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X. Conclusion
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A POSA Would Not Look To Shiga To Find A Way To
Indicate To The Base Unit That A Connected Device Is

48VDC Capable
1.

Petitioner Provides No Reason Why A POSA
Would Have Used SE1 In Response To Standard

USB CommMmUNICAION c...ueeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeeeeneaees

SE1 Signal Disrupts Normal USB Communication

Used By Rogers System .........cccccveeeeciiieecciiieeciiee e,

SE1 Provides No Advantage Over Rogers' USB
Communication Protocol That Already Conveys

48VDC Configuration ...........cceveeeeeveeeesireeeesreeeeiveeenns

There Is No Reasonable Expectation Of Success Of

Applying SE1 In Rogers
1.

Shiga Is Not Analogous Art

Prior Art Does Not Teach Use Of SE1 Where USB

Communication Is Desired ........eevveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeaen,

Use Of SE1 in Rogers Requires Ability To
Distinguish Intentional SE1 Signal From

Unintentional SE1 Error ..o...evveeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens

a) Scenario 1: A POSA Would Believe That
Assuming SE1 As Coming From A 48VDC
Device Would Electrically Damage Low
Voltage Devices And Lead To Errors That

Are Difficult To Isolate .......oouvueeeeeeeeeeeeiieaaaeen,
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Specificity to The Inventions At Issue
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