
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 

 
RFCyber CORP., 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
VISA U.S.A. INC., 
 

Defendant. 
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§ 
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§ 

 
Case No. 6:22-cv-00697-ADA 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 

 

PLAINTIFF RFCYBER CORP.’S 
RESPONSIVE CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 
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Pursuant to the Court’s Scheduling Order (Dkt. 27), Plaintiff RFCyber Corp. (“RFCyber”) 

hereby submits its Responsive Claim Construction Brief in response to Visa’s Opening Claim 

Construction Brief (Dkt. 41, “Visa Br.”). The asserted patents are U.S. Patent Nos. 8,118,218 (Dkt. 

1-1, hereinafter the “’218 Patent”), 8,448,855 (Dkt. 1-2, hereinafter the “’855 Patent”), and

9,189,787 (Dkt. 1-3, hereinafter the “’787 Patent”), (together, the “Asserted Patents”). 

I. INTRODUCTION

RFCyber is a pioneer in mobile and electronic payment technology. The Asserted Patents

embody RFCyber’s technology and are directed to various aspects of a mobile payment system. 

Visa proposes a construction for only the group of terms “fund” / “funded” / “funding” / 

“fund stored in an emulator.” Visa’s construction seeks to limit the ’855 and ’787 Patents to a 

disclosed embodiment requiring a “balance” in order to manufacture a non-infringement defense. 

But the intrinsic evidence demonstrates that the terms are not so narrow and cover things other 

than a mere balance. 

Visa further asks the Court to find every asserted system claim indefinite for allegedly 

claiming both an apparatus and method of using that apparatus. But the clauses that Visa complains 

about clearly set out the functionality and capability of the claimed apparatuses, and do not impose 

method steps or require user action. 

Finally, Visa misunderstands the plain language of claims 1 and 11 of the ’218 Patent to 

argue that a contactless interface that facilitates communications over a wired network is 

indefinite. But as the specification of the ’218 Patent makes clear, the term merely means that the 

claimed device uses a contactless interface, such as RFID, to communicate with a server connected 

to the other end of the RFID connection via a wired network. 

Accordingly, the Court should reject Visa’s constructions and further find the claims not 

indefinite. 

Case 6:22-cv-00697-ADA   Document 43   Filed 09/05/23   Page 5 of 27

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.


