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The Petition’s Grounds

GROUND REFERENCE(S) CLAIMS BASIS

1 Banerjee 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

2 Meglan 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

3 Rogers 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

Meglan Rogers

EX1012 EX1010

Banerjee

EX1011

2

Paper No.2 – Petition at 4
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Immersion Waived Arguments Not in the POR

Paper No. 10 – Scheduling Order at 10

Scheduling Order
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The ’067 Patent Is Directed to Integrating Haptics 

Into an Augmented Reality System

Petition

The ’067 Patent

EX1001 (’067 Patent) at 1:8-9 (cited Petition, 1); at 19-22 (cited Petition, 3) 

*   *   *

Paper No.2 – Petition at 1

(Petition, 1)
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The Independent Claims

EX1001 (’067 Patent) at 10:41-58, Claim 1

The ’067 Patent

(Petition, 91-93)
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GROUND REFERENCE(S) CLAIMS BASIS

1 Banerjee 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

2 Meglan 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

3 Rogers 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

Ground 1 – Banerjee

6
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Banerjee Overview

Banerjee

Petition

Open Surgery Station (“OSS”) (Petition, 9-10)

Banerjee

Microsurgery Station (“MSS”) (cited Petition, 11-12)

Paper No.2 – Petition at 9
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Banerjee Meets Even Immersion’s Overly-Narrow Construction

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 14

(Reply, 1)

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 1

Paper No. 12 - POR at 9

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 10
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The Petition Established That Banerjee’s Haptic Device 22 

(Including Stylus 27) Meets the Claimed “Proxy Object” 

Banerjee

Paper No.2 – Petition at 15 (annotating EX1001 (Banerjee) Figs. 1 and 4)

(Petition 14-16, Reply, 9)

Institution Decision

Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 16

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 14-16

*   *   *

*   *   *
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Immersion’s Arguments All Hinge On Its Already Rejected and Erroneous 

Assertion That Banerjee’s Stylus 27 is Not Part of Haptic Device 22 
(Reply, 10)

Paper No. 12 - POR at 19

Paper No. 12 - POR at 20

Paper No. 12 - POR at 22

Patent Owner’s Response
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Banerjee

EX1011 (Banerjee) at Claim 1 (cited Institution Decision, 16)

11

Banerjee is Explicit that the Haptic Device 22 Includes Stylus 27

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 11

EX1011 (Banerjee) at [0062] (cited Petition, 16, Reply, 11)

EX1011 (Banerjee) at [0042] (cited Petition, 15, Reply, 11) EX1011 (Banerjee) at [0037] (cited POR, 22)
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Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Does Not Superimpose 

Images on Haptic Device 22 Fails

12

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 26

Banerjee

EX1011 (Banerjee) at [0034] (cited Petition, 15 and 18)

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 14-15

Paper No.2 – Petition at 18
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Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Fig. 4 Shows 

that Stylus 27 is Not Part of Haptic Device 22 Fails

EX1011 (Banerjee) at Fig. 4 (cited Petition, 15)

BanerjeePatent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 22
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Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Discloses an Interface 

Between Stylus 27 and Haptic Device 22 is False

EX1011 (Banerjee) [0037] (cited POR, 22)

Banerjee

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 22
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Also Fail to Acknowledge 

that Banerjee’s Haptic Device 22 Includes the Stylus 27

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 10-11

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 12

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 13

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 91

Banerjee

EX1011 (Banerjee) [0037] (cited POR, 22)
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Mischaracterizes Valve’s Claim Mapping

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 14, 16

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 13-14

*   *   *

*   *   *

Banerjee

Paper No.2 – Petition at 15 (annotating EX1001 (Banerjee) Figs. 1 and 4)

Paper No.2 – Petition at 24

*   *   *

*   *   *

< one or more haptic 

output devices

< [haptic device 22]
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Immersion’s Assertion that the Board Recognized that Banerjee 

Has No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False

17

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 13
Institution Decision

Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 20 Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 13-14

Institution DecisionPatent Owner’s Sur-Reply
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 13

Welch Declaration

EX1003 (Welch Declaration) at ¶1130

Immersion’s Assertion that Valve Does Not Dispute that Banerjee Has 

No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 24-25

*   *   *
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GROUND REFERENCE(S) CLAIMS BASIS

1 Banerjee 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

2 Meglan 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

3 Rogers 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

Ground 2 – Meglan

19
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Meglan Overview

20

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 46

Meglan

Petition 48 (annotating EX1012 (Meglan) at Figs. 5 and 8)Petition 46 (annotating EX1012 (Meglan) at Figs. 1-2)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Showed that the Proxy Object is Met by Substrate 

2000 Alone as Well as By Surrogate 20 and the Two Together

21

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 48, 50

Meglan

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0114] (cited Petition, 50)
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The Petition Showed that All Claimed Requirements Relating 

to the Proxy Object are Met By the Substrate 2000

22

Paper No.2 – Petition at 51-52

Paper No.2 – Petition at 53-54

*   *   *

*   *   *

Paper No.2 – Petition at 48-50

*   *   *

*   *   *

Petition
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The POR Only Argued that Meglan Does Not Track 

the Position of the Proxy Object (Substrate 2000)

23

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at iii, 30
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The POR’s Assertion that Meglan Does Not Track 

the Position of the Substrate Fails

24

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 – POR at 30

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0113] (cited Petition, 53-54)

Meglan

Paper No. 2 – Petition at 53-54

Petition

*   *   *
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Meglan Uses the Position of the Substrate 

to Determine a Haptic Effect

25

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0113] (cited Petition, 54)

Meglan

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0116] (cited Reply, 15)

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 – POR at 29

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 15

Paper No. 12 – POR at 33
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Immersion’s Assertion that the Petition Only Relied on the 

Position of the Trainee’s Hands/Fingers Fails

26

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0107] (cited Petition, 58)

Meglan

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 – POR at 31

Paper No. 12 – POR at 32

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 57-58
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Admits that the Only POR Argument 

Against the Substrate Meeting the Proxy Object Fails

27

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at iii, 30

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 19
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Does Not Refute that Meglan Determines the 

Position of the Substrate 2000 and Instead Offers New Arguments

28

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 30

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at ii, iii
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Makes a Host of New Arguments 

That Should Not be Considered

29

Petitioner’s Identification of New Arguments

Paper No. 25 at 1-2

Paper No. 10 – Scheduling Order at 10

Scheduling Order

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 91
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Fails to Identify Anywhere in the POR Where 

the Sur-Reply Arguments Were Advanced

30

Board’s Email - April 9, 2025 

Board 4/9/25 Email
Patent Owner’s Paper 27

Paper 27 at 1

Paper 27 at 2

*   *   *

*   *   *
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If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because 

Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate

31

Petition

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 17

*   *   *

*   *   *

*   *   *

Paper No.2 – Petition at 51-53
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If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because 

Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate

32

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 53 EX1012 (Meglan) Fig. 8 (citing Petition, 49)
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If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because 

Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate

33

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 18

Meglan

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0112] (cited Sur-reply, 18)

Petition

Paper No.2 – Petition at 91
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because Meglan’s 

Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate

34

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 18

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 18, 21
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GROUND REFERENCE(S) CLAIMS BASIS

1 Banerjee 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

2 Meglan 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

3 Rogers 1-8, 11-12, 15-21 102/103

Ground 3 – Rogers

35
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Rogers Overview

36

Petition

Virtual-Reality Gaming System: Paper No.2 – Petition at 67-68



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1010 (Rogers) at Fig. 11 (cited Petition at 69-70)

Rogers

Rogers’s Directional Interface Object is a 

Proxy Object Tracked by Sensors

37

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0044] (cited Petition at 70, 

72-73, 75-76; POR at 39, 42; Sur-reply at 25)

Petition

Paper No.2 – 

Petition at 72-73
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Rogers’s System Determines a Haptic Effect 

When Firing and Reloading

38

EX1010 (Rogers) at Figs.8, 11(cited Petition at 68-70)

Rogers

Directional Interface Object 104

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0105] (cited Petition at 69-70; 76-77)
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The Petition Establishes That Rogers’s Meets Limitation [1D2]: “determine 

a haptic effect based in part on data received from the sensor”

39

(Petition 77, Reply, 19-26)

Paper No.2 – Petition at 77

*   *   *

Petition

Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 28

Institution Decision
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure of Sensors

40

(POR, 44)

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 37

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0047] (cited Reply at 21)

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0044] (cited Petition at 70, 72-73, 

75-76; POR at 39, 42; Sur-reply at 25)

Rogers
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure 

of Using the Camera

41

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 38 

EX1010 (Rogers) at Fig. 11 (cited Petition at 69-70)

Rogers

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0105],[0106] (cited Petition at 76-77; Reply at 19-20)

*   *   *
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s 

Disclosure of Using the Inertial Sensor

42

EX1040 at 1548, 1282 (cited Reply at 22-23)

Collins English Dictionary 2016

*   *   *

*   *   *

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 41 (cited Petition at 76-77; Reply at 19-20)

EX1010 (Rogers) at Claim 17 (cited Reply at 19, 23)

Rogers
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s 

Disclosure of Firing and Reloading

43

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 23

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0106](Reply, 25-26)
EX1010 (Rogers) at [0105] (cited Petition at 76-77; Reply at 19-20)

Rogers
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure 

of Modified Visual Effect

44

(POR, 44-45)

Paper No. 12 - POR at 45

Patent Owner’s Response Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 26

EX1010 (Rogers) at Claim 17 (cited Reply at 19, 23)

*   *   *

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0018] (cited Petition at 74-76; Reply at 25)

Rogers
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Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure 

of Modified Visual Effect

45

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0047] (cited Reply at 21; Sur-Reply at 26)

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 26

EX1010 (Rogers) at [0105],[0106] (cited Petition at 76-77; Reply at 19-20)

Rogers

*   *   *



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Additional Slides

46
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Immersion’s Claim Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to 

‘Contain Inside’ a Haptic Output Device Fails

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 10
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Immersion’s Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to ‘Contain 

Inside’ a Haptic Device Excludes the Haptic Tape Embodiment

48

EX1001 (’067 Patent) at 4:25-33 (cited Reply, 4)

The ’067 Patent Modarres

EX1039 at 5:16-34 (cited Reply, 4, Sur-Reply, 2-3)

EX1039 at Fig. 3 (cited Reply, 4 and Sur-reply, 2-3)
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Immersion’s Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to ‘Contain 

Inside’ a Haptic Device Excludes the Haptic Tape Embodiment

49

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 1

The ’067 Patent

EX1001 (’067 Patent) at 4:26-39 (cited Sur-reply, 1)
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Immersion’s Attempt to Rely on an Unentered Amendment Fails

50

Patent Owner’s Response

Paper No. 12 - POR at 13

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 2
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Meglan Tracks the Position of the Proxy Object 

as Well as the Trainee’s Hands

Institution Decision

Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 25

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 13-14
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Immersion’s Surreply Argument that Meglan Does Not Track the 

Position of the Surrogate to Determine a Haptic Effect Fails

52

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 15

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 17

Meglan

EX1012 (Meglan) at [0090] (cited Petition, 58)

Institution Decision

Paper No.9 – Institution Decision at 25
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Guy (EX1017)

EX1017 (Guy) at Cover (cited Petition, 25)

Immersion’s Assertion that the Valve Does Not Dispute that Banerjee 

Has No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False

Massie (EX1018)

*   *   *

*   *   *

*   *   *

*   *   *

EX1018 (Massie) at Cover (cited Petition, 25)
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Paper No. 12 - POR at 9

Patent Owner’s Response

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 3

The Parties Agree that the Board Need Not Resolve 

the Claim Construction Disputes
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The Federal Circuit is Clear that a Genus Can 

Anticipate Each Member of a Limited Class

55

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 26 (citing Wasica Fin. GmbH v. Cont’l Auto. Sys., 853 F.3d 1272, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2017))

Wasica Finance GmbH v. Continental Auto. Systems

Wasica, 853 F.3d at 1285 (cited Reply, 5)
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The Federal Circuit is Clear that a Withdrawn Narrowing 

Amendment Does Not Limit the Scope of the Claim

56

Liebel-Flarsheim Co. 

v Medrad Inc.

3M Innovative Properties Co. v. Avery Dennison Corp., 

350 F.3d 1365 (2003) (cited Reply, 5)

Liebel-Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 358 F.3d 898 (2004) 

(cited Reply, 5)

3M Innovative Properties Co. v 

Avery Dennison Corp



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 57

The Position of the Stylus Relative to the Rest of the Haptic Device Impacts 

the Position of the Haptic Device Under the Plain Meaning of Position

Petitioner's Reply

Paper No. 16 – Petitioner’s Reply at 21

Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply

Paper No. 17 – Sur-Reply at 13


	Slide 1: United States Patent and Trademark Office Before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
	Slide 2: The Petition’s Grounds
	Slide 3: Immersion Waived Arguments Not in the POR
	Slide 4: The ’067 Patent Is Directed to Integrating Haptics Into an Augmented Reality System
	Slide 5: The Independent Claims
	Slide 6: Ground 1 – Banerjee
	Slide 7: Banerjee Overview
	Slide 8: Banerjee Meets Even Immersion’s Overly-Narrow Construction
	Slide 9: The Petition Established That Banerjee’s Haptic Device 22 (Including Stylus 27) Meets the Claimed “Proxy Object” 
	Slide 10: Immersion’s Arguments All Hinge On Its Already Rejected and Erroneous Assertion That Banerjee’s Stylus 27 is Not Part of Haptic Device 22 
	Slide 11: Banerjee is Explicit that the Haptic Device 22 Includes Stylus 27
	Slide 12: Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Does Not Superimpose Images on Haptic Device 22 Fails
	Slide 13: Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Fig. 4 Shows that Stylus 27 is Not Part of Haptic Device 22 Fails
	Slide 14: Immersion’s Assertion that Banerjee Discloses an Interface Between Stylus 27 and Haptic Device 22 is False
	Slide 15: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Also Fail to Acknowledge that Banerjee’s Haptic Device 22 Includes the Stylus 27
	Slide 16: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Mischaracterizes Valve’s Claim Mapping
	Slide 17: Immersion’s Assertion that the Board Recognized that Banerjee Has No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False
	Slide 18: Immersion’s Assertion that Valve Does Not Dispute that Banerjee Has No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False
	Slide 19: Ground 2 – Meglan 
	Slide 20: Meglan Overview
	Slide 21: The Petition Showed that the Proxy Object is Met by Substrate 2000 Alone as Well as By Surrogate 20 and the Two Together
	Slide 22: The Petition Showed that All Claimed Requirements Relating  to the Proxy Object are Met By the Substrate 2000
	Slide 23: The POR Only Argued that Meglan Does Not Track the Position of the Proxy Object (Substrate 2000)
	Slide 24: The POR’s Assertion that Meglan Does Not Track the Position of the Substrate Fails
	Slide 25: Meglan Uses the Position of the Substrate to Determine a Haptic Effect
	Slide 26: Immersion’s Assertion that the Petition Only Relied on the Position of the Trainee’s Hands/Fingers Fails
	Slide 27: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Admits that the Only POR Argument Against the Substrate Meeting the Proxy Object Fails
	Slide 28: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Does Not Refute that Meglan Determines the Position of the Substrate 2000 and Instead Offers New Arguments
	Slide 29: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Makes a Host of New Arguments  That Should Not be Considered
	Slide 30: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Fails to Identify Anywhere in the POR Where the Sur-Reply Arguments Were Advanced
	Slide 31: If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate
	Slide 32: If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate
	Slide 33: If Considered Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate
	Slide 34: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Arguments Fail Because Meglan’s Display Outputs a Visual Effect Onto the Substrate
	Slide 35: Ground 3 – Rogers 
	Slide 36: Rogers Overview
	Slide 37: Rogers’s Directional Interface Object is a  Proxy Object Tracked by Sensors
	Slide 38: Rogers’s System Determines a Haptic Effect  When Firing and Reloading
	Slide 39: The Petition Establishes That Rogers’s Meets Limitation [1D2]: “determine a haptic effect based in part on data received from the sensor”
	Slide 40: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure of Sensors
	Slide 41: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure  of Using the Camera
	Slide 42: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s  Disclosure of Using the Inertial Sensor
	Slide 43: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s  Disclosure of Firing and Reloading
	Slide 44: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure  of Modified Visual Effect
	Slide 45: Immersion Misinterprets Rogers’s Disclosure of Modified Visual Effect
	Slide 46
	Slide 47: Immersion’s Claim Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to ‘Contain Inside’ a Haptic Output Device Fails
	Slide 48: Immersion’s Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to ‘Contain Inside’ a Haptic Device Excludes the Haptic Tape Embodiment
	Slide 49: Immersion’s Construction Limiting a Proxy Object to ‘Contain Inside’ a Haptic Device Excludes the Haptic Tape Embodiment
	Slide 50: Immersion’s Attempt to Rely on an Unentered Amendment Fails
	Slide 51: Meglan Tracks the Position of the Proxy Object as Well as the Trainee’s Hands
	Slide 52: Immersion’s Surreply Argument that Meglan Does Not Track the Position of the Surrogate to Determine a Haptic Effect Fails
	Slide 53: Immersion’s Assertion that the Valve Does Not Dispute that Banerjee Has No Sensor that Tracks the Position of Haptic Device 22 is False
	Slide 54
	Slide 55: The Federal Circuit is Clear that a Genus Can  Anticipate Each Member of a Limited Class
	Slide 56: The Federal Circuit is Clear that a Withdrawn Narrowing Amendment Does Not Limit the Scope of the Claim
	Slide 57: The Position of the Stylus Relative to the Rest of the Haptic Device Impacts the Position of the Haptic Device Under the Plain Meaning of Position

