The Customer Keeps the Story.
We Keep the Pattern.

A data rights standard for industrial Al
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Executive summary

The customer keeps the story. EON keeps the pattern. Everything that identifies you stays yours —
permanently, and in your tenant. EON retains only de-identified patterns, and only those needed to
safeguard people, keep equipment reliable and build competency. Those patterns come back to you
free, forever — so your system keeps getting smarter from work done across four industries,
without you ever paying more for it.

Industrial Al is built on data generated by people doing skilled, dangerous work. That data is among the most

sensitive an operator holds — it reveals how facilities run, what they cost, and where they are vulnerable.

The first generation of Al companies acquired their training material first and resolved the rights afterwards.

The industrial sector cannot work that way, and should not be asked to.

This paper sets out the EON Data Rights Standard: a three-tier architecture in which the customer owns
everything that identifies them, EON's rights are limited to de-identified patterns needed to safeguard
personnel, maintain equipment reliability and build workforce competency, and every participating operator

receives the resulting corpus back royalty-free and in perpetuity.

We argue that this is not a constraint on the business. It is the only structure under which industrial
operators will contribute at all — and therefore the only structure under which the safety knowledge in this

sector ever compounds.

1. Why this document exists

1.1 The consent problem

The generative Al industry's foundational dispute is not about whether machines may learn from human
work. Courts have been comparatively receptive to that proposition. The dispute is about how the material

was obtained.

In the largest copyright class action settlement on record, an Al developer agreed to pay $1.5 billion to
resolve claims covering 482,460 works, at approximately $3,000 per work. The court's earlier reasoning drew
a distinction that matters for every company in this field: the manner of acquisition can produce a different
legal result than the purpose of use. The case was the first major settlement among dozens of Al copyright

suits still working through the courts.

Elsewhere, publishers have split between litigation and licensing — one major publishing group has
simultaneously sued one Al company while holding a licensing agreement with another, describing the

position plainly: if the content is used, it must be paid for.



The principle generalizes cleanly to industrial data. Consent and provenance are not compliance overhead.

They determine whether an asset is defensible.

1.2 Why industrial data raises the stakes

Text scraped from the open web is contested. Operational data from a live facility is categorically more

sensitive:

¢ |t is not public in any form, and no equivalent exists to be licensed elsewhere.

¢ |t identifies named individuals performing safety-critical tasks.

¢ |t exposes commercially decisive information — costs, throughput, downtime, capability.

e |tis often regulated under national data localisation, export control and critical infrastructure regimes.

An operator handing this to a vendor with vague terms is not accepting a commercial risk. They are accepting

an existential one. Most correctly refuse. That refusal is the reason the industry's safety knowledge does not

compound today.

2. The standard

2.1 Three tiers
Tier

1 - Customer Data

Contents

Raw capture: video, audio, sensor
and telemetry streams; personnel
identities and records; site, asset,
well and unit identifiers; equipment
configurations and control
parameters; SOPs, permits and JSAs
as written; incident reports as filed

Ownership

Customer. Remains in customer
tenant. Not licensed to EON for any
purpose, including model training.

2 - Derived Insights

Site-level analytics; named-crew
competency assessment;
facility-specific risk and maintenance
models; anything attributable to a
location, asset or person

Customer.

3 - Generalized Learnings

Equipment failure modes and
precursor signatures by class;
procedural step-sequence patterns
and systematic deviation;
human-error taxonomies;
competency-acquisition and
task-time distributions;
training-intervention efficacy

EON, subject to §2.2. Licensed back
to every participating customer
royalty-free, in perpetuity.




2.2 What qualifies a learning for Tier 3

A pattern enters the generalized corpus only if it satisfies all four conditions:

1. Multi-source. Observed at two or more unaffiliated organizations, or already documented in a public
industry standard. No pattern is ever derived from a single contributor. 2. Non-attributable. No participant
identity, site, asset or individual is recoverable from the output. 3. Outside the exclusion list. Competitively
sensitive information (§2.3) is excluded categorically. 4. Reviewed. The contributing customer has had a

thirty-day inspection window and has not withheld the item.

2.3 Competitively sensitive information — excluded by definition

Production volumes - unit costs - yields and rates - formulations, catalyst and additive data - reservoir and
subsurface data - turnaround and downtime schedules - capital and expansion plans - vendor identities and

commercial terms

This list is written into the contract. Exclusion is categorical, not discretionary.

2.4 Reciprocity

Every participating operator receives the complete generalized corpus — including learnings contributed by
others, and learnings drawn from EON's other served sectors. A pump failure mode discovered in mining is

delivered to refining. A hazard-recognition pattern from aviation maintenance is delivered to both.

On day one, a joining operator is a net receiver. They are not donating an asset. They are joining a pool that

is already larger than their contribution.

And unlike conventional enterprise software, which is static between releases, a participating operator's
system improves continuously from work performed elsewhere, at no additional cost. The licence
appreciates.

2.5 The safety disclosure duty
Where EON identifies a pattern with life-safety implications, both parties are obligated to permit its

disclosure. Neither may suppress it.

This is the clause that makes the rest credible. A safety framing that can be overridden by a commercial

preference is not a safety framing.



3. Competition law

3.1 The risk, stated plainly

An intermediary receiving data from competing operators can become a channel through which those
competitors coordinate — a structure competition authorities describe as hub-and-spoke. The participants
need never communicate directly. Systematic exchange of sensitive information through a common
intermediary can itself constitute an unlawful concerted practice under Sherman Act &1, Article 101 TFEU and

comparable regimes.

We raise this before our customers' counsel does, because the architecture was designed around it.

3.2 Controls

Control Effect

Categorical exclusion (§2.3) The commercially decisive variables never enter the
system.

Aggregation threshold (§2.2) Nothing traceable to a single participant is ever released.

One-way flow Participants receive the corpus. No participant receives

information about another identified participant.

Temporal lag Learnings are drawn from historical windows. Nothing
current or forward-looking is released.

Purpose limitation The grant is limited to safety, competency and reliability,
in writing.
Third-party administration EON administers the corpus. No EON personnel act as an

informal channel between accounts.

3.3 Precedent

The model follows practice long accepted in safety-critical sectors: pooled incident reporting among oil and
gas operators, standards development in petroleum engineering, process safety collaboration in chemical

manufacturing, and confidential reporting and aggregated flight data systems in commercial aviation.

A candid note on safe harbours. The conditions authorities have historically examined — third-party
administration, aggregation across multiple participants, non-identifiability, historical rather than current data
— remain the operative test. But the formal enforcement safety zones that once codified them were
withdrawn in 2023. We therefore design to the principles and maintain a current outside-counsel opinion

rather than claiming shelter under a safe harbour that no longer exists.



4. Why we think this is right

Three reasons, in order of honesty.

First, it is the only version that works. No supermajor will contribute operational data under ambiguous

terms. A standard that operators can read, verify and audit is the precondition for any of this existing.

Second, the withheld knowledge is killing people. Industrial fatalities recur because each organisation learns
privately. The same isolation failure, the same confined-space error, the same seal degradation. Every
operator eventually pays the same tuition. Pooling the pattern — and only the pattern — is the cheapest

safety intervention available to this industry, and it requires no new technology.

Third, we believe provenance will become the durable asset. Datasets assembled without consent carry
unresolved liability. Datasets assembled with documented, narrow, reciprocal consent do not. We would

rather own a smaller corpus we can defend than a larger one we cannot.

5. What we ask of customers, and what we do not

We do not ask for: ownership of your data - rights to your raw capture - rights to train on anything

attributable to you - your commercial or operational parameters - exclusivity.

We ask for: a narrow, written right to carry de-identified patterns forward, limited to safeguarding personnel,
equipment reliability and workforce competency — subject to the multi-source threshold, the exclusion list,

your review window and the disclosure duty.

We give in return: the entire corpus, royalty-free, in perpetuity, across every sector we serve.

This paper describes EON's contracting standard and is not legal advice. Specific agreements are subject to

review by counsel in the relevant jurisdictions.
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