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GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Goldenberg (EX1016) 1-6, 8-13, 15-19 102/103

2.  Goldenberg, Cruz-Hernandez (EX1005) 7, 14, 20 103

3.  Rosenberg (EX1017) 1-4, 6, 8-11, 13, 15-17, 19 102/103

4.  Roberts (EX1018), Rosenberg 5, 12, 18 103

5.  Roberts, Rosenberg, Cruz-Hernandez 7, 14, 20 103

6.  Levin (EX1006) 1, 3-4, 6, 8, 10-11, 13, 15, 17, 19 102/103

Overview of the Petition’s Grounds 

2

Goldenberg Rosenberg Levin
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Overview of U.S. Patent No. 10,627,907

3

EX1001, 1:13-33 (Pet., 1-3)
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’907 Patent: Exemplary User Input Elements  

4

EX1001, Fig. 9A, 13:27-32 (Pet., 3)
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’907 Patent: Claim 1

5

EX1001, Claim 1 (Pet., 5)
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’907 Patent: Defining Ranges of Motion

6

EX1001, Fig. 2, 4, 5:13-23 (Pet., 4-5)
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’907 Patent: Defining Ranges and Rendering Haptic Effects

7

EX1001, Fig. 4, 9:8-39 (Pet., 4-5)
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The Prior Art Defined Position Ranges Using “Force Profiles”

8

***

Goldenberg (EX1016) at [0066] (Pet., 10)

Rosenberg (EX1017) at [0103] (Pet., 34)

Levin (EX1006) at [0049] (Pet., 69)

***
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The Prior Art Defined Position Ranges Using “Force Profiles”

9

Goldenberg (EX1016) at Fig. 8 

(Annotations Added at Pet., 12)

Rosenberg (EX1017) at Fig. 10c 

(Annotations Added at Pet., 39)

Levin (EX1006) at Fig. 6B 

(Annotations Added at Pet., 68)
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Overview of Disputes for Each Ground

• Grounds 3-5 (Rosenberg): One dispute

• Does Rosenberg disclose “defining position and range information for
the user input element”?

• Grounds 1-2 (Goldenberg): Two Disputes

• Does Goldenberg disclose “defining position and range information for
the user input element”?

• Does Goldenberg disclose the three (i.e., primary, secondary, and 
boundary) claimed ranges?

• Ground 6 (Levin): Three Disputes

• Does Levin disclose “defining position and range information for the user
input element”?

• Does Levin disclose the claimed “boundary range of positions”?

• Does Levin disclose “rendering a haptic effect in response to an entry of 
the user input element to one more positions within the boundary 
range”?
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Key Claim Construction Dispute

• Claim Construction Dispute: Impacts all Grounds 

Question:  Should the Board adopt Immersion’s proposed narrow construction 
of “defining position and range information”?

• If the Board rejects Immersion’s proposed construction:

• Petitioner prevails on Rosenberg, and the Board need not consider any 
other Grounds. 

• Petitioner prevails on limitation 1[A] for all Grounds.

• If the Board adopts Immersion’s proposed construction:

• Petitioner still prevails on Rosenberg.
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“Defining Position and Range 
Information” 
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Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute

13

Claim Term Petitioner’s Position PO’s Proposed Construction 

“defining position and 
range information” 
(Claims 1, 8, and 15) 

No construction 
necessary.

“A step taken by, or a feature allowing, 
a user or device to change the settings 
of a controller to adjust the claimed 
ranges based on user input.”

Primary issues:
• Does the claim language require 

that the ranges be user 
modifiable?

• Does it exclude pre-defined 
ranges/force profiles?

At institution, the Board correctly rejected PO’s 
proposed construction
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Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute

14

Claim Term Petitioner’s Position PO’s Proposed Construction 

“defining position and 
range information” 
(Claims 1, 8, and 15) 

No construction 
necessary.

“A step taken by, or a feature allowing, 
a user or device to change the settings 
of a controller to adjust the claimed 
ranges based on user input.”

Primary issues:
• Does the claim language require 

that the ranges be user 
modifiable?

• Does it exclude pre-defined 
ranges/force profiles?

At institution, the Board correctly rejected PO’s 
proposed construction
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There is No Basis For a “User-Modifiable” Requirement

EX1001, 5:29-30 (Reply, 2) 

Reply, 2-3

Institution Decision at 10

The specification teaches 
that the ranges may be 

fixed—i.e., unmodifiable.
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The ID Found the “User-Modifiable” Requirement Lacks Support

Institution Decision at 8-11

The Board’s ID correctly found PO “has not pointed to any 
disclosure in the ’907 patent suggesting that range settings 

must be user-modifiable”

Reply, 2-5

Institution Decision, 10
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Immersion’s Reliance on the Specification Fails 

17

EX1001, 5:30-38 (Reply, 8)

The specification cited by the 
POR neither addresses nor 
requires user input.  

POR at 22-23

Reply, 8

Requiring user input 
for “fixed” and 
“variable” ranges 
ignores the plain 
meaning of each 
term.
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Figure 4 Confirms There is No “User-Modifiable” Requirement

18

EX1001, Fig. 4, 9:8-39 (Pet., 4-5)
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Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute

19

Claim Term Petitioner’s Position PO’s Proposed Construction 

“defining position and 
range information” 
(Claims 1, 8, and 15) 

No construction 
necessary.

“A step taken by, or a feature allowing, 
a user or device to change the settings 
of a controller to adjust the claimed 
ranges based on user input.”

Primary issues:
• Does the claim language require 

that the ranges be user 
modifiable?

• Does it exclude pre-defined 
ranges/force profiles?

At institution, the Board correctly rejected PO’s 
proposed construction



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Claim Language Does Not Exclude Predefined Ranges

20

Institution Decision at 10-11

EX1001, Claims 1, 8, 15

Reply, 3-7
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Immersion’s Purported Plain and Ordinary Meaning Also Fails

21

Immersion’s Sur-Reply repackages its proposed construction as the 
“plain and ordinary meaning.”

This fails for the same reasons.  

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 6
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Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion

22

1. The ’907 Patent does not claim “force profiles” 

2. Grammar precludes the use of predetermined force 
profiles

3. Proposed construction is consistent with the intrinsic 
evidence 

4. Proposed construction is consistent with extrinsic 
evidence 

Immersion’s Four POR Arguments Supporting its Proposed 
Construction: Each Fails  
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1. The ’907 Patent does not claim “force profiles” 

2. Grammar precludes the use of predetermined force 
profiles

3. Proposed construction is consistent with the intrinsic 
evidence 

4. Proposed construction is consistent with extrinsic 
evidence 

Immersion’s Four POR Arguments Supporting its Proposed 
Construction: Each Fails  

Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
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Force Profiles Are Described by the Prior Art

24

***

Goldenberg (EX1016) at [0066] (Pet., 10)

Rosenberg (EX1017) at [0103] (Pet., 34)

Levin (EX1006) at [0049] (Pet., 69)

***
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Force Profiles Provide Force Feedback

25

Pet., 34-35

Force profiles illustrate defined sets of position and range 
information stored in memory

EX1017 at [0103], [0164], [0165], Fig. 10a, 10c (Pet., 34-35)

***

***

***
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Immersion’s “Force Profiles” Argument Fails

26

Reply, 12-13

POR at 14-15

Immersion attempts to 
carve out the prior art.

This amounts to a 
disclaimer argument. 
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The Claims Do Not Exclude Prior-Art Force Profiles

27

“Thus, in accord with our settled practice we construe the claim as written, 
not as [Immersion] wish[es] they had written it.” Chef Am., Inc. v. Lamb-
Weston, Inc., 358 F.3d 1371, 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2004)

Cited in Reply, 13

A disclaimer or disavowal of claim scope must be “clear and unmistakable.” 
Luminara Worldwide, LLC v. Liown Electronics Co., 814 F.3d 1343, 1353 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

Cited in Reply, 12

Absent clear disclaimer of prior art force profiles, the claims are 
not limited to exclude them
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Immersion’s “Force Profiles” Argument Fails

28

Relies on irrelevant 
case law and applies 
wrong legal standard

***

***

POR at 14-15

Reply, 12
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PO’s Case Law Does Not Support Excluding Force Profiles

29

“The ’108 patent discloses a separate invention, includes a distinct prosecution 
history, and is supported by a different written description[.] These distinctions 
reinforce the well-understood notion that claims of unrelated patents must be 
construed separately.” e.Digital Corp. v. Futurewei Technologies, Inc., 772 F.3d 723, 
726-727 (Fed. Cir. 2016). Cited in POR, 14

Valve relies on the 
’907 patent intrinsic 

evidence, not 
unrelated patents

Reply at 7
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PO’s Case Law Does Not Support Excluding Force Profiles

30

“We see nothing in the intrinsic record that would have suggested to one of 
ordinary skill that ‘communications path’ refers to wireless communications. To the 
contrary, the intrinsic record militates powerfully against that understanding. 
Ruckus Wireless v. Innovative Wireless, 824 F.3d 999, 1003-1004 (Fed. Cir. 2016).

• Invention described as “particularly concerned” with “two wire lines such a 
telephone subscriber lines”

• Every embodiment used telephone wires and invention described as reaching any 
wired connection

Cited in POR, 16

Conversely, the ’907 
patent does not 

discourage construing 
the claims to cover 

“force profiles”

Reply at 13
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Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion

31

1. The ’907 Patent does not claim “force profiles” 

2. Grammar precludes the use of predetermined force 
profiles

3. Proposed construction is consistent with the intrinsic 
evidence 

4. Proposed construction is consistent with extrinsic 
evidence 

Immersion’s Four POR Arguments Supporting its Proposed 
Construction: Each Fails  
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Immersion’s POR Focused on Flawed Grammar Principles
Reply, 4-5

32

POR at 17-20

Patent Owner 

Response
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Petitioner’s Reply Showed PO’s Grammar Arguments Are Wrong

33

Petitioner’s Reply

Reply at 4-5
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 3 

34

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 1-2 

Immersion implicitly 
criticizes its own 

emphasis on grammar

New argument relying 
on the preamble and 
citing no factual or 

legal support—
quoting its own 

proposed construction 
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Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion

35

1. The ’907 Patent does not claim “force profiles” 

2. Grammar precludes the use of predetermined force 
profiles

3. Proposed construction is consistent with the intrinsic 
evidence 

4. Proposed construction is consistent with extrinsic 
evidence 

Immersion’s Four POR Arguments Supporting its Proposed 
Construction: Each Fails  
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Immersion’s Third Argument Relies on Flawed Reasoning

36

POR at 20-23

Immersion’s third argument relies on the same 
grammar arguments already discussed

POR at 22
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Immersion’s Third Argument Mischaracterizes the Specification

37

• Functionality 500—the software—sets 
the position and range information

• Calculations based on movement of 
“user input device” only contemplated 
“[i]n some instances.”

POR at 21 

EX1001, 9:44-51, (Reply, 9)

Patent Owner 

Response
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Immersion Misunderstands Figure 4
Reply, 10-11

POR at 21-22

Reply at 10-11
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Figure 4 Confirms There is No “User-Modifiable” Requirement

39

EX1001, Fig. 4, 9:8-39 (Pet., 4-5)
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 2 

40

Immersion’s Sur-
Reply makes further 

unsupportable 
conclusions about 

“user input”

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 3 
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments

41

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 3 
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The Dependent Claims Do Not Support Immersion 

42

EX1001, Claims 2, 9, 16

Reply, 3

• No reference to being user-modifiable
• Based on the user input element, not user action 
• No temporal restrictions prohibiting calculations 

performed prior to use
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The Trigger Data Disclosure Does Not Dictate Otherwise

43

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 5 

Mischaracterizes 
specification

• Trigger engine 316 may 
modify haptic data based on 
trigger data 323.

• Trigger data itself merely 
“indicate[s] a position.” 

EX1001, 7:1-13 (Reply, 10)
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Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion

44

1. The ’907 Patent does not claim “force profiles” 

2. Grammar precludes the use of predetermined force 
profiles

3. Proposed construction is consistent with the intrinsic 
evidence 

4. Proposed construction is consistent with extrinsic 
evidence 

Immersion’s Four POR Arguments Supporting its Proposed 
Construction: Each Fails  
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Immersion’s Reliance on Extrinsic Evidence Fails 

45

POR at 23-24 Reply at 11-12

Reply at 6-7
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Other Claim Construction 
Disputes 
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The Board Need Not Resolve Other Claim Construction Disputes

47

Reply at 14

POR at 13
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Grounds 3-5: Rosenberg

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Goldenberg (EX1016) 1-6, 8-13, 15-19 102/103

2.  Goldenberg, Cruz-Hernandez (EX1005) 7, 14, 20 103

3.  Rosenberg (EX1017)
1-4, 6, 8-11, 13, 15-

17, 19
102/103

4.  Roberts (EX1018), Rosenberg 5, 12, 18 103

5.  Roberts, Rosenberg, Cruz-Hernandez 7, 14, 20 103

6. Levin (EX1006)
1, 3-4, 6, 8, 10-11, 

13, 15, 17, 19
102/103
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Rosenberg Overview 

49

***

EX1017 at [0002], [0062], [0063], Fig. 1 (Pet., 32-33)

Pet., 32-33
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Rosenberg Overview 

50
EX1017 at [0069], [0103], [0164], Figs. 10a, 10c (Pet., 33-34)

Pet., 33-34; Reply, 14-15
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Ground 3: Rosenberg Meets Claim 1 in Two Ways

51

EX1017 at [0164]-[0166] (Pet., 36-40)

EX1017, Figs. 10a, 10c (annotated at Pet., 39-40)

Petition, 35-40

“Without Deadband”

“With Deadband”
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Ground 3 (Rosenberg): One Dispute

52

Label Limitation Disputed

[1PRE]
A method for controlling a user input element associated with a 
haptic output device, the method comprising:

No

[1A]
defining position and range information for the user input element 
associated with the haptic output device, including

Yes

[1A1] a primary range of positions, No

[1A2] a secondary range of positions, and No

[1A3]
a boundary range of positions, wherein the boundary range of 
positions partially overlaps each of the primary range of positions and 
the secondary range of positions; and

No

[1B]
rendering a haptic effect in response to an entry of the user input 
element to one or more positions within the boundary range of 
positions.

No

POR at Table of Contents

Immersion disputes only 
limitation [1A]

POR at 55-58
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Rosenberg Meets [1A] Regardless of Claim Construction

53

Claim Construction Outcome [1A] Result

If the Board rejects Immersion’s proposed 
construction:  Rosenberg meets limitation [1A]

If the Board adopts Immersion’s proposed 
construction:  Rosenberg still meets limitation [1A]

Rosenberg Grounds Prevail Regardless of Claim Construction 
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The Properly Construed Claims Cover Rosenberg’s Force Profiles

54

POR at 56

Merely repeats claim 
construction argument 

and fails if the Board 
rejects Immersion’s 

proposed construction

Reply, 14-15
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Rosenberg’s Force Profiles Are Not Mere Illustrations

55

Mischaracterizes 
Rosenberg and Petitioner’s 

arguments 

POR at 56 Reply at 15
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The Board’s ID Also Disagreed with Immersion’s Characterization

56

Institution Decision at 24
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Immersion’s Sur-Reply Focuses Entirely on “Defining”

57

Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 20 Patent Owner Sur-Reply at 20-21 

***
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Rosenberg Meets [1A] Even Under PO’s Construction 

58

***

EX1017 at [0103] (Pet., 34; Reply, 14-16) 

Rosenberg discloses switching between multiple force 
profiles based on user input

***

EX1017 at [0121] (Reply, 16)

***

Petition, 47; Reply, 16
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Immersion’s Remaining POR Argument Also Fails

59

Immersion’s Sur-Reply 
appears to abandon this 

flawed argument 

The Petition did not map 
“defining position and 

range information” to the 
figures.

Institution Decision at 24

POR at 58
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Ground 3 (Rosenberg): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims

60

Dispute for independent claims 
8 and 15 is the same dispute as 

independent claim 1 

POR at 9

Rosenberg discloses the 
instructions for claims 8 and 15

Petition at 50-52

***
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Ground 3 (Rosenberg): Dependent Claims are Undisputed

61

Claim 2

The method of claim 1, wherein one of the primary range of 
positions, the secondary range of positions, and the boundary range 
of positions is calculated based on a movement of the user input 
element from a maximum out position to a grounding position.

No

Claim 3
The method of claim 1, wherein a profile for the user input element is 
calculated by mapping each position of the user input element to an 
analog to digital conversion value.

No

Claim 4
The method of claim 3, wherein the profile for the user input element 
is an increasing profile or a decreasing profile.

No

Claim 5

The method of claim 1, wherein a normalized profile for the user 
input element is calculated by removing at least one of the secondary 
range of positions or the boundary range of positions from mapped 
analog to digital conversion values.

No

Claim 6
The method of claim 1, further comprising monitoring a position of 
the user input element.

No

Claim 7
The method of claim 1, further comprising adjusting a profile and a 
normalized profile of the user input element to adjust for a change to 
a resting position of the user input element.

No

Label Limitation Disputed
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Rosenberg Grounds 4-5 Disputes 

62

POR at 58-59

Immersion has no separate disputes against Grounds 4-5
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Grounds 1-2: Goldenberg

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Goldenberg (EX1016) 1-6, 8-13, 15-19 102/103

2.  Goldenberg, Cruz-Hernandez (EX1005) 7, 14, 20 103

3.  Rosenberg (EX1017)
1-4, 6, 8-11, 13, 15-

17, 19
102/103

4.  Roberts (EX1018), Rosenberg 5, 12, 18 103

5.  Roberts, Rosenberg, Cruz-Hernandez 7, 14, 20 103

6. Levin (EX1006)
1, 3-4, 6, 8, 10-11, 

13, 15, 17, 19
102/103
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Grounds 1-2 (Goldenberg): Two Disputes 

64

• Grounds 1-2 (Goldenberg): Two Disputes

• Does Goldenberg disclose “defining position and range information for
the user input element” ([1A])?

• Does Goldenberg disclose the three (i.e., primary, secondary, and 
boundary) claimed ranges?

• Does Goldenberg’s “first spring effect” disclose a single range or 
“primary” and “secondary” ranges ([1A1]-[1A2])?

• Does Goldenberg’s “boundary range of positions partially overlap[] 
each of the primary range of positions and the secondary range of 
positions” ([1A3])?

POR, 38-55
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Dispute 1: Goldenberg Meets Limitation [1A]

65

Claim Construction Outcome [1A] Result

If the Board rejects Immersion’s proposed 
construction:  Goldenberg meets [1A]

If the Board adopts Immersion’s proposed 
construction:  Goldenberg still meets [1A]

Goldenberg Meets Limitation [1A] Regardless of 
Claim Construction 
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Patent Owner Advances the Same Disputes for [1A]

66

Uses the same flawed 
construction for [1A]

Reply, 18

POR at 39

Mischaracterizes force 
profiles

POR at 42

Petitioner prevails for 
the reasons discussed

Reply at 18
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Goldenberg Meets [1A] Under Petitioner’s Construction 

67

Reply, 18-19

Goldenberg’s force profiles illustrate defined sets of position 
and range information stored in memory

***

EX1016 at [0066] (Pet., 10; Reply, 19)

EX1016 at Fig. 8 (Pet., 10; Reply 19)

***

EX1016 at [0116] (Pet., 10-11)
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Goldenberg Meets [1A] Even Under PO’s Construction 

68

Goldenberg discloses switching between multiple force 
profiles based on user input

EX1016 at [0012] (Reply, 19)

Reply, 19

EX1016 at [0115] (Pet., 8; Reply, 19)

EX1016 at [0108] (Reply, 19)
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Ground 1 (Goldenberg): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims

69

Dispute for independent 
claims 8 and 15 is the same as 

independent claim 1 

POR at 9

***

Goldenberg discloses the 
instructions for claims 8 and 15

Petition at 25-27
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Dispute 2: Goldenberg Meets Limitations [1A1]-[1A3]

70

Mistakes Goldenberg’s “first 
spring effect” as exclusively 

covering a single range

Misconstrues “partially 
overlaps” to exclude 
partial overlap with 

“each of” primary and 
secondary ranges

POR at 48

POR at 49
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A “Range” Can Consist of Smaller Ranges

71

Claim Term Agreed Construction

“range” 
(Claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18) 

“a sequence, series, or scale 
between limits”

Reply at 21

***
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Goldenberg Meets [1A1]-[1A2] 

72

Reply, 19-21

Boundary Range partially 
overlapping “each of” the other 

Ranges

Primary Range

Secondary Range

Goldenberg’s “first spring effect” discloses “primary” and 
“secondary” ranges under the agreed construction of “range”

Reply, 19-20
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Goldenberg Meets [1A3] 

73

Reply, 21-24

Goldenberg discloses a “boundary range” which “partially overlaps” 
other ranges under PO’s construction of “partially overlaps”

Boundary Range partially 
overlapping “each of” the other 

Ranges

Primary Range

Secondary Range

Reply, 22
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There is No Inconsistency In Goldenberg’s Claimed Ranges

74

Institution Decision at 19

The Board correctly rejected PO’s arguments 
concerning purported inconsistency

Reply, 25
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Ground 1 (Goldenberg): Dependent Claims are Undisputed

75

Claim 2

The method of claim 1, wherein one of the primary range of 
positions, the secondary range of positions, and the boundary range 
of positions is calculated based on a movement of the user input 
element from a maximum out position to a grounding position.

No

Claim 3
The method of claim 1, wherein a profile for the user input element is 
calculated by mapping each position of the user input element to an 
analog to digital conversion value.

No

Claim 4
The method of claim 3, wherein the profile for the user input element 
is an increasing profile or a decreasing profile.

No

Claim 5

The method of claim 1, wherein a normalized profile for the user 
input element is calculated by removing at least one of the secondary 
range of positions or the boundary range of positions from mapped 
analog to digital conversion values.

No

Claim 6
The method of claim 1, further comprising monitoring a position of 
the user input element.

No

Claim 7
The method of claim 1, further comprising adjusting a profile and a 
normalized profile of the user input element to adjust for a change to 
a resting position of the user input element.

No

Label Limitation Disputed



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Goldenberg Ground 2 Disputes 

76

POR at 54-55

Immersion has no separate disputes against Ground 2



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEDEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE 77

Ground 6: Levin

GROUND CLAIMS BASIS

1.  Goldenberg (EX1016) 1-6, 8-13, 15-19 102/103

2.  Goldenberg, Cruz-Hernandez (EX1005) 7, 14, 20 103

3.  Rosenberg (EX1017)
1-4, 6, 8-11, 13, 15-

17, 19
102/103

4.  Roberts (EX1018), Rosenberg 5, 12, 18 103

5.  Roberts, Rosenberg, Cruz-Hernandez 7, 14, 20 103

6. Levin (EX1006)
1, 3-4, 6, 8, 10-11, 

13, 15, 17, 19
102/103



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 6 (Levin): Three Disputes 

78

• Ground 6 (Levin): Three Disputes

• Does Levin disclose “defining position and range information for the user
input element” ([1A])?

• Does Levin disclose the claimed “boundary range of positions” ([1A3])?

• Does Levin disclose “rendering a haptic effect in response to an entry of 
the user input element to one more positions within the boundary 
range” ([1B])?

POR, 59-65



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dispute 1: Patent Owner Advances the Same Disputes for [1A]

79

Uses the same flawed 
construction for [1A]

Reply, 27

POR at 60

Mischaracterizes force 
profiles

POR at 60

Fails for the reasons 
discussed

Reply at 27



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Levin Meets [1A] Under Petitioner’s Construction 

80

Reply, 18-19

Levin’s force profiles illustrate defined sets of position and 
range information stored in memory

EX1006 at Fig. 6B (Pet., 69)

***

EX1006 at [0049], [0067] (Pet., 69)

***

EX1006 at [0070] (Pet., 69)



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 6 (Levin): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims

81

Dispute for independent 
claims 8 and 15 is the same as 

independent claim 1 

POR at 9

***

Levin discloses the instructions 
for claims 8 and 15 

Petition at 80-82



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dispute 2: Levin Meets Limitation [1A3]

82

Misconstrues “partially 
overlaps” to exclude 
partial overlap with 

“each of” primary and 
secondary ranges

POR at 64-65

***



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Levin Meets [1A3]

83

Reply, 27-29

Levin discloses a “boundary range” which “partially overlaps” other 
ranges under PO’s construction of “partially overlaps”

Boundary Range partially 
overlapping “each of” the other 

Ranges

Primary Range

Secondary Range

Reply, 28



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dispute 3: Levin Meets Limitation [1B]

84

Mischaracterizes Levin’s 
haptic effect as mere 

coincidence

POR at 67, 70-71

POR at 67

***



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Levin Meets [1B]

85

Reply, 29-30

Levin’s haptic effect is not coincidental and meets [1B] under 
PO’s construction of “in response to”

Knob rotation-
direction 

dependency is 
unique to Levin’s 
Boundary Range

The Board’s ID correctly 
found Levin’s haptic 

effect were not 
coincidental

Reply, 29-30

Reply, 30

Institution Decision, 30



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 6 (Levin): Dependent Claims are Undisputed

86

Claim 2

The method of claim 1, wherein one of the primary range of 
positions, the secondary range of positions, and the boundary range 
of positions is calculated based on a movement of the user input 
element from a maximum out position to a grounding position.

No

Claim 3
The method of claim 1, wherein a profile for the user input element is 
calculated by mapping each position of the user input element to an 
analog to digital conversion value.

No

Claim 4
The method of claim 3, wherein the profile for the user input element 
is an increasing profile or a decreasing profile.

No

Claim 5

The method of claim 1, wherein a normalized profile for the user 
input element is calculated by removing at least one of the secondary 
range of positions or the boundary range of positions from mapped 
analog to digital conversion values.

No

Claim 6
The method of claim 1, further comprising monitoring a position of 
the user input element.

No

Claim 7
The method of claim 1, further comprising adjusting a profile and a 
normalized profile of the user input element to adjust for a change to 
a resting position of the user input element.

No

Label Limitation Disputed


	Default Section
	Slide 1: United States Patent and Trademark Office Before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
	Slide 2: Overview of the Petition’s Grounds 
	Slide 3: Overview of U.S. Patent No. 10,627,907
	Slide 4: ’907 Patent: Exemplary User Input Elements  
	Slide 5: ’907 Patent: Claim 1
	Slide 6: ’907 Patent: Defining Ranges of Motion
	Slide 7: ’907 Patent: Defining Ranges and Rendering Haptic Effects
	Slide 8: The Prior Art Defined Position Ranges Using “Force Profiles”
	Slide 9: The Prior Art Defined Position Ranges Using “Force Profiles”
	Slide 10: Overview of Disputes for Each Ground
	Slide 11: Key Claim Construction Dispute

	Claim Construction
	Slide 12
	Slide 13: Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute
	Slide 14: Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute
	Slide 15: There is No Basis For a “User-Modifiable” Requirement
	Slide 16: The ID Found the “User-Modifiable” Requirement Lacks Support
	Slide 17: Immersion’s Reliance on the Specification Fails 
	Slide 18: Figure 4 Confirms There is No “User-Modifiable” Requirement
	Slide 19: Defining Position and Range Information:  Overview of Dispute
	Slide 20: The Claim Language Does Not Exclude Predefined Ranges
	Slide 21: Immersion’s Purported Plain and Ordinary Meaning Also Fails
	Slide 22: Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
	Slide 23: Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
	Slide 24: Force Profiles Are Described by the Prior Art
	Slide 25: Force Profiles Provide Force Feedback
	Slide 26: Immersion’s “Force Profiles” Argument Fails
	Slide 27: The Claims Do Not Exclude Prior-Art Force Profiles
	Slide 28: Immersion’s “Force Profiles” Argument Fails
	Slide 29: PO’s Case Law Does Not Support Excluding Force Profiles
	Slide 30: PO’s Case Law Does Not Support Excluding Force Profiles
	Slide 31: Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
	Slide 32: Immersion’s POR Focused on Flawed Grammar Principles
	Slide 33: Petitioner’s Reply Showed PO’s Grammar Arguments Are Wrong
	Slide 34: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments
	Slide 35: Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
	Slide 36: Immersion’s Third Argument Relies on Flawed Reasoning
	Slide 37: Immersion’s Third Argument Mischaracterizes the Specification
	Slide 38: Immersion Misunderstands Figure 4
	Slide 39: Figure 4 Confirms There is No “User-Modifiable” Requirement
	Slide 40: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments
	Slide 41: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Pivoted to New Flawed Arguments
	Slide 42: The Dependent Claims Do Not Support Immersion 
	Slide 43: The Trigger Data Disclosure Does Not Dictate Otherwise
	Slide 44: Immersion Fails to Justify Departing from the ID’s Conclusion
	Slide 45: Immersion’s Reliance on Extrinsic Evidence Fails 
	Slide 46
	Slide 47: The Board Need Not Resolve Other Claim Construction Disputes

	Rosenberg Grounds
	Slide 48: Grounds 3-5: Rosenberg
	Slide 49: Rosenberg Overview 
	Slide 50: Rosenberg Overview 
	Slide 51: Ground 3: Rosenberg Meets Claim 1 in Two Ways
	Slide 52: Ground 3 (Rosenberg): One Dispute
	Slide 53: Rosenberg Meets [1A] Regardless of Claim Construction
	Slide 54: The Properly Construed Claims Cover Rosenberg’s Force Profiles
	Slide 55: Rosenberg’s Force Profiles Are Not Mere Illustrations
	Slide 56: The Board’s ID Also Disagreed with Immersion’s Characterization
	Slide 57: Immersion’s Sur-Reply Focuses Entirely on “Defining”
	Slide 58: Rosenberg Meets [1A] Even Under PO’s Construction 
	Slide 59: Immersion’s Remaining POR Argument Also Fails
	Slide 60: Ground 3 (Rosenberg): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims
	Slide 61: Ground 3 (Rosenberg): Dependent Claims are Undisputed
	Slide 62: Rosenberg Grounds 4-5 Disputes 

	Goldenberg
	Slide 63: Grounds 1-2: Goldenberg
	Slide 64: Grounds 1-2 (Goldenberg): Two Disputes 
	Slide 65: Dispute 1: Goldenberg Meets Limitation [1A]
	Slide 66: Patent Owner Advances the Same Disputes for [1A]
	Slide 67: Goldenberg Meets [1A] Under Petitioner’s Construction 
	Slide 68: Goldenberg Meets [1A] Even Under PO’s Construction 
	Slide 69: Ground 1 (Goldenberg): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims
	Slide 70: Dispute 2: Goldenberg Meets Limitations [1A1]-[1A3]
	Slide 71: A “Range” Can Consist of Smaller Ranges
	Slide 72: Goldenberg Meets [1A1]-[1A2] 
	Slide 73: Goldenberg Meets [1A3] 
	Slide 74: There is No Inconsistency In Goldenberg’s Claimed Ranges
	Slide 75: Ground 1 (Goldenberg): Dependent Claims are Undisputed
	Slide 76: Goldenberg Ground 2 Disputes 

	Levin
	Slide 77: Ground 6: Levin
	Slide 78: Ground 6 (Levin): Three Disputes 
	Slide 79: Dispute 1: Patent Owner Advances the Same Disputes for [1A]
	Slide 80: Levin Meets [1A] Under Petitioner’s Construction 
	Slide 81: Ground 6 (Levin): Disputes are Identical for Independent Claims
	Slide 82: Dispute 2: Levin Meets Limitation [1A3]
	Slide 83: Levin Meets [1A3]
	Slide 84: Dispute 3: Levin Meets Limitation [1B]
	Slide 85: Levin Meets [1B]
	Slide 86: Ground 6 (Levin): Dependent Claims are Undisputed


