FIG. 1 is a block diagram showing the 
configuration of a digital camera. This digital 
camera 10 has two independent imaging 
systems (a first imaging system 12A and a 
second imaging system 12B), and subject images 
are formed on the light-receiving surfaces of CCD 
18A and 18B via imaging optics 14A and 14B, 
respectively.

Digital camera includes two independent imaging systems:
• optics components: imaging optics 14A and 4B
• sensors: CCD 18A and 18B
• processing component (including CPU 30)

(Matsushima) Ex. 1007, FIG. 1, annotated; Petition, 16-19; 
(Guidash) Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 86, 94. 

[0028] The CPU 30 is the control unit that performs 
overall control of each circuit in the digital camera 
10.

(Matsushima) Ex. 1007, [0017]; 
Petition, 11-12, 14-15.

(Matsushima) Ex. 1007, [0028]; 
Petition, 20.

Petition, 14-21; 
Reply, 12-23.
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Limitation [1.3]

Ex. 1001, 25:32-39.

Petitioner and GM court’s construction for “integration time”:
“the time the image sensor collects and integrates signal from the scene”
Petition, 8; Reply, 1-2; see also Slides 8-9.
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Ex. 1007, [0024]; see also Petition, 17-21 (citing [0024] and 
explaining that charge accumulation time is integration time).

Matsushima discloses
“control an integration time of each sensor”

“Patent Owner does not dispute that Matsushima 
describes electronic shutter hardware elements 
at each CCD.”

• It is undisputed that Matsushima describes a processing component (including CPU 30) 
configured to control integration times of sensors, using an electronic shutter per sensor. 

Ex. 1007, FIG. 1, annotated, [0028]; Petition, 16-19; 
Ex. 1003, ¶¶ 86, 94; Reply, 15-16. 

Reply, 15-16. 

Sur-Reply, 15. 
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Matsushima’s disclosure tracks limitation [1.3].

Matsushima, Ex.1007, [0024]limitation [1.3]

“the CCDs 18 have a so-called electronic
shutter function that controls the
accumulation time (shutter speed) of the
charge accumulated by each sensor via
shutter gate pulses.”

“a processing component
configured to control an
integration time of each
sensor.”

Reply, 20-21; Petition, 19-21 (demonstrating 
correspondence of disclosure and claim language). 
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IV seeks to import an 
unsupported requirement of “independent control”

• IV’s “independent control” requirement contradicts the 
specification and file history. 

POR, 14. 

X

Reply, 2-5; slides 54-56; Ex. 1001, Abstract, 3:50-52, 4:42-45, 4:56-59, 5:4-6; claim 13 (“automatically control”); 
claim 19 (“separately controlling”); (Application 11/788,122, parent of the ’158 patent) Ex. 1031, 66, annotated; 
(180 Patent) Ex. 1046, claim 1.

Reply, 5-6; slide 57; (DI for IPR2020-00710 [Toyota IPR] in 158 FH) Ex. 1002, 16-17.

Reply, 6-7, 9; slides 59-60; (IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 108-109 (plain and ordinary meaning).

• IV’s reliance on the Board’s prior institution decision is misplaced.

• IV improperly imports the same requirement into three distinct claim terms, 
rewriting claims that nowhere recite control. 
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The Petition explains that Matsushima teaches independent 
control of integration time of each sensor. 

Matsushima describes independent control of integration time of each sensor. 

• No dispute that Matsushima describes 
independent imaging systems 12A and 
12B. 

• No dispute that Matsushima describes 
distinct paths for controlling the 
integration time of an individual sensor 
distinct from other sensors.

• No dispute that Matsushima teaches 
an electronic shutter on each sensor, 
for controlling the integration time of 
an individual sensor distinct from the 
other sensor. 

Petition, 18-20 (citing Ex. 1007, FIG. 1, [0024], [0027], [0034]-
[0035]); Ex. 1003, ¶¶90-100; see also Petitioner Opposition 
(Paper 8), 33-34; Ex. 1044, ¶¶47-48; Reply, 15-16.

Ex. 1007, FIG. 1, annotated; Ex. 1003, ¶94; 
Petition, 19; Reply, 15-16; Ex. 1044, ¶48.

Reply, 15-16.
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Matsushima discloses independent control under
“ordinary engineering usage” standard opined by IV’s own expert

IV’s expert opined that the 
language “control an integration 
time of each sensor” means 
“per-sensor control authority” 
in “ordinary engineering usage.” 

Matsushima uses nearly identical 
language “controls the 
accumulation time…by each 
sensor.”

(Saber) Ex. 2017, ¶70. 

(Saber) Ex. 2017, ¶70; see also Reply, 20-21 
(noting standard opined by IV’s expert). 

Ex. 1007, [0024]; Petition, 18-21 (citing Ex. 1007, 
[0024]); see Reply 20-21 (nearly identical phrasings—

acts, objects, numerosity); (Guidash) Ex. 1044, ¶62 
(two phrases to have the same meaning to a POSITA). 



24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 24

IV seeks to import an 
unsupported requirement of different integration times.

Independent claims are not limited to different integration times, which are the 
limitations of dependent claims 11 and 16. (Reply, 13)

POR, 28. 

Ex. 1001, 26:18-20.

Ex. 1001, 26:39-41.

X
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Matsushima teaches different integration times.

Petition, 21.

Matsushima describes capturing 
images with different field of views 
(different shooting angles α and β) 
using two channels (independent 
imaging systems 12A and 12B), 
respectively. Ex.1007, [0017]. A 
POSITA would have understood that 
in Matsushima, the integration times 
of the image sensors would have 
different values for different subject 
luminance of different FOVs. 
Ex.1003, ¶134. 

Petition, 34-35 (claim 11); Ex. 1007, FIGs. 2-3, annotated; 
Ex. 1003, ¶134; see also Reply 16-17; Ex. 1044, ¶¶49-51.



26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 26

Petitioner’s expert explains how Matsushima teaches
different integration times.

Ex. 1003, ¶¶132-135, 94; Ex. 1007, FIGs. 1, 2, 3, 
annotated; Petition, 33-35; see also Reply, 16-17; 
Ex. 1044, ¶¶49-57. 
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Expanding intra-scene dynamic range using multiple
integration times was well-known.

(Kodak White Paper) Ex. 1009, 9; Ex. 1003, 
38-40; Petition, 1-3, 35; Reply, 16-17.

(Kodak White Paper) Ex. 1009, 9; Ex. 1003, 
38-40; Petition, 1-3, 35; Reply, 16-17.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

Slides 34-49• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 17-20• Matsushima renders obvious the “integration 
time” limitations [1.3], [9.2.2] and [15.1].

Slides 21-27• Matsushima renders those limitations obvious 
even with IV’s extraneous requirements 

Slides 29-32• Matsushima renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).
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Claim 2, “during a frame”

Petitioner’s construction for “during a frame”:
“during a period of time in which data for a single frame of an image is captured”

Ex. 1001, 25:40-42.

Petition, 9-10; Reply, 11-12; see also Slides 11-13.
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Matsushima discloses “during a frame” (claim 2)

control the 
integration time 

of [second] 
sensor during a 

frame 

control the 
integration time of 

[first] sensor 
during a frame 

Ex. 1007, FIG. 7, annotated; 
Petition, 27 (step 102: “data ... received 

during a frame”); Ex. 1003, ¶111.

Petition, 22-24; Ex. 1003, ¶¶103-104.

Petition, 23-24; Ex. 1003, ¶103.
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Matsushima discloses “during a frame” 
even under IV’s flawed construction

Reply, 24-25; Ex. 1007, [0024] Ex. 1001, 4:46-56. 

Matsushima’158 patent

• Matsushima’s shutter gate control, like the integration time control of the ’158 
patent, happens during the frame for completing the integration period. 

• Matsushima’s “driving the shutter gates” is the same “integration time control” 
described in the ’158 patent. 

• Both Matsushima and the ’158 patent describe controlling a switch to govern 
per-sensor charge accumulation time during the capture of a single frame. 

Ex. 1044, ¶74; Ex. 1003, ¶103; POR, 40; Reply, 24-25.

“Integration time control, also referred to as ‘focal plane
shutter’ control, controls the time the electrical signal is
integrated or accumulated by controlling a switch (e.g.,
charge integration switch) coupled or connected to the
sensor or a photo-detection mechanism of a sensor. For
example, the charge integration switch is placed in a state to
allow charge to accumulate within the sensor for a period of
time approximately equal to the integration time
corresponding to that sensor; upon completion of the
integration period, the switch is placed in a state to transfer
the accumulated charge as a photo-signal to a processing
component.”

“CCD 18A and CCD 18B each have a
shutter drain via a shutter gate, and the
accumulated signal charges can be swept
to the shutter drain by driving the shutter
gates with shutter gate pulses. In other
words, the CCDs 18 have a so-called
electronic shutter function that controls
the accumulation time (shutter speed) of
the charge accumulated by each sensor
via shutter gate pulses.”
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Matsushima discloses “during a frame” 
even under IV’s requirement

Ex. 1044, ¶73; Reply, 24. 

Ex. 1003, ¶50; Petition, 2.

IV’s requirement: 
“during the frame-
capture window 
(i.e., between the 
start and end of the 
window)”
Sur-Reply, 10-11.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

Slides 17-32• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 34-41• Yu alone or in combination with Miyazaki 
renders obvious [1.3].

Slides 43-45• A POSITA would have combined Yu with 
Miyazaki.

Slide 47• Yu-Miyazaki  renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).

Slide 49• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
different integration times. 
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Ground 2: Yu alone or in combination with Miyazaki 
renders obvious limitation [1.3].

• Prior art teachings are uncontested for:
• independent claim 9 and its dependent claims 10, 13-14; 
• limitations [1.0]-[1.2] of independent claim 1 and all limitations of its dependent 

claims 4, 5, 8; and
• IV only contests reasons to combine Yu and Miyazaki.

Ex. 1001, 25:32-39.
Petitioner and GM court’s construction for “integration time”: 
“the time the image sensor collects and integrates signal from the scene”

Petition, 8; Reply, 1-2; see also Slides 8-9.

POR 44-58; Sur-Reply 18-25.
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Yu

(Yu) Ex. 1005, FIG. 3; Petition, 43; (Guidash) Ex. 1003, ¶¶158, 164-174.

Yu describes a digital camera that uses multiple independent image sensors, 
each having its own lens. 
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Yu

Ex. 1005, FIG. 9:66-10:1; Petition, 43.

Undisputed that Yu describes:
• “independent sensors”
• “each…is respectively and independently controlled to expose the same imaging target” 
• “each being separately controlled with different exposure time” 

Ex. 1005, 9:40-46; Petition, 73-75; Reply, 29.

POR, 44-46; Sur-Reply, 18-22.
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Undisputed that Yu discloses that “the integration time is 
controlled based on incident light level” (claim 8)

Ex. 1005, 6:44-58; Petition, 68.
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Yu alone discloses “control an integration time of each sensor.” 

Yu describes controlling an integration time (exposure time) of each sensor with its 
respective on-sensor exposure control. Petition, 52.

Ex. 1005, FIG. 3, annotated; Ex. 1003, ¶178; Petition, 52.
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Yu alone discloses “control an integration time of each sensor.” 

Yu describes on-sensor 
exposure time control.

(Guidash) Ex. 1003, ¶181; Petition, 53-54; (Kodak App Note) Ex. 1008, 2.

Petitioner’s expert 
explains that on-sensor 
control of exposure time 
control is control of 
integration time. 
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Ground 2: Yu-Miyazaki also renders the claims obvious.

(Miyazaki) Ex. 1006, FIG. 2, annotated; 
Ex. 1003, ¶161; Petition, 45.

electronic shutter available 
with the image sensor

Miyazaki describes controlling an integration time using an on-sensor electronic 
shutter. Petition, 45.

(Miyazaki) Ex. 1006, 11-14; Ex. 1003, ¶162; Petition, 45.
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Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
“control an integration time of each sensor.”

Ex. 1003, ¶200; Petition, 62-64.

Example Combination of Yu-Miyazaki (Ex. 1005, FIG. 3, 
annotated); Ex. 1003, ¶188; Petition, 57.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

Slides 17-32• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 34-41• Yu alone or in combination with Miyazaki 
renders obvious [1.3].

Slides 43-45• A POSITA would have combined Yu with 
Miyazaki.

Slide 47• Yu-Miyazaki  renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).

Slide 49• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
different integration times. 
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Petitioner Has Established a
Motivation to Combine Yu and Miyazaki under KSR

Petition, 59 (“Yu describes a need to use an on-sensor exposure control to control an 
exposure time of each of its plurality of sensors[, describing that] digital image 
processing circuitry produces four control signals, each controlling the exposure time 
of one of said four image sensors”); (Guidash) Ex. 1003, ¶192; (Yu) Ex. 1005, FIG. 3, 
12:16-19.

“need or problem 
known in the 
field” 
KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 
1742

Petition, 58-59 (“the benefit of a fast, reliable, and small digital camera….allows a 
fast shutter speed [to] capture fast-moving subjects with reduced blur….allows for 
the elimination of any mechanical shutter…allow for a more compact and lightweight 
camera”); Ex. 1003, ¶191; (Kodak App Note) Ex. 1008, 2; (CCD Primer) Ex. 1023, 11 .

“obvious benefit” 
and “predictable 
results” 
Id. at 1731, 1739, 
1740, 1744 

Petition, 60 (“yield the predictable result of varying sensor integration time for 
exposure control”), 61-62 (“a reasonable expectation of success [because] it would 
have been within the ordinary skill of a POSITA to implement each of Yu’s image 
sensors with an on-sensor electronic shutter for integration time control, as taught 
by Miyazaki”)

Petition, 60 (“a combination of prior art elements (Yu’s digital camera with 
independent control of the exposure time of each of the multiple image sensors with 
an electronic shutter of an image sensor configured to control the integration time, 
as taught by Miyazaki) according to known methods (controlling each electronic 
shutter of each image sensor to control the integration time of the sensor.”).

“a combination of 
familiar elements 
according to 
known methods” 
Id. at 1739
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Applying Miyazaki in Yu is using a known technique to improve 
similar devices in the same way. 

“There is a motivation to combine when a known technique ‘has been 
used to improve one device, and a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
recognize that it would improve similar devices in the same way,’ using the 
‘prior art elements according to their established functions.’”
Intel Corp. v. PACT XPP Schweiz AG, 61 F.4th 1373, 1380–81 (Fed. Cir. 2023).

Ex. 1003, ¶195; Petition, 60-61.

Petition, 60-61.

Petitioner’s expert 
explains that for 
each Yu sensor, 
Miyazaki’s 
teaching of on-
sensor electronic 
shutter to control 
integration time 
would improve 
Yu’s multi-lens 
digital camera in a 
similar manner.
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IV’s contention for “enablement like specifics” is misplaced.  

We have explained that there is no absolute requirement for a relied-
upon reference to be self-enabling in the § 103 context, so long as the 
overall evidence of what was known at the time of invention establishes 
that a skilled artisan could have made and used the claimed invention.
Raytheon Techs. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 993 F. 3d 1374, 1376-77 (Fed. Cir. 2021). 

Multi-sensor, on-sensor 
shutter systems were 

well established at the time.

Reply, 28-29; Ex. 1044, ¶91; 
(Matsushima) Ex. 1007, FIG. 1.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

Slides 17-32• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 34-41• Yu alone or in combination with Miyazaki 
renders obvious [1.3].

Slides 43-45• A POSITA would have combined Yu with 
Miyazaki.

Slide 47• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).

Slide 49• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
different integration times. 
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Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious “during a frame.” 

(Yu) Ex. 1005, FIG. 5, annotated; Petition, 64; Ex. 1003, ¶204.
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Discussion Roadmap

Slides 7-15• Claim Construction

Slides 17-32• Ground 1: Matsushima renders obvious 
claims 1-2, 5, 8-9, 11, 13-16 and 19.

• Ground 2: Yu and Miyazaki render obvious claims 
1-2, 4-5, 8-11, 13 and 14. 

Slides 34-41• Yu alone or in combination with Miyazaki 
renders obvious [1.3].

Slides 43-45• A POSITA would have combined Yu with 
Miyazaki.

Slide 47• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
“during a frame” (claim 2).

Slides 49• Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious 
different integration times. 



49DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 49

Yu-Miyazaki renders obvious different integration times. 

(Yu) Ex. 1005, 9:40-46; Petition, 73-75; Reply, 29.
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IPR2025-00222 (9,232,158)
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Claim Construction – extraneous requirement of 
“independent control”

“a processing component configured to control an 
integration time of each sensor” (claim 1) 



53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 53

For all three distinct terms, IV imports an unsupported 
requirement of “independent control”

• IV’s “independent control” requirement 
contradicts the specification and file history. 
(Reply, 2-5)

• IV’s reliance on the Board’s prior institution 
decision is misplaced. (Reply, 5-6)

• IV improperly imports the same requirement 
into three distinct claim terms, rewriting claims 
that nowhere recite control. (Reply, 6-7). 

POR, 14. 

X
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IV’s “independent control” requirement 
contradicts the specification.

The specification uses varied expressions to denote variations on “control,” 
including embodiments other than “independent control.”

“The integration time for each channel can be automatically controlled 
and/or controlled in response to a user input.”

“The processing component is configured to separately control an 
integration time of each channel”

Ex. 1001, Abstract, 3:50-52; 4:42-45; 4:56-59; 5:4-6; 
see also claim 13 (“automatically control”); claim 19 (“separately controlling”); Reply, 3. 

“use integration time control to control the time the electrical signal is 
integrated on a charge storage device (capacitance)”

“Digital camera components or circuitry are configured to allow 
independent control of the charge integration”

“The processing component is configured to separately and 
simultaneously control an integration time of each channel”
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IV’s “independent control” requirement 
contradicts the file history.

(Application 11/788,122, parent of the ’158 patent) Ex. 1031, 66, annotated; Reply, 4. 

The amendments make clear that the Applicant differentiated between the 
narrower, more specific control formulations and simple “control.” Reply, 4.
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IV’s “independent control” requirement 
contradicts the file history.

Ex. 1046, claim 1; Reply, 4. 

Claims in US 7,916,180 in the family recite narrower variations of “control.” 
Reply, 4. 
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IV’s reliance on the Board’s prior institution decision 
in the Toyota IPR is misplaced

Ex. 1002, 16-17; 
Reply, 5-6.

• The Board did not rewrite the term “control” to mean “independent control.”
• It concerned a one-to-one configuration related to “an individual sensor distinct 

from the other sensor(s).”
(DI for IPR2020-00710 [Toyota IPR] in 158 FH) Ex. 1002, 16-17; 

Reply, 5-6.
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Claim Construction - extraneous requirement of 
“independent control”

(claims 1, 9, 15) 
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IV improperly imports the same “independent control” 
requirement into three distinct claim terms

IV’s constructions should be rejected.

• Claims 9 and 15 do not even recite “control.” IV attempts to 
insert a requirement based on a term (“control”) entirely absent 
from the claim language.

• IV ignores the differences among the terms “control,” 
“determine,” and “identifying” in claims 1, 9, and 15.

• “control an integration time of each sensor” (claim 1)
• “determine an integration time of each channel” (claim 9) 
• “identifying an integration time for each of a plurality of channels” (claim 15)

Reply, 7. 
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The district court previously construed the term to have
“plain and ordinary meaning.” 

(IV v. GM - WDTX) Ex. 1015, 108-109; Reply, 9.
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Reply, 7.

Petitioner’s alternative constructions should be adopted 
if construction is required

Petitioner’s Alternative ConstructionTerm
“control an integration time of each distinct sensor”“control an integration time of each 

sensor” (claim 1)

“determine an integration time of each independent channel”“determine an integration time of each 
channel” (claim 9)

“identifying an integration time for each of a plurality of 
independent channels”

“identifying an integration time for each of 
a plurality of channels” (claim 15)

Petitioner’s alternative constructions 
are consistent with the Board’s 
constructions from the Toyota IPR. 

Ex. 1002, 16-17;
Reply, 8.
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Claim Construction – extraneous requirement for focal 
plane switch 

“a processing component configured to control an 
integration time of each sensor” (claim 1) 
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“a processing component configured to
control an integration time of each sensor” 

IV’s Implicit ConstructionConstruction in GM Litigation
(Petitioner’s Proposed Construction)

No explicit construction in Section III.C of 
POR, but IV implicitly, requires both:
(i) “applied at the focal plane of the image” 
and
(ii) “performed by controlling a switch 
(e.g., charge integration switch)….” POR, 
14-15, 44-45, 50-55.

plain and ordinary meaning. 

Ex.1015, 108-109.

Reply, 9.
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“a processing component configured to
control an integration time of each sensor” 

MeaningClaim 
Term? 

Term

control an “integration time,” where “integration time” 
is expressly defined by the specification and construed 

by the district court in GM litigation. Reply, 10-11. 

Yes“control an 
integration time”

“Integration time control, also referred to as ‘focal plane 
shutter’ control, controls the time the electrical signal is 
integrated or accumulated by controlling a switch
( e.g., charge integration switch)….” (Ex.1001, 4:46-50) 
is merely a description of a feature of an embodiment, 
not a definition of a claim term. Reply, 10-11.

No“integration time 
control”

“To act as its own lexicographer, a patentee must clearly set forth a definition of 
the disputed claim term other than its plain and ordinary meaning and must 
clearly express an intent to redefine the term.” 

Kyocera Senco Indus. Tools Inc. v. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 22 F.4th 1369, 
1378 (Fed. Cir. 2022); Reply, 10.
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Claim Construction 

“during a frame”
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IV truncates Petitioner’s proposed construction

Sur-Reply, 10. 

IV omits the critical 
language “in which 
data for a single frame 
of an image is 
captured” from 
Petitioner’s 
construction. 
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Petitioner’s proposed construction 
is supported by statements of IV’s own expert.

Ex. 2017, ¶¶69-71.
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Matsushima describes controlling an electronic shutter on each 
sensor to achieve optimal exposure adjustment  

Ex. 1001, [0034].
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Electronic shutters and their 
control of integration times were well-known.  

Ex. 1003, ¶52; Petition, 2.

Ex. 1021, 17; Ex. 1003, ¶52; Petition, 2.
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Different integration times:
IV took the opposite position in the GM Litigation.

(IV CC Brief) Ex. 1050, 21-22; Reply, 13-14.
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Matsushima discloses “during a frame” (claim 2)

Ex. 1003, ¶104. 
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