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The Challenged Patent: U.S. Patent No. 7,336,260

EX1001 at 2:16-37 (cited by Petition at 3)

EX1001 at 5:48-53 (cited by Petition at 4)

2

EX1001 at FIG. 9 (cited by Petition at 5)

Petition at 3-5
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The Challenged Claims

3

Petition at 6

EX1001 at claim 1 (cited by Petition at 6)
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The Relevant Prior Art and Grounds

4

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Komata (EX1005) 1-7
102/103

2. Tsuji (EX1007) 1-7
102/103

3. Rosenberg (EX1008) 1-7
102/103

Petition at 2-3
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The Disputed Issues

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Komata 1-7
102/103

2. Tsuji 1-7
102/103

3. Rosenberg 1-7
102/103

5

• Grounds 1 and 2:  Must the three claimed “pressures” be detected in 

sequential order? If not, Immersion concedes the claims are 

unpatentable. If not, Immersion concedes the claims are unpatentable.

• Ground 3:   Is a “tactile sensation” limited to a “vibrotactile sensation” 

(no), and does Rosenberg detected three pressures and provide three 

tactile sensations (yes)?
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The Sequential-Order Dispute:  The Board Has Twice Rejected 

Immersion’s Argument

6

Institution Decision in IPR2016-01884 (EX1010) Institution Decision in IPR2024-00477 (Paper 12)

Reply at 2-3
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The Claim Recites Relative Magnitudes, Not a Temporal Order

7

“First, we look to the words of the claims themselves…to define the scope of the 

patented invention.”  Vitronics Corp. v. Conceptronic, 90 F.3d 1576, 1582 

(Fed. Cir. 1996).

Cited by Petition at 10

Pet. at 10-12
Reply at 2-6

EX1001 at claim 1 (cited by Petition at 6)
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The Board Agreed at Institution

8

Institution Decision at 27 (cited by Reply at 3)
Institution Decision (Paper No. 12)

“The use of the terms ‘first’ and ‘second’ is a common patent-law convention to 

distinguish between repeated instances of an element or limitation….  [T]he use 

of the terms “first…pattern” and ‘second…pattern’ is equivalent to a reference 

to ‘pattern A’ and ‘pattern B,’ and should not in and of itself impose a serial or 

temporal limitation onto claim 1.”  3M Innov. Props. Co. v. Avery Dennison Corp., 

350 F.3d 1365, 1371 (Fed. Cir. 2003)

Cited by Reply at 6

Institution Decision in this Trial (at 27)

Reply at 2-3
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The Board Agreed at Institution in the Apple IPR Too

9

Institution Decision in IPR2016-01884 (EX1010) at 23-24 

(cited by Reply at 2)

Institution Decision in IPR2016-01884 (EX1010)

Institution Decision in the Apple Trial

Reply at 2

Cited by Reply at 7

“First, we look to the claim language to determine if, as a matter of logic or grammar, they must 

be performed in the order written…If not, we next look to the rest of the specification to 

determine whether it directly or implicitly requires such a narrow construction. If not, the 

sequence in which such steps are written is not a requirement.”  Altiris, Inc. v. Symantec Corp., 
318 F.3d 1363, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (quotation omitted).
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The Specification Does Not Require the Pressures to Be 

Detected In Sequential Order

10
Cited by Reply at 7

“First, we look to the claim language to determine if, as a matter of logic or grammar, they must 

be performed in the order written…If not, we next look to the rest of the specification to 

determine whether it directly or implicitly requires such a narrow construction. If not, the 

sequence in which such steps are written is not a requirement.”  Altiris, Inc. v. Symantec Corp., 
318 F.3d 1363, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (quotation omitted).

EX1001, 14:43-15:15; FIG. 9 (cited by Reply at 7)

Pet. at 10-12
Reply at 7-9
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The Board Agreed at Institution

11

Institution Decision at 29 (cited by Reply at 7)

Institution Decision (Paper No. 12)

Institution Decision (at 29)

Reply at 7-9
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Immersion’s Response to Figure 9 Invites Legal Error

12

Patent Owner Response at 29-30 (cited by Reply at 7-8)Patent Owner Response (Paper No. 12)

“We normally do not interpret claims in a way that excludes embodiments 

disclosed in the specification.”  Google LLC v. EcoFactor, Inc., 92 F.4th 1049, 

1058 (Fed. Cir. 2024).

Patent Owner Response (at 29-30)

Reply at 7-9

Cited by Reply at 8-9



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion’s Response to Figure 9 Invites Legal Error

13

Patent Owner Response at 30 (cited by Reply at 8)Patent Owner Response (Paper No. 12)

Cited by Reply at 8-9

“Nor are claims ordinarily limited in scope to the preferred embodiment.”  
Altiris, Inc. v. Symantec Corp., 318 F.3d 1363, 1370 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

Patent Owner Response (at 30)

Reply at 7-9
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Immersion’s Logic / Grammer Argument Fails

14

Patent Owner Response (at ii)

Patent Owner Response (at 25)

1A

1B

1C

Patent Owner Response at 25

Reply at 3-6

EX1001 at claim 1 (cited by Petition at 6)
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Immersion’s Logic / Grammer Argument Fails

15

Institution Decision at 27 

(cited by Reply at 3-4)

Institution Decision (at 27)

Reply at 3-6

1A

1B

1C

EX1001 at claim 1 (cited by Petition at 6)
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Immersion’s Antecedent-Basis Cases Are Easily Distinguished

16

Cited by Reply at 10

Reply at 9-11

Cited by Reply at 10
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Immersion’s Antecedent-Basis Cases Are Easily Distinguished

17

Hytera Comms. v. Motorola Sols., 
841 F. App’x 210 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

Cited by Reply at 11

Reply at 9-11

Cited by Reply at 11

Cited by Reply at 11
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Immersion’s Antecedent-Basis Cases Are Easily Distinguished

18

Tuna Processors v. Hawaii Int’l Seafood, 
327 F. App’x 204 (Fed. Cir. 2009)

Cited by Reply at 11

Reply at 9-11

Cited by Reply at 11



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion’s Antecedent-Basis Cases Are Easily Distinguished

19

Medtronic, Inc. v. Teleflex Life Scis., 
2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 6703 (Fed. Cir. 2024)

Cited by Reply at 10

Reply at 9-11

Cited by Reply at 10
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Even Under Immersion’s Construction, Komata Anticipates

20

EX1005, [0091] 

(cited by Reply at 17)

Reply at 17-18

EX1005, FIG. 4 

(cited by Petition at 14)

Komata
EX1005

EX1005, FIG. 2 

(cited by Petition at 18)
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Even Under Immersion’s Construction, Tsuji Anticipates

21

Ward Decl. (EX1003) at 260 

(cited by Reply at 18)

Reply at 18-19

EX1007 at [0111] 

(cited by Reply at 18)

Tsuji
EX1007

Ward Opening Decl.
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The Rosenberg Disputes

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Komata 1-7
102/103

2. Tsuji 1-7
102/103

3. Rosenberg 1-7
102/103

22

Reply at 19-26

• Grounds 1 and 2:  Must the three claimed “pressures” be detected in 

sequential order? If not, Immersion concedes the claims are 

unpatentable. If not, Immersion concedes the claims are unpatentable.

• Ground 3:   Is a “tactile sensation” limited to a “vibrotactile sensation” 

(no), and does Rosenberg detected three pressures and provide three 

tactile sensations (yes)?
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The Rosenberg Disputes: “Tactile Sensation”

23

Patent Owner Response at 19

Immersion’s 

Position

Reply at 12-16
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The Rosenberg Disputes: “Tactile Sensation”

24

Patent Owner Response at 63

Patent Owner Response (at 63)

Reply at 25-26
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Everyone Agrees that the Plain Meaning of “Tactile Sensation” 

Is Not Limited To Vibrotactile Sensations

25

Patent Owner Response (at 33) Petitioner’s Reply (at 12)

Institution Decision (at 39)

Patent Owner Response at 33

Institution Decision at 39

Reply at 12

Reply at 12-16, 25-26
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

26

“The words of a claim are generally given their ordinary and customary meaning as 
understood by a person of ordinary skill in the art when read in the context of the 
specification and prosecution history.  There are only two exceptions to this general rule: 1) 
when a patentee sets out a definition and acts as his own lexicographer, or 2) when the 
patentee disavows the full scope of a claim term either in the specification or during 
prosecution.”  Thorner v. Sony Comp. Ent. Am. LLC, 669 F.3d 1362, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2012) 
(quotation and cite omitted)

“[A] definition that states what a term ‘includes’ is open-ended.”  Charleston Area Med. Ctr. v. 
United States, 940 F.3d 1362, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2019)

EX1001, 3:44-52 (cited by POR at 31-32) 

Immersion’s “Support”

Reply at 12-16

Cited by Reply at 13

Cited by Reply at 12-13
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

27

EX1001, 3:14 (cited by Reply at 13) 

EX1001, 3:51-60 (cited by POR at 32) 

Immersion’s Additional “Support”

EX1001, 20:24-26 (cited by Reply at 13) 

But Exemplary Embodiments Are Not Limiting

“[W]e have repeatedly held that it is not enough that the only embodiments, or all of the 
embodiments, contain a particular limitation to limit claims beyond their plain meaning.”  
Unwired Planet, LLC v. Apple, Inc., 829 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (quotation omitted).

Cited by Reply at 14

Reply at 12-16
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

28

Immersion’s Additional “Support”

Immersion Does Not Dispute that Friction Brakes Are Not Limited To Providing Vibrations

“[W]e have repeatedly held that it is not enough that the only embodiments, or all of the 
embodiments, contain a particular limitation to limit claims beyond their plain meaning.”  
Unwired Planet, LLC v. Apple, Inc., 829 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (quotation omitted).

Reply at 14

Cited by Reply at 14

Reply at 12-16

EX1001, 3:51-60 (cited by POR at 32) 
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

29

EX1001, 4:35-42 (cited by POR at 32) 

EX1001, 3:14 (cited by Reply at 13) EX1001, 20:24-26 (cited by Reply at 13) 

But Exemplary Embodiments Are Not Limiting

Immersion’s Additional “Support”

“[W]e have repeatedly held that it is not enough that the only embodiments, or all of the 
embodiments, contain a particular limitation to limit claims beyond their plain meaning.”  
Unwired Planet, LLC v. Apple, Inc., 829 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (quotation omitted).

Cited by Reply at 14

Reply at 12-16
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

30

Sur-Reply at 11

Immersion’s Additional 

“Support”

EX1001, 10:54-59

EX1001, 14:53-57 

But Exemplary Embodiments Are Not Limiting

“[W]e have repeatedly held that it is not enough that the only embodiments, or all of the 
embodiments, contain a particular limitation to limit claims beyond their plain meaning.”  
Unwired Planet, LLC v. Apple, Inc., 829 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (quotation omitted).

Cited by Reply at 14

Reply at 12-16
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The Board’s Preliminary Construction Is Right

Institution Decision at 39

“[W]e have repeatedly held that it is not enough that the only embodiments, or all of the 
embodiments, contain a particular limitation to limit claims beyond their plain meaning.”  
Unwired Planet, LLC v. Apple, Inc., 829 F.3d 1353, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016) (quotation omitted).

Cited by Reply at 14

Reply at 12

Institution Decision (at 39)

31
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Rosenberg’s Spring-Force Embodiment Anticipates

32

EX1008, FIG. 9 (cited by Reply at 19-20) 

Petition at 57-73
Reply at 19-26

EX1008, 30:29-31 (cited by Reply at 19-20) 
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Rosenberg’s Spring-Force Embodiment Anticipates

33

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Petition at 57-73
Reply at 19-26

EX1008, 30:29-33 (Reply at 22) 
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Rosenberg’s Spring-Force Embodiment Anticipates

34

EX1008, Claims 35 & 36 (cited by Reply at 24-25) 

Petition at 57-73
Reply at 19-26
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Rosenberg’s Spring-Force Embodiment Anticipates

35

Ward Decl. at ¶¶ 324, 330, 339-40 

(cited by Petition at 61-62, 64) 

Petition at 57-73
Reply at 19-26
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

36

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 60)

Reply at 21 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

37

The “on-off” switch is a 

different embodiment.

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 60)

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Petion at 58 and Reply at 22) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

38

The “on-off” switch is a 

different embodiment.

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 60)

EX1008, 28:20-25 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

39

The “on-off” switch is a 

different embodiment.

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 60)

EX1008, 30:29-34 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

40

Petitioner’s Expert 

(Mr. Ward)

Ward Decl. at ¶ 335 

(cited by Petition at 63)

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

41

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 61-62)

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

42

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 62)

EX1008, Claims 30, 35-36 

(Reply at 24-25) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

43

Immersion’s Strawman

(POR at 62)

EX1008, Claims 30, 35-36 

(Reply at 24-25) 

Reply at 20-25
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Immersion’s Counter-Argument Attacks a “Click” Strawman 

and Is Premised on Speculation

44

Immersion’s Strawman

(Sur-Reply at 17-18)

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Petition at 58) 
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Immersion’s Attorney Argument Ignores Valve’s Expert 

Testimony

45

Immersion’s Sur-Reply 

Argument

Petitioner’s Expert 

(Mr. Ward)

Ward Decl. at ¶¶ 330-31 (cited by Petition at 62 and Reply at 19) 

Sur-Reply at 19-20
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Immersion’s Attorney Argument Misunderstands How a Spring 

Works

46

Petitioner’s Expert 

(Mr. Ward)

Immersion’s Sur-Reply 

Argument

Sur-Reply at 20

Ward Decl. at ¶¶ 330-31 (cited by Petition at 62 and Reply at 19) 
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Immersion’s Attorney Argument Misunderstands How a Spring 

Works

47

Petitioner’s Expert 

(Mr. Ward)

Immersion’s Sur-Reply 

Argument

Sur-Reply at 20-21

Ward Decl. at ¶¶ 330-31 
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Additional Slides

48
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Immersion’s Antecedent Basis Fails

49

Petitioner’s Reply (at 6)

A
B

C

EX1001, FIG. 9 (cited by Reply at 8)

Reply at 5-6, 9-11
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

50

Reply at 12-16

Patent Owner Response (at 33)

EX1001 at 2:18-20 (cited by Reply at 15)

042 Patent

Immersion’s Argument
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There is No Disavowal or Redefinition

51

“The canons of claim construction provide additional reason to limit the scope of the claims 
to wired communication. If, after applying all other available tools of claim construction, a 
claim is ambiguous, it should be construed to preserve its validity.”  Ruckus Wireless, Inc. v. 
Innovative Wireless Solutions, 824 F.3d 999, 1004 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

Cited by Reply at 16

Reply at 12-16

Patent Owner Response (at 34)

Immersion’s Argument
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Rosenberg’s Spring-Force Embodiment Anticipates

52

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Reply at 22) 

Petition at 57-73
Reply at 19-26

EX1008, 25:33-26:4 (cited by Reply at 22) 

EX1008, 28:20-25 (cited by Reply at 22) 
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Immersion Does Not Dispute that the Claimed “Tactile 

Sensations” Can Be The Same.

53

Does Not Dispute

Patent Owner Response

Petition at 12-13

Petition at 12-13
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