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I. Introduction 

At this stage of the proceedings, the Petition fails on at least one threshold 

issue: The Petition fails to demonstrate that Ogino alone discloses the “total track 

length” (“TTL”) limitations of Claim 1 of the ’568 patent. And, the second ground 

combining Ogino with Beich does not further address these limitations. The Petition 

as a whole, therefore, fails to demonstrate a reasonable likelihood of prevailing. 

Institution should be denied. 

The Petition’s central defect is its incorrect construction of the claim term 

“total track length (TTL).” The Petition defines TTL in reference to the distance 

from the first lens element to the “image plane.” This directly contradicts the ’568 

patent’s definition of TTL. The correct construction is found in the plain text of the 

specification: “the total track length on an optical axis between the object-side 

surface of the first lens element and the electronic sensor is marked ‘TTL’.” Ex. 

1001 at 2:2-4 (emphasis added). 

Applying this correct construction of “TTL,” the Petition fails to explain how 

Ogino discloses either that the “TTL is less than 6.5 mm” or that the “ratio of 

TTL/EFL is less than 1.0.” Instead, the Petition misleadingly cites to Ogino’s 

disclosures about “total lens length (TL)”—a different term for which Ogino 

provides an express definition that differs from “TTL.” The Petition, in turn, relies 

on disclosures in Ogino that say nothing about the distance between the first lens 
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