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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’920 Patent: Representative Claim 1

2

A method of presenting representations of payment accepting unit events, comprising:
at a mobile device with one or more processors, memory, one or more output devices including a display, and 
one or more radio transceivers:

identifying one or more payment accepting units that are available to accept payment from a mobile 
payment application executing on the mobile device, the identifying based at least in part on an identifier 
or location corresponding to the one or more payment accepting units, wherein the one or more 
payment accepting units are payment operated machines that accept payment for dispensing of products 
and/or services;
displaying a user interface of the mobile payment application on the display of the mobile device, the user 
interface being configured to display a visual indication of the one or more payment accepting units and 
accept user input selecting an available payment accepting unit of the one or more payment accepting 
units;
establishing via the one or more radio transceivers a wireless communication path including the mobile 
device and the available payment accepting unit of the one or more payment accepting units;
after establishing the wireless communication path, enabling user interaction with the user interface of 
the mobile payment application to complete a transaction with the available payment accepting unit, 
wherein the user interface includes a visual representation of the available payment accepting unit, an 
indication of a balance, and an affordance that, in response to a user input, indicates completion of the 
transaction;
exchanging information with the available payment accepting unit via the one or more radio transceivers, 
in conjunction with the transaction; and
after exchanging the information, displaying, on the display, an updated user interface of the mobile 
payment application to the user of the mobile device.

Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’423 Patent: Representative Claim 1

3

A method of presenting representations of payment accepting unit events, comprising:
at a mobile device with one or more processors, memory, one or more output devices including a display, and 
one or more radio transceivers:

identifying one or more payment accepting units in proximity to the mobile device that are available to 
accept payment from a mobile payment application executing on the mobile device, the identifying based 
at least in part on an identifier corresponding to the one or more payment accepting units, wherein the 
one or more payment accepting units are payment operated machines that accept payment for dispensing 
of products and/or services;
displaying a user interface of the mobile payment application on the display of the mobile device, the user 
interface being configured to display a visual indication of the one or more payment accepting units and 
accept user input selecting an available payment accepting unit of the one or more payment accepting 
units;
establishing via the one or more radio transceivers a wireless communication path including the mobile 
device and the available payment accepting unit of the one or more payment accepting units;
after establishing the wireless communication path, enabling user interaction with the user interface of 
the mobile payment application to complete a transaction with the available payment accepting unit;
exchanging information with the available payment accepting unit via the one or more radio transceivers, 
in conjunction with the transaction; and
after exchanging the information, displaying, on the display, an updated user interface of the mobile 
payment application to the user of the mobile device.

Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’920 Patent: Grounds of Challenge

4 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

Ground Claims Invalidity 
Theory Prior Art

1 1-10, 12-20 Obviousness Low in view of Arora and Freeny

2 11 Obviousness
Low in view of Arora, Freeny, and 
Casey

3 1-20 Patent Eligibility N/A



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’423 Patent: Grounds of Challenge

5 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

Ground Claims Invalidity 
Theory Prior Art

1 1-6, 8, 10, 12-20 Anticipation Low

2 7, 9 Obviousness Low in view of Arora

3 11 Obviousness
Low in view of Arora, Freeny, and 
Casey

4 1-20 Patent Eligibility N/A



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance

6 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

All ’920 patent claims require a user interface having an affordance:

-00027 POR, 7.

’920 Patent, claim 1.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance

7 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 6-10.

-00027 EX1003 (Neuman Decl.), ¶63.

Dr. Neuman’s cross-examination:

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 50:8-18.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 50:3-7.

Dr. Neuman’s declaration:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance

8 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 Sur-Reply, 7-8.

Petitioner’s reply:

-00027 Reply, 6.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance

9 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 6-10.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 49:9-17.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 51:7-11.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 51:18-23.

Dr. Neuman’s cross-examination:



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance  

10 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶39.

-00027 POR, 10-17.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance  

11 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

’920 Patent, claim 1.

-00027 POR, 10-17.

’920 Patent, claim 11.

’920 Patent, 37:8-12.

’920 Patent, FIG. 10C.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim Construction: Affordance  

12 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 10-17.

EX2011 (Cooper), 64.

EX2012 (Galitz), 53.

EX2013 (Chen), 1248.

EX2011 (Cooper), 65.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Teaches the 
Claimed Affordance

13 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

The petition maps Low’s message to an affordance:

-00027 Pet., 47.

-00027 POR, 33-34; -00027 Sur-Reply, 5-9.

-00027 Sur-Reply, 9.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Teaches the 
Claimed Affordance

14 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

The petition’s alternative theory relies on an interpretation that 
Petitioner does not support:

-00027 Pet., 46.

-00027 POR, 26-33; -00027 Sur-Reply, 9-14.

-00027 Pet., 47.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Teaches the 
Claimed Affordance

15 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

Infineon Techs. Ams. Corp. v. MOSAID Techs. Inc., 
IPR2025-01456, Paper 27, 3-4 (Director Mar. 17, 2026).

-00027 POR, 26-28; -00027 Sur-Reply, 9-11.

The petition’s alternative theory is improper under Revvo and 
subsequent Director decisions:

“Additionally, Petitioner’s presentation of alternative grounds, 
each involving different prior art, purportedly based on its own 
construction in district court and Patent Owner’s anticipated 
construction in district court is problematic. See Pet. 4. Unless a 
petitioner has a sufficient explanation for taking alternative positions, 
a petitioner should present a single construction and apply 
that construction consistently before the Board and the district 
court.” 



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Teaches the 
Claimed Affordance

16 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

Low describes the payment button in connection with a different 
embodiment:

EX1005 (Low), 2:38-49.

-00027 POR, 29-32.

EX1005 (Low), 2:16-32.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Teaches the 
Claimed Affordance

17 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

No showing that Low’s payment button indicates completion of the 
transaction:

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶72.

-00027 POR, 32-33; -00027 Sur-Reply, 11-12.

EX1005 (Low), 2:46-56.

-00027 Reply, 10.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Describes 
the Claimed Visual Indication 

18 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 Pet., 36.-00027 POR, 18-24.

’920 Patent, claim 1.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Describes 
the Claimed Visual Indication 

19 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 Reply, 4.

-00027 Sur-Reply, 1-4.

-00027 Reply, 3.

-00027 Reply, 4.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

The Petition Fails to Show Low Describes 
the Claimed Visual Indication 

20 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

“In an anticipation analysis, the 
dispositive question is whether a skilled 
artisan would ‘reasonably understand or 
infer’ from a prior art reference that 
every claim limitation is disclosed in that 
single reference. …  Here, Dr. Soliman 
conducted a detailed analysis and 
explained how a skilled artisan would 
reasonably understand that NetComm's 
disclosure of radio wave communication 
was the same as CDMA.”

Acoustic Tech., Inc. v. Itron Networked Sols., Inc., 
949 F.3d 1366, 1373-74 (Fed. Cir. 2020).

-00027 Sur-Reply, 1-4.

-00027 EX1003 (Neuman Decl.), ¶123.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 2 and 16

21 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

’920 Patent, claim 2.

-00027 POR, 36-37.

-00027 Pet., 49-50.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶81.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 3-4 and 17

22 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

The petition relies on Low’s “transaction history processing”:

’920 Patent, claim 3.

-00027 POR, 37-42, 49-50.

-00027 Pet., 50.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 3-4 and 17

23 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 37-42, 49-50.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶89.

EX1005 (Low), 7:22-28.

EX1005 (Low), 6:51-62.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 5-6 and 18-19

24 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 42-45.

’920 Patent, claim 5.

-00027 Pet., 52.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claims 5-6 and 18-19

25 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 42-45.

EX1005 (Low), 10:41-54.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶99.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claim 7

26 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 45-47.

’920 Patent, claim 7.

-00027 Pet., 55.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claim 7

27 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 45-47.

EX1006 (Arora), 18:37-47.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶111.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claim 7

28 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 45-47.

-00027 Pet., 55.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶116.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dependent Claim 10

29 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 48-49.

-00027 Pet., 55.

’920 Patent, claim 10.

EX1005 (Low), 9:16-21.
EX1005 (Low), 9:62-65.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Eligibility: Petitioner Fails to Meet Its 
Burden in Establishing Collateral Estoppel

30 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 51-60.

.

e.Digital Corp. v. Futurewei Techs., Inc., 
772 F.3d 723, 726 (Fed. Cir. 2014).

“Collateral estoppel applies if: (1) the issue necessarily decided in the 
previous proceeding is identical to the one which is sought to be 
relitigated; (2) the first proceeding ended with a final judgment on the merits; and 
(3) the party against which collateral estoppel is asserted was a party or in privity 
with a party at the first proceeding.”

“[T]he party invoking collateral estoppel … bears the burden of proving the identity 
of the issues….”

ParkerVision, Inc. v. Qualcomm Inc., 
116 F.4th 1345, 1357 n.4 (Fed. Cir. 2024).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Eligibility: Petitioner Fails to Meet Its 
Burden in Establishing Collateral Estoppel

31 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 51-60.

.

-00027 Pet., 75.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Eligibility: Petitioner Fails to Meet Its 
Burden in Establishing Collateral Estoppel

32 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 51-60.

.

The ’920 patent claims recite materially different limitations:

EX1011 (Comparison Chart), 1-3.

’614 Patent ’920 Patent



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Eligibility: Petitioner Fails to Meet Its 
Burden in Establishing Collateral Estoppel

33 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 53-55; -00027 Sur-Reply, 19-23.

-00027 Reply, 19.

-00027 EX2008 (Miller Decl.), ¶128.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Eligibility: Petitioner Fails to Meet Its 
Burden in Establishing Collateral Estoppel

34 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 Sur-Reply, 19-23.

.

-00027 Reply, 20.

-00027 Sur-Reply, 22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Step One: Petitioner Fails to Establish the 
Claims Recite an Abstract Idea

35 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 62-71.

.

The Office has reiterated that the analysis focuses on whether the 
claims recite a judicial exception:

-00027 Pet., 80.

Reminders on 101, 3.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Step One: Petitioner Fails to Establish the 
Claims Recite an Abstract Idea

36 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 62-71; -00027 Sur-Reply, 24-25.

.

-00027 Reply, 23.

Petitioner argues, without support, that the claims preempt the entire idea of identifying a 
merchant and enabling completion of a transaction with the merchant:

Dr. Neuman did not consider scope of preemption:

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 68:6-22.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Step One: Petitioner Fails to Establish the 
Claims Recite an Abstract Idea

37 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 62-71; -00027 Sur-Reply, 24-25.

.

-00027 Sur-Reply, 25; EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 36:22-37:5, 39:10-41:1.

Petitioner’s arguments improperly analyze the claim limitations in a 
vacuum:

Reminders on 101, 3-4.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Step Two: Petitioner Fails to Establish the Claims 
Were Well-Understood, Routine, and Conventional

38 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 72-75; -00027 Sur-Reply, 25-26.

.

-00027 EX1003 (Neuman Decl.), ¶290.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 73:16-20.

“Whether a particular technology is well-understood, routine, and conventional goes 
beyond what was simply known in the prior art.”

Berkheimer v. HP Inc., 
881 F.3d 1360, 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2018).



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Step Two: Petitioner Fails to Establish the Claims 
Were Well-Understood, Routine, and Conventional

39 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

-00027 POR, 72-75; -00027 Sur-Reply, 25-26.

.

EX2010 (Neuman Tr.), 80:18-81:6.



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Petitioner Fails to Establish the Unpatentability of 
the ’423 Patent Claims for the Same Reasons

40 Patent Owner PayRange’s Oral Argument
PGR2025-00027, -00028

.

 Independent claim 1 (anticipation)

 Petitioner fails to show that Low discloses the claimed visual indication

 Dependent claims 2-6, 8, 10, 16-19 (anticipation)

 Dependent claim 7 (obviousness)

 Dependent claim 11 (obviousness)

 Petitioner relies on different embodiments that are unaddressed

 No collateral estoppel

 Patent eligibility
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