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Independent Claims of the ‘180 Patent
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1. A digital camera comprising:
a plurality of channels, wherein each channel 

includes an optics component and an array of photo-
detectors integrated on a semiconductor substrate, the 
plurality of channels including a first channel having a 
first field of view (FOV) comprising a first angular width 
of a scene imaged by the camera and a second channel 
having a second FOV comprising a second angular width 
of the scene imaged by the camera, wherein the first 
and second angular widths are different; and

a processing component coupled to the plurality of 
channels, the processing component configured to 
independently control simultaneous data acquisition 
with each of the plurality of channels, the processing 
component configured to combine data of a frame from 
at least one of the plurality of channels to provide an 
image having a relatively high resolution.

22. A method comprising:
configuring a first optics component relative 

to a first image sensor to form a first channel 
having a first field of view (FOV) that comprises a 
first angular width of a scene;

configuring a second optics component 
relative to a second image sensor to form a second 
channel having a second FOV that comprises a 
second angular width of the scene, wherein the 
first and second angular widths are different;

independently controlling simultaneous data 
acquisition with each of the first and second 
channels during a frame; and

combining data received during the frame 
from one or more of the first and second channels 
to provide an image.
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The Issues Before the Board Today

• Does Ground 1 actually prove simultaneous data acquisition with the 
claimed channels, rather than sequential capture plus stitching?

• Does Petitioner prove independently controlling ... during a frame as 
claim 22 requires, or has it substituted downstream readout and expert-
created timing diagrams for what the reference actually says?

• Does Matsushima teach or even support different exposure/integration 
times for the two imaging systems, when its text repeatedly uses singular 
exposure language?

• Has Petitioner actually explained how Yu’s dynamic-range approach fits 
Matsushima’s stitched different-FOV architecture? 

• For Ground 3, is Labaziewicz even prior art?
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Claim Construction
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“simultaneous data acquisition 
with each of the plurality of 
channels”
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Claims 1 and 22 require actual simultaneous acquisition by the 
claimed channels
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EX1070, 12:24-13:10

EX1070, 10:4-17

POR, 15

Sur-Reply, 1
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Claims 1 and 22 require actual simultaneous acquisition by the claimed channels
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POR, 15

Sur-Reply, 1

EX1001, 3:21-36

EX1001, 20:7-25

EX1001, 2:1-24
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The ’180 patent repeatedly emphasizes simultaneous acquisition of 
multiple FOVs, while separately disclosing “simultaneous or nearly 
simultaneous” embodiments; the claims recite only “simultaneous.” 
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EX1001, 8:63-65

EX1001, 5:44-67
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“during a frame”
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Claim 22’s “during a frame” limits control of acquisition 
by the channels — not downstream processing
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POR, 16-17

EX1001, 20:8-24
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Rolling Mode == During A Frame
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EX1001, 20:29-51
POR, 10
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“During a Frame” occurs during data 
acquisition 
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Sur-Reply, 8-9

Sur-Reply, 9
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“independently control”
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Common Control is Not Independent Control
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POR, 6

EX1001, 4:1-15

EX1001, 5:44-67

EX1001, 7:14-27
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Common Control is Not Independent Control
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Sur-Reply, 21

POR, 37-38
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Ground 1: Matsushima and Yu
• Claims 1-3, 10-12, 22, 24-25, 28, 30, 32-33  
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Ground 1 fails because Matsushima 
does not disclose simultaneous data 
acquisition with the channels
Claims 1-3, 10-12, 22, 24-25, 28, 30, 32-33
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Matsushima never says the two images are 
captured simultaneously
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POR, 28 POR, 29
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Matsushima expressly says the outputs are sequential

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 19Sur-Reply, 11-12

Sur-Reply, 14
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Petitioner’s “synchronous” argument is not enough

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 20

EX1007, 27

EX1007, 23

POR, 31
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Petitioner Advances a New Ground in the Reply

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 21

Sur-Reply, 15-16
Reply, 13-14

IPR2025-00339 Exhibit 2031 Page 21 of 35



Ground 1 also fails because 
Petitioner has not proven “during 
a frame”
Claims 22, 24-25, 28, 30, and 32-33
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Petitioner’s reply relies on downstream circuitry outside the 
claimed channels
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Sur-reply 6-7
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The new Guidash timing diagram is not tied to Matsushima
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Su-Reply, 16-17
Sur-Reply, 17-18
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Release button, lens/aperture control, and timing-
signal arguments all occur at the wrong stage
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POR, 37-38 POR, 40
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Ground 1 fails because Matsushima 
does not disclose independent 
integration/exposure control
Claims 1-3, 10-12, 22, 24-25, 28, 30, 32-33 
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Matsushima’s text uses singular exposure 
language

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 27

EX1007, 17

EX1007, 17

EX1007, 34 EX1007, 35
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Petitioner’s “different EV values” reading is not in the reference

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 28
POR, 45-46

POR, 46
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Matsushima’s natural-boundary objective 
cuts against Petitioner’s theory

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 29

EX1007, Abstract

EX1007, 51-52

POR, 49

POR, 50

POR, 51
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No motivation to combine Matsushima and Yu as proposed

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 30

POR, 55

POR, 56-57

Sur-Reply 24-25
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Ground 3: Choi, Labaziewicz, and Yu 
• Claims 22-23, 28, 30, 33  
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Labaziewicz is not prior art because the August 25, 2004 provisional 
provides written-description support for the challenged multi-channel / 
different-FOV subject matter.

• The provisional discloses multiple arrays, multiple lenses, and signal processing 
that combines signals from all arrays into a composite image — i.e., the core 
multi-channel architecture.
(POR, 60-64; EX2020, ¶¶150-155; EX1047, 4-5, 7-8.)

• The provisional further discloses exposure control occurring differently for each 
array and different integration times for each array.
(POR, 61-64; EX2020, ¶¶152-155; EX1047, 10.)

• Petitioner’s FOV argument fails because the provisional discloses arrays of any 
size and shape, including equal-sized arrays; with equal-sized arrays, different 
focal lengths yield different FOVs even under Petitioner’s own formula.
(Sur-Reply, 25-27; EX2020, ¶153; EX1047, 11, 12, 22 (Fig. 3).)

• The provisional defines each array as a group of photodetectors that creates one 
image. Petitioner never explains why those separate image-forming arrays are 
not multiple sensors in substance.
(POR, 62-64; Sur-Reply, 27; EX2020, ¶154; EX1047, 8.)
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Conclusion
• Does Ground 1 actually prove simultaneous data acquisition with the claimed channels, 

rather than sequential capture plus stitching?
• No. The references teach sequential acquisition

• Does Petitioner prove independently controlling ... during a frame as claim 22 requires, 
or has it substituted downstream readout and expert-created timing diagrams for what 
the reference actually says?
• No. The references do not teach any adjustments are made during the frame

• Does Matsushima teach or even support different exposure/integration times for the 
two imaging systems, when its text repeatedly uses singular exposure language?
• No. The references teach using a single EV value for both sensors

• Has Petitioner actually explained how Yu’s dynamic-range approach fits Matsushima’s 
stitched different-FOV architecture? 
• No. A Petitioner has not met their burden of showing why a POSITA would combine the references

• For Ground 3, is Labaziewicz even prior art?
• Labaziewicz was filed after the provisional application and therefore is not prior art under 35 USC 
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Appendix
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EX1070, 17:2-15:5

EX1070, 16:14-17:20
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