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Roadmap
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1. Background of the Invention 
2. Claim Construction and Plain Meaning
3. No Anticipation or Obviousness:

a) Banerjee: No Proxy Object 
b) Meglan: No Proxy Object
c) Rogers: No Haptics Based on Position Data
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Background of the Invention



Background of the Invention: General Field
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Ex. 1001, 1:8-9

Ex. 1001, 1:27-40

• ’067 Patent enhances user interaction within AR/VR by 
integrating haptics and visual effects via proxy object (POR, 3-4)



Background of the Invention: Proxy Object
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Ex. 1001, 1:27-40 Ex. 1001, 2:39-52

• Proxy object’s position sensor allows users to see and feel in 
AR/VR (POR, 4-5)



Background of the Invention: Proxy Object

7
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ex. 1001, 1:27-40 Ex. 1001, 3:1-4

• Proxy object’s position sensor allows users to see and feel in 
AR/VR (POR, 4-5)



Background of the Invention: Proxy Object
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• Per claim 1, ’067 Patent includes proxy object that: 
1) comprises haptic output device(s);
2) has visual effects displayed onto its surface;
3) has sensor for tracking position of proxy object, and 

processor that determines and outputs modified visual and 
haptic effects based on position data from sensor (POR, 3-4)



Background of the Invention: Claim 1
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Ex. 1001, 10:40-58
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Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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POR, 10; Sur-Reply, 1

Term Proposed Construction

a proxy object comprising one or more haptic output devices a physical object that acts as a proxy for a virtual object and 
that itself contains inside a haptic output device, e.g., an 
actuator



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1001, 2:39-52

• Proxy object is proxy for 
virtual object (POR, 11)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1001, 4:37-38

• Haptic output device 
“contains inside a haptic 
output device” (POR, 12-13)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1001, 5:67 – 6:1

• Haptic output device 
“contains inside a haptic 
output device” (POR, 12-13)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1001, 10:42-43

• Haptic output device 
“contains inside a haptic 
output device” (POR, 12-13)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1002, 287

• Prosecution history 
supports Immersion’s 
proposed construction

• Distinguished Gonzalez 
because haptic output 
device was not integrated 
into proxy object

 (POR, 13-14; Sur-Reply, 2-3)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Reply, 5

• Valve accepts that proxy 
object includes haptic 
output device 

  (Sur-Reply, 3-4)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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• But Valve incorrectly argues 
haptic output device can be 
on exterior of proxy object 
by citing “haptic tape” 
embodiment

• Valve misrepresents both 
intrinsic and extrinsic 
evidence   
  (Reply, 4; Sur-Reply, 1-2)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1001, 4:31-38

• ’067 Patent teaches haptic 
tape is “integrated into a 
proxy object” (Sur-Reply, 1)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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Ex. 1039, 5:19-29

• Unrelated patent cited by 
Valve further confirms 
haptic tape is embedded 
between touch-sensitive 
input device and display

• Reference cited by Valve 
says opposite of what Valve 
claims
   (Sur-Reply, 1-2)



Claim Construction: “a proxy object comprising 
one or more haptic output devices”
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• Contrary to Valve’s argument, “haptic tape” embodiment is 
integrated into proxy object—not on proxy object’s exterior 

• Valve identifies no example of haptic output device on exterior 
of proxy object in intrinsic or extrinsic evidence   
         (Reply, 4; Sur-Reply, 1-2)
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Plain Meaning: “proxy object”



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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POR, 1-3; 10-17; Sur-Reply, 8-9

Term Plain Meaning

proxy object Limitation [1A]: “a proxy object comprising one or more 
haptic output devices” 

Proxy object must comprise—i.e., contain or otherwise 
include—haptic output device

Limitation [1C]: “a sensor for tracking the position of the 
proxy object”

Proxy object must have position tracked by sensor

Limitation [1D-3]: “the modified visual effect to be displayed 
on the proxy object.” 

Proxy object must include visual overlay



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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Ex. 1001, 10:42-46

• Claim 1 establishes plain meaning 
of proxy object

Apple Inc. v. MPH Techs. Oy, 28 F.4th 254 (Fed. Cir. 2022) 
(applying plain meaning considering surrounding claim 
language)

• Alleged “proxy object” that does 
not meet this criteria cannot 
anticipate

Raytheon Co. v. Sony Corp., 727 Fed. Appx. 662, 672 (Fed. 
Cir. 2018) (“The signal ‘comprising’ does not render a claim 
anticipated by a device that contains less … than what is 
claimed.”) 
 (POR, 1-3; 10-17 Sur-Reply, 9-10)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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Ex. 1001, 10:42-43

• Proxy object must comprise—
i.e., contain or otherwise 
include—haptic output device

 Willis Elec. Co. v. Polygroup Macau Ltd. (BVI), 777 
Fed. Appx. 495, 499 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (“comprising” 
synonymous with “containing”) 

  (POR, 1-3; 10-17;  Sur-Reply, 8-9)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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• “Comprising” is open-ended in sense that it “does not exclude 
additional, unrecited elements.” 

  MagSil Corp. v. Hitachi Global Storage Techs., Inc., 687 F.3d 1377, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 2012) 

• When used in non-limiting preamble, such as “[a] system 
comprising,” it does not limit claimed structure beyond 
requiring “system”      (Sur-Reply, 11)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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• But here, “comprising” is used in limitation to indicate that one 
component (proxy object) comprises another component 
(haptic output device) dictating relationship between them

• Federal Circuit has found that A “comprising” B means A 
“includes” B and does not cover inverse where B includes A 

  Smith & Nephew, Inc. v. Arthrex, Inc., 453 Fed. Appx. 977, 980-81 (Fed. Cir. 2011)

          (Sur-Reply, 11-12)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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Reply, 5

• Valve accepts that proxy 
object includes haptic 
output device 

  (Sur-Reply, 3-4)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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• But Valve incorrectly 
argues haptic output 
device can be on exterior 
of proxy object by citing 
“haptic tape” embodiment

• Valve misrepresents both 
intrinsic and extrinsic 
evidence   
  (Reply, 4; Sur-Reply, 1-2)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”

30
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• ’067 Patent teaches haptic 
tape is “integrated into a 
proxy object” (Sur-Reply, 1)

Ex. 1001, 4:31-38



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”

31
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• Unrelated patent cited by 
Valve further confirms 
haptic tape is embedded 
between touch-sensitive 
input device and display

• Reference cited by Valve 
says opposite of what Valve 
claims
   (Sur-Reply, 1-2)

Ex. 1039, 5:19-29



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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• Contrary to Valve’s argument, “haptic tape” embodiment is 
integrated into proxy object—not on proxy object’s exterior 

• Valve identifies no example of haptic output device on exterior 
of proxy object in intrinsic or extrinsic evidence   
         (Reply, 4; Sur-Reply, 1-2)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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Ex. 1001, 10:44-45

• Proxy object must include 
visual overlay  

  (POR, 1-3; 10-17;  Sur-Reply, 8-9)



Plain Meaning: “proxy object”
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Ex. 1001, 10:46

• Proxy object must have 
sensor track its position

  (POR, 1-3; 10-17;  Sur-Reply, 8-9)
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Claim construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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POR, 12-13; Sur-Reply, 3

Term Proposed Construction

based in part on data received from the sensor determine a haptic effect based in part on position data of 
the proxy object received from the sensor that tracks a 
position of the proxy object



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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Ex. 1001, 10:46:51

• [1C] requires “a sensor for 
tracking a position of the 
proxy object” not sensor 
for tracking any kind of 
data 

• “the sensor” referenced in 
[1D2] relies on [1C] for its 
antecedent basis

  (Sur-Reply, 4-5)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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Ex. 1001, 10:46:51

• “for tracking a position of 
the proxy object” is 
adjectival modifier that 
modifies noun “sensor,” 
limiting relevant data that 
sensor processes in claim 1 

  (Sur-Reply, 4-5)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”

39
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• Courts have recognized in analogous situations that adjectival 
modifier introduced in claim to describe structural element that 
limits claim can be used in interpretation of later relevant terms 
to properly assess their meaning 

        (Sur-Reply, 4-5)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”

40
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• “electrical signal inputs” used “electrical signal” as adjectival 
modifier of “inputs” to explain structural inputs recited in claims
 

• Court construed “inputs to said wireless communication unit 
are operable for monitoring” as “signals provided to the 
wireless communication unit via a wired electrical connection 
that may be monitored” 

 Smith v. Honeywell Int'l, Inc., No. 2:14-CV-665, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 79503, at *59 (E.D. Tex. June 18, 2015)

         (Sur-Reply, 4-5)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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• Valve does not dispute that data from “the sensor” must 
include data “for tracking a position of the proxy object”

• But Valve ignores plain language of claim 1 and argues that “the 
sensor” in limitation [1D2] can determine haptic effect based on 
any type of data  

 (Reply, 6; Sur-Reply, 3-4)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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• Excluding requirement that sensor transmit positional data 
reads out express requirement for position tracking, rendering 
“for tracking a position of the proxy object” superfluous 

 Power Mosfet Techs., L.L.C. v. Siemens AG, 378 F.3d 1396, 1410 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (claim construction which 
renders claim terms superfluous is disfavored) 

         (Sur-Reply, 4-5)



Claim Construction: “based in part on data 
received from the sensor”
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• Positional data is requirement for [1D2] established by [1C]; 
whether other data is also present is irrelevant

• That dependent claim 7 lists alternative sensor types simply 
means that position sensor of claim 1 can also comprise sensors 
that transmit other types of data alongside positional data

  Littelfuse, Inc. v. Mersen USA EP Corp., 29 F.4th 1376, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2022 (“an independent claim is 
 broader than a claim that depends from it”)      

 

         (Sur-Reply, 5-6)
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Plain Meaning: “position”



Plain Meaning: “position”
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POR, 41-44; Sur-Reply, 6-8

Term Proposed Construction

position POSITA would read plain meaning of position to be location in 
free space, e.g., by tracking its X-Y-Z coordinates. 

Position (X-Y-Z) is also distinct from orientation (rotation). 



Plain Meaning: “position”
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Ex. 2007, ¶ 98

• Immersion cites 
unrebutted expert 
testimony distinguishing 
“position” from 
“rotation (orientation)”
and “movement”

 Google LLC v. Lee, 759 Fed. Appx. 992, 996-
 997 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (reversing Board’s 

construction because it ignored unrebutted 
expert testimony)

  (Sur-Reply, 6-7)



Plain Meaning: “position”

47
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• “Position” (X, Y, Z) is not “rotation” (orientation)
• “Movement” is a change in position or rotation
• Mere disclosure of “movement” does not disclose “position” 

because genus (“movement”) does not disclose species 
(“position”) 

 Wasica Fin. GmbH v. Cont’l Auto. Sys., 853 F.3d 1272, 1285 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (recognizing that disclosure of 
genus in prior art is not disclosure of every species)   

         (Sur-Reply, 7)
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No Anticipation or Obviousness 



Summary
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• Ground 1: Banerjee lacks “proxy object” (POR, 17-27; Sur-Reply, 10-14)

• Ground 2: Meglan lacks “proxy object” (POR, 27-34; Sur-Reply, 15-23)

• Ground 3: Rogers does not “determine a haptic effect based in 
part on data received from the sensor” (POR, 35-48; Sur-Reply 23-27)
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No Anticipation or Obviousness: Banerjee



Banerjee: Summary
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1. Overview of Banerjee 
2. Banerjee does not disclose claimed “proxy object”

a) Valve inconsistently interprets “proxy object” across claim
b) No “proxy object” that comprises “haptic output device”

3. Undisputed: Banerjee is not invalidating under Immersion’s 
proposed construction



Banerjee: Overview
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Ex. 1011, Fig. 1

• Banerjee is directed to surgical 
workstation for simulation of 
cerebral aneurysm clipping 
using AR/VR system with 
haptic feedback  

   (POR, 18)



Banerjee: Overview

53
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ex. 1011, Fig. 4 (annotated excerpt)

• Banerjee discloses separate 
haptic device 22 and stylus 27

• Contrast with ’067 Patent, 
which enhances user 
interaction within AR/VR by 
integrating haptics and visual 
effects via proxy object

  (POR, 3-4; 21)



Banerjee: Overview
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DI, 17

• Board agrees that stylus 27 
does not itself have haptic 
output device

  (POR, 21)



Banerjee: Inconsistent Mapping
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• Valve’s reliance on two 
separate components 
requires implicit 
construction that is 
inconsistent across 
limitations



Banerjee: Valve’s Inconsistent Mapping
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Sur-Reply, 13



Banerjee: Valve’s Inconsistent Mapping
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Sur-Reply, 13



Banerjee: Valve’s Inconsistent Mapping
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• Valve’s interpretation requires adopting inconsistent claim 
construction of “proxy object,” which is improper 
o Google LLC v. Ecofactor, Inc., 92 F.4th 1049, 1056 (Fed. Cir. 2024) (“We have found implicit claim constructions 

even when the Board does not recognize that it is construing a claim.")

o Rexnord Corp. v. Laitram Corp., 274 F.3d 1336, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2001) (“a claim term should be construed 
consistently with its appearance in other places in the same claim.”).

         (Sur-Reply, 7)



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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DI, 17

• Undisputed, and Board 
agrees, that stylus 27 does 
not itself have haptic output 
device

  (POR, 21)



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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POR, 26

• Undisputed that Banerjee 
does not disclose overlaying 
images on haptic device 22

  (POR, 21)

  



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Pet., 33

• Undisputed that Banerjee 
does not disclose overlaying 
images on haptic device 22

  (POR, 21)

• Valve concedes that image is 
only overlayed on stylus 27

 (Pet., 33)

  



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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POR, 25

• Undisputed that Banerjee 
does not disclose tracking 
position of haptic device 22

  (POR, 21)



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Pet., 22

• Undisputed that Banerjee 
does not disclose tracking 
position of haptic device 22

  (POR, 21)

• Valve concedes that only 
position of stylus 27 is 
tracked

  (Pet., 22)



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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POR, 1-3; 10-17; Sur-Reply, 8-9

Term Plain Meaning

proxy object Limitation [1A]: “a proxy object comprising one or more 
haptic output devices” 

Proxy object must comprise—i.e., contain or otherwise 
include—haptic output device

Limitation [1C]: “a sensor for tracking the position of the 
proxy object”

Proxy object must have position tracked by sensor

Limitation [1D-3]: “the modified visual effect to be displayed 
on the proxy object.” 

Proxy object must include visual overlay



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Reply, 11

• Valve attempts to overcome 
Banerjee’s deficiencies by 
treating haptic device 22 
and stylus 27 as single unit

 



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Sur-Reply, 10-11

• But Valve relies on inverse 
relationship between proxy 
object and haptic output 
device from what is claimed 
in ’067 Patent 

 



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Sur-Reply, 11

• Proxy object must contain 
haptic output device, not 
other way around

• Inverted structure proposed 
by Valve cannot anticipate 
because proxy object is not 
arranged as in claim 1 of 
’067 Patent

 



Banerjee: No Proxy Object
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Sur-Reply, 12

• Federal Circuit has found 
that A “comprising” B 
means A “includes” B and 
does not cover inverse 
where B includes A

 



Banerjee: Not Invalidating Under Immersion’s 
Construction
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POR, 10; Sur-Reply, 1

Term Proposed Construction

a proxy object comprising one or more haptic output devices a physical object that acts as a proxy for a virtual object and 
that itself contains inside a haptic output device, e.g., an 
actuator



Banerjee: Not Invalidating Under Immersion’s 
Construction
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Sur-Reply, 14
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No Anticipation or Obviousness: Meglan



Meglan: Summary
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1. Overview of Meglan

2. Meglan does not disclose claimed “proxy object”

A. Surrogate alone is not “proxy object”

B. Substrate alone is not “proxy object”

C. Combination of surrogate + substrate is not “proxy object”

3. Meglan is not invalidating under Immersion’s proposed construction



Meglan: Overview
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• Meglan is directed to devices 
for training individuals to 
treat hemorrhaging injuries

• Meglan discloses hemorrhage 
control simulator that enables 
assessment of trainees 
  (POR, 28)



Meglan: Overview
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Pet, 49 (citing annotated Fig. 8) (annotated)

• Key components: surrogate 
2000 and substrate 20 

• Surrogate: stationary 
mannequin that represents 
trauma victim

• Substrate: stationary; detects 
interaction between trainee and 
surrogate 
   (Reply, 12)

     



Meglan: Overview
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Ex. 1012, ¶[0108]

• Surrogate is separate from 
substrate

• Surrogate does not 
comprise substrate

     (Sur-Reply, 19)



Meglan: No Proxy Object
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• Surrogate alone cannot be “proxy object”
o No haptic output device
o Valve does not contend surrogate alone

• Substrate alone cannot be “proxy object”
o No visual overlay
o Valve does not contend substrate alone
       (Sur-Reply, 20-21)



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Surrogate Alone
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Pet, 51

• Surrogate itself does not 
have haptics

   (Sur-Reply, 20)



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Surrogate Alone
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Sur-Reply, 20

• Valve does not attempt to 
show that surrogate alone 
is proxy object

 



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Substrate Alone
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Pet, 56 (citing annotated Fig. 2 and Fig. 3)

• Substrate does not have visual 
overlay 

• Figures cited by Valve to show 
visual overlay are of surrogate, 
not substrate    
  (Sur-Reply, 18)



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Substrate Alone

80
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• Substrate does not have visual 
overlay 

EX1012, ¶ [0112]



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Substrate Alone
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Sur-Reply, 21

• Valve does not attempt to 
show that substrate alone is 
proxy object

 



Meglan: No Proxy Object—Combination
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• Combination of surrogate and substrate is not “proxy object”
o Requires inconsistent claim construction
o Unsupported by Meglan’s disclosures



Meglan: Inconsistent Construction
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Sur-Reply, 22

 



Meglan: Inconsistent Construction
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Sur-Reply, 22

 



Meglan: No Support
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• Sole theory under which Valve argues surrogate qualifies as 
“proxy object” requires substrate for haptics 

• Valve relies on ¶[0090], claims 1 and 13, and ¶¶[0072-74]
• No support for combination as “proxy object”
  (Reply, 12-13)



Meglan: No Support
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Reply, 13

• Valve relies on ¶[0090] to 
argue that surrogate and 
substrate are “proxy object” 

• Board also relied on ¶[0090] 
at Institution Decision   
   

  



Meglan: No Support
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Sur-Reply, 15

• Valve mischaracterizes 
Meglan’s disclosures 

• Meglan does not teach 
tracking position of surrogate 
and substrate “to determine a 
haptic effect”

    

  



Meglan: No Support
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• No tracking of position for haptics
• In embodiment at ¶[0090]
o No substrate
o No haptics from surrogate
o Haptics provided by unanalyzed glove

• Claims 1 and 13 and ¶¶[0072-74] don’t refer to haptics at all
  

  (Sur-Reply, 15-16)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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Ex. 1012, ¶[0087]

• ¶[0087] explains embodiment 
discussed at ¶[0090] includes 
pulse-feedback gloves—
no substrate    

  (Sur-Reply, 15)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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• In ¶[0090], haptics are 
provided by glove, not 
substrate  

  (Sur-Reply, 15)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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Ex. 1012, ¶[0090]

• ¶[0090] describes tracking 
position of “finger locations”—
not of surrogate nor 
substrate—because it 
describes glove embodiment

• “Glove” is not “proxy object”
  (Sur-Reply, 15-16)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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Ex. 1012, ¶[0090]

• ¶[0090] teaches combining 
information from load sensor 
and finger locations “to reflect 
the strength of the trainee’s 
pressing into the surrogate 20” 

• ¶[0090] does not teach 
tracking position of surrogate 
to determine haptics  

  (Sur-Reply, 15)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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Ex. 1012, cl.1 and 13

• Claims 1 and 13 
concerned with 
visual rendering; 
make no reference 
to haptics

  (Sur-Reply, 16-17)



Meglan: No Position Tracking for Haptics
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Ex. 1012, ¶¶[0072-74]

• ¶¶[0072-74] make 
no reference to 
haptics  

 (Sur-Reply, 16)



Meglan: Not Invalidating Under Immersion’s 
Construction
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POR, 10; Sur-Reply, 1

Term Proposed Construction

a proxy object comprising one or more haptic output devices a physical object that acts as a proxy for a virtual object and 
that itself contains inside a haptic output device, e.g., an 
actuator



Meglan: Not Invalidating Under Immersion’s 
Construction
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Sur-Reply, 23
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No Anticipation or Obviousness: Rogers



Rogers: Summary
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1. Overview of Rogers
2. Rogers does not “determine a haptic effect based in part on 

data received from the sensor”



Rogers: Overview

99
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 1010, Fig. 1

• Rogers is directed to 
directional interface object 
designed for various 
computing environments 
such as video games 

   (POR, 35-36)



Rogers: Overview

100
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 1010, Fig. 1 Ex. 1010, Fig. 1

Ex. 1010, ¶[0105]. 

• Rogers’ weapon reload embodiment: 
user points weapon upward to reload

   (POR, 38)



Rogers: Overview

101
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

• In short, Valve improperly conflates: 
1) shooting/aiming embodiment of ¶[0106] requires position 

(X-Y-Z) and orientation (rotation), but does not produce 
haptic effect; and 

2) reloading embodiment of ¶[0105], which produces haptic 
effect but does not require position (X-Y-Z), and instead only 
requires orientation (rotation)      
      (Reply, 20; Sur-Reply, 23)



Rogers: Overview

102
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Pet., 72-73

• Relevant components: 
camera 108 and interface 
object 104’s inertial 
sensor

• Valve alleges either is 
claimed “sensor”

   (POR, 37)



Rogers: Overview

103
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ex. 1010, ¶¶ [0016], [0018]; cl. 9.

• Interface object 104’s inertial sensor 
senses movement (rotation 
change)—not position 

                                                                    (POR, 41-44)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

104
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

POR, 12-13; Sur-Reply, 3

Term Proposed Construction

based in part on data received from the sensor determine a haptic effect based in part on position data of 
the proxy object received from the sensor that tracks a 
position of the proxy object

Term Proposed Construction

position POSITA would read plain meaning of position to be location in 
free space, e.g., by tracking its X-Y-Z coordinates. 

Position (X-Y-Z) is also distinct from orientation (rotation). 



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

105
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 1010, ¶[0105]

• Reloading embodiment that 
Valve identifies to satisfy [1C] 
is directed to use case that 
does not involve position of 
proxy object 

• Instead, haptic effect is based 
on direction of proxy object

 (POR, 38)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

106
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 1010, ¶[0105]

• Changing position (X-Y-Z) 
alone will never reload

• Only orientation change 
(rotational movement) 
reloads—not position

 (POR, 38)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

107
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 2007, ¶[0094]

• Immersion’s expert 
provides undisputed 
testimony that Rogers 
does not disclose using 
position tracking data 
from camera 108 for 
weapon reloading 
embodiment

 (POR, 38)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

108
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 2007, ¶[0096]

• Immersion’s expert provides 
unrebutted testimony that 
position-sensing camera is 
unnecessary to determine 
whether weapon is tilted 
upward 

 (POR, 40)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

109
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 2007, ¶[0098]

• Immersion’s expert provides 
undisputed testimony that 
“movement” (change) is 
different from “position” 
(X-Y-Z)

• Movement includes change 
in translation (position) or 
rotation (orientation)

 (POR, 43)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

110
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 2007, ¶[0100]

• No evidence that both 
camera 108 (for tracking 
position) and inertial 
sensor are employed for 
weapon reload use case 
relied on by Valve

  (POR, 44)



Rogers Does Not “determine a haptic effect based 
in part on data received from the sensor”

111
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence Ex. 1010, ¶[0106]

• Aiming and shooting 
embodiment does 
involve position, but 
does not include haptic 
effects

 (Sur-Reply, 23)



FOLIO LAW GROUP PLLC

112
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence


