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programmable CAS latency and programmable burst length.  In order to determine whether the
use of alternatives to the Rambus technologies used in SDRAM is more costly than paying the
Rambus royalties, one can determine the additional variable costs associated with the alternatives
and compare them to the Rambus royalties that would be paid under the a license from Rambus. 
(Rapp, Tr. 9830-33).  Costs for alternatives to different features are additive; that is, to calculate
the costs associated with implementing alternatives to more than one feature simultaneously, one
would simply add the costs associated with the individual alternatives.  (Geilhufe, Tr. 9614).

Response to Finding 969: The statement in RPF 969 that “[i]n order to determine

whether the use of alternatives to the Rambus technologies used in SDRAM is more costly than

paying the Rambus royalties, one can determine the additional variable costs associated with the

alternatives and compare them to the Rambus royalties that would be paid under the a license

from Rambus” is misleading and contrary to the weight of the evidence because it implies that

each member of JEDEC is faced with the same costs to comply with the standard.  However,

JEDEC is composed of broad array of companies and individuals. (See, e.g., CCRF 4).  These

companies represent a broad cross-section of the semiconductor supply chain from around the

world and so would experience costs differently depending on where they are in the

semiconductor supply chain. (CCFF 212-213).  Furthermore, the comparison of manufacturing

costs and royalties is misleading because that comparison does not take into account the

differences between the two types of costs.  In particular, manufacturing costs are not subject to

hold-up and royalties are. (McAfee, Tr. 11241-11243).  Finally, there is no evidence in the record

that JEDEC members conducted this type of analysis in making decisions regarding what




