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The Challenged Patent: U.S. Patent No. 11,175,738

2

Petition at 5

EX1001 at Claim 1 (cited by Petition at 5)
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GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

Petition at 4
The Prior Art and the Petition’s Grounds
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The Disputed Issues

Disputes for Which Immersion’s Claim Construction Is Irrelevant

• Ground 1 (Pratt): 

• Does Pratt’s rate-of-approach embodiment anticipate and/or render obvious the 
challenged claims?

• Ground 3 (Ku): 

• Does an obvious implementation of Ku’s Figures 7 and 12 render the challenged 
claims obvious?

• Ground 2 (Pratt + Ku) and Ground 4 (Ku + Jiang): 

• Did Valve establish a motivation to combine (a) Pratt and Ku, and (b) Ku and Jiang?

•  Need not be considered if the Board resolves the first two questions in Valve’s 
favor.

Disputes for Which Immersion’s Claim Construction Is Relevant

• Ground 1: 

• Does Pratt’s bubble-effect embodiment anticipate the challenged claims?
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Ground 1 – Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach 

Embodiment

5

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103
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An Overview of Pratt
Petition at 8
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EX1006 at FIG. 1 (cited by Petition at 8)
EX1006 at [0002], [0022]-[0024] (cited by Petition at 8)
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An Overview of Pratt
Petition at 9, 12
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EX1006 at [0024] (cited by Petition at 9)

EX1006 at [0020] (cited by Petition at 12)

EX1006 at FIG. 1 (cited by Petition at 9)
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Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious Petition at 26-28

8
EX1006 at [0039], [0041] (cited by Petition at 27)

Pratt

Pratt
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Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious Petition at 26-28
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EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0149] (cited by Petition at 27)

Pratt

Welch Decl.

EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0149] (cited by Petition at 27)
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Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious Petition at 26-28
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EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0150] (cited by Petition at 28)

Pratt

Welch Decl.
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The Board Was Right at Institution
Institution Dec. at 16-18
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Institution Decision at 17 

Pratt

Institution Decision
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The Board Was Right at Institution
Institution Dec. at 16-18

12

EX1006 at claims 16-19 (cited by Institution Decision at 17) 

Pratt

Pratt
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The Board Was Right at Institution
Institution Dec. at 18-19
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Institution Decision

Institution Decision at 18-19 

Pratt EX1006 at [0024] (cited by Institution Decision at 18-19)
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Immersion’s Patent Owner Response Ignored the Petition’s Evidence 

and the Board’s Prior Reasoning Reply at 5-8

14

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 35)
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Makes Improper New Arguments, 

But The Arguments Fail Nonetheless

15

Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply (at 8, 10-11)
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Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious Petition at 26-28

16
EX1006 at [0039], [0041] (cited by Petition at 27)

Pratt

Pratt
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Pratt’s Rate-of-Approach Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious

17

Pratt

Pratt

EX1006 at [0003] (cited in Welch Decl. at [0253]; see also Petition at 50, 64-65)

Petition at 26-28
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Ground 3 – Ku

18

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103
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An Overview of Ku
Petition at 44-45, 56-57
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EX1008 at Fig. 7 (excerpted and annotated) 

(cited by Petition at 56)

***

EX1008 at 11:54-12:28) (cited by Petition at 43-44)
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An Overview of Ku
Petition at 44-45, 56-57

20

EX1008 at Fig. 12 (cited by Petition at 44)EX1008 at 16:6-27 (cited by Petition at 44-45)
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Ku’s Figure 7 and 12 Teachings Render the Claims Obvious
Petition at 54, 66
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Petition (at 3)

Petition (at 54) Petition (at 66)
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Ku’s Figure 7 and 12 Teachings Render the Claims Obvious
Petition at 54, 66
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EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0226], [0259] (cited by Petition at 54, 66)
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Immersion’s Patent Owner Response Ignored The Petition’s 

Evidence and Argument.

23

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 52-53)

Reply at 8-13



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion’s Sur-Reply Continues to Ignore the Petition 

and Dr. Welch

24

Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply (at 21)
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The Petition’s and Dr. Welch’s Modification to Ku
Petition at 54, 66
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EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0226] (cited by Petition at 54)

Petition at 66

Welch Decl.

Pratt

Petition
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The Petition’s and Dr. Welch’s Modification to Ku
Petition at 56-57

26

EX1008 at 1:61-2:5 (cited by Petition at 56)

EX1008 at Fig. 12 (excerpted and annotated) 

(cited by Petition at 57)

Ku
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Immersion’s Tierling Argument Is Misplaced
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Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply (at 21-22)
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The Petition Properly Cited Tierling As Evidence of a Skilled 

Artisan’s General Knowledge

28

Reply at 11

Cited by Reply at 11
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Ground 4 – Ku in View of Jiang
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GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103
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An Overview of Jiang and Ground 4
Petition at 77-82
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Pratt

Petition

Petition (at 77-78)
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An Overview of Jiang and Ground 4
Petition at 77-82
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Pratt

Petition

Petition (at 78-79)
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Immersion’s POR Did Not Dispute the Petition’s Motivation-to-

Combine Showing. Reply at 27-28

32

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 55)

Pratt
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Newly Disputes the Petition’s Motivation-

to-Combine Showing, But Immersion’s Argument Fails

33

Sur-Reply

Pratt

Sur-Reply (at 22-23)
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Ground 2 – Pratt in View of Ku
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GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103
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Ground 1 – Pratt’s Bubble-Effect Embodiment

35

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Pratt (EX1006) 1-3, 5-6, 14-15, 19 102/103

2.  Pratt Combined with Ku (EX1008) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103

3.  Ku 1-5, 14-16, 19 103

4.  Ku Combined with Jiang (EX1010) 1-6, 14-16, 19 103
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Pratt’s Bubble-Effect Embodiment Anticipates or 

Renders the Claims Obvious Petition at 24-26

36

EX1006 at FIGS. 7a to 7d (cited by Petition at 25)

EX1006 at [0050]-[0051] (cited by Petition at 24, 26)

EX1001 at 11:38-40 (cited by Petition at 24)
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The Board Agreed at Institution
Institution Dec. at 15-16
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Institution Decision at 15-16 

Pratt

Institution Decision
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Immersion Does Not Dispute Many of the Board’s Initial 

Findings

38

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 31)

Pratt

Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply (at 7-8)

Pratt

Reply at 15
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Immersion Misconstrues “Haptic Effect”

39

Reply at 15-25

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 19)

Pratt
Patent Owner Response (at 28)

***



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion Misconstrues “Haptic Effect”

40
EX1001 at Claim 1 (cited by Petition at 5)

Reply at 15-25

Pratt

738 Patent
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The Specification Uses the Term “Haptic Effect” Broadly

41

EX1001 at 5:19-23 (cited by Petition at 24 and Reply at 17-18)

Reply at 17-18

Pratt

Welch Decl.

Welch. Decl. (EX1004) at [0136] (cited by Petition at 24)

Pratt

738 Patent
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The Specification Uses the Term “Haptic Effect” Broadly
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EX1001 at 6:15-17 (cited by Reply at 18)

Reply at 17-18

EX1001 at 9:59-62 (cited by Reply at 18)

Pratt

738 Patent
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The Specification Uses the Term “Haptic Effect” Broadly
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EX1037 at [0003] (cited by Reply at 18)

Reply at 18

Pratt

EX1037

Pratt

Welch Reply Decl.

Welch. Reply Decl. (EX1042) at [0013], [0016] (cited by Reply at 18)
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Immersion’s Lone Support Does Not Justify Its Narrow 

Construction

44

EX1001, 11:32-40 (cited by POR at 20-21) 

Immersion’s “Support”

738 Patent

Reply at 16

Pratt
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Immersion Construction Reads Out Embodiments

45

Reply at 21-22

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 21)

Pratt

“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 16
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The Specification Is Explicit that The Haptic Effect Can Include 

One or More Haptic Effects.

46

EX1001, 11:32-40 (cited by POR at 20-21) 

738 Patent

EX1042 at [0032] (cited by Reply at 23) 

Reply at 16

Welch Reply Decl.

Pratt
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The Prosecution History Does Not Support Immersion

47

Reply at 24-25

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 22)

Pratt
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The Prosecution History Does Not Support Immersion
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Reply at 24-25

Choe (EX1015)

Pratt

EX1015 at [0137], FIG. 16 (cited by Reply at 24 and POR at 12-13) 
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Additional Slides

49



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Immersion’s Sur-Reply

50

Sur-Reply

Sur-Reply (at 19-20)
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Overview of Ground 2 (Pratt and Ku)
Petition at 47-50
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Petition (at 47)

Petition (at 50)
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Immersion’s Challenge to Ground 2 Ignores the Law

52

Reply at 26-27

Patent Owner 

Response

Patent Owner Response (at 51-52)

Pratt

“If a technique has been used to improve one device, and a person of ordinary 

skill in the art would recognize that it would improve similar devices in the same 

way, using the technique is obvious unless its actual application is beyond his or 

her skill.”  KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 417 (2007).

Cited by Reply at 27
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The European Counterpart to the 738 Patent Was Rejected Over 

Ku’s European Counterpart

53

EX1004 (Welch Decl.) at [0068] (cited by Petition at 7)

Petition (at 7)

Petition at 7-8

EX1003 EX1014
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