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Roadmap
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1. Background of the invention
2. Claim construction
3. Prior art overview
4. Ground 3: Rosenberg does not anticipate
5. Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin does not render obvious
6. Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose does not render obvious
7. Ground 4: Rosenberg-Goldenberg is “not relevant”



Background of the invention
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Ex. 1001, 1:14-17.

Ex. 1001, 1:30-43.

• Provide vibrotactile feedback that simulates a mechanical 
detent (DE 14, POR, 6-7)



Background of the invention
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Ex. 1001, 8:41-46.

• Plurality of subsystems provide “context” (DE 14, POR, 31-38)



Background of the invention
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Ex. 1001, 2:16-18.

Ex. 1001, Fig. 2 (annotations added)

• Plurality of subsystems provide 
“context” (DE 14, POR, 31-38)



Background of the invention
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• Plurality of subsystems provide 
“context” (DE 14, POR, 32)



Background of the invention
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Ex. 1001, 4:25-34.

• Plurality of subsystems provide 
“context” (DE 14, POR, 31-38)

• Software code “may” be a 
“system”—if they provide 
“context” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 5)



Exemplary Claim 1
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Claim construction: “virtual detent”



Claim construction: “virtual detent”
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• “virtual detent” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 3-4):
o Agreed plain meaning: “vibrotactile feedback that simulates 

a mechanical detent”
o “vibrotactile feedback” and “virtual detent” are separate 

terms with different scope
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Claim construction: “detent profile”



Claim construction: “detent profile”
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• “detent profile” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 3):
o Valve’s construction: “computer code or actuator 

characteristics that represent a virtual detent”
o Immersion’s construction: plain and ordinary meaning
o No issues depend on construction
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Claim construction: “plurality of systems”



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• “input device configured to control a plurality of 
systems”
o Valve’s construction: plain and ordinary meaning, 

includes all software applications (DE 17, Reply, 20)
§ No support from intrinsic evidence
§ Based on infringement contentions
§ Fatal to Valve’s arguments



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Sole support comes from infringement contentions, EX1021:

DE 2, Petition, 52



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Valve cites no intrinsic evidence for including all applications
• Sole support comes from infringement contentions (DE 14, POR, 

30)
o Neomagic Corp. v. Trident Microsystems, 287 F.3d 1062, 1074 

(Fed. Cir. 2002) (establishing that claims may not be 
construed by reference to infringement read)



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Valve’s case law does not apply
• Immersion does not take the position that all applications are 

“systems” 
o Only those that provide context



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”

19
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• “input device configured to control a plurality of systems”
o Immersion’s construction: “an input device configured to 

control a plurality of systems, where each system to be 
manipulated provides context for virtual detents.” 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 3) (emphasis added)



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Each subsystem provides “context” (DE 14, POR, 29-38)

Ex. 1001, 8:41-46.



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Immersion’s construction does not cover all software 
applications – only those that provide “context” (DE 18, Sur-
reply, 4-7)

Ex. 1001, 4:25-34.



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Immersion’s construction does not require system-specific or 
application-specific detent profiles. (DE 17, POR, 37 n. 2)
o Each subsystem or application has a profile
o Profiles may be shared



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”

23
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• None of Valve’s Reply cites state “based on the input signal 
alone” 

DE 17, Reply, 21 (emphasis original) (annotations added)



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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• Not “based on the input signal alone” (DE 17, Reply, 21)

EX1001, 4:50-60



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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EX1001, 11:39-49

• Not “based on the input signal alone” (DE 17, Reply, 21)



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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EX1001, 12:33-38

• Not “based on the input signal alone” (DE 17, Reply, 21)



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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EX1001, 12:33-38

EX1001, Fig. 5

• Not “based on the input signal alone” (DE 17, Reply, 21)

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence



Claim construction: “plurality of systems”
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EX1001, 12:33-38

EX1001, Fig. 6

• Not “based on the input signal alone” (DE 17, Reply, 21)
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Prior art overview



Prior art overview
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• Hindsight reconstruction by combining two classes: 
(1) touchpads with only “vibrotactile effects”; 
(2) physical controls (sliders and knobs) (DE 14, POR, 1)
 

DE 11, POR, 3



Prior art overview
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• Touchpads with only “vibrotactile effects” lack:
o “virtual detents”
o “detent profiles”
o “plurality of systems”

• Sliders and knobs lack “virtual detents”
 



Prior art overview
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• Ground 3: Rosenberg’s laptop has no “virtual detents,” no 
“detent profiles,” and no “plurality of systems”

• Ground 1: Ichinose’s touchpad and Levin’s knob are 
“incompatible” and lack “virtual detents”

• Ground 2: Combining Ichinose’s vibrotactile touchpad and 
Wang’s knob still lacks “virtual detents”

• Ground 4: no longer relevant
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Ground 3: Rosenberg does not anticipate



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• Mere laptop with “vibrotactile effects” does not anticipate 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 2-3)

 

EX1009, Fig. 1



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “virtual detents” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)
o Only “vibrotactile effects”
o Despite Valve’s cherry-picking, full disclosures do not disclose 

a mechanical detent to simulate at all



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “detent profiles” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 12-14)
o Only “force profiles” from Rosenberg-II

• Does not disclose “applications” as “plurality of systems” (DE 
18, Sur-reply, 14-15)
o No construction required
o No detent profile “associated with one of the systems”

 



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “virtual detents” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)
• Valve claims Rosenberg-I explicitly discloses providing 

confirmation when “pressing a physical button” 

DE 17, Reply, 25-26 (emphasis original) annotations added.



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “virtual detents” 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)

• Valve’s support expressly states 
the opposite

• User does not press a button
• Nothing to “simulate” with a 

hover EX1009 13:41-54



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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DE 17, Reply, 25-26 (emphasis original) annotations added.

• No “virtual detents” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)
• Valve claims Rosenberg-I discloses the ’042’s “hill virtual detent”



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “virtual detents” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)
• Valve claims Rosenberg-I discloses the ’042’s “hill virtual detent”
o Anticipation compares against claims—not specification

• Despite Valve’s cherry-picking, the full disclosures do not 
disclose a mechanical detent to simulate at all



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “virtual detents” 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 7-12)

• No mention of “hill” effect

• “Scrolling” “through use of the 
cursor” has no mechanical 
control to simulate

• Pulses merely “indicate” or 
inform

EX1009 12:50-59



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• No “detent profiles” (DE 18, Sur-reply, 12-14)
o Only “force profiles” from Rosenberg-II
o No “profiles” “associated with one of the systems”
o Net MoneyIN Inc. v. Verisign, Inc., 545 F.3d 1359, 1369 (Fed. 

Cir. 2008) (holding that anticipatory references must 
“disclose those elements ‘arranged as in the claim’”)



Ground 3: Rosenberg

43
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• No “plurality of systems” under a plain and ordinary meaning or 
Immersion’s construction (DE 14, POR, 53; DE 18, Sur-reply, 14-
15)
o Only a single host “system” EX1009, 1:20-21, 1:66-67, 3:47, 

6:7-13, 7:8-9
• “[I]nvalidity by anticipation requires that the four corners of a single, 

prior art document describe every element of the claimed invention.” 
Xerox Corp. v. 3Com Corp., 458 F.3d 1310, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 2006)



Ground 3: Rosenberg
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• Valve’s arguments hinge on its improper construction that 
includes all applications (DE 18, Sur-reply, 14-15)

• No intrinsic support
• Improperly based on infringement contentions
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Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin does not render obvious



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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• Combining Ichinose’s vibrotactile touchpad with Levin’s knob 
with force profiles does not render obvious 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 1-2)

EX1015, Fig. 1A EX1016, Fig. 3B



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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DE 11, DI, 30

• Board correctly found (DE 18, Sur-reply, 21-22):



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin

48
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidencePatent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• Ichinose: no “virtual detents”
o Only  “vibrotactile effect”

• Levin: no “detent profiles”
o Only “incompatible” force profiles



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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DE 17, Reply, 6. 

• Valve argues Levin discloses “jolts” as vibrational effects

 



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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DE 11, DI, 30 fn 11. 

• No new arguments to disturb Board’s findings 
(DE 18, Sur-reply, 16)

• The Board did not rely on finding that Levin only disclosed 
“force feedback”



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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EX1016, 1:36-45

• Valve’s cites describe “force 
feedback” as assistive or 
resistive forces—not 
vibrational (DE 18, Sur-reply, 
16-17)



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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• Valve’s cites describe “force 
feedback” as assistive or 
resistive forces—not 
vibrational (DE 18, Sur-reply, 
16-17)

EX1016, 10:17-32



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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• Valve’s cites describe “force 
feedback” as assistive or 
resistive forces—not 
vibrational (DE 18, Sur-reply, 
16-17)

• “Other force effects,” such as 
vibration forces, merely 
augment

EX1016, 11:21-29



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin

54
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

EX1016, 8:11-16

• “Other force effects,” such as 
vibration forces, merely 
augment

• Vibration forces do not 
simulate a mechanical detent



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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• Valve’s cite to Rosenberg-I 
confirms a “jolt” is a single 
“force”—not vibrational
(DE 17, Reply, 11)

EX1009, 11:29-32



Ground 1: Ichinose-Levin
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DE 18, Sur-reply, 21 

• No motivation to combine
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Ground 2: 
Wang-Ichinose does not render obvious



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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EX1015, Fig. 1A EX1022, Fig. 3

• Combining Ichinose’s vibrotactile touchpad and Wang’s knob 
with force detents does not render obvious (DE 17, Reply, 2)



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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• Ichinose: no “virtual detents” 
• Wang: no “virtual detents”
• Combination lacks “virtual detents”



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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• Valve incorrectly argues that the combination was not 
addressed

DE 17, Reply, 18



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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• Valve incorrectly argues that the combination was not 
addressed

DE 17, Reply, 19



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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DE 11, DI, 32

• The Board addressed the combination (DE 18, Sur-reply, 21-22)
o Still missing “virtual detents,” e.g., vibrotactile signals to 

emulate detents



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose
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• No motivation to combine (DE 18, Sur-reply, 23-24)
• Wang discloses: “in all cases” an “actual mechanical control 

device” is used—not an “image”

EX1022, 6:21-26



Ground 2: Wang-Ichinose

64
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• No motivation to combine (DE 18, Sur-reply, 23-24)
• Lack of physical “knobs” is a “disadvantage”

EX1022, 1:26-2:2
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Ground 4: Rosenberg-Goldenberg



Ground 4: Rosenberg-Goldenberg
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• Valve contends, “Ground 4 is not relevant.” (DE 17, Reply, 28)
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