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Patent Owner Corephotonics Ltd. (“Corephotonics”) respectfully requests re-

view by the Director of the Final Written Decision issued by the Board in this matter. 

Pursuant to the Supreme Court’s recent decision in United States v. Arthrex, Inc., 

141 S.Ct. 1970 (2021), such review must be conducted by a principal officer 

properly appointed by the President and confirmed through advice and consent of 

the Senate. This matter has been remanded to the Patent and Trademark Office for 

purposes of requesting such review. See Order at 2, Corephotonics, Ltd. v. Apple Inc., 

No. 20-1425, ECF No. 68 (Fed. Cir., July 29, 2021). 

Corephotonics submits that the Board’s Final Written Decision in this matter 

must be reviewed and rejected because the Board failed to apply a proper construc-

tion for “point of view” in the patent. Indeed, the Board refused to construe that term, 

even though Corephotonics proposed construction for it would be dispositive of non-

obviousness. That was clear legal and procedural error that requires the Board’s Fi-

nal Written Decision of unpatentability be reversed and is the type of straightforward 

and important error that warrants Director review.  

I. BACKGROUND 

The ’152 patent at issue in this proceeding involves an innovative a dual-aper-

ture imaging (“DAI”) system that captures and combines image data from two sep-

arate cameras (a wide-angle camera and a tele-zoom camera), to output a single high-

quality zoomed image. A “different magnification image of the same scene is 
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grabbed by each [camera], resulting in field of view (FOV) overlap between the two 

[images],” as shown below in annotated Fig. 1B from the patent. ’152 patent (3:11–

14, 6:3–5); Fig. 1b (label 110 indicting the “overlap area” and 112 the “non-overlap 

area” between the two images). Here, the red annotation indicates a desired output 

image field of view that is intermediate between the fields of view of the two images: 

 

Since each camera is at a different spatial position, the images taken from the 

wide-angle and tele-zoom cameras also each have, even if only slightly, a different 

point of view (“POV”), which the patent expressly defines as the “camera angle” 

from which an image is captured. ’152 patent (9:26–28). As illustrated in the anno-

tated images reproduced below from a textbook cited in Apple’s petition (Ex. 1008 

at 29), the same objects in images taken at different camera angles (i.e., with differ-

ent points of view) will appear to have (1) different relative positions (i.e., appear 
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