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Statement of  Material Facts 

 Patent Owner did not submit a statement of  material facts in its Patent 

Owner’s Response. Therefore, this reply need not provide a response pursuant to 37 

C.F.R. § 42.23(a), and no facts are admitted. 
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I. Introduction 

The challenged ’550 patent broadly claims an adaptor that departs from the 

USB specification by supplying VBUS current without regard to conditions set forth 

in the USB specification.  The prior art Rogers patent teaches exactly that—for the 

specific purpose of providing more power than USB-compliant devices were intended 

to provide.  Patent Owner argues that Rogers taught only departing from the USB 

voltage limits, not the USB current limits, and that a person of skill in the art would have 

otherwise felt rigidly restricted by the USB specification.  Neither the teachings of the 

Rogers patent nor the established standards of obviousness are so restrictive. 

The Rogers patent specifically described a “modified USB for interconnection of 

telephone accessories to the disclosed LAN telephone,” distinguishing this “modified 

USB” from standard USB.  Nothing in the Rogers patent suggests that its departure 

from the USB specification was limited to a higher voltage.  Indeed, the Rogers patent 

specifically criticized the USB current limits and provided examples that would result 

in higher currents.  Likewise, Rogers taught a 48V-compatible query and response 

protocol that departed from the strict USB specification.  In light of these teachings, 

one skilled in the art would not have felt rigidly bound by the USB specification. 

Patent Owner responds by changing the teachings of the Rogers patent.  With 

testimony from Dr. Fernald and Mr. Rogers himself, Patent Owner seeks to limit the 

teachings of the Rogers patent to the specific commercial embodiment that 
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