
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
WASHINGTON

WATM LLC d/b/a Stevens & Associates/Stevens Management
Associates v. Payment Alliance International, Inc. v. Richard S.

Townley, an individual
WATM LLC d/b/a Stevens & Associates/Stevens Management Associates v. Payment Alliance International, Inc.

v. Richard S. Townley, Case No. 2:24-cv-00405-JHC · No. 2:24-cv-00405-JHC · Decided January 8, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington resolves the parties’ cross-
motions for summary judgment in a dispute concerning the withholding of processing fees generated
by scrip ATMs. The court grants WATM LLC and Richard Townley’s motion, grants in part and denies
in part Payment Alliance International’s motion, dismissing PAI’s unjust enrichment claim and
WATM’s accounting claim while allowing WATM’s unjust enrichment and conversion claims to
proceed. The excerpt concludes during the discussion of PAI’s fraud counterclaim.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for summary judgment in an action involving WATM's
claims for conversion, unjust enrichment, and an accounting, and
Payment Alliance International's counterclaims for unjust enrichment
and common-law fraud.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court views the evidence in the light most favorable
to the nonmoving party and draws all reasonable inferences in that
party's favor.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; federal district court order with no reporter citation or
stated precedential designation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether PAI was entitled to summary judgment on its unjust-enrichment counterclaim based on the
services, fees, and alleged business risk associated with WATM's scrip-terminal transactions.

2. Whether PAI was entitled to summary judgment against WATM's unjust-enrichment claim because
WATM allegedly was a third-party beneficiary of the ISR Agreement.

3. Whether factual disputes concerning WATM's knowledge of and obligation to comply with the ISR
Agreement's scrip-terminal prohibition precluded summary judgment on WATM's conversion claim.

4. Whether WATM could compel an accounting absent evidence of a fiduciary relationship with PAI.

5. Whether PAI's fraud counterclaim failed for lack of evidence of actual damages, and whether Townley
could be held personally liable.

HOLDINGS

1. PAI could not establish unjust enrichment because it failed to show that WATM received a benefit at
PAI's expense or that PAI provided WATM a compensable benefit by exposing it to legal or business
risk.

2. PAI was not entitled to summary judgment on WATM's unjust-enrichment claim merely because WATM
might be a third-party beneficiary of the ISR Agreement.

3. Summary judgment was improper on WATM's conversion claim because disputed facts existed
concerning whether WATM was bound by the scrip-terminal prohibition and whether PAI's retention of
the fees was wrongful.

4. WATM could not compel an accounting because it failed to establish a fiduciary relationship with PAI.

5. PAI's fraud claim failed because PAI presented no evidence of actual damages; unmaterialized legal or
business risk was insufficient on this record to satisfy the damages element.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Unjust enrichment is the method of recovery for the value of the benefit retained absent any contractual
relationship because notions of fairness and justice require it.” (Discussion § III.B.1)

“Whether money has been wrongfully received or retained is a question of fact” (Discussion § III.C)



“For the reasons above, the Court GRANTS WATM and Townley’s motion for summary judgment and
DISMISSES PAI’s unjust enrichment and common law fraud claims with prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

PAI processed debit, credit, and ATM transactions for WATM through a contractual network involving NYC
ATM and Phazari, although WATM had no direct contract with PAI. WATM operated scrip terminals that
generated vouchers rather than dispensing cash, and PAI's agreement with NYC ATM prohibited activation of
such terminals. Beginning in December 2022, PAI withheld approximately $1.897 million in surcharge and
interchange fees associated with WATM's terminals after investigating the terminals' compliance with network
rules. PAI had earned a profit on WATM's transactions, and no Visa or sponsoring-bank fine had materialized.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

WATM sued Payment Alliance International for conversion and unjust enrichment and sought an accounting
after PAI withheld approximately $1.897 million in fees associated with WATM's scrip ATMs. PAI
counterclaimed for unjust enrichment and later amended its counterclaim to assert common-law fraud against
WATM and Richard Townley. The court granted WATM and Townley's motion for summary judgment, granted
PAI's motion in part, and denied it in part.
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