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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #2

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #3

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #4

’992 Patent Overview

Pet. (Paper 2) at 3-4, 6; Revised Motion to Amend (“RMTA”) (Paper 21) at 19-24; EX1001, Cover

Patent Owner cites the ‘363 and ‘838 applications 

to support the substitute claims
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’992 Patent: Overview of Substitute Independent Claims 

RMTA, Appx. A at A1-A2
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’992 Patent: Overview of Substitute Independent Claims 

RMTA, Appx. A at A5
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’992 Patent: Overview of Substitute Independent Claims 

RMTA, Appx. A at A9-A10
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #8

Procedural History Post-Institution: ’992 Patent

• Patent Owner filed a Non-Contingent Motion to Amend (Paper 13) 

– Petitioners filed Opposition to Motion to Amend (Paper 16) 

• Board issued Preliminary Guidance (Paper 20) finding that:

– “Petitioner has shown a reasonable likelihood that proposed subst. claims 21–40 are unpatentable” 

as “indefinite” 

– The “cited prior art references disclose the newly added claim limitations” except the “turbine air 

inlet filter transmitter failure” limitation of proposed subst. claims 23 and 32.

• Patent Owner filed a Non-Contingent Revised Motion to Amend (Paper 21) 

– Petitioners filed Opposition to Revised Motion to Amend (Paper 24) 

– Patent Owner filed a Reply to the Opposition (Paper 29)

– Petitioner  filed a Sur-Reply to the Reply

• Patent Owner did not submit an expert declaration with its Reply (Paper 29) 

Preliminary Guidance (Paper 20) (“PG”) at 8, 14
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Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #10

Dispute Overview

• PO Disputes:

– SCs 45-46 and 54-59: Whether the term “substantially immediately” is indefinite

– SC 44 : Whether “hydraulic system” lacks written description support

– SC 50: Whether “controlling compression of liquefied natural gas” lacks written description support

– Whether Coli’s control center can be combined with the other asserted references

– Ground 12A: Whether Clancy discloses SC [41n]’s monitored operating characteristic of “enclosure exhaust fan run status” 

– Ground 12A: Whether Armstrong discloses SC [41n]’s monitored operating characteristic of “valve statuses”

– Grounds 14A/19A: Whether a POSITA would have looked to Thompson for SC [46c]/[55b]’s “wherein the signal is transmitted over armored 

shielded CAT5E cabling”

– Ground 15A: Whether Bliss is analogous art and whether Bliss and Ekanayake render obvious SC [47i]/[56i]’s monitored operating characteristic of 

“turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure”

– Ground 15A: Whether Birch discloses SC [52c]’s monitored operating characteristic of “gas fuel main valve discharge pressure transmitter failure”

– Ground 16A: Whether Delaney is analogous art and can be combined to disclose SC [50c]’s monitored operating characteristic of “hydraulic oil 

level” 

– Ground 17A: Whether Birch discloses SC [51c]’s monitored operating characteristic of “gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure”

– Ground 18A: Whether Rusnak discloses SC [53c]’s monitored operating characteristic of “the torque”

– Ground 20A: Whether Delaney is analogous art and can be combined to render SC [44c], [44d] obvious 

– Ground 21A: Whether Coli discloses SC [58]’s monitoring of “transformers”

See generally RMTA; PO Reply to Pet. Opp. To RMTA (Paper 29) (“PO Reply”)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #11

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #12

Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

RMTA, Appx. A at A-4

• Substitute Claims 45-46 and 54-59 recite “substantially immediately”:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #13

Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

RMTA, Appx. A at A-8–A-12

• Substitute Claims 45-46 and 54-59 recite “substantially immediately”:

• Claims 58 & 59 depend from claim 56
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #14

“Substantially Immediately” Is a Subjective Term of Degree

Pet. Opp. to RMTA (Paper 24) at 1; Pet. Sur-Reply (Paper 31) (“Sur-Reply”) at 1; EX1052 (Durham Decl.) ¶¶75-79

• There is no objective standard for determining how quickly power must be cut for it 

to be “substantially immediately.” [Ex. 1052 (Durham Decl.) ¶75]

• The specification does not provide any objective baseline to enable a POSITA to 

differentiate “substantially immediately” from other durations, such as “immediately.” 

[Ex. 1052 (Durham Decl.) ¶77]

– “Terms of degree are problematic if their baseline is unclear.” See Liberty Ammunition, Inc. 

v. United States, 835 F.3d 1388, 1395 (Fed. Cir. 2016)

• PO does not contest that “substantially immediately” depends “on the unpredictable 

vagaries of any one person’s opinion” and may be different in different contexts.

– Datamize, LLC v. Plumtree Software, Inc., 417 F.3d 1342, 1350-51 (Fed. Cir. 2005)
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #15

“Substantially Immediately” Is a Subjective Term of Degree

EX1052 (Durham Decl.), ¶¶75-79; Sur-Reply at 2-3; PO Reply, n.3

• PO’s identified passages do not provide reasonable certainty as to the scope of 

“substantially immediately.”

EX1001, 10:53-58

EX1001, 7:28-44

EX1001, 11:42-51
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #16

Patent Owner’s Expert, Dr. Nikolaou Could Provide No Restrictions or 
Bounds on “Substantially Immediately”

Q. If power were cut within five seconds, would that satisfy the term 

“substantially immediately”?

A. Again, “substantially” is used in the context of the specific system, and there 

is an engineering judgment as to how much that would be. There is no specific 

number assigned to it. 

EX1053, 91:6-15; 88:11-21; 93:7-94:1; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 1-2; Sur-Reply at 1

Q. If power were cut within 2 seconds, would that be considered immediately?

A. … I would have to know more about the configuration of the system, the risk for

letting power continue before it gets shut off. 

Q. Is there an industry standard … to satisfy the term “substantially 

immediately”?

A. … How quickly that happens depends on the particular situation, like I said, 

the system, the design of the unit and so forth 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #17

Dr. Durham Did Not “Calculate” the Scope of “Substantially Immediately”

EX1003 (Durham Decl.) ¶291; Sur-Reply at 1-2

• The prior art disclosing an example does not mean ’992 provides reasonable certainty as to the scope of 

“substantially immediately”

• “[I]ndefiniteness of a claim does not always imply inability to conduct a prior-art analysis . . . . The 

questions are different. [E]ven if [the claim] is indefinite, such a conclusion would not imply that it is 

incapable of being compared to prior art.” Cochlear Bone Anchored Sols. AB v. Oticon Med. AB, 958 F.3d 

1348, 1360 (Fed. Cir. 2020).
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #18

Ironburg Is Distinguishable

PO Reply at 3; PG at 8; Sur-Reply at 3

• Ironburg’s “elongate member” extending “substantially the full distance between the top 

edge and the bottom edge” of a video game controller: 

– was not subject to “engineering judgment”

– did not have different meanings in different contexts without any objective guidance in the 

specification for a POSITA

• Substantially immediately is akin to PO’s use of “continuous” in the previous substitute 

claims for which the Board found a reasonable likelihood of indefiniteness:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #19

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #20

Substitute Claim 44 Requires that the System for Hydraulic Fracturing 
Further Comprise “a hydraulic system”

RMTA, Appx. A at A-1, A-3
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #21

There Is No Written-Description Support in the Specification

• PO identified EX2005, ¶¶44-46, 59; EX1001, 9:4-18, 10:30-34 (same as EX2005 ¶¶44-46, 59), 

which at best disclose a hydraulic motor’s monitored operating characteristics

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #22

PO’s Expert, Dr. Nikolaou Admitted There Is No Detailed Description

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 2; EX1023, 100:13-101:12

Q. How does the 992 patent describe what the hydraulic system is?

…

A. So I am not finding a detailed description of the hydraulic motor in 992. I 

am only finding the general description … that the electrically powered 

fracking fleet can include the hydraulic motor. 

Q. [M]y question was about the hydraulic system. Are you saying that the 

hydraulic motor is part of the hydraulic system that’s claimed?

A. So you wanted the hydraulic system. Okay. So there is no detailed 

description of the hydraulic system. 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #23

PO’s Interpretation is Nonsensical and Renders [44b]’s “Hydraulic 
System” Superfluous

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3; Sur-Reply at 3-4

• Under PO’s view, [44b] would recite “the [hydraulic fracturing] system further comprising a hydraulic 

[fracturing] system” 

• PO’s argument confirms that the specification fails to sufficiently disclose a “hydraulic system,” as the 

specification fails to disclose what is the recited “hydraulic system” and what components it comprises

• Further, written description considers whether the specification discloses “sufficient detail that one skilled in 

the art can clearly conclude that the inventor invented the claimed invention as of the filing date sought.” 
• See TurboCare Div. of Demag Delaval Turbomachinery Corp. v. Gen. Elec. Co., 264 F.3d 1111, 1119 (Fed. Cir. 2001). 

• It does not consider whether a POSITA would have “understood” the term “hydraulic system.” (See PO Reply, 4) 

LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 23



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #24

Substitute Claim 50: There Is No Written Description Support for 
“controlling compression of liquefied natural gas” 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-6; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 3; Sur-Reply at 4-5

• The specification only discloses compressing natural gas in its gaseous state, as confirmed by Dr. 

Durham:

• Liquefied natural gas is referenced only in relation to vaporization—the opposite of compression [Ex. 

1052 (Durham Decl.) ¶¶88-92]

• PO offers no expert testimony to the contrary

Ex. 1052 (Durham Decl.) ¶87

EX1001, 5:31-33

EX1001, 4:34-37
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #25

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 25



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #26

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 3
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Substitute Claim 41 Added Limitations

RMTA, Appx. A at A-1–A-2
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #28

The Combination of Coli with the Other Asserted References Is Proper

RMTA 10-12; Sur-Reply at 5; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4-6, 12; EX1052, ¶¶114-123 

• PO argues that none of the prior art suggests which operating characteristics a POSITA should or would 

monitor

• PO incorrectly limits Coli’s centralized monitoring and control, which applies “for the entire fracturing 

operation [] at a single location.” RMTA at 10-12; EX1004, [0072]

• Each reference is in the same field of endeavor (controlling and/or monitoring industrial equipment) 

and/or is reasonably pertinent to the problem addressed by the ’992 Patent (controlling and/or 

monitoring industrial equipment from a centralized location)

• Nothing in Coli teaches away from monitoring for failures

• The motivations for why a POSITA would monitor or control each operating characteristic recited in the 

Substitute Claims are uncontested

• E.g., SC 41: application of known techniques (monitoring/controlling a gas filtration skid and 

compressor) to a known system (Coli/Armstrong’s control system) ready for improvement

• E.g., SC 42: application of known techniques (liquefied natural gas) to a known system (turbine 

generators) ready for improvement
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #29

Overview of Coli

EX1004 (Coli), Cover, Abstract
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #30

It Would Have Been Obvious to Monitor/Control ([41h], [41j], [41m]) the 
Characteristics of [41i], [41k], and [41n] in view of Coli, Armstrong, and Clancy

Pet. 20; EX1004 (Coli), ¶72 Fig. 2 (annotated); Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 5; EX1052, ¶¶137, 178, 203

• Coli’s system monitors and controls an entire fracturing operation

EX1004, [0072]

LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 30



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #31

Armstrong’s PLC Controls the FCS

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 5; EX1054, Cover, 19:1, 19-22; EX1052, ¶¶137, 178, 203

. . .

EX1054, 19:1, 19-22
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #32

Clancy’s DCS Controls Its System

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 5; EX1055, Cover, [0003]; EX1052, ¶¶24-26, 115-233

EX1055, [0003]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #33

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41g]: “a gas filtration 
skid” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 6; EX1053, 9:19-10:14. 

[41g] “the system further comprising a gas filtration skid”

Dr. Nikolaou

A. A gas filtration skid, as described in the patent, is a system that is used to 

remove impurities from natural gas that will be fed in the context of this 

patent to generator, a gas generator. 

   . . . 

So a filtration system remove -- removes these impurities to make sure that the 

gas is suitable as to -- to be used as a fuel in the generator. And that system 

is on a skid as is specified in the patent.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #34

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41g]: “a gas filtration 
skid” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 6; EX1054, 1:8-23, 8:18-20, 9:6-12, 9:20-23, 15:17-21, Fig. 3 

[41g] “the system further comprising a gas filtration skid”

EX1054, 8:18-20

EX1054, 9:10-12

EX1054, 9:20-23
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #35

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring 
“water separator status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 6; EX1054, 8:14-16, 9:20-22, 9:25-10:2, 10:11-14, 13:15-21, 14:19-23; EX1052, ¶¶139-142

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

EX1054, 9:25-10:2

• Armstrong discloses a liquid drain arrangement for 

draining liquid from separator tank 10
• A switch 17 sends an alarm/stop signal to 

the FCS to reduce the likelihood of liquid 

slipping past the separator 10.

EX1054, 10:11-14

EX1054, 13:17-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #36

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring 
“water separator status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 6-7; EX1055, [0032], [0044]-[0048], Fig. 6A; EX1052, ¶¶143-144

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

EX1055, [0046] 

• Clancy discloses separator 9 (water separator) to drain water and 

switches to monitor its level (status)

EX1055, [0032] 

EX1055, [0044] 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #37

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring 
“particulate filter status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 7; EX1054, 12:4-6; EX1053, 23:7-24:19; EX1052, ¶¶146-148

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• Armstrong discloses FCS particulate 

filters → see [41g] – a gas filtration skid

• A pressure switch monitors filter status, 

including the level of particles deposited 

on the filter surface—i.e., filter fouling

EX1054, 12:4-6

Dr. Nikolaou

Q. Would the extent of filter fouling be 

an example of particulate filter status?

A. One of the characteristics, yes. It 

would -- it would be.

EX1053, 23:22-24:4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #38

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring 
“gas pressures” and “gas temperatures” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 7; EX1054, 9:15-16, 19:24-20:2, 13:7-14, 10:21-11:5, 19:10-25; EX1052, ¶¶150-160

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• Armstrong discloses a pressure gauge to 

monitor the FCS’s gas pressures

• Armstrong discloses temperature 

sensors to monitor gas temperatures

EX1054, 9:15-16

EX1054, 13:10-12

EX1054, 10:23-11:1
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #39

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring “gas 
pressures” and “gas temperatures” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 7; EX1055, [0033], [0037], [0038], [0041], Fig. 2; EX1052, ¶¶150-160

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• Clancy discloses pressure sensors 

to monitor gas pressures

• Clancy discloses temperature 

sensors to monitor gas 

temperatures

EX1055, [0038]

EX1055, [0041] EX1055, [0037] 

EX1055, [0033] 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #40

Armstrong Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring “valve statuses” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 7-8; EX1054, 10:2-6, 12:15-22; EX1052, ¶¶161-165, Sur-Reply at 5

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• PO’s single-sentence conclusory assertion—aimed only at 

Armstrong and not at Clancy (see next slide) and 

unsupported by expert testimony—fails to rebut obviousness

EX1054, 10:2-4

EX1054, 12:15-22
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #41

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Renders Obvious [41h]-[41i]: 
monitoring “valve statuses” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 8; EX1055, [0031]; EX1052, ¶¶166-169

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• It would have been obvious to 

monitor Clancy’s valve (6)’ status 

to determine that it was open 

and to safely complete initial 

start-up. 

EX1055, [0031]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #42

PO Does Not Dispute that Trobaugh Discloses [41h]-[41i]: monitoring 
“filter bypass status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 8-9; EX1056, [0031], Fig. 1; EX1052, ¶¶171-176

[41h] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least water separator status, 

particulate filter status, gas pressures, gas temperatures, valve statuses, and filter bypass status;

• A POSITA would have understood that the output 

information includes the status of the filter bypass. 

EX1056, [0031]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #43

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“inlet valves” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 9; EX1054, 9:16-19, 10:15-19, 12:18-22, Fig. 3; EX1052, ¶¶182-187 

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

EX1054, 9:16-17

EX1054, 10:17-19

EX1054, 12:18-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #44

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“inlet valves” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 9; EX1055, [0031]; EX1052, ¶¶182-187

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

EX1055, [0031]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #45

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“outlet valves” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 9; EX1054, 16:10-15, 19:19-20:7; EX1052, ¶188 

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

• Armstrong discloses an outlet 

valve (fuel solenoid) between the 

FCS outlet 60 and microturbines

• The PLC controller controls the 

solenoid valve

EX1054, 16:12-15

EX1054, 19:19-24
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #46

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“outlet valves” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 9; EX1055, [0042]; EX1052, ¶¶189-190 

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

• Clancy discloses controlling 

outlet valves (valves 49 and 50) 

for starting/stopping gas flow. 

• Valves 49 and 50 are discharge 

valves, as they are downstream of 

the discharge pipe 46

EX1055, [0042]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #47

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“bypass valves” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 9; EX1054, 12:15-21, Fig. 3; EX1052, ¶¶192-194 

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

EX1054, 12:15-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #48

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41j]-[41k]: controlling 
“pressure release” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 10; EX1054, 17:17-23, Fig. 3; EX1052, ¶196

[41j] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to control operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid; 

[41k] wherein the controllable operating characteristics of the gas filtration skid include at least inlet valves, outlet valves, 

bypass valves, and pressure release;

EX1054, 17:17-23
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #49

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong and Clancy Disclose [41l]: “gas 
compressor” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 10; EX1054, 10:15-22; EX1055, [0009]; EX1052, ¶¶116-119, 200-202 

[41l] the system further comprising a gas compressor,

EX1054, 10:17-22

Armstrong:

EX1055, [0009]

Clancy:

• A POSITA would have been motivated to combine such a gas compressor with Coli’s system 

to pressurize fuel for the engine
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #50

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41m]-[41n]: 
monitoring “compressor motor run status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 10; EX1054, 19:19-25, 10:20-24; EX1052, ¶¶203-209

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

EX1054, 19:19-25

• Armstrong monitors compressor speed 

using pressure sensor 65

• A POSITA would have understood that 

monitoring compressor speed monitors 

the compressor motor run status

• if the motor speed is zero, the 

motor is not running

• if the speed is non-zero, then the 

motor is running
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #51

PO Does Not Dispute that Teets Discloses [41m]-[41n]: monitoring “oil 
pump run status” and “oil pump discharge pressure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 10-11; EX1057, [0017], [0028], [0055], [0057], [0061], Fig. 1A; EX1052, ¶¶211-214, 228-229

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

EX1057, [0057]

EX1057, [0017]

EX1057, [0061]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #52

Clancy Renders Obvious [41m]-[41n]: monitoring “enclosure exhaust 
fan run status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 11; EX1055, [0003], [0028], [0039]-[0040], [0071], Claim 30; EX1052, ¶¶216-219 

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

• A POSITA would have been 

motivated to monitor the fan 

run status so that the DCS 

would know whether 

operating Clancy’s louvers 

would impact temperature, or 

whether the exhaust fan 

required service or 

maintenance.

EX1055, [0039]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #53

Clancy Renders Obvious [41m]-[41n]: monitoring “enclosure exhaust 
fan run status” 

Sur-Reply at 5-6; EX1055, [0039]-[0040], [0042], [0044] ; EX1052, ¶216 

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

• Clancy’s cooler fan is an enclosure exhaust 

fan. It directs air out of the outlet louver, 

thereby removing air and qualifying as an 

enclosure exhaust fan, even under PO’s 

purported definition

• PO does not offer any expert testimony to 

the contrary

EX1055, [0039]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #54

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41m]-[41n]: “compressor 
inlet pressure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 11-12; EX1055, [0033]-[0034]; EX1052, ¶¶220-223

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

EX1055, [0033]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #55

PO Does Not Dispute that Armstrong Discloses [41m]-[41n]: 
monitoring “compressor discharge pressure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 12; EX1054, 19:10-25, 10:11-24; EX1052, ¶¶224-225, 228-230

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

• Armstrong discloses monitoring an FCS 

outlet pressure, which discloses and 

renders obvious monitoring 

compressor discharge pressure, as the 

FCS outlet pressure is controlled by the 

compressor speed.

EX1054, 10:20-24

EX1054, 19:22-25
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #56

PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy Discloses [41m]-[41n]: monitoring 
“compressor discharge pressure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 12; EX1055, [0038]; EX1052, ¶¶226-230

[41m] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the gas compressor; 

[41n] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the gas compressor include at least compressor motor run status, 

oil pump run status, enclosure exhaust fan run status, compressor inlet pressure, compressor discharge pressure, and oil pump 

discharge pressure;

• Clancy discloses monitoring 

compressor discharge pressure with 

third pressure sensor (35).

• As the third pressure sensor (35) is 

measuring pressure between the 

compressor and the after cooler, it is 

measuring compressor discharge 

pressure EX1055, [0038]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #57

Substitute Claim 42 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-2-A-3; MTA, Appx. A at A-2 

RMTA:

MT

A:

MTA:

LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 57



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #58

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Broussard079 Discloses [42a]: 
“generator is powered by liquefied natural gas” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 12-13; PG at 11, 15; Pet. 7; EX1024, [0009], [0024]; EX1004, [0010], [0038], [0040], 

[0072]; EX1052, ¶¶123, 235-239 

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Broussard079 discloses [42a]

[42] wherein the generator is powered by liquefied natural gas, and

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

generator is powered by liquefied 

natural gas

22 [42], 29, 40 Ex. 1004 [Coli] ¶¶ 10, 38, 40; 

Pet. 7; 

Ex. 1024 [Broussard079] ¶¶ 9, 24; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶¶ 73, 76

PG, 11

EX1024, [0024]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #59

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #60

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 3
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #61

Substitute Claim 43 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3; PO Motion to Amend (Paper 13) (“MTA”), Appx. A at A-2-A-3

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #62

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Gensel Discloses [43]: “a switch 
gear” and monitoring “the status of a fire alarm” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 13; PG at 12, 15-16; EX1033, Abstract, [0001]-[0002], [0004], [0031], [0063]-[0066]; EX1052, ¶¶306-307, 311-312 

[43b] the system further comprising a switch gear,

[43c] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the switch gear, 

[43d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the switch gear include at least the status of a fire alarm. 

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

switch gear 24 [43], 30, 38, 39 Pet. 58–65; 

Ex. 1033 [Gensel], ¶ 186

status of fire alarm 24 [43], 30, 38 Pet. 58–65; 

Ex. 1033 [Gensel], Abstr., ¶¶ 2, 63–66; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 113

PG, 12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #63

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Gensel Discloses [43]: “a 
switchgear” and monitoring “the status of a fire alarm” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 13; PG at 12, 15-16; EX1033, Abstract, [0001]-[0002], [0004], [0031], [0063]-[0066]; EX1052, ¶¶306-307, 311-312 

 

[43b] the system further comprising a switch gear,

[43c] wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor operating characteristics of the switch gear, 

[43d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the switch gear include at least the status of a fire alarm. 

• Gensel discloses a switchgear 

and monitoring fire alarms

• Switchgears were prone to fires

• It would have been obvious to 

incorporate this functionality 

into Coli’s system

• PO does not dispute that Gensel 

discloses [43]

EX1033, [0001]-[0002]

EX1033, [0031]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #64

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #65

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 3
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #66

Substitute Claim 45 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-4; MTA, Appx. A at A-3 

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #67

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Smith and Bromell Disclose 
[45c]: “emergency power off unit” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 13-14; PG at 13, 16-17; EX1035, 1:1-3, 1:24-29; EX1036, 1:19-21, 1:33-36; EX1052, ¶¶27-33, 330-333, 340-341 

[45c] wherein the emergency power off unit is operated by a switch that sounds an audible alarm.

• Further, PO does not dispute that Smith and Bromell disclose [45c]

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

emergency power off unit is 

operated by a switch that sounds 

an audible alarm

26 [45], 35 Ex. 1035 [Smith], 1:1–3, 1:24–29; 

Ex. 1036 [Bromell], 1:19–21; 1:33–36; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶¶ 142, 144; 

Ex. 1023 [Nikolaou Dep.], 63:9–19

PG, 13

EX1035, 1:1-3

EX1035, 1:24-27

EX1036, 1:33-36

EX1036, 1:19-21
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #68

Substitute Claim 46 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-4; MTA, Appx. A at A-4 

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #69

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Thompson Discloses [46c]: 
“signal is transmitted over armored shielded CAT5E cabling” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 14; PG at 13, 17; EX1037, Abstract, [0015], [0049]; EX1052, ¶¶335-336, 346-347 

[46c] wherein the signal is transmitted over armored shielded CAT5E cabling.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

signal is transmitted over armored 

shielded CAT5E cabling

27 [46], 36 Ex. 1037, Abstr., ¶¶ 8, 15, 49; 

Pet. 33–34;

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶¶ 151, 152; 

PG, 13

EX1037, Abstract

• Thompson discloses armored shielded 

CAT5E cabling

• A POSITA would have been motivated 

to look to Thompson for details of 

Ethernet cables, such as shielded 

CAT5E cabling, to protect the cable 

from damage and prevent interference
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #70

SC 46: PO’s Motivation to Combine Challenge Is Unfounded

Sur-Reply at 6-7; EX1004, [0066]; EX1003, ¶¶166-167; EX1052, ¶¶335, 346-347; EX1023, 78:7-80:4; EX1053, 95:16-96:8, 97:4-21

[46c] wherein the signal is transmitted over armored shielded CAT5E cabling.

• Coli supplies the motivation to consider Thompson: communication is “typically sent via hardwired cable.” EX1004, 

[0066]. 

• PO’s expert agrees that Ethernet was well-known long before the time of invention → no blueprint from ’992 

required

• Availability of unshielded Ethernet cabling does not teach away from or discourage use of armored shielded cabling

• PO does not dispute or offer any expert testimony rebutting that armored shielded cabling, which Thompson 

discloses, would solve the problem

Q. Was it common in 2015 for signals to switchgears to be 

transmitted over armored shielded Cat5e cabling? 

A. The technology was definitely available at the time, yes.

EX1053, 96:4-8
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #71

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #72

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 3-4

LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 72



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #73

Substitute Claims 47 & 56 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-5, A-10 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #74

PO Does Not Dispute that [47f]-[47g] & [56f]-[56g] Are Obvious

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 14-15; Pet. at 35-39; EX1004 [Coli], [0038], [0040]; EX1003, ¶172; EX1052, ¶¶407-418 

[47f] the method further comprising powering 

the electrically powered pump with a 

generator,

[47g] wherein the generator is a turbine 

generator;

[56f] the system further comprising one or more 

generators electrically connected to the electric 

pump to provide power to the electric pump;

[56g] wherein the one or more generators are 

turbine generators, and

EX1004, [0038]

EX1004, [0040]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #75

PO Does Not Dispute that [47h] & [56h] Are Obvious

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 14-15; Pet. at 35-39, 43; EX1005, 1:60-67, 4:46-47 Fig. 1; EX1052, ¶¶412-418 

[47h] the method further comprising monitoring 

operating characteristics of the turbine 

generator; and 

[56h] wherein the centralized control unit is further 

configured to monitor operating characteristics and 

control the one or more turbine generators, and

EX1005, 1:60-67

• A POSITA would have been motivated and found it obvious to 

implement the central control monitoring features taught by Birch 

into Coli so that the control system of Coli controls and monitors 

the compression of natural gas flowing into the gas turbines
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #76

Ekanayake and Bliss Disclose [47i], [56i]: monitoring “turbine air inlet 
filter transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 14; EX1027, 1:24-27, 2:19-35; EX1053, 24:5-19; EX1052, ¶419

[47i] wherein the monitored operating 

characteristics of the turbine generator include at 

least turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure. 

[56i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics 

of the one or more turbine generators include at 

least turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure. 

• Ekanayake describes wirelessly communicating the degree of fouling of a fouling detection instruction in a filter assembly

EX1027, 1:24-27
EX1027, 2:19-23

EX1027, 2:27-29 EX1027, 2:33-35
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #77

Ekanayake and Bliss Disclose [47i], [56i]: monitoring “turbine air inlet 
filter transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 14-15; EX1027, 1:55-2:3, 3:21-26, 4:34-35, 11:56-57; EX1058, Abstract, 1:19-25, 2:14-18, 2:41-46, 4:66-5:2, 

5:9-12, 10:15-19; EX1052, ¶¶375-383, 420-421 

[47i] wherein the monitored operating 

characteristics of the turbine generator include at 

least turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure. 

[56i] wherein the monitored operating characteristics 

of the one or more turbine generators include at 

least turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure. 

• Ekanayake discloses that load cells determine whether a filter is dirty and convert loads into electrical signals: 

• Bliss describes monitoring for transmitter failure using a weighing apparatus:

• Obvious for Coli’s control system to monitor the status of Ekanayake’s filter assembly and wireless communication 

module using Bliss’s technique to ensure that these components are operating properly

EX1058, 2:41-45

EX1027, 3:23-26

EX1027, 11:56-57

EX1027, 4:34-35
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #78

PO’s Argument Re: [47i], [56i]: “turbine air inlet filter transmitter 
failure” Is Unfounded

Sur-Reply at 7-8; EX1053, 80:8-15; EX1052, ¶¶373, 378

• PO offers no expert testimony that Bliss is non-analogous art

• PO offers no expert testimony contradicting Dr. Durham’s testimony that a POSITA would 

have been motivated to look to Bliss for details of techniques of monitoring load cell 

failures to ensure that components are operating properly and to know when appropriate 

action is needed.

• PO’s expert agrees that load cells were known to monitor filters in turbine generators:

Q. Were load cells known to monitor turbine generators in 2015? 

A. Yes.

EX1053, 80:12-15
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #79

PO’s Argument Re: [47i], [56i]: “turbine air inlet filter transmitter 
failure” Is Unfounded

Sur-Reply at 7-8, n.4; EX2109, 124:6-126:2

• SC 47 and 56 are not limited to using only pressure sensors to monitor for turbine air inlet filter 

transmitter failure

• A POSITA would understand that ’992’s “turbine air inlet filter high,” identified by PO, includes filter 

weight, which is what a load cell measures

• The only expert testimony on the subject is that a POSITA would not have understood this to be 

limited to pressure:

Q. A POSITA would understand turbine air filter high to potentially mean turbine air inlet filter 

differential pressure reading is high; is that right? 

A. No, I don't think you can get that from that reading. It says what it says. "Turbine air filter 

high." So it's something about the air in the filter is high.

Q. What would a POSITA understand based on knowledge of a POSITA what "turbine air inlet high" 

means?

A. Just exactly what I said. Some parameter associated with a turbine air inlet filter is high, 

above a threshold. 

Q. What might some of those parameters be to your knowledge according to a POSITA?

A. Temperature could be one pressure, differential pressure, fouling level, weight. Probably some 

other ones that I’m missing, but it could include an awful lot of things
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #80

PO’s Argument Re: [47i], [56i]: “turbine air inlet filter transmitter 
failure” Is Unfounded

Sur-Reply at 8; EX1052, ¶¶ 379, 420; EX1053, 73:15-74:14, 75:11-22, 80:6-15, 80:21-81:1 

• Bliss and Ekanayake’s load cells are transmitters, as they transmit the measured weight via electrical 

signals → load cell failure = transmitter failure

• PO’s expert agrees that an air inlet filter transmitter is “[a]nything that could be used to transmit a 

signal,” and that load cells measure filter weight and then transmit that measurement

Q. What components would you use to 

implement an air inlet filter 

transmitter?

A. Anything that could be used to 

transmit a signal.

Q. And then the load cells would transmit a – an electrical signal that’s 

indicative of the weight, correct?

A. Yes. Yeah. They -- the load cell would function as a sensor, basically, and 

there would be a measurement that could be transmitted for further processing, 

yes. That is correct.

EX1053, 74:8-11

EX1053, 75:15-22
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #81

Substitute Claim 48’s Added Limitation Is Unpatentable For the Same 
Reasons as SC 42, Which PO Does Not Dispute

RMTA, Appx. A at A-2-A-3, A-6; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 15; EX1052, ¶¶423-425 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #82

Substitute Claim 49’s Added Limitation Is Unpatentable For the Same 
Reasons as SC 43

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3, A-6; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 15; EX1052, ¶426
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #83

Substitute Claim 52 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-7-A-8; MTA, Appx. A at A-6-A-7 

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #84

Coli Discloses [52b]: monitoring “operating characteristics” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 15; EX1004, [0010], [0072]; EX1052, ¶429

[52b] monitoring operating characteristics of the turbine generator; 

• Coli’s “control center 40” “monitor[s]” “the entire fracturing operation,” including turbine generators

EX1004, [0010]

EX1004, [0072]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #85

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Birch Discloses [52c]: monitoring 
“gas fuel main valve discharge pressure transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 15-16; PG at 13, 17-18; EX1005, 2:30-39, Fig. 1; EX1052, ¶430

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include gas fuel main valve discharge

 pressure transmitter failure, and backup system relay failure.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

gas fuel main valve discharge 

pressure transmitter failure

33 [52] Ex. 1005 [Birch], 2:30–39, Fig. 1; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 160

PG, 13

EX1005, 2:36-39

• It would have been obvious to monitor whether such a 

transmitter failed, consistent with well-known pressure 

transmitter functionality, and to improve safety
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #86

PO’s Argument Re: SC [52c] “gas fuel main valve discharge pressure 
transmitter failure” Is Wrong

Sur-Reply at 9; EX1005, 2:30-39, 3:5-12, Fig. 1; EX2108, 39:4-13; EX1052, ¶430

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include gas fuel main valve discharge

 pressure transmitter failure, and backup system relay failure.

• Birch’s pressure sensors monitor pressure of gas fuel mains supply 1 → a POSITA would have 

understood the sensors monitor a gas fuel main valve discharge pressure

• Birch discloses pressure sensors transmitting a pressure value

• PO offers no expert testimony contrary to Dr. Durham’s testimony that it was well known for 

pressure sensors to transmit failure codes. 

EX1005, 3:4-12
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #87

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Hunt Discloses [52c]: 
monitoring “backup system relay failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16; PG at 13, 18; EX1008, [0033]-[0035], [0046], [0075]-[0076]; EX1052, ¶431

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include gas fuel main valve discharge

 pressure transmitter failure, and backup system relay failure.

• It would have been obvious to monitor 

switchgear control relay 229’s status, 

including for failure, to determine whether 

backup power was available

• Further, PO does not dispute that Hunt 

discloses “backup system relay failure”

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

backup system relay failure 33 [52] Pet. 54–55; 

Ex. 1008 [Hunt] ¶ 46; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 161

PG, 13

EX1008, [0046]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #88

Substitute Claim 54’s Added Limitation Is Unpatentable For the Same 
Reasons as SC [45c]

RMTA, Appx. A at A-4, A-8; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16; EX1052, ¶¶432-435 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #89

Substitute Claim 57’s Added Limitations Are Unpatentable For the 
Same Reasons as SC [43c], [43d]

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3, A-11; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16; EX1052, ¶¶447-449 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #90

Substitute Claim 59’s Added Limitation Is Unpatentable For the Same 
Reasons as SC [42a]

RMTA, Appx. A at A-2-A-3, A-11-A-12; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16; EX1052, ¶¶450-452
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #91

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #92

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #93

Substitute Claim 50 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-6-A-7 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #94

Substitute Claim 50’s “liquefied gas” Limitation Is Unpatentable For the 
Same Reasons as SC [42a], [48a]

RMTA, Appx. A at A-2-A-3, A-6-A-7; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #95

PO Does Not Dispute that Allam Discloses [50a]: “controlling 
compression of the liquefied natural gas” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 16-17; EX1054, 8:30-33, 15:39-46; EX1052, ¶¶479-489

[50a] The method of [claim 9] claim 48, further comprising controlling compression of the liquefied natural gas; 

• Allam discloses compressing liquefied natural gas (LNG) and controlling such compression:

• A POSITA would have been motivated to combine Allam with the combination to ensure 

LNG supply to gas turbine generators

EX1064, 8:30-33

EX1064, 15:39-47
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #96

Substitute Claim 50’s Added [50c], [50d] Limitations Are Unpatentable 
For the Same Reasons as SC [44b]-[44d] (Infra Grounds 20A/20B)

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3-A-4, A-6-A-7; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 17, 20-23
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #97

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #98

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #99

Substitute Claim 51 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-7, MTA, Appx. A at A-6 

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #100

Kohlenberger Discloses [51c]: monitoring “fuel system air supply 
pressure transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 17; Sur-Reply at 10; EX1026, 6:2-6; EX1052, ¶¶511-512

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Kohlenberger discloses sensors (transmitters) 

for monitoring pressure at the gas turbine’s 

air inlet (fuel system air supply pressure) 

• Further, PO does not dispute that it was 

known for pressure transmitters to transmit 

failure codes

EX1026, 6:2-6
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #101

Birch Discloses [51c]: monitoring “thermocouple input module 
thermistor failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 17; Sur-Reply at 10-11; EX1005, 3:4-13; EX1052, ¶¶513-514 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Birch discloses a thermocouple for 

monitoring discharge temperature

• Further, PO does not dispute that it was 

known for a thermocouple-based 

temperature transmitter to transmit failure 

codes
EX1005, 3:4-13
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #102

PO Does Not Dispute that Coli and Rusnak Disclose [51c]: monitoring 
“start VFD configuration failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 17-18; EX1004, [0065]; EX1007, [0080], [0020]-[0021] EX1052, ¶515 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Coli discloses variable frequency drives (VFDs): • Rusnak discloses a controller 30 that controls a VFD and 

automatically resets a faulted condition: 

EX1004, [0065]

EX1007, [0080]

EX1007, [0020]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #103

PO Does Not Dispute that Weiher Discloses [51c]: monitoring 
“generator circuit breaker failure to open” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; EX1028, 3:1-3, 3:58-66, 5:34-36, 9:3-8; EX1052, ¶¶517-518 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Weiher discloses a circuit breaker electronic trip unit that provides an alarm if the circuit breaker 

fails to open (stuck breaker):

EX1028, 3:1-3

EX1028, 3:61-66
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #104

PO Does Not Dispute that Birch Discloses [51c]: monitoring “gas fuel 
supply pressure transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; EX1005, 2:30-39, Fig. 1; EX1052, ¶519; see also SC [52c] 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Birch discloses monitoring pressure of a mains supply that provides natural gas to a turbine 

generator’s compressor:

EX1005, 2:30-39
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #105

Birch Discloses [51c]: monitoring “gas fuel control pressure 
transmitter failure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; Sur-Reply at 11; EX1005, 3:4-8, 3:37-4:12, Abstract; EX1052, ¶520 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• Birch discloses a pressure sensor 17 for monitoring the discharge 

pressure of a compressor

• Birch explains that the pressure measurements generated by pressure 

sensor 17 control the operation of the compressor, which ultimately 

dictates how much compressed gas (i.e., “fuel”) is provided to the 

turbine generator

• PO does not dispute that Birch’s pressure sensor 17 is a gas fuel control 

pressure transmitter, or Dr. Durham’s testimony that it was well known 

in the art for pressure sensors to transmit failure codes

• PO “cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 

where the grounds of unpatentability are based on combinations.” Hulu, 

LLC v. SITO Mobile R&D IP, IPR2021-00158, Paper 34, *41 (PTAB Apr. 15, 

2022).

EX1005, 3:4-8

EX1005, 3:44-47

LIBERTY EXHIBIT 1073, Page 105



DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #106

PO Does Not Dispute that Coli Discloses [51c]: monitoring “utility 
circuit breaker closed” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; Pet. at 60-65; EX1004, [0072]; EX1052, ¶521

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

• The combined Coli-Birch-Rusnak-Hunt system includes a switchgear, which includes circuit breakers that 

control the coupling of a turbine generator bus to a utility bus. EX1052 [Durham Decl.], ¶ 521.

• Coli’s control system “monitor[ing]” “the entire fracturing operation” (EX1004, [0072]) would have monitored 

the utility circuit breaker’s status, including whether it is open or closed
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #107

PO Does Not Dispute that Hunt Discloses [51c]: monitoring “generator 
frequency” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; EX1008, [0040], [0054].; EX1052, ¶522 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

EX1008, [0040]

EX1008, [0054]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #108

PO Does Not Dispute that Newman Discloses [51c]: monitoring “engine 
serial number” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 18; EX1029, 1:50-58; EX1052, ¶523 

[52c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the turbine generator include at least fuel system air supply 

pressure transmitter failure, thermocouple input module thermistor failure, start VFD configuration failure, generator circuit 

breaker failure to open, gas fuel supply pressure transmitter failure, gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure, utility circuit 

breaker closed, generator frequency, and engine serial number.

EX1029, 1:49-55
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #109

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #110

Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #111

Substitute Claim 53 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-8; MTA, Appx. A at A-7

RMTA: MTA:
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #112

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Discenzo Discloses [53c]: 
monitoring “motor winding temperatures” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 19; PG at 13, 18; EX1038, 3:1-12, 6:39-43, 8:65-9:13; EX1052, ¶¶557-558

[53c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the variable frequency drive include motor winding temperatures, 

the motor RPM, the voltage, the torque, and the current (amperage).

• Discenzo discloses monitoring an 

electric motor’s “winding 

temperature”

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Discenzo discloses “motor 

winding temperatures”

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

motor winding temperature 34 [53] Ex. 1038 [Discenzo], 6:40–41, 8:66–9:13

PG, 13

EX1038, 3:1-12

EX1038, 6:39-43

EX1038, 8:66-9:5
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #113

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Rusnak Discloses [53c]: 
monitoring “the motor RPM”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 19-20; PG at 13, 18; EX1007, [0002]-[0003]; EX1052, ¶559

[53c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the variable frequency drive include motor winding temperatures, 

the motor RPM, the voltage, the torque, and the current (amperage).

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

motor RPM 34 [53] Ex. 1007 [Rusnak] ¶¶ 2, 3; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 173

PG, 13

EX1007, [0002]

• Rusnak’s VFD measures motor 

speed (motor RPM)

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Rusnak discloses “motor RPM”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #114

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Rusnak Discloses [53c]: 
monitoring “the voltage”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 20; PG at 13, 18; EX1007, [0005]; EX1052, ¶560

[53c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the variable frequency drive include motor winding temperatures, 

the motor RPM, the voltage, the torque, and the current (amperage).

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

voltage 34 [53] Ex. 1007 [Rusnak] ¶ 5; 

PG, 13

EX1007, [0005]

• Rusnak discloses monitoring a 

VFD’s voltage

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Rusnak discloses “the voltage”
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Rusnak Discloses [53c]: 
monitoring “the torque”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 19; PG at 13, 18; Sur-Reply at 11-12; EX1007, 

[0002], [0003], [0005] EX1052, ¶¶561-562 

[53c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the variable frequency drive include motor winding temperatures, 

the motor RPM, the voltage, the torque, and the current (amperage).

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

torque 34 [53] Ex. 1007 [Rusnak] ¶ 3; 
PG, 13

EX1007, [0002]

• Rusnak’s VFD measures motor torque

• Nothing in Rusnak teaches away from 

monitoring Torque in view of Rusnak

• Syntex (U.S.A.) LLC v. Apotex, Inc., 407 F.3d 1371, 

1380 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (“A statement that a 

particular combination is not a preferred 

embodiment does not teach away absent clear 

discouragement of that combination.”)

EX1007, [0003]
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Rusnak Discloses [53c]: 
monitoring “the current (amperage)”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 20; PG at 13, 18; EX1007, [0003], [0005]; EX1038, 6:35-39; EX1052, ¶¶561-562

[53c] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the variable frequency drive include motor winding temperatures, 

the motor RPM, the voltage, the torque, and the current (amperage).

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

current (amperage) 34 [53] Ex. 1007 [Rusnak] ¶ 5; 
PG, 13

EX1007, [0005]

• Rusnak’s VFD monitors output 

current

• Discenzo’s VFDs also monitor 

current

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Rusnak or Discenzo discloses “the 

current (amperage)”
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Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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Substitute Claim 55’s Added Limitation Is Unpatentable For the Same 
Reasons as SC [46c]

RMTA, Appx. A at A-4, A-9; Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 20
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #120

Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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Substitute Claim 44 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-3-A-4; MTA Appx. A, at A-3

RMTA: MTA:
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PO Does Not Dispute that Clancy discloses [44b]: “a hydraulic system”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 20-21; EX1055, [0027], [0004]-[0005], [0007]; EX1052, ¶¶599-601 

[44b] the system further comprising a hydraulic system,

EX1055, [0027]

• A POSITA would have been motivated to incorporate Clancy’s hydraulic system to obtain 

power to drive the compressors and pumps
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PO Does Not Dispute that Delaney and Weir Disclose [44c]-[44d]: 
monitoring hydraulic system operating characteristics 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 21; EX1059, 3:21-28, 2:64- 66, 4:51-62, 5:26-38, Fig. 6; EX1052, ¶¶602-604, 614 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

Delaney:

EX1059, 4:51-62

EX1059, 3:21-25
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PO Does Not Dispute that Delaney and Weir Disclose [44c]-[44d]: 
monitoring hydraulic system operating characteristics 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 21; EX1060, 34; EX1052, ¶¶605-608, 615-616 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

Weir:

EX1060, 34
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PO Does Not Dispute that Coli and Delaney Disclose [44c]-[44d]: 
monitoring “system pressure” and “temperature” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 21-22; EX1004, [0069]; EX1059, 3:21-28, 2:64-66, 4:51-62, 5:26-38, Fig. 6; EX1003, ¶159; EX1052, ¶¶614, 617 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

• Coli teaches monitoring pump pressure: • Delaney discloses monitoring system oil 

pressure and temperature:

• A POSITA would have understood that, to set 

and effectuate a maximum pressure value of 

the pumps, the control system would monitor 

the pressure of the pump

EX1004, [0069] EX1059, 3:21-28
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PO Does Not Dispute that Weir Discloses [44c]-[44d]: monitoring 
“charge pressure” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 22; EX1060, 34, 21, 23-28; EX1052, ¶618 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

EX1060, 34
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PO Does Not Dispute that Delaney Discloses [44c]-[44d]: monitoring 
“hydraulic oil level” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 22; EX1059, 3:21-28, 2:64-66, 4:51-62, 5:26-38, Fig. 6; EX1052, ¶¶614, 620 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

• Delaney discloses monitoring “hydraulic fluid [oil] level in reservoirs”:

EX1059, 3:21-28

EX1059, 2:64-66
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PO Does Not Dispute that Delaney Discloses [44c]-[44d]: monitoring 
“filter status” 

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 22; EX1059, 3:21-28; EX1052, ¶614, 621 

[44c] wherein the system is configured to monitor operating characteristics of the hydraulic system; 

[44d] wherein the monitored operating characteristics of the hydraulic system include at least system pressure, charge pressure,

temperature, hydraulic oil level, and filter status;

EX1059, 3:25-28
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A POSITA Would Have Been Motivated to Combine Delaney With the 
Combined System

Sur-Reply at 9-10; EX1052, ¶¶594, 598-604 

• PO provides only attorney argument, unsupported by expert testimony, that Delaney is not analogous art

• But Delaney is analogous art → same field of endeavor of controlling and/or monitoring industrial 

equipment

• Clancy: Hydraulic system on its compression skid and a hydraulic pump + DCS for diagnostics, 

control, and data logging. EX1055, [0003]-[0004], [0009], [0027]-[0028], [0061], [0073].

• Delaney: Similar hydraulic system + electrical system control (ESC) providing similar control as 

Clancy’s DCS and Coli’s centralized monitoring/control. Id.; EX1059, 1:19-24, 3:49-51, 3:21-28; 

EX1004, [0072]. 

• A POSITA would have:

• been motivated to look to Delaney regarding details of monitoring the hydraulic system;

• recognized that both Clancy and Delaney’s hydraulic systems are similar and are designed to be 

transported; and

• recognized that Delaney’s teachings are applicable to Clancy’s hydraulic system
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Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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Grounds for Substitute Claims

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 4
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Substitute Claim 58 Added Limitations 

RMTA, Appx. A at A-11; MTA, Appx. A at A-10 

RMTA: MTA:
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Coli Discloses [58]: monitoring 
and controlling “electric motors”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1004, [0011], [0065], [0072]; EX1052, ¶644 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

electric motors 37, 39 [58] Pet. 32–33; 

Ex. 1004 [Coli] ¶ 72; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 185 PG, 14

EX1004, [0072]

• Coli discloses controlling electric 

motors via a VFD

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Coli discloses “electric motors”

EX1004, [0011]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #135

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed a “switchgear” Is a Part of the 
Combined System

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23; Pet. 58-65; PG at 12, 15-16; EX1022, ¶ 186; EX1052, ¶ 645

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

switch gear 24, 30, 38, 39 [58] Pet. 58-65; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 186 PG, 12

• Dr. Durham explains that the combined Coli-Birch-Rusnak-Hunt system includes a switchgear. 

Pet. 58-65; EX1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 186

• PO does not dispute that a “switchgear” is a part of the combined system
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #136

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Coli Discloses [58]: monitoring 
and controlling “transformers”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23; Sur-Reply at 12; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1004, [0047], Fig. 3; EX1052, ¶646 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

transformers 39 [58] Ex. 1004 [Coli] ¶ 47; 

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 187
PG, 14

• Coli discloses an electrical 

transformer

• PO does not substantively rebut Dr. 

Durham’s supporting testimony

EX1004, [0047]
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Broussard079 Discloses [58]: 
monitoring and controlling “mobile turbines”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1024, [0008]; EX1052, ¶647 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

mobile turbines 39 [58] Pet. 36–39; 

Ex. 1024 [Broussard079] ¶ 8;

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 188 PG, 14

• Broussard079 discloses mobile 

turbines

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

Broussard079 discloses “mobile 

turbines”
EX1024, [0008]
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that Coli Discloses [58]: monitoring 
and controlling “rate and pressure of the overall system”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1004, [0071]; EX1052, ¶¶648-649 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

rate and pressure of overall 

system

39 [58] Ex. 1004 [Coli] ¶ 71;

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶¶ 189-190
PG, 14

• Coli discloses controlling the rate of the overall 

system

• The combined system discloses  

monitoring/controlling various system pressures—

e.g., pump pressure, turbine generate pressure (SC 

51-52), hydraulic system pressure (SC [44d])

• Further, PO does not dispute these features
EX1004, [0071]
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The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that McIver Discloses [58]: 
monitoring and controlling “vertical sand silos”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 23-24; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1039, [0017], [0056]; EX1052, ¶650 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

vertical sand silos 39 [58] Ex. 1039 [McIver] ¶¶ 17, 56;

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 191 PG, 14

• McIver discloses monitoring and 

controlling vertical silos

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

McIver discloses “vertical sand 

silos”

EX1039, [0017]

EX1039, [0056]

EX1039, [0056]
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE IPR2024-01274, Petitioners’ Presentation, #140

The Preliminary Guidance Agreed that McIver Discloses [58]: 
monitoring and controlling “vertical sand silos”

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 24; PG at 14, 18-19; EX1039, [0044]-[0045], [0054], [0056]; EX1052, ¶651 

[58] The system of [claim 17] claim 56, wherein the centralized control unit is further configured to monitor and control all of 

the following: compression of natural gas, electric motors, switchgear, transformers, mobile turbines, rate and pressure of the 

overall system, vertical sand silos, and an electrical conveyor belt.

Limitation Claim(s) Citation(s)

electrical conveyor belt 39 [58] Ex. 1039 [McIver] ¶¶ 44, 45, 54, 56;

Ex. 1022 [Durham Decl.] ¶ 192 PG, 14

• McIver discloses a VFD that 

controls the speed of its electrical 

dual conveyor belt system

• Further, PO does not dispute that 

McIver discloses “an electrical 

conveyor belt”

EX1039, [0045]-[0046]

EX1039, [0056]
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Outline of Arguments: IPR2024-01274 (’992 Patent)

I. Overview of the ‘992 Patent and Procedural History

II. Dispute Overview

III. Substitute Claims 45–46 and 54–59 Are Indefinite

IV. Substitute Claims 44 and 50 Lack Written Description

V. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 41–42: Grounds 12A

VI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 43: Grounds 13A 

VII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 45–46: Grounds 14A

VIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claims 47–49, 52, 54, 56–57, 59: Grounds 15A

IX. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 50: Grounds 16A

X. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 51: Grounds 17A

XI. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 53: Grounds 18A

XII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 55: Grounds 19A

XIII. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 44: Grounds 20A

XIV. Obviousness of Substitute Claim 58: Grounds 21A

XV. Obviousness of Substitute Claims: Grounds 12B-21B
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Petitioners’ Grounds 12B-21B Are Unchallenged By PO

• PO does not challenge what was otherwise known and available to the public under § 102(a)(1) 

• Dr. Durham provides uncontested testimony that each of the limitations of Substitute Claims 

41-59 were publicly available 

• Dr. Durham provides uncontested testimony on the motivations to combine what was 

otherwise known and available to the public for Grounds 12B-21B

• PO’s expert, Dr. Nikolaou, admits to the public availability of a majority of the Substitute Claims’ 

added limitations

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 24-25; Sur-Reply at 12; see generally PO Reply
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Petitioners’ Unchallenged Grounds 12B-21B

Ground SC Evidence of What Was Otherwise Available to 

the Public and a POSITA’s Motivations

12B 41[p]

-[g]

Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.1; EX1052, ¶¶241-247; 

EX1053, 10:20-11:2, 11:11-17, 12:13-13:12 ([41[g]).

41[h]

-[n]

Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.1; EX1052, ¶¶248-296; 

EX1053, 21:1-13, 22:20-23:2 (water separator 

status); id., 24:20-25:2, 25:11-18, 27:7-9, 27:22-28:3, 

29:7-10, 30:11-31:1, 32:21-33:1 (particulate filter 

status); id., 34:2-10, 34:21-35:5, 35:17-36:7, 37:6-17, 

38:20-39:6, 39:16-40:1, 40:11-17, 43:5-6 (gas 

pressures); id., 40:3-17 (gas temperatures); id., 

48:21-49:12 (valve statuses); id., 52:2-15, 53:7-18, 

54:14-22 (filter bypass status).

42 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.1; EX1052, ¶¶297-302; 

EX1023, 31:7-9 ([42[a]).

13B 43 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.2; EX1052, ¶¶316-321; 

EX1023, 52:16-53:5 (43[d]).

14B 45 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.3; EX1052, ¶¶349-359; 

EX1053, 72:6-73:8 (45[c]).

46 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.3; EX1052, ¶¶360-369; 

EX1053, 96:4-8 (46[c]).

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 24-25; Sur-Reply at 12

Examples of Dr. Nikolaou’s Admissions:

Q. Why would a POSITA want to monitor water separator 

status?

A. …to ensure that there is proper operation … no compromise 

in performance.  

Q. Was it known to monitor water separator status in 2015?

A. The technology for monitoring water separator status was 

available and known. A POSITA would know that technology. 

SC 41 (water separator status):

EX1053, 21:1-8, 22:20-23:2

Q. Was it common in 2015 for signals to switchgears to be 

transmitted over armored shielded Cat5e cabling?

A. The technology was definitely available at the time, yes. 

SC [46c] (signal transmitted over armored shielded CAT5E cabling):

EX1053, 96:4-8
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Petitioners’ Unchallenged Grounds 12B-21B

Ground SC Evidence of What Was Otherwise Available to the 

Public and a POSITA’s Motivations

15B 47, 56 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.4; EX1052, ¶¶454-461 (SC 47-48), 

473-465 (SC 56); EX1053, 79:12-16 (47[i], 56[i]); EX1023, 

39:13-17 (same).

48, 59 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.4; Ground 12B (42[a]).

49, 57 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.4; Ground 13B (43[c], 43[d]).

52 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.4; EX1052, ¶¶463-471; EX1023, 

81:9-15 (gas fuel main discharge pressure transmitter 

failure); id., 82:11-16 (backup system relay failure).

54 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.4; Ground 14B (45[c]).

16B 50 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.5; EX1052, ¶¶494-496; Ground 20B 

(50[d]).

17B 51 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.6; EX1052, ¶¶524-546; EX1023, 

35:14-21 (fuel system air supply pressure transmitter 

failure); id., 36:20-37:3 (thermocouple input module 

thermistor failure); id., 37:22-38:7 (start VFD configuration 

failure); id., 40:15-41:1 (generator circuit breaker failure to 

open); id., 42:4-9 (gas fuel supply pressure transmitter 

failure); id., 43:10-15 (gas fuel control pressure transmitter 

failure); id., 44:13-19 (utility circuit breaker closed); id., 

45:17-46:3 (generator frequency); id., 48:3-8 (engine serial 

number).

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 25; Sur-Reply at 12

Examples of Dr. Nikolaou’s Admissions:

Q. Was it common to monitor for a failure of a turbine 

air inlet filter transmitter in 2015?

A. For -- for turbines, yes. In general, yes.  

SC [47i]/[56i] (turbine air inlet filter transmitter failure):

EX1053, 79:12-16

Q. As of the time of the 992 patent application in 

2015, was it known to monitor for failure of a gas fuel 

control pressure transmitter?

A. The technology for how to monitor this was available 

at the time. 

SC [51c] (gas fuel control pressure transmitter failure):

EX1023, 43:10-15

Q. As of the time of the 992 patent application in 

2015, was it known to monitor for failure of a turbine 

generator's gas fuel main valve discharge pressure 

transmitter?

A. The technology for doing that was available at the 

time, that is correct.  

SC [52c] (gas fuel main discharge pressure transmitter failure):

EX1023, 81:9-15
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Petitioners’ Unchallenged Grounds 12B-21B

Ground SC Evidence of What Was Otherwise Available to 

the Public and a POSITA’s Motivations

18B 53 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.7; EX1052, ¶¶563-577; 

EX1023, 83:19-84:6 (motor winding temperatures); 

id., 84:17-20 (motor RPM); id., 85:7-11 (voltage); id., 

85:21-86:3 (torque); id., 86:12-87:2 (current 

(amperage)).

19B 55 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.8; EX1052, ¶¶587-591; 

Ground 14B (55[b]).

20B 44 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.9; EX1052, ¶¶622-636; 

EX1023, 58:7-13 (system pressure); id., 59:5-11 

(charge pressure); id., 59:21-60:15 (temperature); 

id., 61:6-11 (hydraulic oil level); id., 61:22-62:13 

(filter status).

21B 58 Pet. Opp. to RMTA §1.C.10; EX1052, ¶¶652-653; see 

Ground 15B.

Pet. Opp. to RMTA at 25; Sur-Reply at 12

Examples of Dr. Nikolaou’s Admissions:

Q. As of the time of the 992 patent application in 2015, was 

it known to monitor a VFD's torque?

A. The technology for doing this was available at the time.  

SC [53c] (torque):

EX1023, 85:21-86:3

Q. As of the time of the 992 patent application in 2015, was 

it known to monitor the charge pressure of a hydraulic 

system?

A. The technology for monitoring charge pressure in a 

hydraulic system was known at the time, yes. 

SC [44d] (charge pressure):

EX1023, 59:5-11

Q. As of the time of the 992 patent application in 2015, was 

it known to monitor the system pressure of a hydraulic 

system?

A. The technology or monitoring the pressure of a hydraulic 

system was known at the time, yes.  

SC [44d] (system pressure):

EX1023, 58:7-13
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