
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT—NOT EVIDENCE

SCOUT ENERGY MANAGEMENT, LLC, AND 
CHEVRON U.S.A. INC. 

v. 

PILOT INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY, LLC

IPR2024-00385

May 13, 2025



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT—NOT EVIDENCE 2

NATURAL GAS LIQUID (NGL) RECOVERY/PURIFICATION

Petition at 4-5

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Fig. 1
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PETITIONER’S ASSERTED REFERENCES
Aycaguer Arand Soldati

3

Ryan

EX1004
EX1005

EX1006

EX1007

Petition at 9-18
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NATURAL GAS LIQUID (NGL) RECOVERY/PURIFICATION

Petition at 10 

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Fig. 1

EX1005 (Aycaguer) at Fig. 1
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NATURAL GAS LIQUID (NGL) RECOVERY/PURIFICATION

Petition at 19-24

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Claim 1

EX1005 (Aycaguer) at Fig. 1



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT—NOT EVIDENCE 6

NATURAL GAS LIQUID (NGL) RECOVERY/PURIFICATION

Petition at 45-55

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Claim 1 EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT—NOT EVIDENCE

THE DISPUTES

1. Is there a motivation to combine/modify the 
Asserted References? 

2. Are cryogenic conditions required by the 
Asserted References? 

3. Do the Asserted References use carbon dioxide 
recovery solvents? 

4. Are streams 12 and 28 of Soldati Sour and 
Sweet NGL Rich Streams, respectively?

5. Secondary Considerations

PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE

7
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Grounds 1-6
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Is there a motivation to combine/modify the Asserted 
References?

Do the Asserted References “teach away” from the 
Claimed Invention?

8
POR at 29-31
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Petition Patent Owner’s Response

9

Ground 1: Modification of Aycaguer
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Petitioner’s Reply at 1

Petition at 21 

POR at 60 
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Grounds 2, 5, and 6: Combination of Aycaguer and Arand
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Petition Patent Owner’s Response

Petition at 36–37 

POR at 62 
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Grounds 3–6: Combination of Aycaguer and Soldati
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Petition

Petition at 42-43

Petition at 43
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Grounds 3–6: Combination of Aycaguer and Soldati
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Petition

Petition at 44

Petition at 44
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Grounds 3–6: Combination of Aycaguer and Soldati
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE/MODIFY

Petition Patent Owner’s Response

Petition at 42

POR at 64 

Petitioner’s Reply at 2
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POR at 31; see also, e.g., id. at 59–60

* * *

PATENT OWNER’S RESPONSE

DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE
The Asserted References do not “teach away”

Petitioner’s Reply at 2
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Methane and Ethane are allowed in each claimed stream
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE

Petitioner’s Reply at 5–6

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Claim 1
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Methane and Ethane are allowed in each claimed stream
DISPUTE 1: MOTIVATION TO COMBINE

Petitioner’s Reply at 5–6

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Claims 4 & 7
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The Asserted Combinations do not require cryogenic conditions
DISPUTE 2: PRESENCE OF CRYOGENIC CONDITIONS

POR at 9
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Aycaguer does not mention cryogenic conditions (Grounds 1 and 2)
DISPUTE 2: PRESENCE OF CRYOGENICS

Petition at 34-35

EX1002 (Rockstraw Declaration) at ¶ 110
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“In assessing whether prior art teaches away, that 
‘better alternatives exist in the prior art does not mean 

that an inferior combination is inapt for obviousness 
purposes.’”

DISPUTE 2: PRESENCE OF CRYOGENICS

19
Petitioner’s Reply at 7-8

Aycaguer does not require cryogenic conditions (Grounds 1 and 2)

POR at 13

Bayer Pharma AG v. Watson Labs., Inc., 874 F.3d 1316, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2017)
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DISPUTE 2: PRESENCE OF CRYOGENICS

EX1007 (“RYAN”)

20
Petitioner’s Reply at 7-8

Aycaguer does not require cryogenic conditions (Grounds 1 and 2)

POR at 13

EX1007 (Ryan) at 5
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No Asserted Art discloses CO2 Recovery Solvents
DISPUTE 3: PRESENCE OF CO2 RECOVERY SOLVENTS

POR at 10–11, 20–21

EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4

EX1006 (Soldati) at Table 3
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Patent Owner presents an incorrect definition of “carbon dioxide recovery solvent”
DISPUTE 3: PRESENCE OF CO2 RECOVERY SOLVENTS

Petitioner’s Reply at 9

EX1003 at 257
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The Asserted Art does not recover CO2
DISPUTE 3: PRESENCE OF CO2 RECOVERY SOLVENTS

Petitioner’s Reply at 12-14

CO2

CO2
Ethane
C4+

EX1007 (Ryan) at Fig. 3

Ethane
C4+

EX1025 (Bors Deposition) at 40:4–11
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PO’s argument contradicts the ’332 Patent
DISPUTE 3: PRESENCE OF CO2 RECOVERY SOLVENTS

Petitioner’s Reply at 10-11

Liquid hydrocarbon 
recirculation (C4+)

EX1001 (’332 Patent) at Fig. 1

C4+
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Are streams 12 and 28 sour and sweet NGL rich streams? (Grounds 3 and 5)

DISPUTE 4: IDENTITY OF SWEET AND SOUR NGL RICH 
STREAMS

Carbon Dioxide 
Recycle Stream

Purified Carbon 
Dioxide Recycle 
Stream

Sour NGL Rich 
Stream

Acid Gas Stream

Sweet NGL 
Rich Stream

EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4

Petition at 51-53, 65-67 and 71–72; Petitioner’s Reply at 15-18
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Stream 12 is a sour NGL rich stream (Grounds 3 and 5)

DISPUTE 4: IDENTITY OF SWEET AND SOUR NGL RICH 
STREAMS

Sour NGL Rich 
Stream

Claim 1.b: 

separating the carbon dioxide 
recycle stream into a sour NGL 
rich stream and a purified carbon 
dioxide recycle stream, wherein the 
sour NGL rich stream comprises 
the C3-C8 hydrocarbons and the 
acid gas

EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4

Petition at 51-53, 65-67 and 71–72; Petitioner’s Reply at 15-18
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Stream 28 is a sweet NGL rich stream (Grounds 3 and 5)

DISPUTE 4: IDENTITY OF SWEET AND SOUR NGL RICH 
STREAMS

Sweet NGL 
Rich Stream

Claim 1.c: 

separating the sour NGL rich 
stream into a sweet NGL rich 
stream and an acid gas stream, 
wherein the sweet NGL rich stream 
comprises the C3-C8  
hydrocarbons, and wherein the acid 
gas stream comprises the acid gas,

Petition at 51-53, 65-67 and 71–72; Petitioner’s Reply at 15-18

EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4
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PO’s alternate mapping does not mean Petitioner’s mapping is wrong (Grounds 3 and 5)

DISPUTE 4: IDENTITY OF SWEET AND SOUR NGL RICH 
STREAMS

POR at 21; Petitioner’s Reply at 17-18 

Carbon Dioxide 
Recycle Stream

Purified Carbon 
Dioxide Recycle 
Stream Sour NGL Rich 

Stream

EX1006 (Soldati) at Fig. 4
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SECONDARY CONSIDERATIONS

• Legal Standard
• No Nexus
• Pilot’s Arguments Regarding:

– Unexpected Results
– Copying
– Long Felt but Unmet Need
– Failure of Others
– Skepticism of Experts
– Industry Praise
– Commercial Success

POR at 31-57; Reply at 19-29; Sur-reply at 12-35 29
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Secondary Considerations Require Nexus
LEGAL STANDARD

POR at 32 30

GPAC at 1580
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Nexus Is a Sufficient Connection Between the Secondary Consideration and the Patent Claims
LEGAL STANDARD

POR at 32 31

Demaco at 1392
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No Presumption Where Unclaimed Features Are Critical
LEGAL STANDARD

Reply at 19 32

Fox Factory at 1373

Fox Factory at 1374-75
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No Nexus for Unclaimed Features
LEGAL STANDARD

Reply at 19 33
SightSound at 1319
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No Presumption – Pilot Relies on Claim Charts
PILOT’S NEXUS ARGUMENTS

POR at 43-44; Reply at 19-20; Sur-reply at 12 34

POR at 43 

EX2052
Sur-reply at 12
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No Presumption – Pilot Relies on Claim Charts
PILOT’S NEXUS ARGUMENTS

Reply at 20 35

Teva at 1360-1361
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Pilot Relies on Unclaimed Disregarding Methane and Ethane
PILOT’S NEXUS ARGUMENTS

Sur-reply at 1-4, 13, 32-33 36

Sur-reply at 13

Sur-reply at 32-33

Sur-reply at 4



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claims Do Not Recite Disregarding Methane and Ethane
PILOT’S NEXUS ARGUMENTS

Reply at 3, 19-20 37

EX1001 at 17:52-18:19

EX1001 at 18:35-58
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Pilot Relies on Economical Propane Recovery, But Then Abandons in Sur-reply
PILOT’S NEXUS ARGUMENTS

POR at 35, 39; Reply at 19-20, 22-24; Sur-reply at 21 38

Sur-reply at 21

POR at 35

POR at 39

Pilot Concedes Unclaimed Feature
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Pilot Argues Unexpected Results Based on Low Propane Recovery But Then Abandons in Sur-reply
ALLEGED UNEXPECTED RESULTS

POR at 38-39; Reply at 24; Sur-reply at 21 39

POR at 38-39 (quoting EX2043)

POR at 39 (quoting EX2037)

Sur-reply at 21

Pilot Concedes Unclaimed Feature
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ALLEGED COPYING

• Pilot’s Arguments
– Five Main Components
– Propane Recovery
 Hydrate Formation Paper
 Comparison with Pastor

– Sweetener
 Hydrate Formation Paper
 Comparison with Pastor

• No Copying Because No “Acid Gas Stream”

POR at 45-57; Reply at 26-29 40
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Pilot Argues “Five Main Components,” But Admits “Architecturally Identical” is Insufficient
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 46-52 41

POR at 52
POR at 47 (annotating EX2075)
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Pilot Relies on Propane Recovery in the Hydrate Formation Paper
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 53-56; Reply at 26-27; Sur-reply at 33-35 42

POR at 55 (annotating EX2012 at 4)

POR at 53-54
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Propane Recovery % Unclaimed
ALLEGED COPYING

EX1001 at 17:52-18:58; Reply at 19-20, 26-27 43

EX1001 at 17:52-18:19

EX1001 at 18:35-58
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Pilot’s Comparison of Mabee to Pastor’s Simulation Ignores Pastor’s Optimization
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 53-56; Reply at 26-27;Sur-reply at 33-35 44
EX2016 at 3:4-11

POR at 56 (annotating EX2016 at Table 1) POR at 55 (annotating EX2012 at 4)
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Mabee’s NGL Propane % Is Closer to Pastor than Pilot’s Plant, Undermining Pilot’s Argument
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 53-56; Reply at 26-27 45

POR at 56 (annotating EX2016 at Table 1)

Pastor

POR at 55 (annotating EX2012 at 4)

Mabee

POR at 55 
(values from EX2056 at 2 (stream 9))

Monell 20
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Pilot’s Sur-reply Math Does Not Show Mabee is Closer to Pilot’s Plant than Pastor
ALLEGED COPYING

Sur-reply at 34 46

Sur-reply at 34
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Pilot Relies on the Existence of a Sweetener in the Hydrate Formation Paper
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 57; Reply at 27-28; Sur-reply at 33 47

POR at 57 (annotating EX2012 at 4)

POR at 57
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Sweetening Cannot Evidence Copying
ALLEGED COPYING

Reply at 27-28 48

Apple at 810
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Sweetening Cannot Evidence Copying
ALLEGED COPYING

Reply at 27-28 49

EX1003 at 270
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Mabee’s Sweetener Does Not Show Dissimilarity to Chevron’s Prior Plant
ALLEGED COPYING

POR at 52-53, 57; Reply at 27-28; Sur-reply at 33 50

POR at 52

EX1026 at  76:23-77:8
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No Copying Because Mabee Has No “Acid Gas Stream”
ALLEGED COPYING

Reply at 28-29 51

Reply at 29 (annotating EX2012 at Fig. 3)Reply at 28 (annotating EX2055 at 1)
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No Copying Because Mabee Has No “Acid Gas Stream”
ALLEGED COPYING

Reply at 28-29 52

EX2023 at 15

EX1025 at 51:23-52:3
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ALLEGED LONG FELT BUT UNMET NEED

POR at 33-36; Reply at 21-22; Sur-reply at 18-19 53

POR at 31

Sur-reply at 18-19

Pilot Argues Achieved by 
Unclaimed Disregarding Methane/Ethane

POR at 33

Pilot Argues Need for “More Economical Alternative”

Pilot Fails to Establish How Pilot’s Claims Meet the Alleged Need
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Pilot Fails to Establish How Pilot’s Claims Meet the Alleged Need
ALLEGED LONG FELT BUT UNMET NEED

POR at 33-36; Reply at 21-22; Sur-reply at 15, 18-19 54

POR at 35

Sur-reply at 21

Pilot Abandoned Nexus for 
Economical Propane Recovery

POR at 33

Pilot Argues Need for “More Economical Alternative”
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Pilot Fails to Explain What Chevron Failed to Achieve
ALLEGED FAILURE OF OTHERS

• Pilot Argues:
– No Maintenance Fees on Pastor
– “Prim solution” 
– “Could have done better” 
– Copying 

POR at 36-37; Reply at 22-23; Sur-reply at 20 55

Sur-reply at 20

POR at 36-37
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Pilot Presents No Basis for Skepticism – Single Unsupported Sentence in Prim Declaration
ALLEGED SKEPTICISM OF EXPERTS

POR at 37-38; Reply at 23-24; Sur-reply at 20-21 56

EX2029 at ¶ 34
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Pilot Includes Prim’s Proposals, But No Responses
ALLEGED SKEPTICISM OF EXPERTS

POR at 37-38; Reply at 23-24; Sur-reply at 20-21 57

EX2037 EX2039 EX2040 EX2043
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Prim’s Proposals Are Tied to Low Propane Recovery Which Has No Nexus
ALLEGED SKEPTICISM OF EXPERTS

POR at 37-38; Reply at 23-24; Sur-reply at 20-21 58

EX2037 at 1

EX2039 at 2

EX2040 at 1 EX2043 at 1
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Prim’s Proposals Are Tied to Low Propane Recovery Which Has No Nexus
ALLEGED SKEPTICISM OF EXPERTS

Sur-reply at 20-21 59

Sur-reply at 21
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Prim Admits Reasons Other Than Skepticism For Exxon Not Accepting Proposals
ALLEGED SKEPTICISM OF EXPERTS

Reply at 23-24 60

EX1026 at 35:2-12
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Pilot’s Single 2012 Hearsay Statement to a Conference Speaker Is Insufficient
ALLEGED INDUSTRY PRAISE

POR at 40-41; Reply at 25; Sur-reply at 21-23 61

EX2029 at ¶ 47; see also POR at 41 EX2049 at 14
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Pilot’s Single 2012 Hearsay Statement to a Conference Speaker Is Insufficient
ALLEGED INDUSTRY PRAISE

POR at 40-41; Reply at 25; Sur-reply at 21-23 62

Sur-reply 22

EX2049 at 14 (red annotation added)
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Pilot’s Argument Hinges on Unclaimed Methane/Ethane Disregarding
ALLEGED COMMERCIAL SUCCESS

POR at 30-31, 41-43; Reply at 19-20, 25; Sur-reply at 23-33 63

Sur-reply 32-33

POR 30-31
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Claims Do Not Recite Methane/Ethane Disregard
ALLEGED COMMERCIAL SUCCESS

Reply at 3, 19-20, 25 64

EX1001 at 17:52-18:19

EX1001 at 18:35-58

Specifies Low Methane/Ethane in NGL Streams

No Mention of Methane/Ethane
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No Specific Comparisons With Prior Art – Only Revenues and Unexplained Sales Pitch “Economics”
ALLEGED COMMERCIAL SUCCESS

POR at 41-43; Reply at 19-20, 25; Sur-reply at 23-33 65

EX2072 at 1 EX2049 at 1, 18, 26; Sur-reply at 24-33 

POR at 42
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No Specific Comparisons With Prior Art – Only Revenues and Unexplained Sales Pitch “Economics”
ALLEGED COMMERCIAL SUCCESS

POR at 41-43; Reply at 19-20, 25; Sur-reply at 23-33 66

EX2049 at 18; Sur-reply at 32 EX2049 at 17; Sur-reply at 31
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