








then trigger haptic feedback effects. See Exhibit 21. On information and belief, the relevant
APISs called in the Android platforms are present in Froyo, Gingerbread, and Android 4.0 (“Ice
| Cream Sandwich”). See Exhibit 21.
5.7  Asdiscussed mdre fully in § VII below, and demonstrated in Exhibits 22-27, the
representaﬁve models listed above infringe claims of all of the patents-in-suit.

V1. THE PATENTS-IN-SUIT
A. THE 846 PATENT

1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.1 U.S. Patent No. 6,429,846, “Haptic Feedback for Touchpads and Other Touch
Controls,” issued on August 6, 2002. All rights to the 846 patent previously were assigned to
Immersion by the inventors Louis Rosenberg and James Riegel in May 2000, the assignment
being recorded on May 22, 2000. A certified copy of the 846 patent is attached as Exhibit 1,
and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as Exhibit 7.

6.2  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
of the 846 patent identified in Table 1.

6.3  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the ’846 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution history currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix A. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the ’846 patent, and will supplement the Complaint once

 received, to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c) (2).



2. Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention®

6.4  The *846 patent relates to haptics in electronic devices. The *846 patent teaches
outputting a haptic feedback effect to a user contacting a touch input device, which includes a
touchscreen, based on the position of the user’s contact.

B.  THE ’999 PATENT
1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.5  U.S. Patent No. 7,592,999, “Haptic Feedback for Touchpads and Other Touch
Controls,” issued on September 22,2009. All rights to the 999 patent previously were assigned
to Immersion by the inventors Louis Rosmberg and James Riegel in May 2000, the assignment
being recorded on April 17, 2006. A certified copy of the *999 patent is attached as Exhibit 2,
and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as Exhibit 8.

6.6  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
of the ’999 patent identified in Table 1.

6.7  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the ’999 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution history currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix B. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the ’999 patent and will supplement the Complaint once

received to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c)(2).

2 All nontechnical descriptions within this Complaint are for illustrative purposes only. Nothing
in any nontechnical description contained within this Complaint is intended to, either implicitly

or explicitly, express any position regarding the proper construction of any claim of the patents-

in-suit.



2. Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention

6.8  The *999 patent relates to a haptic feedback device with a touchscreen. The 999
patent teaches outputting a haptic feedback effect to a user when the user selects or touches one
of the menu items from a menu displayed on the touchscreen.

C. THE 288 PATENT
1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.9  U.S. Patent No. 7,969,288, “Force Feedback System Including Multi-Tasking
Graphical Host Environment and Interface Device,” issued on June 28, 2011. All rights to the
’288 patent previously were assigned to Immersion by the inventors Adam Braun, Jonathan
Beamer, Louis Rosenberg, and Dean Chang on April 15, 1998. A certified copy of the °288
patent is attached as Exhibit 3, and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as
Exhibit 9.

| 6.10  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
of the *288 patent identified in Table 1.

6.11  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the *288 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution history currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix C. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the *288 patent and will supplement the Complaint once
received to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c)(2).

2. Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention

6.12  The *288 patent relates to systems and methods for enabling haptics on electronic
devices with a multi-tasking environment, where multiple application programs can

V simultaneously run. |

10



6.13  The *288 patent also teaches a method of associating an event with a haptic effect,
enabling users to select one of several available haptic effects to associate with some graphical
object displayed on the device.

D. THE °720 PATENT
1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.14  U.S. Patent No. 7,982,720, “Haptic Feedback for Touchpads and Other Touch
Controls,” issued on July 19, 2011. All rights to the *720 patent previously were assigned to
Immersion by the inventors Louis Rosenberg and James Riegel in May 2000, the assignment
being recorded on April 28, 2010. A certified copy of the *720 patent is attached as Exhibit 4,
and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as Exhibit 10.

6.15  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
- of the *720 patent identified in Table 1.

6.16  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the *720 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution historj currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix D. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the *720 patent and will supplement the Complaint once
received to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c)(2).

2, Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention

6.17 The *720 patent relates to a haptic feedback device. The *720 patent teaches
producing haptic effects associated with graphical items in an active state and an inactive state.
This relates to, for example, vibrations in response to user actions in an active application and

~ separate vibrations in response to events occurring in an inactive application.
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6.18 The *720 patent also teaches producing a haptic effect when a user touches an
edge of a scrolling control region on the touchscreen, and then producing a second haptic effect
when the user touches another location in the scrolling control region. This relates to, for
example, associating haptic effects with the scrolling-to-unlock feature of many smartphones.

6.19  The *720 patent also teaches a haptic feedback touchscreen device with at least
two regions: a first region associated with cursor positioning and a second region associated
with control functionality different from cursor positioning. This relates to smartphones that
provide a set of fixed function control keys that are touch sensitive (e.g., a home key, search key,
or settings key).

E. THE °181 PATENT

1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.20 U.S. Patent No. 8,031,181, “Haptic Feedback for Touchpads and Other Touch
Controls,” issued on October 4, 2011, All rights to the *181 patent previously were assigned to
Immersion by the inventors Louis Rosenberg and James Riegel in May 2000, the assignment
being recorded on October 30, 2007. A certified copy of the *181 patent is attached as
Exhibit 5, and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as Exhibit 11.

6.21  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
of the *181 patent identified in Table 1.

6.22  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the 181 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution history currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix E. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the 181 patent and will supplement the Complaint once

received to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c)(2).
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2. Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention

6.23  The >181 patent relates to a haptic feedback device comprising a touchscreen with
at least two regions: a first region associated with cursor 'positioning and a second region
associated fvith control functionality different from cursor positioning. ‘The *181 patent teaches a
device wherein the two regions are associated with different haptic effects.

F. THE 105 PATENT
1. Identification of the Patent and Ownership by Immersion

6.24  U.S. Patent No. 8,059,105, “Haptic Feedback for Touchpads and Other Touéh
Controls,” issued on November 15, 2011. All rights to the *105 patent previously were assigned
to Immersion by thé inventors Louis Rosenberg and James Riegel in May 2000, the assignment
being recorded on April 28, 2010. A certified copy of the *105 patent is attached as Exhibit 6,
and a certified copy of its sole assignment is attached as Exhibit 12.

6.25  As discussed more fully in § VII, Respondents are infringing at least those claims
of the *105 patent identified in Table 1.

6.26  Pursuant to Commission Rule 210.12(c), this Complaint is accompanied by an
original and three copies of the certified prosecution history of the *105 patent, and four copies
of each patent and each technical reference mentioned in the prosecution history currently in
Immersion’s possession at Appendix F. Immersion has ordered each of the technical references
mentioned in the prosecution history of the *105 patent and will supplement the Complaint once
received to comply with Commission Rule 210.12(c)(2).

2. Nontechnical Description of the Patented Invention

6.27 The ’105 patent relates to devices having a touchscreen, and the use of haptic
feedback with those devices. Specifically, it teaches haptic feedback in response to both user

input (e.g., pressing a key) and user-independent events (e.g., receipt of a phone call). It further
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. teaches haptic feedback imparted by an actuator capable of outputting both pulse tactile
sensations and continuous vibrations. |

G. FOREIGN COUNTERPARTS TO THE PATENTS-IN-SUIT

6.28 A list of foreign counterparts to the patents-in-suit is provided in Exhibit 13.
Immersion owns all right, title, and interest in and to each of these foreign counterparts.
Immersion is not aware of any other foreign counterpart applications corresponding to the
patents-in-suit that have been issued, abandoned, denied, or which remain pending.

H. LICENSES TO THE PATENTS-IN-SUIT

6.29 Immersion has licensed the patents-in-suit to third-party licensees. A list of the
names of the licensees to the patents-in-suit is provided in Confidential Exhibit 14C.
6.30  On information and belief, there are no other licenses to the patents-in-suit.

VII. MOTOROLA’S UNFAIR ACTS

71  On information and belief, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic,
Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2, Admiral, Xprt, and other Motorola mobile electronic devices
incorporating haptics are manufactured outside the United States, imported by Motorola into the
United States, and sold by Motorola throughout the United States to third parties, such as
carriers, retailers, and/or end users. See Exhibit 16. The foregoing representative infringing
’ Motorola devices in original packaging are included as Physical Exhibits 1-9.

7.2 The aforesaid aéts of Motorola are unlawful because the mobile electronic devices
all difectly infringe at least one of the patents-in-suit.

7.3  Oninformation and belief, Motorola also indirectly infringes the patents-in-suit
- by contributing to and/or inducing the infringement of these patents by third parties, such as
retailérs, carriers, and/or end users of the devices. Motorola actively and knowingly sells its

- accused mobile electronic devices along with directions, instruction manuals, guides, and/or
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other materials that encourage and facilitate infringing use by others. See Exhibit 29. Further,
the haptics incorporated into these mobile electronic devices is not a staple article of commerce
suitable for substantial noninfringing use.

A. INFRINGEMENT OF THE ’846 PATENT

7.4 | One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the *846 patent
identified in Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through
investigation, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Phéton, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2,
Admiral, and Xprt infringe at least independent apparatus claim 1 of the *846 patent.
Additionally, users making routine use of the representative Motorola products infringe at least
independent method claim 37 of the 846 patent.

7.5  Motorola actively and knowingly induces others to sell and/or use Motorola

~mobile electronic devices that infringe the *846 patent, and to perform methods covered by the
’846 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction manuals, guides, and/or other materials
that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused device to use the device in a manner that
infringes certain claims of the *846 patent. See Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola devices
infringing the ’846 patent has no substantial noninfringing use.

7.6 On information and belief, Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
’846 patenf as of at least an August 31, 2011 licensing negotiation presentation from Immersion
to Motorola. See Confidential Exhibit 28C.

7.7  Claim charts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices
infringe representative claims 1 and 37 of the 846 patent are attached as Exhibit 22.

B. INFRINGEMENT OF THE ’999 PATENT

7.8 One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the 999 patent

identified in Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through

15



investigation, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid '3’ Droid Bionic, Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2,
Admiral, and Xprt infringe at least independent apparatus claims 1, 8, and 13 of the *999 patent.

7.9  Motorola actively and knowingly induces others to sell and/or use Motorola
mobile electronic devices that infringe the *999 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction
manuals, guides, and/or other materials that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused
device to use the device in a manner that infringes certain claims of the *999 patent. See
Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola devices infringing the 999 patent has no substantial
noninfringing use.

7.10  On information and belief, Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
’999 patent as of at least January 18, 2012 when Immersion sent a letter to Motorola notifying it
that Motorola products are covered by the 999 patent. See Exhibit 33.

7.11 Claim charts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices
infringe representative claims 1, 8, and 13 of the 999 patent are attached as Exhibit 23.

C. INFRINGEMENT OF THE °288 PATENT

7.12  One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the *288 patent
identified ih Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through
investigation, users making routine use of the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic,
Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2, Admiral, and Xprt infringe at least independent method claim
18 of the 288 patent. Additionally, users making routine use of the Motorola Admiral infringe
- at least independent method claim 19 of the *288 patent.

7.13  Motorola actively and knowingiy induces others to sell and/or use Motorola
mobile electronic devices that infringe the 288 patent, and to perform methods covered by the
’288 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction manuals, guides, and/or other materials

that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused device to use the device in a manner that
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infringes certain claims of the *288 patent. See Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola devices
infringing the *288 patent has no substantial noninfringing use.

7.14  On information and belief, Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
’288 patent as of at least an August 31, 2011 licensing negotiation presentation from Immersion
to Motorola. See Confidential Exhibit 28C. |

7.15  Claim char\ts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices
infringe representative claims 18 and 19 of the *288 patent are attached as Exhibit 24.

D. INFRINGEMENT OF THE °720 PATENT

7.16  One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the 720 patent
identified in Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through
investigation, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2,
Admiral, and Xprt infringe at least independent apparatus claims 1, 5, and 10 of the *720 patent.

7.17 Motorola actively and knowingly induces others to sell and/or use Motorola

~mobile electronic devices that infringe the *720 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction
manuals, guides, and/or other materials that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused
device to use the device in a manner that infringes certain claims of the *720 patent. See
Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola devices infringing the *720 patent has no substantial
noninfringing use. |

7.18  On information and belief, Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
”720 patent as of at least an August 31, 2011 licensing negotiation presentation from Immersion
to Motorola. See Confidential Exhibit 28C.

7.19  Claim charts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices

infringe representative claims 1, 5, and 10 of the *720 patent are attached as Exhibit 25.
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E. INFRINGEMENT OF THE °181 PATENT

7.20 :One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the *181 patent
identified in Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through
investigation, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2,
Admiral, and Xprt infringe at least independent apparatus claim 1 of the *181 patent.
Additionally, users making routine use of the representative Motorola products infringe at least
independent method claim 27 of the *181 patent.

7.21  Motorola actively and knowingly induces others to sell and/or use Motorola
mobile electronic devices that infringe the *181 patent, and to perform method‘s covered by the
’181 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction manuals, guides, and/or other materials
that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused device to use the device in a manner that
infringes certain claims of the *181 patent. See Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola’s devices
~infringing the *181 patent has no substantial noninfringing use. |

7.22  On information and belief,‘ Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
’181 patent as of at least January 18, 2012 when Immersion sent a letter to Motorola notifying it
that Motorola products are covered by the *181 patent. See Exhibit 33. |

7.23  Claim charts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices
infringe representative claims 1 and 27 of the 181 patent are attached as Exhibit 26.

F. INFRINGEMENT OF THE ’105 PATENT

7.24  One or more Motorola products infringe at least those claims of the 105 patent
identified in Table 1. As specific examples, based on information discovered through
investigation, the Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Photon, Atrix, Atrix 2, and Xprt

infringe at least independent apparatus claim 1 of the 105 patent. As further examples, the
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~ Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Photon, Droid X2, Atrix, Atrix 2, Admiral, and
Xprt infringe at least independent apparatus claims 7, 14, 15, 18, and 19 of the *105 patent.

7.25 Mbtorola actively and knowingly induces others to sell and/or use Motorola
mobile electronic devices that infringe the *105 patent. Motorola provides directions, instruction
'~ manuals, guides, and/or other materials that instruct and encourage the purchaser of an accused
device to use the device in a manner that inﬁinges certain claims of the 105 patent. See
| Exhibit 29. The haptics in Motorola devices infringing the *105 patent has no substantial
noninfringing use. |

7.26  On information and belief, Motorola was on notice that it infringes claims of the
’105 patent as of at least January 18, 2012 when Immersion sent a letter to Motorola notifying it
that Motorola products are covered by the 105 patent. See Exhibit 33.

7.27  Claim charts demonstrating that exemplary Motorola mobile electronic devices
infringe representative claims 1, 7, 14, 15, 18, and 19 of the 105 patent are attached as
Exhibit 27.

G. ADDITIONAL INFRINGING PRODUCTS

7.28  On information and belief, Respondents” additional products may infringe one or
more of the patents-in-suit. Immersion believes it is likely that, after a reasonable opportunity
for further investigation and discovery, Immersion will be able to show that Respondents’
additional products infringe one or more of the asserted patents under circumstances that would

give rise to further violations of Section 337.
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VIII. SPECIFIC INSTANCES OF MOTOROLA'’S UNFAIR IMPORTATION AND
SALE

A. MOTOROLA’S IMPORTATIONS

| 8.1  Oninformation and belief, Motorola mobile electronic devices incorporating
haptics, including those listed above in Paragraph 5.5, are manufactured outside the United
- States, and then imported into and sold throughout the United States to retailers and/or to end
users. |

8.2 On January 10, 2012, a Motorola Droid Razr, Droid 3, Droid Bionic, Photon, and
Atrix 2 were purchased from a Best Buy retail store located at 1751 East Bayshore Road, East
Palo Alto, California 94303. The purchase receipt from this transaction is included in |
Exhibit 18. It is apparent that these phones were imported because the packaging indicates that
these phones are manufactured in China, as shown in Exhibit 17.

8.3  OnJanuary 11, 2012, a Motorola Droid X2 was purchased from a Fry’s
Electronics retail store located at 340 Portage Avenue, Palo Alto, California 94306. The
purchase receipt from this transaction is included in Exhibit 18. It is apparent that this product
was imported because the packaging indicates that the phone is manufactured in China, as shown
| | in Exhibit 17.

8.4  OnJanuary 11,2012, a Motorola Atrix was purchased from AT&T’s website, and
shipped to 755 Page Mill Road, Palo Alto, California 94304. The purchase receipt from this
transaction is included in Exhibit 18. It is apparent that this product was imported because the
packaging indicates that the phone is manufactured in China, as shown in Exhibit 17.

8.5  OnlJanuary 11,2012, a Motorola Admiral and Xprt were purchased from a Sprint
retail store located at 499 University Avenue, Palo Alto, California 94301. The purchase receipt

from this transaction is included in Exhibit 18. It is apparent that these products were imported
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because the packaging indicates that the phone is manufactured in China, as shown in
Exhibit 17.

B.  ADDITIONAL ACTS OF IMPORTATION AND SALE

8.6  Immersion believes that further discovery likely will reveal other specific acts of
Motorola’s importation, and sale after importation, of mobile electronic devices incorporating
haptics that infringe the patents-in-suit, including, but not limited to, additional models of
cellular phones and smartphones.

C. HARMONIZED TARIFF SCHEDULE INFORMATION

8.7  The proposed Respondents’ subject products are believed to fall within at least the
following classification of the Harmonized Tariff Schedules (“HTS”) of the United States:
8517.12.00 (mobile phones); and 8471.30.01, 8471.41.01, or 8471.49.00 (handheld computers).
These HTS numbers are for illustration only and are not intended to be restrictive of the products
accused.

IX. THE DOMESTIC INDUSTRY

9.1  Asaresult of Immersion’s substantial and ongoing investment in exploitation of
the patents-in-suit, a domestic industry exists or is in the process of being established as defined
by 19 U.S.C. § 1337(a)(3)(C). Immersion has invested substantial resources to research,
develop, design, engineer, test, and commercialize advanced software products that practice the
patents-in-suit when run on a mobile electronic device. Immersion also offers customers several
services and other products designed to help manufacturers integrate haptics into electronic

devices with touchscreen interfaces.
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A. IMMERSION’S RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN
THE UNITED STATES

9.2  Immersion has been an industry leader in the research and development of haptics
since its founding in 1993. Most of the pétents~in—suit relate’ back to applications filed in 1998,
and one relates back to an application filed in 1997. Immersion has devoted substantial
resources over this time to researching, developing, designing, engineering, testing, and
commercializing haptic products that practice the inventions disclosed in the patents-in-suit.

9.3  Immersion currently occupies a 32,881 square-foot facility at 30 Rio Robles, San
J oSe, California 95134. See Exhibit 30. Immersion is investing $374,843.40 in sustaining the
lease on this facility through 2012. See Exhibit 30. From January 2000 until December 2011,
Immersion occupied a 47,688-square-foot facility at 801 Fox Lane, San Jose, California 95131.
See Exhibit 30.

9.4  Immersion employs many engineers in its San Jose facility who work full time on
research, development, design, engineering, testing, and commercialization projects related to
haptics. These engineers have devoted substantial portions of their working time since at least
1998 to the technology disclosed in the patents-in-suit. This time includes the development of
software products that implement the inventions disclosed in the patents-in-suit, as well as work
on othervamersion products and services related to haptics in electronic devices with
touchscreen interfaces. See Confidential Exhibit 31C.

9.5  Currently, most of the engineers in Immersion’s San Jose Mobility Development
business unit are focused on researching, developing, designing, engineering, testing, and
commercializing Immersion’s TouchSense software products. Mobile electronic devices
incorporating Immersion’s TouchSense 3000, TouchSense 4000, or TouchSense 5000 software

products practice claims of the patents-in-suit. Work began on prior versions of the TouchSense
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sQﬁWare products in 2003, and is currently ongoing. Immersion’s domestic engineers spend the
majority of their time focused on the TduchSense software products and most of the remainder
of their time focused on other products and services that enable haptics in mobile electronic
devices. See Confidential Exhibit 31C.

9.6 Immefsion also employs field engineers in its San Jose facility, who travel to
licensees’ facilities to integrate Immersion’s TouchSense software products and designs into the
licensees’ products. Immersion spends substantial sums every year to send ité field engineers to
customer sites. See Confidential Exhibit 31C.

9.7  Immersion invests substantial resources in the equipment and raw materials used
by its engineers at the San Jose facility. This eﬁiuipment is essential to the engineers’ ability to
research, develop, design, engineer, test, and commercialize haptics for mobile electronic
devices, including for work on the TouchSense software products. See Confidential
Exhibit 31C.

9.8  From at least 1998 to 2011, Immersion invested substantial capital and man-hours
into research, development, design, engineering, testing, and commercialization activities taking
place in the San Jose facility directed to implementing haptics on mobile electronic devices. See
Confidential Exhibit 31C.

B. IMMERSION’S TECHNICAL USE OF THE INVENTIONS OF THE
PATENTS-IN-SUIT

9.9  Immersion creates various products, including its TouchSense software products,
designed to implement haptics in electronic devices using the patented inventions. Immersion
then approaches electronic device manufacturers about partnering with Immersion to integrate

- Immersion’s advanced haptics into the manufacturers’ devices. Immersion’s goal is to see
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advanced haptics integrated into mariy electronic devices with touchscreen interfaces, making |
such devices better for consumers. - |

9.10 - Immersion has licensed its TouchSense software products to several cellular
phone, smartphone, and handheld computer manufacturers. As one example, Samsung
Electronics Co., Ltd. has a license to use Immersion’s software and associated intellectual
property—including the patents-in-suit—in many of Samsung’s cellular phones, smartphones,
and other mobile electronic devices. See Confidential Exhibit 14C.

9.11 As aspecific example, Samsung’s Galaxy S II incorporates Immersion’s
TouchSense 3000 software. See Exhibit 32. This device practices at least claim 1 of the *846
patent; claim 1 of the 999 patent; claim 1 of the *720 patent; claim 1 of the 181 patent; and
- claim 7 of the *105 patent. A user making routine use of Immersion’s software on this device
practices at least claim 18 of the 288 patent. See Exhibit 35.

9.12 The Samsung Galaxy S II is offered for sale and sold to retailers and/or end users
throughout the United States. On January 10, 2012, a Samsung Galaxy S II was purchased from
a Best Buy retail store located at 1751 East Bayshore Road, East Palo Alto, California 94303.
The purchase receipt from this transaction is included in Exhibit 18.

9.13 The Domestic Industry Claim Charts Comparing Licensed ngsung Galaxy SII
to the Patents-in-Suit demonstrates that the Samsung Galaxy S II mobile electronic device
practices claims of each patent-in-suit. See Exhibit 34.

X. RELATED LITIGATION

10.1  There has been no litigation involving the patents-in-suit, and Immersion is not

involved in any other litigation with Motorola.
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XI. RELIEF REQUESTED
11.1  WHEREFORE, by reason of the foregoing, Complainant requests that the United

States Intcrhational Trade Commission:
; a)k : institute an immediate investigation pursuant to 19 U.S.C.

- § 1337(a)(1)(B)(i) and (b)(1) into the violations of those sections based on Respondents’
unlawful importation into the United States, sale for importation into the United States,
and/or sale in the United States after importation of certain mobile electronic devices

' incorporéting haptics that infringe, directly, contributorily, or by inducement, one or more
claims of U.S. Patent Nos. 6,429,846; 7,592,999; 7,969,288; 7,982,720, 8,031,181; and
8,059,105;

| b) determine that there has been a violation of Section 337,

c) issue a limited exclusion order pursuant to 19 U.S.C. § 1337(d), excluding
from entry into the United States all of Respondents’ mobile electronic devices incorporating
haptics within the scope of the investigation instituted pursuant to this Complaint that
infringe one or more claims of U.S. Patent Nos. 6,429,846; 7,592,999; 7,969,288; 7,982,720;
8,031,181; and 8,059,105;

d) issue a permanent order pursuant to 19 U.S.C. § 1337(f) directing
Respondents to cease and desist from importing, marketing, advertising, demonstrating,
warehousing, distributing, selling, offering to sell, and/or using mobile electronic devices
incorporating haptics that infringe one or more claims of U.S. Patent Nos. 6,429,846,

7,592,999; 7,969,288; 7,982,720; 8,031,181; and 8,059,105; and
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‘e) grant such other and further relief as the Commission deems appropriate

and just under the law, based on the facts complained of herein and determined by the

investigation.

Dated: February 7, 2012

Respectfully submitted,

/ —
Alexander J. Hadjis

Brian Busey

Morrison & Foerster LLP

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 6000
Washington, DC 20006

Telephone: (202) 887-1500
Facsimile: (202) 887-0763

Harold McElhinny

Morrison & Foerster LLP

425 Market Street

San Francisco, California 94105
Telephone: (415) 268-7000
Facsimile: (415) 268-7522
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Marc Peters

Morrison & Foerster LLP
755 Page Mill Road
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Facsimile: (650) 494-0792

Counsel for Complainant
Immersion Corporation

26





