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In Fintiv v. PayPal (Fed. Cir. 2025), the Federal Circuit held that the term “payment
handler” in Fintiv’s software patent was a means-plus-function term governed by 35 U.S.C. § 112
9 6 (or § 112(f) under the AIA). Because the patent failed to disclose an adequate corresponding
structure—specifically, an algorithm—the claims were deemed indefinite and therefore invalid.

The claim recited a “payment handler operable to use APIs of different payment pro-
cessors.” The specification described the component as wrapping APIs and exposing a common
API. Fintiv argued that phrases like “operable to” and “configured to” suggested structural char-
acter. The court disagreed, citing Rain Computing v. Samsung (2021), and clarified that such

functional connectors do not inherently convey sufficient structure under U.S. law.

Fintiv also pointed to a drawing and a brief textual description showing the payment
handler’s inputs, outputs, and general operation. The court found this inadequate, characterizing
the disclosure as merely describing the function’s result without explaining how the function is
performed. The diagram showed the handler as a “black box,” and the text lacked algorithmic or
procedural detail.

In contrast, in Dyfan v. Target (2022), the Federal Circuit found terms like “code” and
“application” were not subject to § 112 9 6 because unrebutted expert testimony showed they con-
veyed recognized structure. Fintiv submitted no such evidence.

Practice Tips :

When preparing U.S. software or Al patent applications, ensure that functional claim
terms such as “module” or “handler” are supported in the specification with concrete structure,
such as flowcharts or algorithmic steps. Avoid relying on connecting phrases like “configured to,”

as the terms alone do not necessarily imply structure. Be aware that terms like “mechanism,”
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“device,” or “unit” may also trigger § 112(f), without using “means.” Expert declarations during
litigation can further support structural interpretation.

Fintiv highlights the importance of robust structural disclosure to comply with § 112 9
6 and avoid claim invalidation.



