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Overview

 ’727 Patent 
– Touch Based Gestures
– Independent Claim 1

 Technical Background
– Ahn / Chaudhri

 Limitation [1.d.i]
– No “gesture” “move[s] the object on the touch screen” 
– No “other object” is “blurred “based on a change in distance magnitude of the gesture”
– No blurring occurs during “a portion of the gesture before a completion thereof is detected”

 Limitation [1.d.ii]
– No increasing the blur of the “other object” as a function of the distance magnitude of the 

“gesture”

 Motivations to Combine

 Dependent Claims

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Touch Based Gestures

’727 Patent

EX1001 at FIG. 18; POR at 4

’727 Patent

EX1001 at 58:58-60, 59:23-24, 68:37-45; POR at 4

7DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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1. A device, comprising:
…
[1.b] display an object and at least one other object;

[1.c] detect at least part of a gesture on the touch screen; and

[1.d.i] during detection of at least a portion of the gesture before a completion thereof is detected, blur, based on a 
change in a distance magnitude of the gesture being detected on the touch screen to thereby move the object on the 
touch screen, at least a portion of the at least one other object that is not overlapped 

[1.d.ii] such that a magnitude of the blur itself, and not a magnitude of an area of the touch screen that is blurred, is 
increased as a function of an increase in the distance magnitude.

Independent Claim 1

Claim 1

9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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Ahn’s menus are binary
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EX1004 at FIG. 2; POR at 8

Directional Key Embodiment Ahn

EX1004 at FIGs. 3A, 7A-7B; POR at 8-9



Ahn’s menus are binary
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EX1004 at FIG. 16; POR at 10

Touch and Drag Embodiment Ahn

EX1004 at [0116], FIG. 15; POR at 10-11, 33

Drag finger 
on screen



Ahn’s menus are binary

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1004 at FIG. 18(a)-(b); POR at 11

Graphic Shadow Embodiment Dr. Rosenberg

EX2006 at ¶51; POR at 12



Chaudhri discloses an unlocking gesture

14

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 5A-5C; POR at 13

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Chaudhri’s transition effect after the gesture is complete

15

EX1005 at FIG. 3; Sur-Reply at 13

Chaudhri’s Transition Effect Chaudhri’s fade-in

EX1005 at [0052], [0079]; Sur-reply at 13-14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

¶¶[0052]-[0079]

¶¶[0080]-[0096]



Overview

 ’727 Patent 
– Touch Based Gestures
– Independent Claim 1

 Technical Background
– Ahn / Chaudhri

 Limitation [1.d.i]
– No “gesture” “move[s] the object on the touch screen” 
– No “other object” is “blurred “based on a change in distance magnitude of the gesture”
– No blurring occurs during “a portion of the gesture before a completion thereof is detected”

 Limitation [1.d.ii]
– No increasing the blur of the “other object” as a function of the distance magnitude of the 

“gesture”

 Motivations to Combine

 Dependent Claims

16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ahn’s does not depict a “gesture” “move[s] the object on the 
touch screen”

17

Ahn

EX1004 at [0118]-[0119]; POR at 29-38. 

Ahn

EX1004 at FIG. 18(a)

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Graphic 1800 (“the object”) does not move 
when the user drags in a right direction



“Drag” exclusively refers to an external object

18

Ahn

EX1004 at [0098], [0103]; POR at 31-33

EX1004 at FIGs. 14 and 15
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn

Drag finger 
on screen



“Drag” exclusively refers to an external object

19

Ahn

EX1004 at [0116], [0118]; POR at 31-33

EX1004 at FIGs. 17 and 18(a); POR at 33-36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn

Drag finger 
on screen

Adding graphic 1800 (“the object”) at the 
start position does not change Ahn’s 

operation



No “gesture” “move[s] the object on the touch screen”

20

Graphic 1800 is not depicted as moving

EX1004 at FIG. 18; POR at 36

EX1004 at FIGs. 3B, 4A, 6A, 8B, and 7A; POR at 36-37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn depicts moving objects

Ahn does not depict graphic 1800 (“the object”) moving on the touch screen 
despite depicting icons moving in other figures.



Generic reference to Chaudhri is insufficient

21

Petition

Pet. at 40-41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR at 39

POR
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Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 5A-5C; POR at 13

Petitioner’s Modification

EX1004 at FIGs. 3A, 4B; POR at 40-42, 49

Modification does not show progress

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

60-70% progress

No blurring of the “other object” (clock widget) “based on a change 
in distance magnitude of the gesture”



Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 7B-7C; POR at 48

Petitioner’s Modification

EX1004 FIGs. 3A, 4B; POR at 43

Modification does not show progress

24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

40-50% progress 85-95% progress

?% progress

No blurring of the “other object” (clock widget) “based on a change 
in distance magnitude of the gesture”



Chaudhri Increases Visibility of Unseen 
Objects

EX1005 at FIG. 6; POR at 46

Modification Decreases Visibility of 
Foreground Objects

EX1004 at FIG. 13; POR at 47

Petitioner’s modification is contrary to Chaudhri

25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Ahn

EX1004 at [0118]-[0119]; Sur-reply at 2-3

Ahn

EX1004 at FIG. 18; Sur-reply at 2-3

Petitioner’s new Ahn theory in Reply

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner’s Reply:
• Focuses on movement of a “menu” that is not required by the claims
• Combines Ahn’s FIGs. 18(a) & 18(b) that are different embodiments with no motivation
• Alleges new motivation of “straightforward design choice”



Petitioner’s new Ahn-Chaudhri theory in Reply 

27

First … Chaudhri ’842 provides details for utilizing transitions in
optical intensity during transitions in user interface state … Chaudhri 
’842 provides additional details about the use of varying optical 
intensity for user interface objects that a POSITA would have found 
helpful …
Second Chaudhri ’842 teaches that the “change in optical intensity of
the user interface objects provides a user with sensory feedback of the 
progress in transitioning between user interface states.” 
Third, a POSITA would have known that transparency,
translucency/blurring, and other “focus and context” techniques may be 
utilized …
Fourth, a POSITA would have known that varying optical intensity for 
a user interface object … would have been one of a limited number of 
ways …

Apple’s Motivations are Limited to 
Changes in Optical Intensity

Pet. at 18-23

Apple’s Petition

Pet. at 38-39; Sur-reply at 5

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petition did not modify Ahn with Chaudhri to move “graphic 1800” with the gesture, but only 
relied on Chaudhri for changes in “optical intensity”



Petitioner’s new Ahn-Chaudhri theory in Reply 

28

ChaudhriApple’s Petition

Pet. at 40-41; Sur-reply at 6

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri’s “cues” do not include “graphics such as moveable images,” e.g., “unlock image 402”

EX1005 at FIG. 4, [0065], [0071]; Sur-reply at 6
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Ahn’s “blurring” occurs after gesture is complete

30

Ahn

EX1004 at FIGs. 4A-4B; POR at 51-52 EX1004 at [0050], [0051]

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn



Ahn’s “blurring” occurs after gesture is complete

31

Ahn

EX1004 at FIG. 16; POR at 54

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX1004 at FIG. 13; POR at 53

Ahn



Chaudhri’s menu is displayed after gesture is complete

32

Chaudhri

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 5A-5D; POR at 13

EX1005 at [0076]; POR at 13



Chaudhri’s Indication of Progress

EX1005 at [0082]; Sur-reply at 7-8

Petitioner’s Reply relies on two distinct embodiments

33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri’s Fade-in/Fade-out

EX1005 at [0052], [0079]; Sur-reply at 7-11

¶¶[0052]-[0079]
¶¶[0080]-[0096]

Not cited in Petition
Pet. at 33-41



Chaudhri’s transition is after the gesture is complete

34

EX1005 at FIG. 3; Sur-reply at 13

Chaudhri’s Transition Effect Chaudhri’s Fade-in

EX1005 at [0076], [0079]; Sur-reply at 13-14

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioner’s new Chaudhri theory in Reply 

35

Reply at 5

Reply New Argument/Citation Chaudhri

EX1005 at [0076], FIGs. 5A-5D; Sur-reply at 8-10

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• New theory mapping “unlock image 402” 
does not establish any blurring occurs during 
“a portion of the gesture before a completion 
thereof is detected”



Petitioner’s new references in Reply 

36

Reply at 7-8

Reply Reply

Reply at 9

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

• Petitioner provides no motivation to 
combine these new references

• References relate to opening side/edge 
“menus” not movement of an “object”

• Petitioner’s conclusion is divorced from the 
claim language – no “menu” in the claim

***
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Petitioner does not address “a function of an increase in the 
distance magnitude” in the Petition

38

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. at 41-43

• Petition does not analyze in any way increased blurring as an increase in distance of a gesture



Chaudhri does not teach blurring of the “other object” as an 
increase in distance of the gesture

39

Chaudhri

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 5A-5D, 7A-7D; POR at 56-57

EX1005 at [0087]-[0088]; POR at 56-57

• “Indication of progress” is on the lock screen that can only be related to “the object” 
[Ahn’s graphic 1800] not the “other object” [Ahn’s clock widget] as required 



Chaudhri does not teach increase in blurring as a function of 
distance of the gesture

40

Chaudhri

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 8A-8C

EX1005 at [0087]-[0088]; POR at 56; Sur-reply at 14-15

• “Second user-interface state” increases in optical intensity – the opposite of blurring



Chaudhri does not teach increase in blurring as a function of 
distance of the gesture

41

Chaudhri

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 8A-8C

EX1005 at [0087]-[0088]; POR at 56; Sur-reply at 14-15

“Second user-interface state” increases in 
optical intensity – the opposite of blurring
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Petition fails to identify a problem with Ahn that Chaudhri solves

43

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Terveen

Pet. at 10-11, 19-20

EX2008 at 22:24-23:20; POR at 18

Ahn teaches blurring via translucency – no reason to look to Chaudhri for another method



Petition fails to identify a problem with Ahn that Chaudhri solves

44

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dr. Terveen

Pet. at 20-22
EX2008 at 22:24-23:20; POR at 18-19

Ahn’s translucency provides “visual indication” and draws a user’s attention” – 
no reason to look to Chaudhri for another method

***



Petition fails to identify a problem with Ahn that Chaudhri solves

45

Petition

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. at 23; POR 19-20

Petitioner acknowledges hat Ahn provides 
“the blurring effect in a binary manner” 
and Petitioner provides no reason to look 
to Chaudhri for another method

***



Petitioner new motivation in Reply

46

Reply

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn

Reply at 18

Ahn’s “transparent” menu provides no benefit beyond a “translucent” menu

Opaque or
translucent 
portions 
described as 
“transparently 
displayed”

Still able to 
view standby
screen

EX1004 at FIG. 3C, [0039]; Reply at 18; Sur-reply at 19



Petitioner new motivation in Reply

47

Ahn

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ahn

Ahn’s “transparent” menu provides no benefit beyond a “translucent” menu

EX1004 at FIG. 7C, [0064], [0066]; Sur-reply at 19-20

EX1004 at FIG. 5A, [0053]; Sur-reply at 19-20



Petitioner fails to show an “obvious to try” theory

48

“To prove obviousness under an obvious to try theory, [Petitioner] must show (1) a design or market need to solve a 
particular problem, and (2) that ‘there are a finite number of identified, predictable solutions’ that would lead to an 
expectation of success.”

Grunenthal GMBH v. Alkem Labs. Ltd., 919 F.3d 1333, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2019); sur-reply at 10.

Apple’s Petition

Pet. at 23

NO PROBLEM

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE



Petitioner fails to show an “obvious to try” theory

49

“To prove obviousness under an obvious to try theory, [Petitioner] must show (1) a design or market need to solve a 
particular problem, and (2) that ‘there are a finite number of identified, predictable solutions’ that would lead to an 
expectation of success.”

Grunenthal GMBH v. Alkem Labs. Ltd., 919 F.3d 1333, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2019); sur-reply at 10.

Sur-reply at 24

Sur-reply at 23-24

Dr. Terveen’s contrived finiteness.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
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[2.b] The device of claim 1, wherein the device is configured such that: 
the object is displayed closer to a top edge of the touch screen than a 
bottom edge of the touch screen;

3. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that the 
object is displayed closer to a right edge of the touch screen than a left 
edge of the touch screen.

11. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a size of the object.

12. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a size of the object, ….

13. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a color of the object.

14. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a color of the object, ….

Limitation [2.b] and Claims 3 and 11-14

Object Location and Aspect

51DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Apple’s Reply

Reply at 24-25



[2.c] The device of claim 1, wherein the device is configured such that: 
an aspect of the object other than a location thereof is modified, based 
on the change in the distance magnitude of the gesture being detected 
on the touch screen;

11. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a size of the object.

12. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a size of the object, ….

13. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a color of the object.

14. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such that 
the aspect of the object includes a color of the object, ….

Limitation [2.c] and Claims 11-14

Object Aspect

52DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR

POR at 69-70

Petitioner does not address that the “aspect” is modified based on the change in distance of the gesture

Claims 11-12:

Claims 13-14:



5. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such 
that, during at least a part of at least an initial portion of the 
change in the distance magnitude, an entirety of the object is 
blurred.

6. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured such 
that, during at least a part at least an initial portion of the 
change in the distance magnitude, an entirety of a virtual 
display layer in which the object is displayed, is blurred.

17. The device of claim 2, wherein the device is configured 
such that: … during at least a part of an initial change in the 
distance magnitude, an entirety of the object is blurred; 

Claims 5, 6, and 17

Object Blurring

53DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner relies on Chaudhri’s “fade in”/ “fade out” and FIGs. 8A-8C that show only and increase in “optical 
intensity” – the opposite of blurring 

Chaudhri

EX1005 at FIGs. 8A-8C; Reply at 25-26; Sur-reply at 17-18 
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