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I. INTRODUCTION 

Through its conditional motion to amend (“CMTA”), USR tries to game the 

patent system by reintroducing subject matter it previously disclaimed from the 

claims of the ’137 patent to avoid institution of a CBM on the same patent.  In 

doing so, USR fails to comply with 37 C.F.R. §§ 42.121(a)(2)(i) and the Board’s 

precedential ruling in Lectrosonics, Inc. v. Zaxcom, Inc., which require 

amendments to respond to a ground of unpatentability involved in the trial and 

patent owners to comply with their duty of candor to the Board.  Furthermore, 

USR’s motion fails because USR’s substitute claims recite subject matter that is 

patent ineligible under § 101 as demonstrated in CBM2018-00022 (-022 CBM); 

are indefinite, unsupported by the written description, and not enabled under §112; 

and are obvious in view of the prior art of record or concepts well known before 

2006.  Thus, USR’s CTMA should be denied. 

A. USR Disclaimed Claims 8 and 11 To Avoid A CBM Petition. 

The present Petition, filed on April 4, 2018, challenged claims 1, 2, and 5-12 

of the ’137 patent as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103.  Concurrently therewith, 

Petitioner filed the -022 CBM demonstrating the invalidity of claims 1-12 of the 

’137 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  See Apple Inc. v. USR, LLC., CBM2018-

00022, Paper 3, Petition (PTAB Apr. 4, 2018).  The -022 CBM demonstrated that 

claims 8 and 11 were directed to covered business methods.  Id. at 17-19.  USR 
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disclaimed claims 8, 10, and 11 on July 6, 2018 (Ex-2003), and argued in its POPR 

that Petitioner’s arguments related to claims 8 and 11 were moot in light of USR’s 

disclaimer.  Apple Inc. v. USR, LLC., CBM2018-00022, Paper 8, POPR (PTAB 

July 10, 2018).  In the subsequent institution decision in the instant Petition and 

denial of institution of the -022 CBM, this panel did not consider claims 8 and 11. 

B. USR Now Tries To Reintroduce The Subject Matter It 
Disclaimed. 

USR now tries to take back its assertions to the Board by reintroducing the 

same subject matter of claims 8 and 11 into the substitute claims.  As shown in the 

chart below, USR’s substitute claims 13 and 21 recite subject matter that is 

virtually identical to the now-disclaimed subject matter recited by dependent 

claims 8 and 11: 

Original ’137 Claims Substitute Claim 13 Substitute Claim 21 
8. “The system of claim 
1, wherein the first 
authentication 
information includes a 
multidigit public ID code 
for a credit card account, 
which a credit card issuer 
can map to a usable 
credit card number.” 

13[c] “. . . the first 
authentication 
information including a 
multi-digit identification 
(ID) code allowing a 
networked validation-
information entity to map 
the multi-digit ID code to 
a credit and/or debit card 
number . . .” 

21[d] “. . . the first 
authentication information 
including a multi-digit 
identification (ID) code 
allowing a networked 
validation-information 
entity to map the multi-
digit ID code to a financial 
account number . . .” 

11. “. . . the second 
device that is a 
networked credit card 
validation-information 
entity configured to 

13[e] “. . . the second 
device being the 
networked validation-
information entity 
configured to enable the 

21[f] “. . . the second 
device being the networked 
validation-information 
entity configured to enable 
the financial transaction 
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Original ’137 Claims Substitute Claim 13 Substitute Claim 21 
approve or deny financial 
transactions based on 
authentication of the 
user.” 

credit and/or debit card 
transaction based on 
authentication of the user 
. . .” 

based on 
authentication of the user . 
. .” 

 
Despite the similarity between the disclaimed claims and USR’s substitute 

claims, USR’s CMTA makes no reference to its disclaimer or to original claims 8 

and 11 for support for its amendments.  Furthermore, USR now contradicts 

statements that it made in its POPR.  Whereas USR previously argued that Ground 

3 addressing claims 8 and 11 was moot, Ground 3 is no longer moot, and renders 

obvious the new limitations.   

By removing the limitations of claims 8 and 11 from consideration prior to 

institution and thereafter reviving them in its CMTA, USR has deprived the Board 

of valuable time to consider the merits of Ground 3.  In doing so, USR has sought 

to avoid timely, complete, just, and efficient resolution of the issues presented in 

the instant Petition.  As described below, the substitute claims are invalid under the 

same grounds as the present Petition, and thus fail to respond to a ground of 

unpatentability involved in the trial.  Additionally, the substitute claims recite 

nothing more than standard, well known encryption and authentication techniques 

that existed long before 2006.  Accordingly, the Board should deny USR’s CMTA. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. USR’s Substitute Claims Fail To Respond to A Ground of 
Unpatentability Involved In The Trial. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


