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Roadmap
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1. The ’260 Patent and Background of the Invention

2. Claim construction 

A. The claimed processor steps are performed in order

B. Tactile sensation means vibrotactile sensation 

3. Ground 1: Komata does not anticipate or render obvious

4. Ground 2: Tsuji does not anticipate or render obvious

5. Ground 3: Rosenberg does not anticipate or render obvious

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



The ’260 Patent
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EX1001 at FIG 4.



Background: Problem to be Solved
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The ’260 patent recognizes that:
• users of electronic devices 

cannot always rely on visual 
feedback in distracting 
environments, e.g., when they 
need to watch the road while 
driving

• users cannot reliably or 
consistently sense the degree 
of pressure they are applying 
to a touchscreen

EX1001 at 1:60-2:5.

POR, 6-7.



Background: The ’260 Patent’s Solution
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The ’260 patent’s solution is to provide distinct 
tactile feedback sensations as confirmatory feedback 
through a user input device, such as a touchscreen, 
in response to detecting different successive levels 
of pressure a user applies to the input device

EX1001 at 8:62-9:5.
EX1001 at 2:16-37.

POR, 3, 5-10.



Disputed Claim Interpretation: 
Claimed Steps Must Occur in Order 
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Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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Claim 1

[1A] detect a first pressure on a first input device

[1B] provide a first tactile sensation to the first input device, the first tactile 
sensation based at least in part on the first pressure

[1C] detect a second pressure on the first input device, the second pressure 
greater than the first pressure

[1D] provide a second tactile sensation to the first input device, the second 
tactile sensation based at least in part on the second pressure

[1E] detect a third pressure on the first input device, the third pressure greater 
than the second pressure

[1F] provide a third tactile sensation to the first input device

POR, 11-12.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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• Same reasoning applies to read the claim consistently across the entire claim

• “[A] claim term should be construed consistently with its appearance in other 
places in the same claim or in other claims of the same patent.” Rexnord Corp. v. 
Laitram Corp., 274 F.3d 1336, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence
SR, 3-6.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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DI at 27. Pet. Reply at 4.

Valve agrees with the Board and admits that steps 1A and 1B must be read in order, 
that steps 1C and 1D must be read in order, and that steps 1E and 1F must be read in 
order

DI, 27; SR, 3-4; Reply, 4.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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Consistent Read Based on Valve’s Admitted Logic Valve’s Inconsistent Read

[1A] detect a first pressure on a first input device [1A] detect a first pressure on a first input device

[1B] provide a first tactile sensation to the first input 
device, the first tactile sensation based at least in 
part on the [detected] first pressure

[1B] provide a first tactile sensation to the first input device, 
the first tactile sensation based at least in part on the 
[detected] first pressure

[1C] detect a second pressure on the first input 
device, the [detected] second pressure greater than 
the [detected] first pressure

[1C] detect a second pressure on the first input device, the 
[detected] second pressure [predefined magnitude] greater 
than the [detected] first pressure [predefined magnitude]

[1D] provide a second tactile sensation to the first 
input device, the second tactile sensation based at 
least in part on the [detected] second pressure

[1D] provide a second tactile sensation to the first input 
device, the second tactile sensation based at least in part on 
the [detected] second pressure

[1E] detect a third pressure on the first input device, 
the [detected] third pressure greater than the 
[detected] second pressure

[1E] detect a third pressure on the first input device, the 
[detected] third pressure [predefined magnitude] greater 
than the [detected] second pressure [predefined magnitude] 

[1F] provide a third tactile sensation to the first input 
device

[1F] provide a third tactile sensation to the first input device

SR, 3-6.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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Antecedent Basis

• “Subsequent use of the definite articles ‘the’ or ‘said’ in a claim refers back to the same term recited earlier in 
the claim.” Wi- LAN, Inc. v. Apple Inc., 811 F.3d 455, 462 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

• “[w]hen the current step of a method claim refers to a previous step using the definite article ‘the,’ the claim 
language indicates that the previous step occurs sequentially before the current step.” Medtronic, Inc. v. 
Teleflex Life Scis. Ltd., 2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 6703 (Fed. Cir. Mar. 21, 2024),"

• Recited steps must be performed in order in which they are written where the use of “the” with a claim term 
referred to the same term recited earlier in the claim. Hytera Communs. Co. v. Motorola Sols., Inc., 841 Fed. 
Appx. 210, 218 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

POR, 22-28; SR, 7-8.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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Antecedent Basis

SR, 7-8.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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EX1001 at 8:62-9:5.

EX1001 at FIG. 4.

POR, 9-10.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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EX1001 at FIG. 2.
EX1001 at FIG. 3.

EX1001 at FIG. 5.

POR, 5-10.



Each Claimed Step Must Occur in Order
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EX1010 at 21.

EX1010 at 23.

EX1010 at 24.

PO’s position in previous IPR urged a 
special construction “single touch 
interaction” that the Board found as not 
grounded in the plain claim language  

POR, 15-16.



Disputed Claim Term: “tactile sensation”
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Tactile sensation: Vibrotactile sensation
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EX1001, 3:53-67
EX1001, 4:30-42

PR, 10, 31-34; SR, 10-11.



Tactile sensation: Vibrotactile sensation
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EX1001, 3:53-67

• The phrase “other haptic sensations” 
refers to how the vibrotactile 
actuator includes a flexure coupled 
to the rotating shaft of a DC motor 
can transform the rotation of the 
shaft to into a haptic sensation. 

• This does not disclose a non-
vibrotactile sensation.

SR, 11-12.



Tactile sensation: Vibrotactile sensation
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EX1001, 8:1-8.

EX1001, 8:13-25.

EX1001, 9:34-44.

EX1001, 9:56-64.

SR, 10-11.



Tactile sensation: Vibrotactile sensation
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EX1001, 11:63-67

EX1001, 10:54-59.

EX1001, 10:17-25.

EX1001, 13:11-24

SR, 10-11.



Prior Art Summary
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Prior Art Summary
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1. Ground 1: Komata does not disclose the ordered claim steps

2. Ground 2: Tsuji does not disclose the ordered claim steps

3. Ground 3: Rosenberg

A. Discloses only one pressure (button click) – not increasing three pressures

B. Does not disclose the ordered claim steps

C. Does not disclose “tactile sensations”

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence
POR, 50-54; SR, 12-14.



Ground 1: Komata
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Ground 1: Komata
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• Komata does not anticipate or render obvious

o Komata does not disclose the ordered claim steps

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence
POR, 50-54; SR, 10-11.



Komata Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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Komata does not disclose detecting 
progressively increasing pressure levels 
that were applied in sequence and 
providing corresponding tactile 
sensations for each of the detected 
pressures in the ordered sequence

EX1005 at FIG. 2.

POR, 50-54; SR, 10-11.



Komata Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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EX1005 at FIG. 2.
EX2010 at 23:1-16.

POR, 51-52.



Komata Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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EX1005 at FIG. 2.

EX2010 at 26:20-27:6.

POR, 51-52.



Komata Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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“Inherency […] may not be established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact 
that a certain thing may result from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient.” 
Cont'l Can Co. USA, Inc. v. Monsanto Co., 948 F.2d 1264, 1269 (Fed. Cir. 1991).

POR, 53.



Ground 2: Tsuji
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Ground 2: Tsuji
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• Tsuji does not anticipate or render obvious

o Tsuji does not disclose the ordered claim steps

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence
POR, 54-58; SR, 14-17.



Tsuji Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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Komata does not disclose detecting 
three progressively increasing pressure 
levels that were applied in sequence to 
the touchscreen in the successive order 
and providing corresponding tactile 
sensations for each of the detected 
pressures in the ordered sequence

EX1007 at Fig. 13.

POR, 54-58; SR, 14-17.



Tsuji Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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EX2010 at 40:2-7.

EX1007 at Fig. 13.

POR, 56.



Tsuji Does Not Disclose the Ordered Claim Steps
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“Inherency […] may not be established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact 
that a certain thing may result from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient.” 
Cont'l Can Co. USA, Inc. v. Monsanto Co., 948 F.2d 1264, 1269 (Fed. Cir. 1991).

POR, 57.



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• Rosenberg does not anticipate or render obvious

o Discloses only one pressure (button click) – not increasing three pressures

o Does not disclose the ordered claim steps

o Does not disclose “tactile sensations”

POR, 58-66; SR, 17-22.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose All Claim Elements
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• Rosenberg’s conventional (single click) mouse does not provide multi-press or 
multi-stage button functionality, and thus does not disclose three increasing 
pressures under the plain and ordinary meaning of the challenged claims

• Rosenberg does not disclose the ordered claim steps

• Rosenberg does not disclose the mouse outputting “tactile sensations”

• Each of these deficiencies is independently fatal

POR, 58-66; SR, 17-22.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose Continuous Detection of 
Progressively Increasing Pressure During Normal Operation
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• Rosenberg’s conventional mouse button 
does not offer multi-press / multi-stage 
functionality, and thus Rosenberg does 
not disclose continuous detection of 
progressively increasing pressure on the 
mouse button and corresponding tactile 
sensations for each successive press

 
• Rosenberg only offers the user a single 

ON/OFF mouse button click functionality

EX1008 at FIGs. 8-9.

POR, 46-48, 59-62; SR, 18-21.



Rosenberg’s Conventional Mouse Does 
Not Support Multi-Press Functionality
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EX1008 at FIGs. 8-9.

• Rosenberg’s disclosure and whether it meets the 
claims of the ’260 patent must be read in the 
context of the state of the art at the time of 
Rosenberg. Innova/Pure Water, Inc. v. Safari 
Water Filtration Sys., 381 F.3d 1111, 1116 (Fed. 
Cir. 2004).

• At the time, Rosenberg’s mouse was a 
conventional mouse that did not support multi-
press, multi-stage input buttons

 

POR, 46-48, 59-62; SR, 18.



Rosenberg’s Conventional Mouse Does 
Not Support Multi-Press Functionality
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EX1008 at 2:5-15.

• Rosenberg is titled “Low Cost Feedback Devices”

• Rosenberg deliberately uses a conventional mouse to keep costs low

POR, 46-50; SR, 21-22.



Rosenberg’s Conventional Mouse Does 
Not Support Multi-Press Functionality
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EX2010 at 43:19-44:9.
EX1008 at FIGs. 8-9.

Valve’s expert confirms that Rosenberg’s 
conventional mouse does not disclose multi-press

POR, 59-61.



Rosenberg’s Conventional Mouse Does 
Not Support Multi-Press Functionality
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EX1008 at FIGs. 8-9.

EX2010 at ¶105.

Dr. Akl’s testimony is unrebutted and 
confirmed by Valve’s expert 

POR, 48, 59-61.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose Continuous 
Detection of Three Increasing Pressures
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EX1008 at FIGs. 8-9.

EX1008 at 25:33-26:4.

Rosenberg’s passage below does not disclose detecting 
successive pressures and outputting tactile sensations 
for each successive press—instead, only discloses 
“determine the position” (continuously) and “to control 
a force output,” e.g., “a simple on or off”

POR, 48, 59-63; SR, 17-20.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose Continuous 
Detection of Three Increasing Pressures
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• Immersion does not attack a “strawman” 

• Rosenberg only describes a “spring 
force” effect, where a magnitude of 
force depends on distance of the button 
from the origin of the spring.

• Rosenberg describes how to implement 
this effect on a conventional mouse, i.e., 
with an inverse relationship for only two 
positions: 
1. Single button press: single 

pressure, light spring force
2. Resting position: no pressure, 

heavy spring force

EX1008 at 30:29-36 .

POR, 48, 59-62; SR, 17-21.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose Continuous 
Detection of Three Increasing Pressures
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• Rosenberg does not describe multi-press

• Valve’s erroneous read of Rosenberg’s disclosure:

“For example, when the user positions the cursor 446 over an icon 456 and presses 
the button [lightly], a light spring force resists the pressed motion of the button. 
When the user positions cursor 446 over a different graphical object, such as icon 
460, [and presses the button harder], a heavy spring force is output having a 
greater magnitude than the spring force for icon 456.”
 

POR, 48, 59-62; SR, 19-21.



Rosenberg Does Not Disclose Continuous 
Detection of Three Increasing Pressures
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EX1008 at 37:28-38:22.

• Claim 30 only describes a predetermined 
position for a single button press

• Claim 30 does not describe three pressures – 
it only describes one.

• Claim 35 depends on claim 30 and thus only 
recites detecting three positions – nothing 
more

• Claim 36 depends on Claim 33, which 
depends on Claim 30, and thus by way of 
antecedent basis:
o the “said position of said button” refers 

to the predetermined position for the 
single button press

o the “said output force” refers to the 
output force applied for the single 
button press 

POR, 62-63.



Rosenberg’s Mouse Mouse Button 
Does Not Output Vibrotactile Sensations
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Petitioner admits that Rosenberg’s mouse 
button provides feedback that mimics a 
mechanical spring 

EX1008 at FIG. 9.
Petition at 62.

POR, 63-65; Pet., 62.
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