UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT

Universal Secure Registry LL.C v. Apple Inc.

Universal Secure Registry - No. 20-2044 - Decided August 26, 2021

SUMMARY

The United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit affirmed the dismissal of Universal Secure

Registry LL.C’s patent-infringement claims against Apple Inc., Visa Inc., and Visa U.S.A. Inc. under

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). The court held that claims in four asserted patents

concerning secure electronic payment transactions and user authentication were directed to abstract

ideas under the Alice framework and lacked an inventive concept sufficient for patent eligibility under

35U.S.C. § 101.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT
JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit

Stoll, Circuit Judge; Taranto, Circuit Judge; Wallach, Circuit Judge
Federal

August 26, 2021

20-2044

affirmed

Appeal from dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)
of patent-infringement allegations on the ground that all claims of four

asserted patents were directed to patent-ineligible subject matter under
35U.S.C. § 101.

Dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) is reviewed under Third Circuit law de
novo, accepting factual allegations as true and viewing them in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party. Patent eligibility under
35 U.S.C. § 101 is a question of law based on underlying facts and is
reviewed de novo. Eligibility may be resolved at the Rule 12(b)(6)
stage when no factual allegations, taken as true, prevent resolution as a
matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the asserted patent claims were directed to patent-ineligible abstract ideas under step one of the

Alice framework.

2. Whether the asserted claims contained an inventive concept sufficient to transform the claimed abstract

ideas into patent-eligible applications under step two of Alice.

3. Whether patent eligibility could properly be resolved on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. All asserted claims were directed to abstract ideas, including verifying a user's identity to facilitate an
economic transaction, collecting and examining data to authenticate identity, and multi-factor

authentication using conventional devices and techniques.

2. The asserted claims did not contain an inventive concept sufficient to transform the abstract ideas into
patent-eligible applications.

3. Patent eligibility may be resolved on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion when the complaint contains no factual
allegations that, taken as true, prevent resolution of eligibility as a matter of law; that circumstance

existed here.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the district court’s decision to dismiss, as the asserted patents claim

unpatentable subject matter.” (27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Universal Secure Registry asserted four patents directed to securing electronic payment and identity-
authentication transactions. The claimed systems and methods generally used electronic devices, secure
registries, time-varying codes, biometric information, secret information, authentication data, and point-of-sale
or other intermediary devices to permit transactions without disclosing secure account information to a
merchant. The patents described combinations of conventional authentication techniques, including PINs,

biometrics, one-time codes, encrypted information, and multiple devices.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Universal Secure Registry sued Apple, Visa, and Visa U.S.A. for allegedly infringing all claims of four patents
concerning security for electronic payment transactions. A magistrate judge initially concluded that
representative claims were not directed to an abstract idea. The district court rejected that conclusion, held the



representative claims ineligible under both steps of the Alice framework, and dismissed the complaint under
Rule 12(b)(6). The Federal Circuit affirmed.
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