
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

United States Patent and Trademark Office

Before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board

Valve Corporation
(Petitioner)

v.

Immersion Corporation 
(Patent Owner)

Inter Partes Review 

No. IPR2024-00478 | U.S. Patent No. 9,430,042

Petitioner’s Demonstrative Exhibits

April 30, 2025

1DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Valve Exhibit 1095 
Valve v. Immersion 
IPR2024-00478



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Challenged Patent: U.S. Patent No. 9,430,042

2

Petition at 4-7

EX1001 at 1:30-43 (cited by Petition at 4)

EX1001 at 2:39-50 (cited by Reply at 7)
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The Challenged Patent: U.S. Patent No. 9,430,042

3

Petition at 4-7

EX1001 at 6:16-17 (cited by Petition at 5)

EX1001 at 13:47-53 (cited by Petition at 6) EX1001 at FIG. 9A (cited by Petition at 6)

EX1021 at 12-13 (cited by Petition at 15, 54)
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The Challenged Patent: U.S. Patent No. 9,430,042

4

Petition at 7

EX1001 at Claim 1 (cited by Petition at 7)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Relevant Prior Art and Grounds

5

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose (EX1015) Combined with Levin (EX1016) 1-19
103

2. Wang (EX1022) Combined with Ichinose 1-19
103

3. Rosenberg (EX1009) 1-19
102

Petition at 3
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Ground 3: Rosenberg’s Disclosure
Petition at 49-51

6

EX1009 at 12:50-64 (cited by Petition at 50)

EX1009 at FIG. 1 (cited by Petition at 49)
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Ground 3:  The Disputed Issues

7

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102

• Ground 3: Does Rosenberg’s touchpad control a “plurality of systems,” and do 

Rosenberg’s vibrational “pulses” meet the claimed “virtual detents.”? 

Reply at 19-28
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Immersion Misconstrues “Plurality of System,” But Its 

Construction is Ultimately Irrelevant

Patent Owner 

Response

8

Reply at 20-25

042 Patent

Patent Owner Response (at 38)
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Immersion Seeks to Limit the Claims Based on Optional 

Functionality

EX1001, 8:38-46 (cited by POR at 34-35) 

Immersion’s “Support”

EX1001, 4:30-34 (cited by POR at 35) 

Immersion’s “Support”

9

Reply at 21
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Immersion Misconstrues “Plurality of System”

042 Patent

“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).

Cited by Reply at 22

EX1001 at 4:50-60 (cited by Reply at 21)

EX1001 at 7:66-8:4 (cited by Reply at 21)
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Reply at 21-22
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Immersion Misconstrues “Plurality of System”

Sur-Reply

But See Ward Reply

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 67 (cited by Reply at 21)

11

Reply at 21-22

“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).

Cited by Reply at 22

Sur-Reply (at 7)
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Rosenberg’s Touchpad Controls a “Plurality of System” Even 

Under Immersion’s Construction

Rosenberg

EX1009 at 6:7-23 (cited by Reply at 23-24)

12

Reply at 23-25
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Rosenberg’s Touchpad Controls a “Plurality of System” Even 

Under Immersion’s Construction

Rosenberg

EX1009 at 13:6-21 (cited by Reply at 24)

EX1009 at 3:46-48 (cited by Reply at 24)
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Reply at 23-25
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Rosenberg’s Touchpad Controls a “Plurality of System” Even 

Under Immersion’s Construction

14

Sur-Reply

But See Ward Reply

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 101 (cited by Reply at 24)

Reply at 23-25

Sur-Reply (at 15-16)
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Ground 3:  The Disputed Issues

15

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102

• Ground 3: Does Rosenberg’s computer control a “plurality of systems,” and do 

Rosenberg’s vibrational “pulses” meet the claimed “virtual detents.”?  

Reply at 25-27
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Immersion’s “Virtual Detent” Argument

Sur-Reply

Patent Owner 

Response

16

Reply at 25-27

Sur-Reply (at 2)

Patent Owner Response (at 59)
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Rosenberg’s Pulse is the Same as the Patent’s Pulse

EX1001 at 6:16-17 (cited by Reply at 25)

Rosenberg

EX1009 at 11:29-34 (cited by Reply at 25)
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Reply at 25

042 Patent
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Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents

18

Rosenberg

Ward Reply Decl.

Reply at 25-26

EX1009 at 13:41-54 (cited by reply at 26)

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 109 (cited by Reply at 26)
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Sur-Reply

19

Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents
Reply at 25-26

EX1001 at 6:16-17 (cited by Reply at 25)

042 Patent

Sur-Reply (at 9)
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Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents

20

EX1009 at 12:50-64 (cited by Petition at 50, 53-54)

EX1001 at 13:47-14:5 (cited by Petition at 6, 53-54)

Reply at 25-26

042 Patent

Rosenberg
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Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents

21

Reply at 26

Patent Owner 

Response

But See 042 Patent

EX1001 at 1:38-41 (cited by Reply at 26)

Patent Owner Response (at 58)
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Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents

22

Reply at 26

Sur-Reply

But See Ward Decl.

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 306 (cited by Reply at 26)

Sur-Reply (at 10)
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The Relevant Prior Art and Grounds

23

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose (EX1015) Combined with Levin (EX1016) 1-19
103

2. Wang (EX1022) Combined with Ichinose 1-19
103

3. Rosenberg (EX1009) 1-19
102

Petition at 3
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Ground 1: Ichinose’s Disclosure

24

Petition at 10-17

EX1015 at FIG. 2B (cited by Petition at 11)

EX1015 at FIG. 1A (cited by Petition at 10)
Ichinose

EX1015 at 2:62-66 (cited by Petition at 11)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: Ichinose’s Disclosure

25

Petition at 10-17

EX1015 at 4:5-35 (cited by Petition at 11)

Ichinose

EX1015 at FIG. 2B (cited by Petition at 11)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1: Levin’s Disclosure

26

Petition at 10-17

Petition at 12

EX1016 at FIG. 1 (cited by Petition at 12)

EX1016 at 10:4-21 (cited by Petition at 20)

Levin
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Ground 1: The Ichinose-Levin Combination

27

Petition at 15

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 121

(cited by Petition at 15)

Petition at 15

EX1015 at FIG. 2B

(cited by Petition at 15)
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The Disputed Issues for Ground 1

28

• Ground 1:  Is Levin analogous prior art, does Levin teach vibrotactile jolts, and would 

a POSA have had reason to use vibrotactile jolts with Ichinose’s haptic touchpad? 

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102
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The Analogous Art Dispute:  No Basis In Fact or Law

29

Reply at 3-7

Patent Owner Response (at 2)

Patent Owner Response (at 5)

Patent Owner 

Response
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Mechanical Knobs Are Plainly Analogous

30

Reply at 7

c

EX1001 at 3:40-42 (cited by Reply at 7)

EX1001 at 13:37-46 (cited by Reply at 7)

EX1001 at FIG. 9A (cited by Reply at 7)

Sur-Reply

Does Not Respond

042 Patent
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Immersion’s Overly Narrow Definition of the Field of Endeavor 

Invites Legal Error

31

Reply at 3

Patent Owner Response (at 19)

Cited by Reply at 3

“The field of endeavor of a patent is not limited to the specific point of novelty, 

the narrowest possible conception of the field, or the particular focus within a 

given field.”  Unwired Planet, LLC v. Google Inc., 841 F.3d 995 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

“…the question whether the art is or is not "analogous," as that term is generally 

used in patent law, i.e., too remote to be treated as prior art....”  In re Sovish, 769 

F.2d 738, 741-42 (Fed. Cir. 1985).

“[KSR] directs us to construe the scope of analogous prior art broadly.”  Wyers v. 

Master Lock, 616 F.3d 1231, 1238 (Fed. Cir. 2010).

Cited by Reply at 3

Cited by Reply at 3 n.2
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Immersion’s Overly Narrow Definition Ignores the 

Specification’s Broader Teachings Reply at 3-7

Cited by Reply at 3

“We determine the field of endeavor "by reference to explanations of the 

invention's subject matter in the patent application, including the embodiments, 

function, and structure of the claimed invention.”  Netflix, Inc. v. DivX, LLC, 80 

F.4th 1352, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

EX1001 at 2:58 (cited by Reply at 4)

EX1001 at 6:40-45 (cited by Reply at 4)

EX1001 at 5:13-16 (cited by Reply at 4)

042 Patent

32
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Immersion’s Overly Narrow Definition Is Inconsistent With 

Immersion’s Own Understanding of the Patent Reply at 3-7

EX1088 (District Court Complaint) (cited by Reply at 4)

Patent Owner Response at 27

EX1005 (Provisional Application) (cited by Reply at 3-4)

33
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Levin Relates to Haptic Feedback for Input Devices, and Is 

Within the Patent’s Field of Endeavor Reply at 3-7

EX1002 at 406 (cited by Reply at 4)

EX1002 at 513 (cited by Reply at 4)

“[P]rior art listed in an [IDS] can be informative as to the field of endeavor.”  

Apple Inc. v. Samsung Elec., 816 F.3d 788, 803 n.8 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

34

Cited by Reply at 5
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Levin’s Teachings Are Reasonably Pertinent to the Patent’s 

Problem(s) Reply at 7

Sur-Reply

Does Not Respond

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 50 (cited by Reply at 7)

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 48 (cited by Reply at 7)
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Levin’s Teachings Are Reasonably Pertinent to the Patent’s 

Problem(s) Reply at 7

36

Patent Owner Response (at 24)

Patent Owner Response (at 2)
Patent Owner 

Response
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The Analogous Art Dispute

37

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102

• Ground 1:  Is Levin analogous prior art, does Levin teach vibrotactile jolts, and would 

a POSA have had reason to use vibrotactile jolts with Ichinose’s haptic touchpad? 
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Immersion Wrongly Limits Levin’s Jolts to a Form of Force 

Feedback Reply at 9-13

Patent Owner 

Response

38

Patent Owner Response (at 39) 

Patent Owner Response (at 41-42) 
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Levin Distinguishes Jolts from Assistive/Resistive Force 

Feedback Reply at 9-13

EX1016 at 11:54-67 (cited by Reply at 11-12)Levin

39

Patent Owner Response (at 41-42) 

Patent Owner 

Response
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Levin Distinguishes Jolts from Assistive/Resistive Force 

Feedback Reply at 9-13

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶¶ 87-88 (cited by Reply at 12); see also Pet. at 20. 

Ward Reply Decl.
EX1090

40
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” Encompass Vibrotactile 

Effects Reply at 9-13

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 71 (cited by Pet. at 1 and Reply at 9)

Ward Opening Decl.
EX1003

41
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” Encompass Vibrotactile 

Effects Reply at 9-13

Ward Opening Decl.
EX1003

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 71 (cited by Pet. at 1 and Reply at 9)

42
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” To Be Vibrotactile Effects
Reply at 9-13

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 121 (cited by Pet. at 15 and Reply at 9)

Ward Opening Decl.
EX1003

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 120 (cited by Pet. at 15 and Reply at 9)

43
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” To Be Vibrotactile Effects
Reply at 9-13

EX1009 at 11:29-33 (cited by Reply at 11)

Rosenberg
EX1009 EX1009 at 8:58 (cited by Reply at 11)

EX1009 at 11:3 (cited by Reply at 11)

44
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” To Be Vibrotactile Effects

EX1001 at 6:16-17 (cited by Reply at 11)

042 Patent

Provisional Appl.
EX1005

EX1005 at [0012] (cited by Reply at 11)

45
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” To Be Vibrotactile Effects
Reply at 9-13

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶¶ 82-83 (cited by Reply at 11) 

Ward Reply Decl.
EX1090

46
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POSAs Understood Levin’s “Jolts” To Be Vibrotactile Effects
Reply at 9-13

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 84 (cited by Reply at 11)

Ward Reply Decl.
EX1090

47
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Focuses on Inherency

Sur-Reply

48

Sur-Reply (at 16)

Sur-Reply (at 17-18)

“A reference may be read for all that it teaches, including uses beyond its 

primary purpose.”  In re Mouttet, 686 F.3d 1322, 1331 (Fed. Cir. 2012).

Cited by Reply at 8 
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But Immersion’s Focus on Inherency Is Misplaced

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 121 (cited by Pet. at 15 and Reply at 9-10)

Ward Opening Decl.
EX1003

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶ 71 (cited by Pet. at 1 and Reply at 6, 9-10 )

49



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion Concedes Mr. Ward Was Right 

Sur-Reply

50

Sur-Reply (at 18)

Sur-Reply (at 19)
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Sur-Reply

EX1016 at 1:36-38 (cited by Reply at 6)

EX1016 at 10:11-21 (cited by Reply at 6)

51

Sur-Reply (at 16)
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

EX1016 at 14:26-29 (cited by Reply at 10)

Sur-Reply

52

Levin

Sur-Reply (at 16)
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Sur-Reply

53
EX1016 at 14:26-29 (cited by Reply at 10)

Sur-Reply (at 17)

Levin
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Sur-Reply

54
EX1016 at 14:26-29 (cited by Reply at 10)

Sur-Reply (at 17-18)

Levin



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Sur-Reply

55

Sur-Reply (at 18)

EX1016 at 14:26-29 (cited by Reply at 10)
Levin
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Sur-Reply

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 77 (cited by Reply at 10)

EX1003 (Ward Decl.) at ¶121 (cited by Pet. at 15)

56

Sur-Reply (at 19)

But See 
Ward Decl.
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Immersion’s Attempt to Limit Levin’s “Jolts” Fails
Reply at 9-13

Institution Decision

Institution Decision at 30 

57
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The Motivation-to-Combine Dispute

58

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102

• Ground 1:  Is Levin analogous prior art, does Levin teach vibrotactile jolts, and would 

a POSA have had reason to use vibrotactile jolts with Ichinose’s haptic touchpad? 
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The Motivation-to-Combine Dispute 
Reply at 9-13

Patent Owner 

Response

Sur-Reply

59

Sur-Reply (at 20)

Patent Owner Response (at 44)
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The Motivation-to-Combine Dispute
Reply at 13-15

Sur-Reply

EX1016 at 10:11-21 (cited by Reply at 6)

Levin

60

Sur-Reply (at 20)
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The Relevant Prior Art and Grounds

61

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose (EX1015) Combined with Levin (EX1016) 1-19
103

2. Wang (EX1022) Combined with Ichinose 1-19
103

3. Rosenberg (EX1009) 1-19
102

Petition at 3
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Ground 3:  Wang’s Disclosure

62

Petition at 32-35

Petition at 34-35

Petition at 33

Wang
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The Disputed Issues

63

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1. Ichinose Combined with Levin 1-19 103

2. Wang Combined with Ichinose 1-19 103

3. Rosenberg 1-19 102

• Ground 2:  Is Wang analogous prior art, is Wang limited to force-feedback effects, and 

would POSAs use Wang’s effects in a touchpad? 
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Wang’s Disclosure Is Not Limited to Force Feedback
Reply at 17-19

EX1022 at Abstract (cited by Pet. at 32 and Reply at 17)

64

Wang

Ward Reply Decl.
EX1090

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at ¶ 95 (cited by Reply at 17)
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Wang’s Disclosure Is Not Limited to Force Feedback
Reply at 17-19

Patent Owner 

Response

65

Patent Owner Response (at 50)
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Wang’s Disclosure Is Not Limited to Force Feedback

Petition

66

Wang Ichinose

Petition (at 39)

Reply at 17-19
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Wang’s Disclosure Is Not Limited to Force Feedback

Institution Decision Institution Decision at 32 (cited by Reply at 19) 

67

“That the proposed combination[]—rather than one of the individual references—

discloses the disputed claim limitations does not defeat the Board’s conclusion of 

obviousness. In this case, it is sufficient that a person of ordinary skill in the art 

would have been motivated to combine the prior art in a way such that the 

combination discloses the claim limitations.”  Fleming v. Cirrus Design Corp., 28 F. 

4th 1214, 1222 (Fed. Cir. 2022).

Cited by Reply at 19

Reply at 17-19
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Additional Slides

68
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The Board Already Rejected a Similar Attempt by Immersion to 

Narrow the Claims to System-Specific Detents

Institution Decision

Institution Decision at 24-25 (cited by Reply at 21) 

Reply at 20-21



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Rosenberg’s Touchpad Controls a “Plurality of System” Even 

Under Immersion’s Construction

Ward Reply Decl.

EX1090

EX1090 at ¶¶101-102 (cited by Reply at 24)

Reply at 24
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Rosenberg’s Vibrations Are Not Generic, They Simulate Detents

71

Reply at 26

But See Ward Reply

EX1090 (Ward Reply) at 110 (cited by Reply at 26)

Reply at 26

Patent Owner 

Response

POR at 58

Patent Owner Response (at 58)
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