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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

SITEPRO, INC., 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
TANKLOGIX, LLC, 
 
  Defendant. 
 

 
 

 
C.A. No. 6:24-CV-00642-XR-DTG 

 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
PLAINTIFF SITEPRO, INC.’S PRELIMINARY INFRINGEMENT CONTENTIONS 

Pursuant to this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases, Plaintiff SitePro, 

Inc. (“SitePro” or “Plaintiff”) hereby makes the following preliminary infringement contentions 

with respect to U.S. Patent Nos. 8,649,909 (the “’909 Patent”), 9,898,014 (the “’014 Patent”), 

11,175,680 (the “’680 Patent”), and 11,726,504 (the “’504 Patent”) (the “Asserted Patents”) on 

Defendant TankLogix, LLC (“TankLogix” or “Defendant”). 

In accordance with this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases, these 

infringement contentions are preliminary. Plaintiff’s investigation is ongoing, and discovery has 

yet to commence. These disclosures are based on information available to Plaintiff at this time. 

Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these disclosures as information becomes available. 

Plaintiff reserves the right to assert additional claims of the Asserted Patents, accuse different 

products, or find alternative literal and/or equivalent infringement elements in the accused 

products. 
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I. DISCLOSURE OF PRELIMINARY INFRINGEMENT CONTENTIONS 
PURSUANT TO THE ORDER GOVERNING PROCEEDINGS IN PATENT 
CASES 
 

A. Asserted Claims 

Defendants infringe the following claims of the Asserted Patents: 

 ’909 Patent: claims 1-21; 

 ’014 Patent: claims 1-23; 

 ’680 Patent: claims 1-20; and 

 ’504 Patent: claims 1-20. 

B. Accused Products 

TankLogix directly infringed and continues to directly infringe, under 35 U.S.C. § 271, 

literally and/or under the doctrine of equivalents, the Asserted Claims by manufacturing, using, 

selling, offering to sell, and/or importing into the United States the TankLogix Ignition-Hosted 

Automation System (“the Accused System”). 

TankLogix also indirectly infringes and continues to indirectly infringe, under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 271(b), the Asserted Claims by actively inducing others to infringe. TankLogix specifically 

intended and was aware that the ordinary and customary use of the Accused System and other 

similar systems would infringe the Asserted Claims. TankLogix further took active steps to 

encourage end users to use and operate the Accused System and other similar systems, despite 

knowing of the Asserted Patents, in a manner it knew to directly infringe the Asserted Claims.  

Further, on information and belief, TankLogix provided product manuals and other technical 

information that cause its subscribers, customers, and other third parties to use and to operate the 

Accused System and other systems for their ordinary and customary use, such that TankLogix’s 

customers and other third parties have directly infringed the Asserted Patents, through the normal 
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and customary use of the Accused System and other similar systems. In addition, TankLogix 

implements or assists customers in implementing the Accused System at customer facilities, such 

as oil and gas well facilities, saltwater disposal facilities, or other facilities, with knowledge and 

intent that these customers would use the Accused System to infringe the Asserted Claims. 

The Accused System infringes the patents SitePro obtained to protect its revolutionary, 

award-winning, proprietary advanced IoT and control platform that allows organizations to 

monitor, control and analyze critical infrastructure in real-time. 

A chart identifying specifically where each limitation of each Asserted Claim is found 

within each Accused Product is attached to this disclosure as Exhibits A-D.  Based on Plaintiff’s 

good faith belief, the citations in the claim charts are representative of the Accused System.  Where 

Plaintiff cites to sections representing a certain version or aspect of the Accused System, that 

citation is representative of all other versions or aspects including all prior and future versions 

unless otherwise noted.  Plaintiff reserves the right to amend these claim charts, as well as other 

information contained in this document and exhibits hereto, to incorporate new information 

learned during the course of discovery. 

C. Priority Date of Each Asserted Claim

Each of the asserted claims of the Asserted Patents are entitled to a priority date at least as 

early as identified below.  Plaintiff reserves the right to establish an earlier date of invention based 

upon actions relating to conception and reduction to practice of the claimed inventions. 

 Each asserted claim of the ’909 Patent is entitled to a priority date at least as early

as February 2012. 

 Each asserted claim of the ’014 Patent is entitled to a priority date at least as early

as February 2012. 
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 Each asserted claim of the ’680 Patent is entitled to a priority date at least as early

as February 2012. 

 Each asserted claim of the ’504 Patent is entitled to a priority date at least as early

as February 2012. 

D. Documents Evidencing Conception and Reduction to Practice and File
Histories for the Asserted Patents

Currently available, non-privileged documents that relate to the conception and/or 

reduction to practice of the Asserted Patents, including the file histories of the Asserted Patents 

are being produced at SITEPRO_0000001- SITEPRO_0004456.  To the extent any privileged 

documents related to conception and/or the reduction of practice exist they will be logged at a time 

mutually agreed to by the parties for privilege log exchanges. Plaintiff is continuing its 

investigation and reserves the right to amend and/or supplement its production as those documents 

are located. 
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Dated:  April 11, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ M. Craig Tyler     
M. Craig Tyler 
Texas State Bar No. 00794762 
CTyler@perkinscoie.com 
Andrew Kalamarides 
Texas State Bar No. 24136939 
AKalamarides@perkinscoie.com 
Helena E.D. Burns 
Texas State Bar No. 24143961 
HBurns@perkinscoie.com 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
405 Colorado Street, Suite 1700 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Tel: (737) 256-6100 
 
Matthew Lutz (pro hac vice) 
Arizona State Bar No. 038546 
MLutz@perkinscoie.com 
PERKINS COIE LLP 
2525 E. Camelback Road, Suite 500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-4227 
Tel: (602)-351-8068 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
SitePro, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing 

document has been served via email on this the11th day of April, 2025, upon the Defendants’ 

counsel of record. 

/s/ M. Craig Tyler 
M. Craig Tyler
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Exhibit A 
 

 

Infringement Analysis of U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 Against the TankLogix Ignition-Hosted Automation System Implemented 
by TankLogix LLC (“TankLogix”) 

Pursuant to this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases this chart sets forth where in the Accused System(s) each 
element of claims 1-21 of U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 (the “’909 Patent”) is found. The Accused System is the TankLogix Ignition-
Hosted Automation System (“the Accused System”) developed and implemented by TankLogix, LLC. 

 
References Cited: 

 Exhibit 1, https://www.tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition/. 
 Exhibit 2, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/system-architectures/iiot-architecture. 
 Exhibit 3, https://www.tanklogix.com/vfd-controls-and-motors/. 
 Exhibit 4, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/getting-started/introducing-ignition. 
 Exhibit 5, https://tanklogix.com/tank-monitoring/benefits. 
 Exhibit 6, https://www.tanklogix.com/. 
 Exhibit 7, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/system-architectures/iiot-architecture. 
 Exhibit 8, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/other-editions/ignition-edge/edge-gateway/configuring-sync-

services#data-synchronization. 
 Exhibit 9, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/ignition-modules/perspective/working-with-perspective-

components/component-events-and-actions. 
 Exhibit 10, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/other-editions/ignition-edge. 
 Exhibit 11, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/appendix/scripting-functions/system-security/system-

security-validateUser. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Claim 1  

[1.1] A system for remotely controlling 
a fluid-handling device of an oil well, a 
petro water disposal or re-injection 
facility, or a petroleum pumping 
station, the system comprising:  

Regardless of whether the preamble limit the scope of the claim, the Accused System 
includes a system for remotely controlling a fluid-handling device of an oil well, a petro 
water disposal or re-injection facility, or a petroleum pumping station.  See, e.g.: 
 

Exhibit 6. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents. 

[1.2] a command-center server having a 
data store storing multiple user 
accounts, each user account 
corresponding to a set of one or more 
oil wells, petro water disposal or re-
injection facilities, or petroleum 
pumping stations, or a combination 
thereof, each set being operated by a 
different entity corresponding to the 
respective user account; and  

The Accused System has a command-center server having a data store storing multiple 
user accounts, each user account corresponding to a set of one or more oil wells, petro 
water disposal or re-injection facilities, or petroleum pumping stations, or a combination 
thereof, each set being operated by a different entity corresponding to the respective user 
account.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 6. 
 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.3] a plurality of geographically 
distributed site master controllers, each 
site master controller corresponding to 
a respective one of the oil wells, petro 
water disposal or re-injection facilities, 
or petroleum pumping stations, each 
site master controller comprising:  

The Accused System has a plurality of geographically distributed site master controllers, 
each site master controller corresponding to a respective one of the oil wells, petro water 
disposal or re-injection facilities, or petroleum pumping stations.  See, e.g.: 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 2.  A PLC is an example of such a “geographically distributed site master 
controller,” corresponding to a “petro water disposal or re-injection facility[y].”  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.4] a communication module operable 
to communicate with a plurality of 
fluid-handling devices; 

The Accused System has a communication module operable to communicate with a 
plurality of fluid-handling devices.  See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 2. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 6. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.5] a network interface; The Accused System has a network interface.  See, e.g.: 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

  

Exhibit 2. The PLC necessarily has a network interface to communicate both to the 
remote command-center server and to the various networked devices local to the site.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 

Page 16 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

 

U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.6] memory; and The Accused System has a memory. See, e.g.: 

  

Exhibit 2. PLCs contain memory to run the programs to manage the SCADA system on-
site. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.7] one or more processors 
communicatively coupled to the 
communication module, the network 
interface, and the memory, wherein the 
memory stores instructions that when 
executed by the processors cause the 
processors to effectuate steps 
comprising:  

The Accused System has one or more processors communicatively coupled to the 
communication module, the network interface, and the memory, wherein the memory 
stores instructions that when executed by the processors cause the processors to 
effectuate steps.  See, e.g.: 

In the Accused Product, the PLC has at least one processor coupled to the 
communication module, the network interface, and the memory to run the programs 
stored in the memory.   

See, e.g., claim elements 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.8] receiving, via the network 
interface, from the command-center 
server, a plurality of commands 
encoded in a first protocol to control 

The Accused System receives, via the network interface, from the command-center 
server, a plurality of commands encoded in a first protocol to control the fluid-handling 
devices from a user corresponding to one of the user accounts, different commands 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

the fluid-handling devices from a user 
corresponding to one of the user 
accounts, different commands among 
the plurality of commands being 
directed to different fluid handling 
devices among the plurality of fluid-
handling devices;  

among the plurality of commands being directed to different fluid handling devices 
among the plurality of fluid-handling devices.  See, e.g.: 

  

Exhibit 2. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 4. 

See also claim elements 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.9] for at least some of the plurality of 
commands, determining a plurality of 
different target states of a given one of 
the fluid-handling devices over time, 
wherein the respective site-master 
controller is operative to maintain 
control of the fluid handling devices in 
the absence of a network connection to 
the command-center server;  

The Accused System has for at least some of the plurality of commands, determining a 
plurality of different target states of a given one of the fluid-handling devices over time, 
wherein the respective site-master controller is operative to maintain control of the fluid 
handling devices in the absence of a network connection to the command-center server.  
See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  On information and belief, the Accused System also includes at least some 
fluid-handling devices such as VFDs (variable frequency drives) including proportional-
integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a plurality of target states over time. 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 3. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.10] translating the plurality of 
commands into translated commands 
encoded in a plurality of protocols 
different from the first protocol, each 

The Accused System translates the plurality of commands into translated commands 
encoded in a plurality of protocols different from the first protocol, each translated 
command being translated into a protocol among the plurality of protocols suitable for a 
fluid-handling device to which the respective command is directed, the at least some of 
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translated command being translated 
into a protocol among the plurality of 
protocols suitable for a fluid-handling 
device to which the respective 
command is directed, the at least some 
of the translated command being 
operative to cause a local controller of 
the given fluid-handling device to drive 
the given fluid-handling device to the 
plurality of different target states, the 
local controller being responsive to the 
translated commands and feedback 
from the given fluid-handling device 
indicative of whether the given fluid-
handling device is in a targeted state; 
and  

the translated command being operative to cause a local controller of the given fluid-
handling device to drive the given fluid-handling device to the plurality of different 
target states, the local controller being responsive to the translated commands and 
feedback from the given fluid-handling device indicative of whether the given fluid-
handling device is in a targeted state.  See, e.g.: 

The local controller is, for example, a variable-frequency drive (VFD).  For example, the 
facility includes a fluid-handling device (e.g., pump with an actuator) and a motor 
powered by a VFD: 

Exhibit 3.  On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate 
commands from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, such 
as digital or analog outputs understood by the various fluid-handling devices. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.11] sending the translated commands 
to respective local controllers of the 
respective fluid-handling devices to 
which the respective commands are 
directed. 

The Accused System sends the translated commands to respective local controllers of the 
respective fluid-handling devices to which the respective commands are directed.  See, 
e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  For example, on information and belief, the PLCs receive commands in a 
protocol such as TCP/IP, received via, for example, a TCP/IP connection, and then send 
the commands to the fluid-handling devices to which the respective commands are 
directed via the appropriate protocol. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
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insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 2  

[2.1] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
memory also stores instructions that 
when executed by the processors cause 
the processors to effectuate steps 
comprising:  

The Accused System comprises memory also stores instructions that when executed by 
the processors cause the processors to effectuate steps. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim 1.6 and 1.7 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.2] receiving, from the fluid-handling 
device, sensor data indicative of the 
operation of the fluid-handling device 
obtained by sensors of the fluid-
handling device; and  

The Accused System receives from the fluid-handling device, sensor data indicative of 
the operation of the fluid-handling device obtained by sensors of the fluid-handling 
device.  See, e.g: 

The PLCs in the Accused System have at least one processor coupled to the 
communication module, the network interface, and the memory to run the programs 
stored in the memory. This processor is further configured to obtain data from the 
sensors at the facilities via the network connections. 
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Exhibit 2.  

As shown in the example below, the processors (e.g., PLCs) access a sensor to measure a 
fluid being handled by the fluid-handling device (e.g., Realtime & historical data views): 
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U.S. Patent No. 8,649,909 The Accused System 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.3] sending, to a remote data store, 
the received sensor data. 

The Accused System sends, to a remote data store, the received sensor data.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. The processors in the Accused System send sensor data to a remote data store 
(e.g., the Ignition server). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 3  

[3.1] The system of claim 2, comprising 
the remote data store and a web-server, 
wherein the web-server is operative to 
perform steps comprising:  

The Accused System comprises the remote data store and a web-server.  See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.8 and claim 2 above. 
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Exhibit 2. The Ignition Server in the Accused System comprises a web server that 
supports web-launched Ignition Clients, as shown in the above diagram. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[3.2] receiving, from a user device, a 
password corresponding to a selected 
one of the user accounts;  

The Accused System receives, from a user device, a password corresponding to a 
selected one of the user accounts.  See, e.g.: 
 
The Ignition manual indicates the software validates users by obtaining credentials, like 
a password, as indicated in the excerpt below (highlighting added).  
 

 

Exhibit 11.  
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As shown in the example below from the TankLogix mobile application, the Accused 
System further comprises obtaining, with the server system, credentials from a first 
client computing device: 

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[3.3] receiving, from the user device, a 
request for a data indicative of the 

The Accused System receives, from the user device, a request for a data indicative of the 
operation of an oil well, a petro water disposal or re-injection facility, or a petroleum 
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operation of an oil well, a petro water 
disposal or re-injection facility, or a 
petroleum pumping station coupled to 
the fluid-handling device of the selected 
one of the user accounts;  

pumping station coupled to the fluid-handling device of the selected one of the user 
accounts.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1. As shown in the above figures, in the Accused System, a user device requests 
data pertaining to the operation of fluid-handling devices, such as tanks or pumps, at oil 
wells or petro water disposal facilities, in order to populate the screens shown in the 
figures. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[3.4] retrieving, from the data store, 
data responsive to the request from the 
user device; and  

The Accused System retrieves, from the data store, data responsive to the request from 
the user device. See, e.g.: 

See claim element 3.3 above. 
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Exhibit 2. The Ignition Server shown above retrieves data responsive to the request from 
a user device (e.g., Web-Launched Ignition Clients) from the data store in order to 
provide the requested data to the user device.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[3.5] sending, to the user device, the 
retrieved data for presentation to the 
user. 

The Accused System sends, to the user device, the retrieved data for presentation to the 
user.  See, e.g.: 

See claim elements 3.3 and 3.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 4  

[4] The system of claim 3, wherein the 
request is a request for data indicative 
of an amount of oil or other type of 
fluid extracted from, or injected into, 
an oil well, a petro water disposal or re-

In the Accused System, the request is a request for data indicative of an amount of oil or 
other type of fluid extracted from, or injected into, an oil well, a petro water disposal or 
re-injection facility, or a petroleum pumping station to which the fluid-handling device is 
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injection facility, or a petroleum 
pumping station to which the fluid-
handling device is coupled, and wherein 
the retrieved data comprises data 
indicative of the amount of oil, 
produced fluid, or flowback fluid. 

coupled, and wherein the retrieved data comprises data indicative of the amount of oil, 
produced fluid, or flowback fluid. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claims 1 and 3 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 5  

[5] The system of claim 3, wherein the 
request is a request to view alarms 
issued by a fluid-handling device 
among the plurality of fluid handling 
devices, and wherein the retrieved data 
comprises data indicative of the alarms. 

In the Accused System, the request is a request to view alarms issued by a fluid-handling 
device among the plurality of fluid handling devices, and wherein the retrieved data 
comprises data indicative of the alarms.  See, e.g.: 

“Alarm Journal - The alarm journal will store all alarm events locally for one week of 
events. There are limited configuration options; the Alarm Journal can be accessed via 
the Edge Alarm Journal profile. The Edge alarm journal and audit log can sync under 
EAM.” 

Exhibit 10. 
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Exhibit 10. 

 

 

Exhibit 1.  
 
See also claims 1 and 3 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Claim 6  

[6] The system of claim 3, wherein the 
retrieved data comprises messages 
provided to the web-server regarding 
attempts to address the alarms. 

In the Accused System, the retrieved data comprises messages provided to the web-
server regarding attempts to address the alarms. See, e.g.: 

See claim 5 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 7  

[7.1] The system of claim 2, comprising 
the remote data store and a web-server, 
wherein the web-server is operative to 
perform steps comprising:  

The Accused System comprises a remote data store and a web-server, wherein the web-
server is operative to perform steps. See, e.g.: 

See claims 2 and 3 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[7.2] receiving, from a user device, the 
command to change the state of the 
fluid-handling device; and  

The Accused System comprises receiving, from a user device, the command to change 
the state of the fluid-handling device. See, e.g.: 

See claims 1.8, 1.9. 1.10 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[7.3] determining a network address of 
the network interface of the respective 
site master controller; and  

The Accused System determines a network address of the network interface of the 
respective site master controller.  See, e.g.: 

The web-server (e.g., Ignition Server) determines a network address for the site master 
controller (e.g., PLC) using a datastore such as the SQL databases described in the 
Ignition User Manual: 
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Exhibit 4. 

See also claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[7.4] sending the command to the 
network interface. 

The Accused System sends the command to the network interface.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 7.3 above. 

The Accused System sends instructions to the network interface (e.g., the PLC in the 
schematic below). 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 8  

[8] The system of claim 1, wherein at 
least some of the fluid-handling devices 
comprise a pump, and wherein the 
plurality of commands comprise a 
command to change a speed of the 
pump. 

In the Accused System, at least some of the fluid-handling devices comprise a pump, and 
wherein the plurality of commands comprise a command to change a speed of the pump. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 3. The Accused System comprises pumps equipped with variable-frequency 
drives (VFDs) and allows users to input commands to control the pump speed. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 9  
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[9.1] The system of claim 1, comprising 
a remote terminal unit through which 
the one or more processes communicate 
with a fluid-handling device among the 
plurality of fluid-handling devices, 
wherein translating the received 
commands comprises:  

The Accused System comprising a remote terminal unit through which the one or more 
processes communicate with a fluid-handling device among the plurality of fluid-
handling devices. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[9.2] identifying an address on a serial 
bus corresponding to a component of 
the fluid-handling device responsive to 
the received command;  

The Accused System identifies an address on a serial bus corresponding to a component 
of the fluid-handling device responsive to the received command.  See, e.g.: 

The Accused System is configured to communicate with devices via a serial bus via a 
protocol such as Modbus. See, e.g., Exhibit 5.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[9.3] identifying a command code 
operative to cause the component to 
execute the received command; and  

The Accused System comprises identifying a command code operative to cause the 
component to execute the received command. See, e.g.: 

See claims 1, 9.2 above. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[9.4] sending to the address on the 
serial bus the command code. 

The Accused System comprises sending to the address on the serial bus the command 
code. See, e.g.: 

See claims 1, 9.2 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 10  

[10] The system of claim 1, comprising 
a digital-to-analog converter, wherein a 
fluid-handling device among the 
plurality of fluid-handling devices 
comprises a valve responsive to an 
output signal of the digital-to-analog 
converter, and wherein translating the 
received commands comprises 

The Accused System comprises a digital-to-analog converter, wherein a fluid-handling 
device among the plurality of fluid-handling devices comprises a valve responsive to an 
output signal of the digital-to-analog converter, and wherein translating the received 
commands comprises changing an output signal of the digital-to-analog converter 
responsive to a received command among the plurality of received commands. See, e.g.: 

See claims 1, 9 above. On information and belief, the PLCs in the Accused System are 
configured to communicate with fluid-handling devices via analog signals. The Accused 
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changing an output signal of the digital-
to-analog converter responsive to a 
received command among the plurality 
of received commands. 

System therefore necessarily comprises a digital-to-analog converter to translate the 
received commands to analog signals. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 11  

[11] The system of claim 1, wherein 
receiving the commands comprises 
receiving the commands via a first 
network socket, and wherein sending 
the translated command comprises 
sending at least some of the translated 
commands via a second network socket. 

The Accused System receives the commands via a first network socket, and wherein 
sending the translated command comprises sending at least some of the translated 
commands via a second network socket.  See, e.g.: 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 12  

[12] The system of claim 1, wherein 
translating the commands comprises 
selecting among an Internet Protocol, a 

The Accused System comprises translating the commands comprises selecting among an 
Internet Protocol, a modbus protocol, and an analog output to convey the translated 
command. See, e.g.: 
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modbus protocol, and an analog output 
to convey the translated command. 

See claims 1, 9 above. The Accused System is configured to communicate with devices 
via a serial bus via a protocol such as Modbus. See, e.g., Exhibit 5. On information and 
belief, the PLCs in the Accused System are further configured to communicate with 
fluid-handling devices via a variety of other protocols, including analog output and IP 
protocols. The Accused System therefore necessarily must select the appropriate 
protocol for the fluid-handling device to receive the translated command. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 13  

[13] The system of claim 1, wherein a 
fluid-handling device among the 
plurality of fluid handling devices 
includes a stuck valve, and wherein the 
plurality of different target states 
oscillate a target position of the stuck 
valve to loosen the stuck valve. 

The Accused System includes a fluid-handling device among the plurality of fluid 
handling devices includes a stuck valve, and wherein the plurality of different target 
states oscillate a target position of the stuck valve to loosen the stuck valve.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 14  

[14] The system of claim 1, comprising 
one of the following coupled to the 
fluid-handling devices: an oil well, a 
salt water disposal well, a carbon-
capture well, or a pump station. 

The Accused System comprises one of the following coupled to the fluid-handling 
devices: an oil well, a salt water disposal well, a carbon-capture well, or a pump station. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 15  

[15] The system of claim 1, wherein a 
fluid-handling device among the 
plurality of fluid handling devices 
comprises a separation unit configured 
to separate oil from water, and wherein 
the command comprises a command 
operative to change a level of the 
separation unit at which oil meets 
water. 

The Accused System contains a fluid-handling device among the plurality of fluid 
handling devices that comprises a separation unit configured to separate oil from water, 
and wherein the command comprises a command operative to change a level of the 
separation unit at which oil meets water.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1. The above figures show fluid levels within separation tanks which separate oil 
from water. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 16  
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[16] The system of claim 15, wherein 
the separation unit comprises a pump 
having a variable-frequency drive, and 
wherein the local controller is operative 
to adjust a frequency of the variable 
frequency drive until the level of the 
separation unit reaches a target level 
corresponding to the target state. 

The Accused System contains a separation unit which comprises a pump having a 
variable-frequency drive, and wherein the local controller is operative to adjust a 
frequency of the variable frequency drive until the level of the separation unit reaches a 
target level corresponding to the target state. 

See claim 15. 

The Accused System includes pumps equipped with VFDs (variable frequency drives) 
whose frequencies can be adjusted until the separation unit level reaches a target level. 

Exhibit 3. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 17  

[17] The system of claim 1, wherein 
each user account corresponds to one 
or more user names, one or more user 
passwords, billing information, and 
identifiers of one or more of the site 
master-controllers with which users 
under the corresponding account are 
authorized to interact. 

The Accused System functions wherein each user account corresponds to one or more 
user names, one or more user passwords, billing information, and identifiers of one or 
more of the site master-controllers with which users under the corresponding account are 
authorized to interact.  See, e.g.: 

The accounts correspond to a user name and password and are authenticated before 
access is granted (highlighting added): 

 
Exhibit 11. 
 
As shown in the example below from the TankLogix mobile application, the Accused 
System further comprises user accounts with user names and passwords: 
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A user account also includes identification of billing information and sites and site 
master controllers with which the user is authorized to interact: 
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Exhibit 1. On information and belief, the Accused System provides access to TankLogix 
customer organizations to monitor fluid handling sites and limits visibility to site master 
controllers to those the user account is authorized to view.  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 2. 
 
See also, e.g., claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 18  

[18.1] The system of claim 1, wherein 
the system is operative to exercise two 
layers of control, the two layers of 
control including: 

In the Accused System, the system is operative to exercise two layers of control. See, 
e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[18.2] a first layer of control in which 
targeted states of the fluid handling 
devices are determined by a respective 
site master controller in response to 
some of the received commands; and 

In the Accused System, a first layer of control in which targeted states of the fluid 
handling devices are determined by a respective site master controller in response to 
some of the received commands. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[18.3] a second layer of control in 
which, for each targeted state specified 
by the first layer of control, the 
respective fluid-handling device 
exercises feedback control to drive the 
respective fluid-handling device to the 
respective targeted state. 

In the Accused System, a second layer of control in which, for each targeted state 
specified by the first layer of control, the respective fluid-handling device exercises 
feedback control to drive the respective fluid-handling device to the respective targeted 
state. See, e.g.: 

On information and belief, the Accused System also includes at least some fluid-
handling devices such as VFDs (variable frequency drives) including proportional-
integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a plurality of target states over time. 

Exhibit 3. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 19  

[19] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
system is operative to provide web-
based control and monitoring of oil and 
gas wells to multiple account holders 
corresponding to the user accounts. 

See claims 1 and 18 above. 
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Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 6. 
 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 20  

[20.1] A tangible, non-transitory 
machine-readable medium storing 
instructions that when executed by a 
data processing apparatus cause the 
data processing apparatus to perform 
operations comprising:  

See claims 1, 2 above. 

[20.2] receiving, via a network 
interface, from a remote user device, a 
plurality of commands to control a 
plurality of different fluid-handling 
devices, each of the plurality of 
commands being directed to a different 
one of the plurality of fluid-handling 
devices, and the plurality of commands 
being encoded in a first protocol;  

See claims 1, 2 above. 

[20.3] determining a plurality of 
different target states of the fluid-
handling devices over time such that 
control of the fluid handling devices is 

See claims 1, 2 above. 
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maintained in the absence of a network 
connection with the remote user device;  

[20.4] translating the plurality of 
commands into a plurality of translated 
commands operative to cause local 
controllers of the fluid-handling devices 
to drive the respective fluid-handling 
devices to different target states among 
the plurality of different target states, 
the plurality of translated commands 
including translated commands 
encoded in a plurality of different 
protocols, and the local controllers 
being responsive to the translated 
commands and feedback from a 
corresponding fluid-handling device 
among the plurality of different fluid 
handling devices, the feedback being 
indicative of whether the corresponding 
fluid-handling device is in a targeted 
state; and  

See claims 1, 2 above. 

[20.5] sending the translated commands 
to the local controllers. 

See claims 1, 2 above. 

Claim 21  

[21.1] A method, comprising: See claims 1, 2 above. 
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[21.2] receiving, via a network 
interface, from a remote user device, a 
plurality of commands to control fluid-
handling devices, the plurality of 
commands being encoded in a shared 
protocol; 

See claims 1, 2 above. 

[21.3] determining a plurality of 
different target states of the fluid-
handling devices over time such that 
control of the fluid handling devices is 
maintained; 

See claims 1, 2 above. 

[21.4] translating the commands into 
translated commands encoded in a 
plurality of different protocols different 
from the shared protocol, each 
translated command being encoded in a 
protocol among the plurality of 
different protocols suitable for a fluid-
handling device to which the respective 
command is directed, the translated 
commands being operative to cause 
local controllers of the fluid-handling 
devices to drive a respective fluid-
handling device different target states 
among the plurality of different target 
states, the local controllers being 
responsive to the translated commands 
directed to their respective fluid-

See claims 1, 2 above. 
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handling device and feedback from the 
respective fluid-handling device 
indicative of whether the respective 
fluid-handling device is in a targeted 
state; and  

[21.5] sending the translated commands 
to the local controllers. 

See claims 1, 2 above. 
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Exhibit B 

 

Infringement Analysis of U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 the TankLogix Ignition-Hosted Automation System Implemented by 
TankLogix LLC (“TankLogix”) 

Pursuant to this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases this chart sets forth where in the Accused System(s) 
each element of claims 1-23 of U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 (the “’014 Patent”) is found. The Accused System is the TankLogix 
Ignition-Hosted Automation System (“the Accused System”) developed and implemented by TankLogix, LLC. 

 
References Cited: 

 Exhibit 1, https://www.tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition/. 
 Exhibit 2, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/getting-started/introducing-ignition. 
 Exhibit 3, https://www.tanklogix.com/tank-monitoring/. 
 Exhibit 4, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/system-architectures/iiot-architecture. 
 Exhibit 5, https://tanklogix.com/tank-monitoring/regulation-prevention. 
 Exhibit 6, https://www.tanklogix.com/vfd-controls-and-motors/. 
 Exhibit 7, https://www.tanklogix.com/. 
 Exhibit 8, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/other-editions/ignition-edge/edge-gateway/configuring-sync-

services#data-synchronization. 
 Exhibit 9, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/ignition-modules/perspective/working-with-perspective-

components/component-events-and-actions. 
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Claim 1  

[1.1] A hosted, web-based, remote 
industrial monitoring and control 
system for geographically distributed 
facilities in oil and gas fields, the system 
comprising: 

Regardless of whether the preamble limits the claim, the Accused System includes a 
hosted, web-based, remote industrial monitoring and control system for geographically 
distributed facilities in oil and gas fields. See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 7. 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 2.  
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents. 

[1.2] a computer-implemented 
datastore storing: 

The Accused System includes a computer-implemented datastore. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[1.3] a plurality of accounts, each 
account corresponding to an entity 
operating one or more geographically 
distributed oil or gas facilities, the 
accounts associating different oil or gas 
facilities with different entities; and  

The Accused System includes a plurality of accounts, each account corresponding to an 
entity operating one or more geographically distributed fluid-handling facilities, the 
accounts associating different fluid-handling facilities with different entities.  See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 1.  On information and belief, TankLogix Hosted Ignition products provide 
access to TankLogix customer organizations (different entities) to monitor their 
organizations’ oil or gas facilities.  As in the examples shown below, each customer 
organization (different entity) can access the system via unlimited clients and can 
manage multiple user accounts. 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  

See also, e.g., claim element 1.2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.4] network addresses by which 
industrial monitoring or control 
equipment at the facilities is accessible 

The Accused System includes network addresses by which industrial monitoring or 
control equipment at the facilities is accessible via cellular network connections, the 
monitoring or control equipment including sensors or actuators. See, e.g.: 
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via cellular network connections, the 
monitoring or control equipment 
including sensors or actuators;  

Exhibit 3. 

 

Exhibit 3. 

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.5] a computer-implemented facility-
interface module or modules 
configured to obtain data from the 
sensors at the facilities and send 
commands to the actuators at the 

In the Accused System, a computer-implemented facility-interface module or modules 
are configured to obtain data from the sensors at the facilities and send commands to the 
actuators at the facilities via the network connections. See, e.g.: 
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facilities via the cellular network 
connections; and  

  

Exhibit 4.  The Ignition Server shown by the schematic above includes a computer-
implemented facility-interface module or modules configured to obtain data from the 
sensors at the facilities and send commands to the actuators (connected to the Field 
Device) at the facilities via the network connections. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
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insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.6] a computer-implemented web-
interface module or modules 
configured to send instructions to 
present control interfaces in web 
browsers executing on user computing 
devices logged in to the accounts and to 
receive commands to control actuators 
from the user computing devices,  

The Accused System includes a computer-implemented web-interface module or 
modules configured to send instructions to present control interfaces in web browsers 
executing on user computing devices logged in to the accounts and to receive commands 
to control actuators from the user computing devices. See, e.g.: 

Control interfaces are presented in web browsers executing on user computing devices 
logged in to the accounts (the Web-Launched Ignition Clients shown by the schematic 
below). 
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.7] wherein the system is configured 
to receive, with the web-interface 
module or modules, a user command to 
actuate an actuator entered via a 
presented control interface, identify a 
network address in the datastore 
corresponding to a facility at which the 
actuator is located, and send 
instructions with the facility-interface 
module or modules to the facility to 
actuate the actuator, and  

The system in the Accused System is configured to receive, with the web-interface 
module or modules, a user command to actuate an actuator entered via a presented 
control interface, identify a network address in the datastore corresponding to a facility 
at which the actuator is located, and send instructions with the facility-interface module 
or modules to the facility to actuate the actuator. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 4.  The Accused Product receives a command via a control interface such as the 
example shown below: 
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Exhibit 1. A network address is identified in the datastore corresponding to a facility at 
which the actuator is located.  Examples of the datastore include the SQL databases 
described in the Ignition User Manual: 

Page 86 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

17 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

Exhibit 2.  The Accused System sends instructions with the facility-interface module or 
modules to the facility (for example, the PLC or Field Device in the schematic below) to 
actuate the actuator. 
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.8] wherein: the plurality of accounts 
include a first account, a second 
account, a third account, and a fourth 
account;  

In the Accused System, the plurality of accounts include a first account, a second 
account, a third account, and a fourth account. See, e.g.: 

On information and belief, TankLogix Hosted Ignition products provide access to 
TankLogix customer organizations (different entities) to monitor field devices (oil wells, 
petro water disposal or re-injection facilities, or petroleum pumping stations). As in the 
examples shown below, each customer organization (different entity) can access the 
system via unlimited clients and can manage multiple user accounts, including at least a 
first account, second account, third account and a fourth account: 

Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.9] the first account corresponds to a 
first group of oil or gas facilities, users 
of the first account being authorized to 

In the Accused System, the first account corresponds to a first group of oil or gas 
facilities, users of the first account being authorized to send commands to remotely 
control fluid handling devices at the first group of oil or gas facilities. See, e.g.: 
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send commands to remotely control 
fluid handling devices at the first group 
of oil or gas facilities;  

  

Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.10] the second account corresponds 
to a second group of oil or gas facilities, 
the first group being different from the 
second group, users of the second 

In the Accused System, the second account corresponds to a second group of fluid-
handling facilities, the first group being different from the second group, one or more 
users of the second account being authorized to send commands to remotely control fluid 
handling devices at the second group of fluid-handling facilities. See, e.g.: 
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account being authorized to send 
commands to remotely control fluid 
handling devices at the second group of 
oil or gas facilities;  

Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

 

See also, e.g., claim element 1.9 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[1.11] the third account corresponds to 
the first group of oil or gas facilities, 
users of the third account being 
authorized to view reports of data from 
fluid handling devices at the first group 
of oil or gas facilities; and  

In the Accused System, the third account corresponds to the first group of fluid-handling 
facilities, one or more users of the third account being authorized to view reports of data 
from fluid handling devices at the first group of fluid-handling facilities. See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 1. 

See also, e.g., claim element 1.9 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.12] the fourth account corresponds 
to the second group of oil or gas 
facilities, users of the fourth account 
being authorized to view reports of 
data from fluid handling devices at the 
second group of oil or gas facilities. 

In the Accused System, the fourth account corresponds to the second group of fluid-
handling facilities, one or more users of the of the fourth account being authorized to 
view reports of data from fluid handling devices at the second group of fluid-handling 
facilities. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 1. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.12 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 2  

[2.1] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
sensors include a tank level sensor of a 
tank at one of the facilities, and 
wherein the datastore includes a record 
associating the tank with the facility, 

In the Accused System, the sensors include a tank level sensor of a tank at one of the 
facilities, wherein the datastore includes a record associating the tank with the facility, 
and wherein the datastore includes a record associating the tank with the facility, data 
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data from the tank being unavailable to 
users without an account associated 
with the tank, and wherein the 
accounts:  

from the tank being unavailable to users without an account associated with the tank. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1. The above figures depict tank level measurements retrieved from sensors in 
the Accused System, associating the tanks with the facility (e.g., “Site Number 1”). 
Moreover, the below figures demonstrate the Accused System provides user access 
control, and allows users to access only their account’s information, including tank data. 
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Exhibit 1. On information and belief, the Accused System provides access to TankLogix 
customer organizations to monitor fluid handling sites.  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.2] designate oil or gas facilities to 
which a given user is authorized to send 

In the Accused System, the accounts designate oil or gas facilities to which a given user 
is authorized to send the user command to actuate the actuator. See, e.g.: 
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the user command to actuate the 
actuator. 

See claim element 2.1 above. 

A given user is authorized to send a user command to a facility.  The command is sent 
from a user device using, for example, a Web-Launched Ignition Client in the schematic 
below (highlighting added).  

 

Exhibit 4. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 3  

[3] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
sensors include a level sensor of an 
oil/water separation tank at one of the 
facilities configured to indicate a level 
at which oil meets water, and wherein 
the datastore includes a record 
associating the tank with the facility. 

In the Accused System, the sensors include a level sensor of an oil/water separation tank 
at one of the facilities configured to indicate a level at which oil meets water, wherein 
the datastore includes a record associating the tank with the facility. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1. The above figures depict tank level measurements retrieved from sensors in 
the Accused System, including level measurements indicating where oil meets water. 
These data records associate the tanks with the facility (e.g., “Site Number 1”). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Claim 4  

[4] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
sensors include a leak detector at one of 
the facilities, and wherein the datastore 
includes a record associating the leak 
detector with the facility. 

In the Accused System, the sensors include a leak detector at one of the facilities, and 
wherein the datastore includes a record associating the leak detector with the facility. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

 

Exhibit 5. 

As described in the example above, the Accused System includes a leak detector at its 
facilities. The Accused System also includes a datastore, as shown below: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 5  
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[5.1] The system of claim 1, wherein: 
the web-interface module or modules 
comprises a web server; and 

In the Accused System, the web-interface module or modules comprises a web server. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The web server is, e.g., the Ignition Server, which is used by the Web-Launched Ignition 
Clients shown by the schematic below (highlighting added). 
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Exhibit 4.   

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[5.2] the facility-interface module or 
modules comprises a site server distinct 
from the web server. 

In the Accused System, the facility-interface module or modules comprises a site server 
distinct from the web server.  The web server (e.g., the Ignition Server shown by the 
schematic below) is distinct from the site server (e.g., Ignition Edge module or PLC). 
See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 4.   

See also, e.g., claim element 1.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
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current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 6  

[6.1] The system of claim 5, wherein: 
the web server communicates with user 
devices via a first network port of a 
computing device executing the web 
server; and 

In the Accused System, the web server communicates with user devices via a first 
network port of a computing device executing the web server. See, e.g.: 

See claim 5 above. 
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Exhibit 4. The Ignition Server depicted above communicates with user devices via a 
network port on the web server, as shown. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[6.2] the site server communicates with 
facilities via a second network port of 
the computing device, the second 
network port being different from the 
first network port. 

In the Accused System, the site server communicates with facilities via a second network 
port of the computing device, the second network port being different from the first 
network port. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 4. As shown in the above schematic, the site server (e.g., PLC or Ignition Edge 
module) communicates with facilities via a network port distinct from the one used by 
the Ignition Server to communicate with client devices. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 7  

[7] The system of claim 1, wherein: the 
data store stores subscription 
information associated with at least 
some of the accounts. 

In the Accused System, the data store stores subscription information associated with at 
least some of the accounts. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). On information and belief, the Accused System stores subscription 
information associated with user accounts in order to provide access to user site and 
device information on the Accused System. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 8  
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[8] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
facility-interface module or modules 
comprise: means for interfacing with a 
plurality of site controllers associated 
with the facilities. 

In the Accused System, the facility-interface module or modules comprise means for 
interfacing with a plurality of site controllers associated with the facilities. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

For example, the Ignition Server shown by the schematic below includes a facility-
interface module or modules that interface with a plurality of site controllers (e.g., 
Ignition Edge modules or PLCs) associated with the facilities (highlighting added). 
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Exhibit 4.   

See also, e.g., claim element 1.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 9  

[9] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
web-interface module or modules 
comprise: means for sending 
instructions to present a control 
interface on the user devices.  

In the Accused System, the web-interface module or modules comprise means for 
sending instructions to present a control interface on the user devices. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 4. 
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Exhibit 1. The above images demonstrate that the Accused System presents a control 
interface to users that allows for, inter alia, “remote control,” “realtime & historical data 
views,” “remote HMI access.” 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 10  
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[10] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
datastore stores accounts for more than 
one hundred facilities, and the web-
interface module or modules are 
configured interface with more than 
one hundred user devices. 

In the Accused System, the datastore stores accounts for more than one hundred 
facilities, and the web-interface module or modules are configured interface with more 
than one hundred user devices. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 4.  On information and belief, the Accused System comprises more than 100 
facilities and more than 100 user devices. The above schematic demonstrates that the 
system is configured to support multiple facilities and user devices. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 11  

[11] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
facility-interface module or modules 
are configured to send pull requests to 
facilities to retrieve data buffered at the 
facilities. 

In the Accused System, the facility-interface module or modules are configured to send 
pull requests to facilities to retrieve data buffered at the facilities. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Ignition Server shown by the schematic below includes a facility-interface module 
or modules. 
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Exhibit 4. The PLCs and/or Ignition Edge modules at each facility buffer data collected 
from devices at each site, and the facility-interface module is configured to pull buffered 
data stored at the facilities. 

See also, e.g., claim element 1.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
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manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 12  

[12] The system of claim 1, comprising: 
a controller at one of the facilities 
communicatively coupled to an 
actuator or a sensor. 

The Accused System includes a controller at one of the facilities communicatively 
coupled to an actuator or a sensor. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 4. The controller (e.g., PLC) is coupled to sensors and actuators at each facility.  
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Exhibit 1. The controller is coupled to sensors and actuators in order to provide the 
above-mentioned remote control of devices via actuators and data views using sensor 
data. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 13  
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[13.1] The system of claim 12, wherein 
the system is configured to instantiate 
at least four of the following as distinct 
threads from one another: 

The Accused System is configured to instantiate at least four threads as distinct threads 
from one another. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

The Accused System includes several components, each running distinct threads, 
including at least: 

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Fluid-handling devices 
 PLCs 
 Ignition Edge modules 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.2] a thread configured to sends and 
receive data requests; 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to sends and receive data requests. 

See also, e.g., claim element 13.1 above. The Accused System includes several 
components that instantiate a thread to send and receive data requests, including:  

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Fluid-handling devices 
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 PLCs 
 Ignition Edge modules 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.3] a thread configured to 
synchronize other threads with updated 
information;  

The Accused System includes a thread configured to synchronize other threads with 
updated information. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 7. As described above, at least the Ignition Gateway performs data 
synchronization tasks, which operate to synchronize other threads with updated 
information. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.4] a thread configured to set a 
target state of actuators;  

The Accused System includes a thread configured to set a target state of actuators. See, 
e.g.: 

The Accused System includes several components that instantiate threads to set a target 
state of actuators, including:  

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Fluid-handling devices, including devices with VFDs 
 PLCs 
 Ignition Edge modules 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.5] a thread configured to obtain 
updated sensor readings;  

The Accused System includes a thread configured to obtain updated sensor readings. 
See, e.g.: 

The Accused System includes several components that instantiate threads to obtain 
updated sensor readings, including:  

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Fluid-handling devices 
 PLCs 
 Ignition Edge modules 

 

Page 134 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

65 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

Page 135 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

66 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

 

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.6] a thread configured to process 
user interactions; and  

The Accused System includes a thread configured to process user interactions. See, e.g.: 

Page 136 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

67 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

The Accused System includes several components that instantiate threads to process user 
interactions, including:  

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Fluid-handling devices 
 PLCs 
 Ignition Edge modules 
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Exhibit 8. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[13.7] a thread that eliminates other 
threads upon detecting a problem with 
the eliminated threads. 

The Accused System includes a thread that eliminates other threads upon detecting a 
problem with the eliminated threads. See, e.g.: 

The Accused System includes several components that instantiate threads to eliminate 
other threads upon detecting a problem with the eliminated threads, including:  

 Ignition Server 
 Ignition Gateway 
 User devices 
 Ignition Edge modules 
 Fluid-handling devices 
 PLCs 

These components instantiate threads that eliminate other threads at least as part of the 
normal behavior of the operating systems running on these components. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Claim 14  

[14.1] The system of claim 12, wherein 
the system is configured to instantiate 
at least two of the following as distinct 
threads from one another: 

The Accused System is configured to instantiate at least two threads as distinct threads 
from one another. 

See claim 12 above. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.1 above. 

[14.2] a thread configured to sends or 
receive data request; 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to send or receive data requests. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.2 above. 

[14.3] a thread configured to 
synchronize other threads with updated 
information; 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to synchronize other threads with 
updated information. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.3 above. 

[14.4] a thread configured to set a 
target state of actuators; 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to set a target state of actuators. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.4 above. 

[14.5] a thread configured to obtain 
updated sensor readings; 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to obtain updated sensor readings. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.5 above. 

[14.6] a thread configured to process 
user interactions; and 

The Accused System includes a thread configured to process user interactions. 

See, e.g., claim element 13.6 above. 

[14.7] a thread that eliminates other 
threads upon detecting a problem with 
the eliminated threads. 

The Accused System includes a thread that eliminates other threads upon detecting a 
problem with the eliminated threads.  

See, e.g., claim element 13.7 above. 

Claim 15  
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[15] The system of claim 12, wherein 
the controller is communicatively 
coupled to the actuator or sensor via a 
private local area network. 

In the Accused System, the controller is communicatively coupled to the actuator or 
sensor via a private local area network. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

Controllers (e.g., PLCs) in the Accused System are coupled to actuators or sensors at the 
facilities via local networks, including by private local area networks. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 16  

[16] The system of claim 12, wherein 
controller is communicatively coupled 
to the actuator or sensor via a frame-
based carrier-sense multiple access 
protocol with collision detection. 

In the Accused System, the controller is communicatively coupled to the actuator or 
sensor via a frame-based carrier-sense multiple access protocol with collision detection. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

The Accused System, as an example, uses TCP/IP signals over a network bus for 
communications between the PLC and the network adapter used to communicate with 
actuators and sensors at the facilities. The TCP/IP protocol comprises a frame-based 
carrier-sense multiple access protocol with collision detection. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
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current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 17  

[17] The system of claim 12, wherein 
controller is configured to periodically 
push buffered data to the facility-
interface module or modules. 

In the Accused System, the controller is configured to periodically push buffered data to 
the facility-interface module or modules. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

The controller shown by the schematic below is configured to push buffered data to the 
facility-interface module or modules. 
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Exhibit 4.   

See also, e.g., claim element 1.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 

Page 143 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

74 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 18  

[18] system of claim 12, comprising: 
means for ensuring at least some data is 
not lost if network access ceases 
intermittently. 

The Accused System includes a means for ensuring at least some data is not lost if 
network access ceases intermittently.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 
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Exhibit 4.  For example, the PLCs in the schematic above buffer data in case of a 
network outage, which is then synchronized to the Ignition Gateway once connectivity is 
restored. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 

Page 145 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

76 

U.S. Patent No. 9,898,014 The TankLogix System 

current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 19  

[19] The system of claim 12, 
comprising: means for translating a 
command for an actuator from an 
input format to a format configured to 
effectuate changes in the actuator. 

The Accused System includes a means for translating a command for an actuator from 
an input format to a format configured to effectuate changes in the actuator. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

The Accused System includes, for example, a variable-frequency drive (VFD).  For 
example, the facility includes a fluid-handling device (e.g., pump with an actuator) and a 
motor powered by a VFD: 
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Exhibit 6.  On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate 
commands from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, such 
as digital or analog outputs understood by the various fluid-handling devices.As shown 
in the example below, the Accused System further comprises sending the translated 
commands to respective local controllers of the respective fluid -handling devices to 
which the respective commands are directed.  
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Exhibit 4.  For example, on information and belief, the PLCs receive commands in a 
protocol such as TCP/IP, received via, for example, a TCP/IP connection, and the send 
the commands to the fluid-handling devices to which the respective commands are 
directed via the appropriate protocol. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available.  

Claim 20  

[20] The system of claim 19, 
comprising: means for executing 
control routines implicated by 
translated commands on an individual 
actuator or sensor. 

The Accused System includes means for executing control routines implicated by 
translated commands on an individual actuator or sensor. See, e.g.: 

See claim 19 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 21  

[21] The system of claim 12, 
comprising: means for transmitting 

The Accused System includes a means for transmitting data to the facility-interface 
module or modules. See, e.g.: 
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data to the facility-interface module or 
modules. 

See claim 12 above. 

  

Exhibit 4. As shown in the schematic above, the PLCs in the Accused System transmit 
data to the facility-interface module (e.g., Ignition Server), for example, via TCP/IP 
communication. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
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manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 22  

[22] The system of claim 12, 
comprising: means for checking 
validity of a command. 

The Accused System includes means for checking validity of a command. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

For example, on information and belief, the client interface, Ignition Server, and/or PLCs 
in the Accused System include control logic to check whether a manual control value 
falls within boundary thresholds. Furthermore, fluid-handling devices equipped with 
VFDs may similarly check incoming commands against preset boundary values. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 23  

[23] The system of claim 12, 
comprising: an oil or gas facility 
communicatively coupled to the 
controller. 

The Accused System includes an oil or gas facility communicatively coupled to the 
controller. See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 
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Exhibit 7. 
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Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused Systems operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Exhibit C 
 

 

Infringement Analysis of U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 Against the TankLogix Ignition-Hosted Automation System Implemented 
by TankLogix LLC (“TankLogix”) 

Pursuant to this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases this chart sets forth where in the Accused System(s) 
each element of claims 1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 (the “’680 Patent”) is found.  The Accused System is the TankLogix 
Ignition-Hosted Automation System (“the Accused System”) developed and implemented by TankLogix, LLC. 

 
References Cited: 

 Exhibit 1, https://www.tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition/. 
 Exhibit 2, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/system-architectures/iiot-architecture. 
 Exhibit 3, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/getting-started/introducing-ignition. 
 Exhibit 4, https://www.tanklogix.com/vfd-controls-and-motors/. 
 Exhibit 5, https://tanklogix.com/tank-monitoring. 
 Exhibit 6, https://www.tanklogix.com/. 
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Claim 1  

[1.1] A non-transitory, machine-
readable medium comprising 
instructions to effectuate operations, 
the operations comprising: 

Regardless of whether the preamble limits the scope of the claim, the Accused System 
includes a non-transitory, machine-readable medium comprising instructions to 
effectuate operations.  See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents. 

[1.2] receiving, with a server, a 
command comprising a target value of 
a fluid-handling device from a 
computing device via a control 
interface, wherein the command is 
received in association with a record 
stored on a datastore; 

The Accused System receives, with a server, a command comprising a target value of a 
fluid-handling device from a computing device via a control interface, wherein the 
command is received in association with a record stored on a datastore.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated).  

The Accused System includes servers that host the Ignition platform.  As shown in the 
example below, the Ignition platform includes an Ignition Server that receives 
commands from Web-Launched Ignition Clients (computing devices). 

Page 157 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

4 

U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 The TankLogix System 

 

Exhibit 2. 

As shown in the example below, the Web-Launched Ignition Clients comprise HMIs 
(control interfaces) that allow users to input commands that are received by the server: 
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Exhibit 3.  These commands are received in association with a record (for example, a 
tag) stored on a datastore. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.3] determining, with the server, a 
network address of a network based on 
the record, wherein the network 
address identifies a controller of the 
fluid-handling device, and wherein the 
controller accesses a sensor to measure 
a fluid being handled by the fluid-
handling device and an actuator of the 
fluid-handling device; 

The Accused System includes a server that determines a network address of a network 
based on the record, wherein the network address identifies a controller of the fluid-
handling device, and wherein the controller accesses a sensor to measure a fluid being 
handled by the fluid-handling device and an actuator of the fluid-handling device.  See, 
e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The server (for example, the Ignition Server) necessarily identifies a network address of 
a controller of a fluid-handling device (for example, a PLC).  As shown in the example 
below, the controller (e.g., PLC) accesses a sensor to measure a fluid being handled by 
the fluid-handling device (e.g., Realtime & historical data views) and an actuator of the 
fluid-handling device (e.g., Remote control): 

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.4] sending, with the server, the target 
value to the network address via the 
network; 

The Accused System sends, with the server, the target value to the network address via 
the network.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 2. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.5] receiving, with the controller, a 
measurement of the fluid by the sensor; 

The Accused System performs receiving, with the controller, a measurement of the fluid 
by the sensor.  See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 6. 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.6] determining, with the controller, 
whether the measurement satisfies the 
target value; 

The Accused System performs determining, with the controller, whether the 
measurement satisfies the target value.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.7] in response to a determination 
that the measurement does not satisfy 
the target value, obtaining, with the 
controller, a set point based on the 
command; and 

The Accused System performs, in response to a determination that the measurement does 
not satisfy the target value, obtaining, with the controller, a set point based on the 
command.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 6. 

 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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PID feedback control entails such a determination and obtaining a new set point to 
reduce a difference between the target and sensed value (measurement).   

See, e.g., claim element 1.6 above. 

[1.8] controlling, with the controller, 
the actuator based on the set point. 

The Accused System performs controlling, with the controller, the actuator based on the 
set point.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 6.  
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 

PID feedback control entails controlling the actuator to reduce the difference between 
the target and sensed value (measurement). 

See, e.g., claim element 1.6 above. 

Claim 2  

[2.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
the controller is a site master-
controller; 

The controller in the Accused System is a site master-controller. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 2 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
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insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.2] the site master-controller controls 
a plurality of local controllers, the 
plurality of local controllers comprising 
a first local controller in 
communication with the actuator; 

In the Accused System, the site master-controller controls a plurality of local controllers, 
the plurality of local controllers comprising a first local controller in communication 
with the actuator. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2 (annotated). 

On information and belief, the plurality of local controllers includes a first local 
controller (e.g., a VFD) in communication with the actuator of the pump driven by the 
VFDs. 
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.3] controlling the actuator with the 
controller based on the set point 
comprises: sending the set point from 
the site master-controller to the first 
local controller; and 

In the Accused System, controlling the actuator with the controller based on the set point 
comprises: sending the set point from the site master-controller to the first local 
controller.  On information and belief, the site-master controller (e.g., the PLC) sends the 
set point to the first local controller (e.g., the VFD).  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2 (annotated). 
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[2.4] actuating, with the first local 
controller, the actuator based on the set 
point. 

The Accused System comprises actuating, with the first local controller, the actuator 
based on the set point. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim 1 and claim elements 2.1-2.3 above. 

Claim 3  
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[3.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
obtaining the set point comprises 
determining a sequence of set points 
based on the command; and 

In the Accused System, obtaining the set point comprises determining a sequence of set 
points based on the command. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The command is effectuated by changing the state of the pump driven by a VFD to a 
sequence of different set points that change over time.  The VFD undergoes, for 
example, a “soft start” to ramp up the speed of the pump, during which the target state of 
the pump gradually changes over time from an initial state to the final state.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
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current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[3.2] controlling the actuator comprises 
controlling the actuator to a plurality of 
different states based on the sequence 
of set points. 

In the Accused System, controlling the actuator comprises controlling the actuator to a 
plurality of different states based on the sequence of set points. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 3.1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 4  

[4.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
the command is a first command, and 
wherein sending the command to the 
network address comprises: identifying 
a protocol of the fluid-handling device 
based on the network address; 

In the Accused System, the command is a first command, and sending the command to 
the network address comprises: identifying a protocol of the fluid-handling device based 
on the network address. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Accused System is configured to send the command to the network address of the 
controller (see, e.g., claim element 1.4) by identifying a protocol of the fluid-handling 
device.  The commands, e.g., in Ethernet and modbus, each entails a respective format 
and protocol that is identified. 

Page 176 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

23 

U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 The TankLogix System 

 

Exhibit 2 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[4.2] translating the first command into 
a translated command based on the 
protocol; and 

The Accused System performs translating the first command into a translated command 
based on the protocol. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate commands 
from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, such as digital 
or analog outputs understood by the various fluid-handling devices. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[4.3] sending the translated command 
to the controller. 

The Accused System sends the translated command to the controller.  See, e.g.:    
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Exhibit 2.  For example, on information and belief, the PLCs send the commands to the 
fluid-handling devices to which the respective commands are directed via the appropriate 
protocol. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
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current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 5  

[5] The medium of claim 4, wherein 
identifying the protocol comprises 
parsing an identifier from the first 
command and retrieving a 
corresponding record from a set of 
records based on the identifier, the 
corresponding record including a 
protocol identifier of the protocol. 

In the Accused System, identifying the protocol comprises parsing an identifier from the 
first command and retrieving a corresponding record from a set of records based on the 
identifier, the corresponding record including a protocol identifier of the protocol. See, 
e.g.: 

See claim 4 above. 

The identifier parsed from the first command is, e.g., an identifier of a pump driven by 
VFDs.  On information and belief, the Accused System retrieves a corresponding record 
from a set of records (“datastore”) based on the identifier, the corresponding record 
includes a protocol identifier of the protocol. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 6  

[6.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
the set point is a first set point; 

In the Accused System, the set point is a first set point. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.7 above. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[6.2] the command comprises the first 
set point and a second set point;  

In the Accused System, the command comprises the first set point and a second set point. 
See, e.g.: 

The command is effectuated by changing the state of the pump driven by the VFD to a 
sequence of different target states that change over time.  The VFD undergoes a “soft 
start” to ramp up the speed of the pump, during which the target state of the pump 
gradually changes over time form an initial state to the final state.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[6.3] obtaining the first set point 
comprises obtaining the first set point 
and the second set point from the 
command;  

In the Accused System, obtaining the first set point comprises obtaining the first set 
point and the second set point from the command. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 6.2 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[6.4] the measurement is a first 
measurement;  

In the Accused System, the measurement is a first measurement. See, e.g.: 

For example, a screenshot of an interface of the Accused System shows a first 
measurement.  See, e.g.: 

Page 182 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

29 

U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 The TankLogix System 

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[6.5] the operations further comprises: 
receiving, with the controller, a second 
sensor measurement after controlling 
the actuator based on the first set 
point;  

The Accused System performs receiving, with the controller, a second sensor 
measurement after controlling the actuator based on the first set point. See, e.g.: 

On information and belief, the controller (e.g., PLC) receives a second sensor 
measurement from a sensor connected to the pump driven by the VFDs after controlling 
the actuator based on the first set point.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 4 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[6.6] determining, with the controller, 
whether the second sensor 
measurement satisfies a criterion based 
on the first set point; and  

The Accused System performs determining, with the controller, whether the second 
sensor measurement satisfies a criterion based on the first set point. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim elements 1.6 and 1.7 above. 
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[6.7] in response to a determination 
that the first set point is satisfied, 
controlling the actuator based on the 
second set point. 

The Accused System performs in response to a determination that the first set point is 
satisfied, controlling the actuator based on the second set point. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim elements 1.8, 6.1-6.6 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 7  

[7] The medium of claim 1, wherein the 
record is a first record, the operations 
further comprising sending sensor data 
from the sensor to a plurality of 
records that comprises the first record, 
wherein the plurality of records is 
associated with a user. 

In the Accused System, the record is a first record, and the operations further comprise 
sending sensor data from the sensor to a plurality of records that comprises the first 
record, wherein the plurality of records is associated with a user. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

Sensor data is sent from the sensor to a plurality of records that comprises the first 
record.  The controller (e.g., PLC) accesses a sensor to measure a fluid being handled by 
the fluid-handling device.   
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Exhibit 4 (annotated). 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 8  

[8.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
the actuator controls a valve; 

In the Accused System, the actuator controls a valve. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

On information and belief, the actuator (e.g., Remote control) controls a valve.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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https://tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[8.2] the command comprises 
instructions to oscillate the valve using 
the actuator; and 

The command in the Accused System comprises instructions to oscillate the valve using 
the actuator.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 1 (annotated). 
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https://tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition. 

On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate commands 
from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, such as digital 
or analog outputs understood by the various fluid-handling devices. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[8.3] controlling the actuator comprises 
translating, at the controller, the 
command to oscillate the valve into a 
sequence of high voltage and low 
voltage signals. 

The Accused System performs controlling the actuator by translating, at the controller, 
the command to oscillate the valve into a sequence of high voltage and low voltage 
signals. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim elements 4.2, 8.2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 9  

[9] The medium of claim 1, wherein the 
measurement comprises at least one of 
a fluid flow rate, a fluid temperature, 
or a fluid pressure. 

In the Accused System, the measurement comprises at least one of a fluid flow rate, a 
fluid temperature, or a fluid pressure.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 10  
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[10.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
the fluid-handling device is a first fluid-
handling device of a plurality of fluid-
handling devices, the operations 
further comprising: 

In the Accused System, the fluid-handling device is a first fluid-handling device of a 
plurality of fluid-handling devices. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The fluid handling devices (e.g., “pumps”) at a saltwater disposal facility are controlled.  
For example, a saltwater disposal facility includes pumps with motors powered by 
variable frequency drives (VFDs).  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 4. 
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Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[10.2] polling, with the controller, the 
plurality of fluid-handling devices to 
collect a set of data comprising the 
measurement; and 

The Accused System performs polling, with the controller, the plurality of fluid-handling 
devices to collect a set of data comprising the measurement. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.3 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[10.3] sending the set of data from the 
controller to the server. 

The Accused System performs sending the set of data from the controller to the server in 
the schematic below via the network. See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 11  

[11] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
the network comprises a wireless 
network, and sending the command 
comprises sending the command via a 
wireless signal. 

In the Accused System, the network comprises a wireless network, and sending the 
command comprises sending the command via a wireless signal. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

 

Exhibit 5. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 12  

[12.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
the measurement is a first 
measurement of a plurality of 
measurements of the sensor; 

The measurement performed in accordance with the Accused System is a first 
measurement of a plurality of measurements of the sensor. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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For example, the plurality of measurements are shown on the interface below.   

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[12.2] wherein the target value is a 
value of a pattern of values; and 

In the Accused System, the target value is a value of a pattern of values. See, e.g.: 

The command is effectuated by changing the state of the pump driven by the VFD to a 
sequence of different target values that change over time.  The VFD undergoes a “soft 
start” to ramp up a target value of the pump, during which the target value of the pump 
gradually changes over time through a pattern of values.  See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[12.3] determining whether the 
measurement satisfies the target value 
comprises determining whether the 
plurality of measurements satisfies the 
pattern of values. 

The Accused System performs determining whether the measurement satisfies the target 
value by determining whether the plurality of measurements satisfies the pattern of 
values. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.6 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 13  

[13] The medium of claim 12, wherein 
the pattern of values comprises a 
pattern of valve configurations. 

In the Accused System, the pattern of values comprises a pattern of valve configurations. 
See, e.g.: 

See claim 12 above. 

For example, the pattern of valve configurations are shown on the interface below.  See, 
e.g.: 

Page 200 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

47 

U.S. Patent No. 11,175,680 The TankLogix System 

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 14  
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[14] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
the sensor comprises a level sensor of a 
separation tank to indicate a level at 
which a first fluid phase meets a second 
fluid phase. 

In the Accused System, the sensor includes a level sensor of a separation tank to indicate 
a level at which a first fluid phase meets a second fluid phase. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

 

Exhibit 1. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 15  

[15.1] The medium of claim 1, wherein: 
the server comprises a web server; and 

In the Accused System, the server comprises a web server. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The server in the Accused System includes a web server.  The web server is used by the 
Web-Launched Ignition Clients shown by the schematic below.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[15.2] the controller comprises a site 
server distinct from the web server. 

In the Accused System, the controller comprises a site server distinct from the web 
server. See, e.g.: 

The site server in the Accused System is, for example, the PLC shown by the schematic 
below.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 16  

[16.1] The medium of claim 15, 
wherein: the server communicates with 
a plurality of user devices via a first 
network port of the web server, 
wherein the plurality of user devices 
comprises the computing device; and 

In the Accused System, the server communicates with a plurality of user devices via a 
first network port of the web server, wherein the plurality of user devices comprises the 
computing device.  The server communicates with a plurality of user devices via a first 
network port of the web server.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[16.2] the site server communicates 
with facilities via a second network port 
of the computing device, wherein the 
second network port being different 
from the first network port, and 
wherein a facility of the facilities 
comprises the fluid-handling device. 

In the Accused System, the site server communicates with facilities via a second network 
port of the computing device, wherein the second network port being different from the 
first network port, and wherein a facility of the facilities comprises the fluid-handling 
device.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 17  

[17] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
controlling the actuator based on the 
set point comprise steps for controlling 
the actuator. 

In the Accused System, controlling the actuator based on the set point comprise steps for 
controlling the actuator. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 18  

[18] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
receiving the command comprises 
receiving the command via a web 
interface on the computing device. 

In the Accused System, receiving the command comprises receiving the command via a 
web interface on the computing device. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 2.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 19  

[19] The medium of claim 1, wherein 
the controller is communicatively 
coupled to the fluid-handling device via 
a frame-based carrier-sense multiple 
access protocol. 

The controller of the Accused System is communicatively coupled to the fluid-handling 
device via a frame-based carrier-sense multiple access protocol. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

On information and belief, the controllers use TCP/IP (e.g., Ethernet) signals to 
communicate with the fluid-handling devices.  Ethernet is a frame-based carrier-sense 
multiple access protocol. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 20  

[20.1] A method comprising: The Accused System performs a method. 

See, e.g., claim elements 1.2-1.8 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.2] receiving, with a server, a 
command comprising a target value of 
a fluid-handling device from a 
computing device via a control 
interface, wherein the command is 
received in association with a record 
stored on a datastore; 

The Accused System performs receiving, with a server, a command comprising a target 
value of a fluid-handling device from a computing device via a control interface, 
wherein the command is received in association with a record stored on a datastore. See, 
e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.2 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.3] determining, with the server, a 
network address of a network based on 
the record, wherein the network 
address identifies a controller of the 
fluid-handling device, and wherein the 
controller accesses a sensor to measure 
a fluid being handled by the fluid-
handling device and an actuator of the 
fluid-handling device; 

The Accused System performs determining, with the server, a network address of a 
network based on the record, wherein the network address identifies a controller of the 
fluid-handling device, and wherein the controller accesses a sensor to measure a fluid 
being handled by the fluid-handling device and an actuator of the fluid-handling device. 
See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.3 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.4] sending, with the server, the 
target value to the network address via 
the network; 

The Accused System performs sending, with the server, the target value to the network 
address via the network. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.4 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.5] receiving, with the controller, a 
measurement of the fluid by the sensor; 

The Accused System performs receiving, with the controller, a measurement of the fluid 
by the sensor. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.5 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.6] determining, with the controller, 
whether the measurement satisfies the 
target value; 

The Accused System performs determining, with the controller, whether the 
measurement satisfies the target value. See, e.g.: 
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See, e.g., claim element 1.6 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.7] in response to a determination 
that the measurement does not satisfy 
the target value, obtaining, with the 
controller, a set point based on the 
command; and 

The Accused System performs obtaining, with the controller, a set point based on the 
command in response to a determination that the measurement does not satisfy the target 
value. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.7 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.8] controlling the actuator based on 
the set point. 

The Accused System performs controlling the actuator based on the set point. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 1.8 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
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current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code has not yet been made available for inspection, SitePro reserves the right to 
amend this analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Exhibit D 

 

 

Infringement Analysis of U.S. Patent No. 11,726,504 Against the TankLogix Ignition-Hosted Automation System Implemented 
by TankLogix 

Pursuant to this Court’s Order Governing Proceedings in Patent Cases this chart sets forth where in the Accused System each 
element of claims 1-20 of U.S. Patent No. 11,726,504 (the “’504 Patent”) is found.  The Accused System is the TankLogix Ignition-
Hosted Automation System (“the Accused System”) developed, implemented, maintained, sold, offered for sale, used, made, or imported 
into the U.S. by TankLogix, LLC.  

 
References Cited: 

 Exhibit 1, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/system-architectures/iiot-architecture. 
 Exhibit 2, https://www.tanklogix.com/hosted-ignition/. 
 Exhibit 3, https://tanklogix.com/vfd-controls-and-motors/. 
 Exhibit 4, https://inductiveautomation.com/ignition/modules/perspective. 
 Exhibit 5, https://mqtt.org/. 
 Exhibit 6, https://tanklogix.com/tank-monitoring/benefits. 
 Exhibit 7, https://www.tanklogix.com/. 
 Exhibit 8, https://www.docs.inductiveautomation.com/docs/8.1/getting-started/introducing-ignition. 
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Claim 1  

[1.1] A fluid processing system, 
comprising: a first computer system 
disposed at a first fluid handling site,  

Regardless of whether the preamble limits the scope of the claim, the Accused System 
include a fluid processing system, comprising: a first computer system disposed at a 
first fluid handling site. See, e.g.: 

Exhibit 7. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.2] wherein the first computer 
system is configured to: receive 
information comprising one or more 
properties of a first fluid from one or 
more sensors disposed at a first fluid 

In the Accused System, the first computer system is configured to: receive information 
comprising one or more properties of a first fluid from one or more sensors disposed at 
a first fluid tank itself disposed at the first fluid-handling site.  See, e.g.:  
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tank itself disposed at the first fluid-
handling site, 

 
Exhibit 1.  

 

Exhibit 2. 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.3] the fluid-handling site comprising 
one or more fluid-handling devices, the 
one or more fluid-handling devices 
comprising one or more of a first 
pump, a first filter, and a first valve; 
and 

In the Accused System, the fluid-handling site comprises one or more fluid-handling 
devices, the one or more fluid-handling devices comprising one or more of a first pump, 
a first filter, and a first valve.  See, e.g.: 

 
Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 2. 

The above images show at least a pump and a valve. On information and belief, the 
Accused System includes filters, as is typical for oil and SWD facilities 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.4] provide remote control of a first 
fluid-handling device of the one or 
more fluid-handling devices; and 

The Accused System provides remote control of a first fluid-handling device of the one 
or more fluid-handling devices.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.5] a server system wherein the 
server system has memory storing 
instructions that, when executed, 
effectuate operations comprising: 

The Accused System has a server system wherein the server system has memory storing 
instructions that, when executed, effectuate operations.  See, e.g.: 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System includes servers that host the Ignition platform. As shown in the 
example below, the Ignition platform includes an Ignition Server that effectuates 
operations (e.g., by executing commands from Web-Launched Ignition Clients). 
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Exhibit 1.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[1.6] receiving, with the server system, 
from the first computer system, via a 
network, a first fluid property of the 
one or more properties associated with 
the first fluid sensed by a first sensor 
of the one or more sensors; 

The Accused System receives, with the server system, from the first computer system, 
via a network, a first fluid property of the one or more properties associated with the 
first fluid sensed by a first sensor of the one or more sensors.  See, e.g.: 

 
Exhibit 1.  
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Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.7] obtaining, with the server system, 
credentials from a first client 
computing device;  

The Accused System obtains, with the server system, credentials from a first client 
computing device.  See, e.g.: 
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The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.8] determining, with the server 
system, based on the credentials, that a 
user of the first client computing 
device is authorized to interact with 

The Accused System determines, with the server system, based on the credentials, that a 
user of the first client computing device is authorized to interact with the first fluid 
handling site, wherein the server system hosts data about other fluid handling sites the 
user is not authorized to interact.  See, e.g., claim element 1.7. 
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the first fluid handling site, wherein 
the server system hosts data about 
other fluid handling sites the user is 
not authorized to interact; 

 
Exhibit 2. 

On information and belief, the Accused System provides access to TankLogix customer 
organizations to monitor fluid handling sites. 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.9] after the determination, 
providing, with the server system, via 
the network, information by which a 
first client computing device presents a 
user interface indicating the first fluid 
property, the first client computing 

The Accused System after the determination, provides, with the server system, via the 
network, information by which a first client computing device presents a user interface 
indicating the first fluid property, the first client computing device being remote from 
the server system and the first computer system. See, e.g.: 
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device being remote from the server 
system and the first computer system;  

 
Exhibit 1.  
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Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 2. 

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.10] receiving, with the server 
system, from the first client computing 
device, a first command to change a 

The server system of the Accused System receives from the first client computing 
device, a first command to change a state of the first fluid-handling device.  See, e.g., 
portion of claim element 1.4 relating to remote control.   

Page 233 of 275 SitePro, Ex. 2003 
TankLogix v. SitePro, IPR2025-00653



 

-18- 

U.S. Patent No. 11,726,504 The TankLogix System 

state of the first fluid-handling device; 
and 

 
Exhibit 2. 

 

Exhibit 3. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[1.11] causing, with the server system, 
the first computer system disposed at 
the first fluid handling site to 
effectuate the command by changing 
the state of the first fluid-handling 
device to a sequence of different target 
states that change over time. 

The Accused System cause, with the server system, the first computer system disposed 
at the first fluid handling site to effectuate the command by changing the state of the 
first fluid-handling device to a sequence of different target states that change over time.  
See, e.g., portion of claim element 1.4 relating to remote control:   

 
Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 3. 

On information and belief, the Accused System also includes VFDs (variable frequency 
drives) including proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a 
plurality of target states over time 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 2  

[2] The system of claim 1, wherein: the 
sequence of different target states that 
change over time are configured to 
ramp up or down a speed of the first 
fluid-handling device. 

In the Accused System, the sequence of different target states that change over time are 
configured to ramp up or down a speed of the first fluid-handling device. See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

 

Exhibit 3. 

On information and belief, the Accused System also includes VFDs (variable frequency 
drives) including proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a 
plurality of target states over time 
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See, e.g., claim element 1.11.   

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 3  

[3] The system of claim 1, wherein: the 
sequence of different target states that 
change over time are determined with 
steps for mitigating shocks to up-
stream or down-stream fluid-handling 
devices relative to the first fluid-
handling device. 

In the Accused System, the sequence of different target states that change over time are 
determined with steps for mitigating shocks to up-stream or down-stream fluid-handling 
devices relative to the first fluid-handling device.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

This claim element invokes 35 U.S.C. Section 112, para. 6. 

An example of corresponding structure is described at ’504 Patent, 6:40-44, which 
states: “shocks to up-stream or down-stream fluid-handling devices may be mitigated by 
a series of commands gradually changing the state of a given fluid-handling device, for 
instance gradually ramping up or down the speed of a pump or gradually opening or 
closing a valve.” 
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Exhibit 3. 

On information and belief, the Accused System also includes VFDs (variable frequency 
drives) including proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a 
plurality of target states over time 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 4  

[4] The system of claim 1, wherein: at 
least some of the sequence of different 
target states that change over time are 
determined by the first computer 
system in response to a rate of change 
in the first fluid property, wherein the 
first fluid property corresponds to a 
level of the first fluid in the first tank. 

In the Accused System, at least some of the sequence of different target states that 
change over time are determined by the first computer system in response to a rate of 
change in the first fluid property in the first tank. See, e.g.: 
 
See claim 1 above. 
 
The Accused System includes tanks with valves controlled by PID controllers that 
change target states over time in response to a rate of change in the level of a fluid in the 
tank.  
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Exhibit 3. 

On information and belief, the Accused System also includes VFDs (variable frequency 
drives) including proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a 
plurality of target states over time. 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 5  

[5] The system of claim 1, wherein:  
the server system is configured to 
interface with both a web browser on 
the client computing device and a 
special-purpose application executing 
on the client computing device to 
present the user interface indicating 
the first fluid property, wherein the 
first fluid property corresponds to a 
first fluid level. 

In the Accused System, the server system is configured to interface with both a web 
browser on the client computing device and a special-purpose application executing on 
the client computing device to present the user interface indicating the first fluid 
property, wherein the first fluid property corresponds to a first fluid level.  See, e.g.: 
See also, e.g., claim 4.   

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1.  
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Exhibit 2. 

Moreover, Inductive Automation’s website states “the applications you build in 
Perspective will look beautiful, and run natively on your device or in any major 
browser.” Exhibit 4 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 6  
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[6] The system of claim 1, wherein:  
the first computer system is configured 
to communicate with the server system 
via a cellular wireless connection. 

In the Accused System, the first computer system is configured to communicate with 
the server system via a cellular wireless connection.  See, e.g.: 
See claim 1 above. 
 

 
Exhibit 1.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 7  

[7] The system of claim 1, wherein the 
first computer system is configured to 
translate a plurality of commands 
from the server system, including the 
command, from an input format to a 
plurality of different formats and 
protocols configured to effectuate 
changes in states of a plurality of 
different fluid-handling devices at the 
first fluid handling site. 

In the Accused System, the first computer system is configured to translate a plurality of 
commands from the server system, including the command, from an input format to a 
plurality of different formats and protocols configured to effectuate changes in states of 
a plurality of different fluid-handling devices at the first fluid handling site. See, e.g.:  

 

See claim 1 above. 
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Exhibit 1.  
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Exhibit 8 

The MQTT.org website explains that “MQTT allows for messaging between device to 
cloud and cloud to device.” Exhibit 5 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 8  
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[8] The system of claim 7, wherein 
translating the plurality of commands 
comprises steps for translating 
commands. 

In the Accused System, translating the plurality of commands comprises steps for 
translating commands. See, e.g.: 
See claim 7 above. 
 
This claim element invokes 35 U.S.C. Section 112, para. 6. 
 
An example of corresponding structure includes the following at 9:57-63 of the ’504 
Patent: “In one example of translation, the command translator 80 may receive a 
command to increase a pump speed, and the command translator may determine a 
corresponding command via calculation or look-up table, such as a modbus function 
code and associated data, that when conveyed via the control bus 66 causes a 
corresponding fluid-handling device 40 or 42 to change state.” 
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Exhibit 1.  
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Exhibit 8 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 9  

[9] The system of claim 7, wherein the 
plurality of different formats and 
protocols comprise:  modbus remote 

In the Accused System, the plurality of different formats and protocols comprise: 
modbus remote terminal unit protocol; and analog electrical signals.   See, e.g.: 
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terminal unit protocol; and analog 
electrical signals. 

See claim 7 above. 

The Accused System is configured to communicate with devices via a serial bus via a 
protocol such as Modbus. See, e.g., Exhibit 6.  On information and belief, the PLCs in 
the Accused System are further configured to communicate with fluid-handling devices 
via a variety of other protocols, including analog electrical signals. The Accused System 
therefore necessarily must select the appropriate protocol for the fluid-handling device 
to receive the translated command. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 10  

[10] The system of claim 7, wherein at 
least some of the plurality of different 
fluid-handling devices comprise 
proportional-integral-derivative 
controllers configured to drive 
respective fluid-handing devices to 
different target setpoints determined 
by the first computer system 
responsive to corresponding 
commands from the server system. 

In the Accused System, at least some of the plurality of different fluid-handling devices 
comprise proportional-integral-derivative controllers configured to drive respective 
fluid-handing devices to different target setpoints determined by the first computer 
system responsive to corresponding commands from the server system. See, e.g.: 

 

Exhibit 3. 
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On information and belief, the Accused System also includes VFDs (variable frequency 
drives) including proportional-integral-derivative (PID) controllers that determine a 
plurality of target states over time. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 11  

[11.1] The system of claim 7, wherein:  
the first computer system is coupled to 
at least some of the plurality of 
different fluid-handling devices via a 
bus; and 

In the Accused System, the first computer system is coupled to at least some of the 
plurality of different fluid handing devices via a bus. See, e.g.: 

See claim 7 above. 

The Accused System is configured to communicate with devices via a serial bus via a 
protocol such as Modbus. See, e.g., Exhibit 6.   

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[11.2] the first computer system 
comprises means for controlling which 
fluid handling devices are permitted to 

In the Accused System, the first computer system comprises means for controlling 
which fluid handling devices are permitted to transmit signals on the bus at a given 
point in time. See, e.g.: 

This claim element invokes 35 U.S.C. Section 112, para. 6. 
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transmit signals on the bus at a given 
point in time. 

An example of corresponding structure can be found at 6:66-7:18, which states: 

In one particular implementation, intended to serve merely as an example, the control 
bus 66 conveys commands and data using a serial communication protocol, such as the 
Modbus remote terminal unit (RTU) protocol, in which commands and other data are 
encoded in binary signals packaged in frames having redundant bits for detecting errors. 

… 

In some examples, site master-controller 18 acts as a master device on the bus 66, 
controlling which devices are permitted to transmit signals on the bus 66 at a given 
point in time. In this example, the fluid-handling devices 42 and 40 may include a bus 
interface that detects when a command is addressed to the respective fluid-handling 
device and stores the command for further processing, for example by a local controller 
58 that implements the command. 

The Accused System implements the same function in a substantially similar way to a 
substantially similar result. 

 

Exhibit 3. 
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Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 12  

[12] The system of claim 7, wherein the 
plurality of different formats and 
protocols comprise three different 
protocols communicated over three 
different types of control busses to 
corresponding fluid handling devices 

The Accused System uses at least three different protocols over three different types of 
control busses to corresponding fluid handling devices among the plurality of different 
fluid handing devices: See, e.g.: 

See claim 7 above. 
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among the plurality of different fluid-
handling devices. 

 

 

Exhibit 3.  On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate 
commands from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, 
such as digital or analog outputs, ethernet signals over a network bus, and Modbus 
signals over a Modbus serial bus, each understood by the various fluid-handling 
devices. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 13  
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[13] The system of claim 7, wherein the 
plurality of different formats and 
protocols comprise command code 
format, an on-off signal format, and an 
application-program interface format. 

In the Accused System, the plurality of different formats and protocols comprise 
command code format, an on-off signal format, and an application-program interface 
format. See, e.g.: 

See claim 7 above. 

 

Exhibit 3. 
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Exhibit 3.  On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate 
commands from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols in 
various formats, such as a command code format, an on-off signal format, and an 
application-program interface format. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 14  

[14] The system of claim 7, wherein the 
first computer system is configurable 
to operate in an automatic mode, a 

In the Accused System, the first computer system is configurable to operate in an 
automatic mode, a mixed automatic mode, and a manual mode. See, e.g.: 
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mixed automatic mode, and a manual 
mode. 

See claim 7 above. 
 

 

Exhibit 3. 

On information and belief, the first computer system is configured to operate in an 
automatic mode.  For example, the first computer system effectuates a command by 
automatically changing a state of a pump to a sequence of different target states that 
change over time.  The VFD undergoes a “soft start” to ramp up the speed of the pump, 
during which the target state of the pump gradually changes over time from an initial 
state to a final state. 

On information and belief, the first computer system is configured to operate in a mixed 
automatic mode. For example, the first computer system receives commands from the 
mobile device in the schematic below, and then automatically executes the commands: 
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Exhibit 1.  

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Claim 15  

[15] The system of claim 7, wherein 
translating the plurality of commands 
comprises steps for identifying 
protocols and control busses. 

In the Accused System, translating the plurality of commands comprises steps for 
identifying protocols and control busses. See, e.g.: 

See claim 7 above. 

The Accused System is configured to send the command to the network address of the 
controller (see, e.g., claim element 1.6) by identifying a protocol of the fluid-handling 
device.  The commands, e.g., in Ethernet and modbus, each entails a respective format 
and protocol that is identified. 
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Exhibit 1.  

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 16  

[16] The system of claim 1 wherein the 
first computing system is configured to 
receive and transmit data and 
commands via a remote terminal unit 
protocol wherein the data and 
commands comprise redundant bits. 

In the Accused System, the first computing system is configured to receive and transmit 
data and commands via a remote terminal unit protocol wherein the data and commands 
comprise redundant bits.  See, e.g.: 

See claim 1 above. 

See also, e.g., claim 12. 
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Exhibit 3.  On information and belief, the Accused System is configured to translate 
commands from the server system in TCP/IP to commands in a variety of protocols, 
such as binary frames with redundant bits used to detect errors. 

 

 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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Claim 17  

[17.1] The system of claim 1, wherein 
the system further comprises: a 
plurality of fluids, the plurality of 
fluids comprising a second fluid; 

In the Accused System, the system further comprises: a plurality of fluids, the plurality 
of fluids comprising a second fluid. See, e.g.:  
See claim 1 above. 

 
Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[17.2] a plurality of computer systems 
disposed at a plurality of fluid-
handling sites, the plurality of 
computer systems comprising a second 
computer system; 

The Accused System includes a plurality of computer systems disposed at a plurality of 
fluid-handling sites, the plurality of computer systems comprising a second computer 
system. See, e.g.: 

 
Exhibit 1.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[17.3] a plurality of fluid tanks, the 
plurality of fluid tanks comprising a 
second fluid tank; and 

The Accused System comprises a plurality of fluid tanks, the plurality of fluid tanks 
comprising a second fluid tank. See, e.g.: 
 

 
Exhibit 2. 

 
The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[17.4] a plurality of fluid-handling 
devices, the plurality of fluid-handling 
devices comprising a second fluid-
handling device. 

The Accused System comprises a plurality of fluid-handling devices, the plurality of 
fluid-handling devices comprising a second fluid-handling device. See, e.g.: 
 
m. See, e.g.: 

 
Exhibit 1.  

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
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manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 18  

[18.1] The system of claim 17, wherein:  
the first computer system, the first 
fluid-handling device and the first 
fluid tank are disposed at a water 
source; 

In the Accused System, the first computer system, the first fluid-handling device and the 
first fluid tank are disposed at a water source. See, e.g.: 
See claim 17 above. 
 

 
Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
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manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[18.2] the second computer system, the 
second fluid-handling device, and the 
second fluid tank are disposed at a 
water receptacle; and  

In the Accused System, the second computer system, the second fluid-handling device, 
and the second fluid tank are disposed at a water receptacle. See, e.g.: 
 
 

 
Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
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insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[18.3] each of the first fluid and the 
second fluid comprises water. 

See, e.g., claim element 18.1 and 18.2. 

 

 
Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

Claim 19  

[19.1] The system of claim 18, wherein: 
the plurality of fluids further 
comprising a third fluid; 

In the Accused System, the plurality of fluids further comprises a third fluid. 

See, e.g., claim element 17.1. 

See claim 18 above. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[19.2] the plurality of computer 
systems further comprises a third 
computer system; and 

In the Accused System, the plurality of computer systems further comprises a third 
computer system. See, e.g.: 

See, e.g., claim element 17.2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[19.3] the plurality of fluid-handling 
devices further comprises a third fluid-
handling device comprising a process 

In the Accused System, the plurality of fluid-handling devices further comprises a third 
fluid-handling device comprising a process filter, wherein the third fluid-handling 
device is disposed down-stream of a fourth fluid-handling device and up-stream of a 
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filter, wherein the third fluid-handling 
device is disposed down-stream of a 
fourth fluid-handling device and up-
stream of a fifth fluid handling device, 
receives from the fourth fluid-handling 
device the third-fluid, and is 
configurable to provide a fourth fluid 
to the fifth fluid-handling device. 

fifth fluid handling device, receives from the fourth fluid-handling device the third-
fluid, and is configurable to provide a fourth fluid to the fifth fluid-handling device. See, 
e.g.: 

 
Exhibit 2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available.. 

Claim 20  
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[20.1] A tangible, non-transitory, 
machine-readable medium storing 
instructions that, when executed by a 
computer processor, effectuate 
operations comprising: 

The Accused System comprises a tangible, non-transitory, machine-readable medium 
storing instructions that, when executed by a computer processor, effectuate operations.  

See, e.g., claim element 1.1.   

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.2] measuring, with one or more 
sensors at a first fluid tank located at a 
first-fluid handling site, one or more 
properties associated with a first fluid; 

The Accused System measures, with one or more sensors at a first fluid tank located at a 
first-fluid handling site, one or more properties associated with a first fluid. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.3] receiving, with a first computer 
system disposed at a first fluid 
handling site, information associated 
with the one or more properties 
associated with the first fluid;  

The Accused System receives, with a first computer system disposed at a first fluid 
handling site, information associated with the one or more properties associated with the 
first fluid. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.2. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
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insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.4] providing, with the first 
computer system, remote control of a 
first fluid-handling device of a 
plurality of fluid-handling devices, the 
first fluid-handling device comprising 
at least one of a first pump, a first 
filter, and a first valve; 

The Accused System provides, with the first computer system, remote control of a first 
fluid-handling device of a plurality of fluid-handling devices, the first fluid-handling 
device comprising at least one of a first pump, a first filter, and a first valve. 

See, e.g., claim elements 1.3 and 1.4. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.5] receiving, with a server system, 
from the first computer system, via a 
network, a first fluid property of the 
one or more properties associated with 
the first fluid sensed by a first sensor 
of the one or more sensors; 

The Accused System receives, with a server system, from the first computer system, via 
a network, a first fluid property of the one or more properties associated with the first 
fluid sensed by a first sensor of the one or more sensors. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.5 and 1.6. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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[20.6] obtaining, with the server 
system, credentials from a first client 
computing device; 

The Accused System obtaines, with the server system, credentials from a first client 
computing device. 

 

See, e.g., claim element 1.7. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.7] determining, with the server 
system, based on the credentials, that a 
user of the first client computing 
device is authorized to interact with 
the first fluid handling site, wherein 
the server system hosts data about 
other fluid handling sites the user is 
not authorized to interact; 

The Accused System determines, with the server system, based on the credentials, that a 
user of the first client computing device is authorized to interact with the first fluid 
handling site, wherein the server system hosts data about other fluid handling sites the 
user is not authorized to interact. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.8. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.8] after the determination, 
providing, with the server system, via 
the network, information by which a 
first client computing device presents a 

The Accused System, after the determination, provides, with the server system, via the 
network, information by which a first client computing device presents a user interface 
indicating the first fluid property, the first client computing device being remote from 
the server system and the first computer system. 
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user interface indicating the first fluid 
property, the first client computing 
device being remote from the server 
system and the first computer system; 

See, e.g., claim element 1.9. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.9] receiving, with the server 
system, from the first client computing 
device, a first command to change a 
state of the first fluid-handling device; 
and 

The Accused System receives, with the server system, from the first client computing 
device, a first command to change a state of the first fluid-handling device. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.10. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 

[20.10] causing, with the server system, 
the first computer system disposed at 
the first fluid handling site to 
effectuate the command by changing 
the state of the first fluid-handling 
device to a sequence of different target 
states that change over time. 

The Accused System causes, with the server system, the first computer system disposed 
at the first fluid handling site to effectuate the command by changing the state of the 
first fluid-handling device to a sequence of different target states that change over time. 

See, e.g., claim element 1.11. 

The Accused System satisfies the limitations of this claim element both literally and/or 
under the doctrine of equivalents because each of the Accused System operates in a 
manner that satisfies both the substantially-same-function/way/result test and the 
insubstantial-differences test.  These references are exemplary and based on SitePro’s 
current understanding of the Accused System.  As discovery has yet to commence and 
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source code as not yet been made available, SitePro reserves the right to amend this 
analysis as additional information becomes available. 
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