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I. INTRODUCTION 

Petitioner fails to meet its burden to show unpatentability of the challenged 

claims of the ‘990 Patent.  To demonstrate independent claim 27 would have been 

obvious, Petitioner must show the combination of Baker and Shiota taught or 

suggested a step of “displaying the obtained panoramic image by correcting the 

non-linearity of the initial image, performed by retrieving image points on the 

obtained image…using at least…a size L of the obtained image.”  Petitioner 

admitted that Baker fails to disclose such a feature and relied entirely on Shiota.   

But Shiota does not expressly indicate that it retrieves image points for 

correcting distortion using the size of the obtained image.  Petitioner and its expert, 

Dr. Kessler, improperly read this feature into Shiota’s discussion of 

“magnification” by ignoring the surrounding context and established 

understandings in the field.  As Patent Owner’s expert, Mr. James Munro, explains 

in his declaration (attached as Exhibit 2001), Dr. Kessler himself links together 

multiple references to “magnification” and other synonyms (i.e., “scale factor” and 

“zoom ratio”) but omits description showing these terms actually relate to operator 

selections for final display, not a size of the initial captured image.  Dr. Kessler’s 

conclusion that “magnification” merely leads to the same use of the size L of the 

obtained image as stated in claim 27 is without any substantial explanation or 

support and is contrary to a reasoned reading of the text.   
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