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Patent Owner’s Exhibit List for IPR2018-01140 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.63(e), Patent Owner Corephotonics Ltd., hereby 

submits its exhibit list associated with the above-captioned inter partes review of 

U.S. Patent No. 9,402,032 B2. 

Exhibit No. Description 

2013 Declaration of Duncan Moore, Ph.D. 
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2004 U.S. Patent No. 8,395,851, “Optical Lens System” 

 

2005 U.S. Patent App. Pub. 2011/0249346, “Imaging Lens Display” 

2006 U.S. Patent App. Pub. 2011/0279910, “Photographing Optical 

Lens Assembly” 

2007 U.S. Patent App. Pub. 2011/0261470, “Photographing Optical 

Lens Assembly” 

2008 190215 Deposition Transcript of Jose Sasian, Ph.D. 

2009 Exhibit 11 to 190215 Deposition Transcript of Jose Sasian, Ph.D. 

2010 Exhibit 12 to 190215 Deposition Transcript of Jose Sasian, Ph.D. 

2011 Exhibit 13 to 190215 Deposition Transcript of Jose Sasian, Ph.D. 

2012 Exhibit 1015 to Apple’s Petition for Inter Partes Review 
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