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Petitioner does not dispute the Board’s finding that the specification included a definition 
of “unbanked  subscriber” was clear and precise.5

Sur-Reply, at 9-10

5 The Reply (at 10) asserts that “there is a dispute ... over the meaning of ‘have access to a 
bank account or credit union account.’” However, Petitioner does not identify any aspect
of the quoted phrase as ambiguous.
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Simply put, once the Board found as it did that the Specification of the ’845 Patent set forth
an express definition of “unbanked subscriber” with “reasonable, clarity, deliberateness, and
precision,” it should not have searched for further meaning of the term, or relied on extrinsic evidence
to alter the express definition. Vitronics, 90 F.3d 1576, 1583 (“[i]n those cases where the public record 
unambiguously describes the scope of the patented invention, reliance on any extrinsic evidence is 
improper. ... The same holds true whether it is the patentee or the alleged infringer who seeks to alter 
the scope of the claims”); Sinorgchem Co. v. ITC, 511 F.3d 1132, 1138 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (“When the 
specification explains and defines a term used in the claims, without ambiguity or incompleteness, 
there is no need to search further for the meaning of the term.”)

POR, at 19-20.
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POR, at 19.
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… To the extent the Board reasoned that it needed to limit an unbanked subscriber to one 
lacking a “traditional” bank account in order to arrive at a construction that covered all of the 
embodiments (e.g., both banked and non-banked subscribers) disclosed in the Specification, 
such reasoning was erroneous.

POR, at 21.  

Where, as here, multiple embodiments are 
disclosed, we have previously interpreted claims to 
exclude  embodiments where those embodiments 
are inconsistent with unambiguous language in the 
patent’s specification or prosecution history.

POR, at 21 (citing, Sinorgchem Co. v. ITC, 511 F.3d 1132, 1138 (Fed. Cir. 2007))
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… contrary to Petitioner’s assertion, the express definition identified in the Institution Decision (see 
note 3, supra) does not exclude every embodiment in the ’845 Patent specification, because the 
specification includes numerous embodiments (some of which were described in the POR at 4-10) 
where an unbanked subscriber neither has, nor has access to, the agent company’s bank account at 
the partner bank. Petitioner’s characterization of the agent company’s bank account as one that
“holds” subscriber funds in no way diminishes the fact that the subscriber neither has, nor has
access to, the agent company’s bank account.

Sur-Reply, at 7.
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… the extrinsic evidence relied on in the Institution Decision makes no mention of 
traditional bank accounts. In attempting to distinguish “traditional” bank accounts 
from “non-traditional” bank accounts, the Institution Decision relied on a statement 
from Petitioner’s expert that “unbanked” refers to “individuals that cannot get 
accounts at traditional financial institutions” (Id. at 23). This statement uses the
adjective “traditional” to describe traditional financial institutions. It does not even
suggest that, within a traditional financial institution (like the bank in Tuminnaro),
there are “traditional” and “non-traditional” bank accounts.

POR, at 18-19.

It is undisputed that the intrinsic record is devoid of any evidence that 
would support limiting an “unbanked subscriber” to one that does not have (or does 
not have access to) a “traditional” bank or credit union account. With respect to 
extrinsic evidence, Petitioner has offered no expert testimony to support limiting an
“unbanked subscriber” to one lacking a “traditional” bank or credit union account.

Sur-Reply, at 11.
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As a prerequisite, Petitioner would have needed to specify what the term “traditional” 
bank account meant to a POSITA at the time of the ’845 Patent. Patent Owner's expert -- the only 
expert who offered testimony on the topic -- testified that terms like “traditional financial services” 
and “conventional banking products” are ambiguous and lack any precise definition. Ex. 1037, 
240:23-241:4; see also id.,138:24-139:4.

Sur-Reply, at 14, note 5.
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Without support from its expert or any intrinsic evidence, Petitioner seeks to 
import the adjective “traditional” into the construction of “unbanked subscriber” based on 
citations to several articles. Reply, 11. None of these articles support limiting the claimed 
“unbanked subscriber” to someone lacking a “traditional” bank account: Exs. 1031 and 
1049 are dated in 2019 and 2017, respectively, years after the ’845 Patent; Exs. 1020 and 
1022 do not refer to unbanked persons in the context of “traditional” bank accounts; Ex. 
1025 refers to “formal financial institutions” and fails to distinguish between “traditional” 
and “untraditional” accounts at such institutions; Ex. 1043, 2 (Moneycard) states “This 
Card is issued by GE Money Bank” which means it is a bank account; and Ex. 1047 is a 
white paper written by CGAP -- not US law.

Sur-Reply, at 12.
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Institution Decision, at 27.

In the Institution Decision, the Board found that “Tumminaro’s unbanked subscriber 
is capable of accessing both a pooled account ... .” ID, 27. This finding is undisputed by the 
Reply. Also undisputed is the fact that Tumminaro’s pooled account is a bank account. See, 
e.g., Ex. 1005, [0242] (“[i]n an embodiment of the invention, a mobile device is associated to 
one or more bank accounts (checking, savings, credit, prepaid, or a pooled account, and the 
like)”) and [0183] (“The transactional databases 308 integrate directly with a pooled bank 
account 306 maintained at a partner bank. All funds stay within this account.”)
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… the testimony of Patent Owner’s expert that Tumminaro “allows subscribers
(including Tumminaro’s so-called “unbanked subscribers”) to make deposits to and
withdrawals from their bank accounts (including pooled bank accounts) using ATMs” 
stands unrebutted - as Petitioner’s expert chose not to submit a Reply declaration in
these proceedings. Ex. 2007, e.g., ¶¶ 57-60 and 63-65.

Sur-Reply, at 8.
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POR, at 7 (citing expert declaration 
(Ex. 2007) at ¶41)
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POR, at 7 (citing 
expert declaration (Ex. 
2007) at ¶47)
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Under The Federal Circuit’s Decision In Superguide, Claim 1 
Requires A Limit Check And A Velocity Check 

POR, at 48 

Petition, at 65 
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A Limit Check Is One Instance From A Category Of Limit Checks

Sur-Reply, at 15 

Sur-Reply, at 15 
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A Velocity Check Is One Instance From A Category Of 
Velocity Checks 

Sur-Reply, at 16 

Apple, Inc. v. Evolved Wireless LLC, No. IPR2016-
01177, 2017 Pat. App. 2017 WL 6543970, *13
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Petitioner Has Failed To Carry Its Burden Of 
Demonstrating That SuperGuide Is Inapplicable

Sur-Reply, at 17 

Sur-Reply, at 17 

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 18



Counting Cash Is Not A Limit Check “On The 
Unbanked Subscriber’s Mobile Wallet Account”

POR, at  54

POR, at 50
"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 19



Counting Cash Is Not A Limit Check “On The 
Unbanked Subscriber’s Mobile Wallet Account”

Sur-Reply, at 18 Sur-Reply, at 19 
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Determining Available Vendor Funds Is Not A Limit 
Check “On The Unbanked Subscriber’s Mobile Wallet 
Account” 

POR, at 54-55 
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The Limit Check/ Velocity Check In Claims 1 And 5 Are 
Different

performing at least one of a limit check and a velocity 
check on the selected payment method, the limit 
check determining whether sufficient funds are 
available to make the deposit amount, the velocity 
check determining whether the unbanked subscriber 
has exceeded a specified number of transactions 
within a specified time period;

performing one or more of a limit check and a 
velocity check on the unbanked subscriber's mobile 
wallet account, the limit check determining whether 
sufficient funds are available to make the deposit 
amount, the velocity check determining whether the 
unbanked subscriber has exceeded a specified 
number of transactions within a specified time 
period;

Claim 1 Claim 5

POR, at 56
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Petitioner Never Addressed Differences Between 
Claim 1 & 5

Institution Decision, at 49

Reply, at 25-26
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The Petition Fails To Demonstrate That Tumminaro Teaches Selecting A 
Payment Method As Recited In Claim 5 

POR, at 43

POR, at 43
Sur-Reply, at 23

Reply, at 24

"DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE" 24



Claim 5 Requires A User Selection

Sur-Reply, at 21 

Sur-Reply, at 21-22 POR, at 41
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Claim 1
1. A monetary transaction system for conducting monetary transactions between unbanked subscribers and other entities, 
the system comprising: a mobile device configured to run a monetary transaction system application; 
an unbanked monetary transaction system subscriber that has a profile with the monetary transaction system, wherein the 
unbanked subscriber indicates, via the monetary transaction system application, one or more specified transactions that 
are to be performed using the monetary transaction system;
a monetary transaction system processor that performs the one or more transactions specified by the unbanked 
subscriber, wherein performing the specified transactions includes communicating with a monetary transaction database 
to determine whether the transaction is permissible based on data indicated in the unbanked subscriber's profile;
at least one entity that is to be involved in the specified transaction, the at least one entity having a profile with the 
monetary transaction system; and
wherein the monetary transaction system is implemented to deposit funds at an agent branch through a mobile wallet, 
including performing the following steps:
receiving communication from an agent branch over one of a plurality of channels connected to the monetary transaction 
system, the agent communication indicating that the unbanked subscriber desires to deposit a specified amount of funds 
into the unbanked subscriber's mobile wallet account;
validating the status of the unbanked subscriber's mobile wallet account; determining if the agent branch is authorized to 
receive deposited money; 
performing one or more of a limit check and a velocity check on the unbanked subscriber's mobile wallet account, the limit 
check determining whether sufficient funds are available to make the deposit amount, the velocity check determining 
whether the unbanked subscriber has exceeded a specified number of transactions within a specified time period;
crediting the unbanked subscriber's mobile wallet account with the specified amount of funds when the agent bank is 
authorized to receive the deposited money;
returning a notification to the agent branch confirming the deposit; and 
notifying the subscriber that the specified amount of funds was deposited in the unbanked subscriber's mobile wallet 
account over at least one of the plurality of channels connected to the monetary transaction system.
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Claim 5
5. A monetary transaction system for conducting monetary transactions between unbanked subscribers and other entities, the system 
comprising:
a mobile device configured to run a monetary transaction system application;
a monetary transaction system subscriber that has a profile with the monetary transaction system, wherein the subscriber indicates, via the 
monetary transaction system application, one or more specified transactions that are to be performed using the monetary transaction 
system;
a monetary transaction system processor that performs the one or more transactions specified by the subscriber, wherein performing the 
specified transactions includes communicating with a monetary transaction database to determine whether the transaction is permissible 
based on data indicated in the subscriber's profile;
at least one entity that is to be involved in the specified transaction, the at least one entity having a profile with the monetary transaction 
system; and
wherein the monetary transaction system is implemented to transfer money between mobile wallets, including performing the following 
steps:
receiving subscriber communication over one of a plurality of channels connected to the monetary transaction system, the subscriber 
communication indicating that an unbanked subscriber desires to transfer a specified amount of funds to specified recipient using a 
specified payment method from the subscriber's mobile wallet;
validating the status of the selected payment method;
performing at least one of a limit check and a velocity check on the selected payment method, the limit check determining whether sufficient 
funds are available to make the deposit amount, the velocity check determining whether the unbanked subscriber has exceeded a specified 
number of transactions within a specified time period;
validating the status of the specified recipient to ensure the specified recipient has a valid mobile wallet account;
debiting the specified payment method by the specified amount of funds;
transferring the specified amount of funds to the specified recipient over at least one of the plurality of channels connected to the monetary 
transaction system;
notifying the unbanked subscriber that the specified amount of funds was transferred to the specified recipient over at least one of the 
plurality of channels connected to the monetary transaction system.
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