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Overview of ’286 Patent

The Challenged Claims are not Supported by the ’030 Application

Claim Construction of “Transaction Data”

Cho Teaches the Disputed Claim Limitations
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Background on ’286 Patent

Pet., 16-17; EX1001, 1:65-2:20, 2:43-55 (method embodiment); EX1003, ¶ 70. 

EX1001, 1:65-2:15
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Background on ’286 Patent

EX1001, 8:26-35, Fig. 6. 

EX1001, 8:26-35

Pet., 8
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Claim 1 of ’920 Patent

EX1001, claim 1 (with claim element numbering from Petition).

[1.0]
[1.1.1]
[1.1.2]

[1.1.3]

[1.2]

[1.3.1]

[1.3.2]
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• Patent Owner presents the same arguments for claims 1 and 3.
• Claim 3 does not have a feature corresponding to [1.2].

• Patent Owner does not contest claims 2 and 4.  

Instituted claims and grounds

Pet., 6; Inst. Dec., 4.
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Overview of ’286 Patent

The Challenged Claims are not Supported by the ’030 Application

Claim Construction of “Transaction Data”

Cho Teaches the Disputed Claim Limitations
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The challenged claims are not supported by the ’030 Application

Pet., 18; Reply, 2.

Reply, 2
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The issued claims of the ’286 Patent are significantly different than
what was originally filed

Pet., 14-16; Reply, 16; EX1002, 456, 360, 307

EX1002, 456

EX1002, 360

EX1002, 307
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The issued claims of the ’286 Patent are significantly different than
what was originally filed

Pet., 14-16; Reply, 16; EX1002, 115-116.

* * * *

EX1002, 115-116
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The issued claims of the ’286 Patent are significantly different than
what was originally filed

Pet., 14-16, 21-22; Reply, 16; EX1002, 456; EX1001, Claim 1.

EX1001, Claim 1

EX1002, 456
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Limitations [1.3.1]-[1.3.2] are not supported by any parent application

Reply, 17-18; EX1001, Claim 1.

[1.3.1] wherein the coded instructions, when 
executed on a processor in the smart telephone, 
convert the analog variable voltage audio signal 
received at the microphone port to the 
transaction data as digital data 

[1.3.2] establish direct data exchange between 
the smart telephone and a second Internet-
connected server and facilitate transactions by a 
financial institution, or purchases from an 
online-merchant, using the transaction data. 
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The ’030 Application describes providing a “sound pass” to a PC

Pet., 21-26; Reply, 5-8; EX1001, Fig. 2.

• Three sources to PC:
• key jack (Fig. 4 & 5)
• smart card & smart card reader

(Fig. 6)
• smart phone (Fig. 7)
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The ’030 Application describes providing a “sound pass” to a PC

Pet., 21-26; Reply, 8; EX1001, Figs. 2, 4, 5.
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The ’030 Application describes providing a “sound pass” to a PC

Pet., 21-26; Reply, 9; EX1001, Figs. 2, 6.
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The ’030 Application describes providing a “sound pass” to a PC

Pet., 21-26; Reply, 9-10; EX1001, 9:45-49, Fig. 7.

EX1001, 9:45-49
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The ’030 Application describes direct data exchange performed by a PC,
not a smart telephone

Reply, 15; EX1001, 9:58-10:3, Fig. 7.

EX1001, 9:58-10:3
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The ’030 Application describes direct data exchange performed by a PC,
not a smart telephone

Reply, 6-7, 15; EX1001, Figs. 2, 3.
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Figure 14 shows the creation of a digital token on a client PC

Reply, 12-13; EX1001, 14:5-10, 14:43-45, Fig. 14.

EX1001, 14:43-45

EX1001, 14:5-10
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Mr. McNair explained that the use of “smart phone” in the ’030 Application
is used in the context of sound generation

Pet., 26-27; Reply, 2, 4, 9-10; EX1003, ¶88.

EX1003, ¶88
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Mr. Boy’s conflicting declarations deserve little weight

Reply, 17-18; EX2001, 2; EX2003, 2.

First declaration:

Second declaration:

EX2003, 2

EX2001, 2

* * * *
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Mr. Boy’s conflicting declarations do not match the file history of the ’286 Patent

Reply, 17-18; EX2004, 5-6; EX1002, 34-35.

Proposed 
Amendments

Notice of Allowance 
Amendments

EX2004, 5-6

EX1002, 34-35
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Overview of ’286 Patent

The Challenged Claims are not Supported by the ’030 Application

Claim Construction of “Transaction Data”

Cho Teaches the Disputed Claim Limitations
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The Board’s construction of “transaction data” is correct

Inst. Dec., 8; Reply, 18-20; EX1043, ¶¶ 46-49. 

Inst. Dec., 8

EX1001, Claim 1
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The Board’s construction of “transaction data” is correct

Inst. Dec., 8; Reply, 18-20; EX1043, ¶¶ 46-49. 

Inst. Dec., 8

EX1001, Claim 1
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The claims are not limited to the Fig. 11 embodiment

Reply, 19-21; EX1043, ¶¶ 50-58. 

EX1001, Fig. 11

• Limitations [1.1.1], [1.1.3], [1.3.1], or [1.3.2] do not require (1) that “transaction
data” is distinguished from “account information,” or (2) “user authentication.”

EX1001, 12:13-31 
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Overview of ’286 Patent

The Challenged Claims are not Supported by the ’030 Application

Claim Construction of “Transaction Data”

Cho Teaches the Disputed Claim Limitations
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Overview of Cho

Pet., 28-29, 40-42; EX1005, 3:3-31, 3:52-56, Fig. 1, Abstract. 

EX1005, 3:3-31

EX1005, Fig. 1 

EX1005, 3:52-56
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Cho’s “account information” from a transaction card 
teaches the claimed “transaction data”

Pet., 42-43, 46-47; EX1005, 3:20-31, 3:52-56, Fig. 1; Reply, 22-24; EX1043, ¶ 67. 

EX1005, 3:20-31 

EX1005, 3:52-56 

EX1043, ¶ 67 
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Cho’s “account information” from a transaction card 
teaches the claimed “transaction data”

Pet., 40-42, 53, 56-57; EX1005, 3:20-31, 3:52-56; Reply, 24, 26; EX1043, ¶ 70; EX1003, ¶¶ 119, 129. 

EX1005, 3:20-27 

EX1005, 3:52-56 
EX1001, Claim 1

EX1043, ¶ 70 
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Cho’s client device 110 converts the account information as an 
analog signal into a digital signal

Pet., 54-55; EX1005, 3:20-27, 11:27-38, Figs. 1, 10; Reply, 26-27; EX1003, ¶¶ 142-146;  EX1043, ¶ 71. 

EX1005, 3:20-24 

EX1005, 11:27-38 
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Cho teaches receiving and converting an 
“analog variable voltage audio signal”

Pet., 42-44, 46-47; EX1005, 3:20-24, 4:58-67, Figs. 1-2; Reply, 24, 26; EX1003, ¶¶ 123-124, 129; EX1043, ¶¶ 74, 76. 

EX1005, 4:58-67 

EX1005, 3:20-24 

EX1001, claim 1 
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Cho’s analog signal is an “analog variable voltage audio signal,” and 
Cho uses the same technique as the ’286 Patent

Reply, 27-30; EX1043, ¶¶75-77; EX1001, Fig. 5. 

Mr. McNair:

EX1043, ¶¶ 75-76 
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