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Roadmap
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•   Background of the Invention 
•   Claim Construction and Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”
•   The Petition’s Grounds Fail

o Pratt (Ground 1 – 102/103)
o Ku (Ground 3 – 103 only)
o Pratt in view of Ku (Ground 2)
o Ku in view of Jiang (Ground 4)
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Background of the Invention
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The ’738 Patent: Proximity-Based Haptic Feedback
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The ’738 Patent: Proximity-Based Haptic Feedback

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at 11:58-12:20; POR at 1
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The ’738 Patent: Uses Proximity and Touch

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at Fig. 5; POR at 3-5
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The ’738 Patent: Haptic Signal 
Associated with Haptic Effect

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at Fig. 5; POR at 3-5
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The ’738 Patent: Claim 1 – Proximity Signal

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1
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The ’738 Patent: Claim 1 – Touch Signal

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1
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The ’738 Patent: Claim 1 – Haptic Output Signal

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1
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The ’738 Patent: Claim 1 – Haptic Output Device

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1
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The ’738 Patent: Claim 1 – Haptic Effect

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1
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Claim Construction: “haptic effect”

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence
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Patent Owner’s Construction of “haptic effect”
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidencePOR at 18-22; Sur-Reply at 1-6

“a single, unmodified haptic effect that is based on the 
proximity sensor signal and the touch sensor signal”

• Proposed in response to Board’s institution decision
 

• Petitioner offers no competing construction

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1; POR at 19

Patent Owner’s Construction of “haptic effect”

A single haptic effect is 
generated based on the 
proximity and touch signals

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner’s Construction of “haptic effect”

17
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at Fig. 5; POR at 19-20; Sur-Reply at 1

Specification teaches that a 
single haptic effect is generated 
based on the proximity and touch 
signals

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Patent Owner’s Construction of “haptic effect”

Claimed “haptic effect”

Ex. 1001 at claim 11:29-40; POR at 20-21; Sur-Reply at 1-2, 4-5

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 11:29-40; POR at 20-21; Sur-Reply at 1-2, 4-5

Patent Owner’s Construction of “haptic effect”

Claimed “haptic effect”

Unclaimed embodiments
(modification, combination, 
multiple effects)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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20
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceSur-Reply at 2-3

Intamin, Ltd. v. Magnetar Techs., Corp.

Under the proper claim construction with the conducting rail extending 
the length of the fixed device, the claim may well not cover this 
embodiment. 

Nonetheless, this court has acknowledged that a claim need not cover 
all embodiments.

A patentee may draft different claims to cover different embodiments.

483 F.3d 1328, 1336-37 (Fed. Cir. 2007)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1; POR 19; Sur-Reply at 6-7

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

“haptic output signal” is 
a single signal based on 
both touch and proximity

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 21 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1; POR 19; Sur-Reply at 6-7

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

single “haptic effect” 
generated in response to 
a single haptic output 
signal

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1002 at 1085, 1089; POR at 17

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

PTAB holding from appeal during prosecution:

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceSur-Reply at 6-7; see also POR at 19

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 
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No Anticipation or Obviousness 

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Summary

26

• Ground 1: Pratt does not disclose/render obvious the claimed 
“haptic effect” (POR at 2, 22-35; Sur-Reply at 7-15)

• Ground 3: Ku does not render obvious the claimed “haptic output 
signal” or “haptic effect” (POR at 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-22)

• Ground 2: Combining Pratt and Ku does not remedy the 
deficiencies of either reference (POR at 36-52; Sur-Reply at 15-19)

• Ground 4: Combining Ku with Jiang does not remedy Ku’s 
deficiencies (POR at 54-55; Sur-Reply at 22-23) 

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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No Anticipation or Obviousness: Pratt

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

(Ground 1)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Pratt: Summary

28
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Both of the Petition’s Pratt-based theories fail:

1. Pratt’s “bubble effect” embodiment does not disclose 
the  claimed “haptic effect”

2. A POSA would not have combined Pratt’s “latency” 
and “rate-of-approach” embodiments

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 28 of 61 



First Pratt Theory: “Bubble Effect” Embodiment

29Ex. 1006 ¶[0050], Fig. 7a; POR at 28-30; Sur-Reply at 7 Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

The bubble effect’s 
“deflection” is a first 
haptic effect based only 
on proximity

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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30Ex. 1006 ¶[0050], Figs. 7b-7c; POR at 28-30; Sur-Reply at 7 Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

The bubble effect’s “return to 
default” is a second haptic effect 
based only on touch

First Pratt Theory: “Bubble Effect” Embodiment

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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31POR at 26-30; Sur-Reply at 7 Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

No “haptic output 
signal” based on both 
proximity and touch

No “haptic effect” 
based on both 
proximity and touch

First Pratt Theory: “Bubble Effect” Embodiment

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 31 of 61 



32
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1001 at claim 1; POR at 19; Sur-Reply at 6-7

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

single “haptic effect” 
generated in response to 
a single haptic output 
signal

“haptic output signal” is 
a single signal based on 
both touch and proximity

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 32 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidenceEx. 1002 at 1085, 1089; POR at 17

Plain Meaning of “haptic effect”

PTAB holding from appeal during prosecution:

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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34POPR at 2, 41; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 10-11 Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ex. 1006 ¶[0041] 

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Rate of Approach” Embodiment (para. 41)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

As the Petition admits, 
the “rate of approach” 
haptic effects are based 
only on proximityEx. 1006 ¶[0041] 

Pet. at 27

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Rate of Approach” Embodiment (para. 41)

POPR at 2, 41; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 10-11 

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Second Pratt Theory: 
Modifying Paragraph 41 with Paragraph 39

POPR at 2-3, 41-42; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 8-13

The Petition proposes:

Pet. at 27

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Latency” Embodiment (para. 39)

Proximity only used for pre-
charging to reduce latency, 
not for any haptic effect

Paragraph 39’s haptic effect 
is based only on touch

Ex. 1006 ¶[0039]; POPR at 2-3, 41-42; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 9-10

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 37 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Latency” Embodiment (para. 39)

Ex. 1006 at Fig. 4; POPR at 2-3, 41-42; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 9-10

Proximity only used for pre-
charging to reduce latency, 
not for any haptic effect

Paragraph 39’s haptic effect 
is based only on touch

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Second Pratt Theory: 
Modifying “Rate of Approach” with “Latency”

POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 8-13

(rate of approach)

(as in the latency embodiment)

No motivation to combine paragraphs 39 and 41: 
different problems and different solutions.

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 39 of 61 



40
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Latency” Embodiment (para. 39)

Proximity only used for pre-
charging to reduce latency, 
not for any haptic effect

Paragraph 39’s haptic effect 
is based only on touch

Ex. 1006 ¶[0039]; POPR at 2-3, 41-42; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 9-10

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 40 of 61 



41
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

As the Petition admits, 
the “rate of approach” 
haptic effects are based 
only on proximityEx. 1006 ¶[0041] 

Pet. at 27

Second Pratt Theory: 
“Rate of Approach” Embodiment (para. 41)

POPR at 2, 41; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 10-11 

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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42
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not EvidencePOPR at 2, 41; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 12-13

Cook Grp., Inc. v. Boston Sci. Scimed, Inc.

[W]here the motivation to combine rests on a modification alleged to 

improve the primary [embodiment], as is the case here, the Board may 

consider whether the modification renders the reference inoperable for 

its intended function in deciding whether a POSA would have had a 

motivation to combine the [embodiments], even if that function is not a 

feature of the claimed device at issue.

809 F. App’x 990, 1001 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Cook Grp., Inc. v. Boston Sci. Scimed, Inc.

[W]here the motivation to combine rests on a modification alleged to improve the primary 
[embodiment], as is the case here, the Board may consider whether the modification renders 
the reference inoperable for its intended function in deciding whether a POSA would have 
had a motivation to combine the [embodiments], even if that function is not a feature of the 
claimed device at issue.

Sur-Reply at 12-13.

POPR at 2, 41; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 12-13

809 F. App’x 990, 1001 (Fed. Cir. 2020)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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No Obviousness: Ku

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

(Ground 3)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 44 of 61 



45
Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 7’s Haptic Effect S510

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 7, 6:45-48; POR at 37-39, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21; Pet. at 63

Vibration in S510 based only on proximity
 

Vibration = “haptic effect” 
  NOT “haptic output signal”

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 7’s Haptic Effects S250

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 7; POR at 41-42, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

TWO “vibration signals” (haptic effects)

Each based only on proximity OR touch

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 12’s Haptic Effects 705 and 710

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 12; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

Haptic effect 705 based only on touch

Haptic effect 710 based only on proximity

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 12’s Haptic Effects 715

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 12; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

715 represents TWO overlapping haptic effects, 
one based only on proximity (710) and the other only based on touch (705)

proximity effect

touch effect

TWO effects

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 48 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Petition’s Obviousness Theory 

Pet. at 66

Recognizing Ku does not disclose a single “haptic output signal”:

What Ku discloses

The Petition’s 
“command signal” 
obviousness theory

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 12’s Vibration 715

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 12; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

715 represents TWO overlapping haptic effects, 
one based only on proximity (710) and the other only based on touch (705)

proximity effect

touch effect

TWO effects

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Petition’s Theory Does Not Rely on Tierling

Pet. at 54; Reply at 11; Sur-Reply at 21-22

Sole mention of Tierling (Ex. 1020) in the Petition in Ground 2, not Ground 3

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 51 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Petition’s Theory Does Not Rely on Tierling

Reply at 9-10; Sur-Reply at 21-22 

• First time Petitioner claimed Tierling (Ex. 1020) 
was part of its Ground 3 theory was on reply

• Cites in the reply are to Petitioner’s expert 
declaration, not the Petition

• 3M Co. v. Evergreen Adhesives, Inc., 860 F. App’x 
724, 727-28 (Fed. Cir. 2021)

• Affirmed Board’s reliance on 37 C.F.R. § 42.6 
in its refusal to consider argument provided 
only by way of improper incorporation by 
reference to testimony offered by 3M’s expert

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 52 of 61 
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No Obviousness: Pratt in view of Ku

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

(Ground 2)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Pratt: “Latency” Embodiment

Haptic effect is based only 
on touch

Proximity only used for pre-
charging to reduce latency, 
not for any haptic effect

Ex. 1006 at Fig. 4; POPR at 2-3, 41-42; POR at 2, 35; Sur-Reply at 9-10

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 54 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition’s Theory: Combine Pratt’s “Latency” 
Embodiment with Ku Figures 7/12

Pet. at 47-48; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

Ku Fig. 12(d) has 
two haptic effects

Does not remedy 
Ku’s deficiencies

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Ku: Figure 12’s Vibration 715

Ex. 1008 at Fig. 12; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

715 represents TWO overlapping haptic effects, 
one based only on proximity (710) and the other only based on touch (705)

proximity effect

touch effect

TWO effects

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 56 of 61 
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Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition’s Theory: Combine Pratt’s “Latency” 
Embodiment with Ku Figures 7/12

Pet. at 47-48; POR at 42-43, 45, 52-54; Sur-Reply at 19-21 

No motivation 
to combine

Directed to different 
problems

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 57 of 61 
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No Obviousness: Ku in view of Jiang

Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

(Ground 4)

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 58 of 61 



Jiang: EMP Sensor

59Ex. 1010 at face page, ¶[0035], Fig. 8; Pet. at 77-78   Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 59 of 61 



Ku + Jiang

60Pet. at 81; POR at 54-55; Sur-Reply at 22-23   Patent Owner's Demonstrative Exhibit - Not Evidence

Petition admits Jiang cannot address Ku’s 
“haptic output signal” and “haptic effect” deficiencies

Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
IPR2024-00582 

Immersion Exhibit 2010 
Page 60 of 61 
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Valve Corp. v. Immersion Corp. 
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