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applications that involved specific technologies proposed for, and
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information, in violation of JEDEC's operating rules and procedures, and
through other alleged bad-faith, deceptive conduct, the complaint charges
that Rambus purposefully sought to, and did, convey to JEDEC the
materially false and misleading impression that it had no relevant
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required patent-related disclosures, conveyed a materially false and
misleading impression - namely, that JEDEC, by incorporating into its
SDRAM standards technologies openly discussed and considered during
Rambus's tenure in the organization, was not at risk of adopting standards
that Rambus could later claim to infringe upon its patents."

According to the FTC's complaint, Rambus's challenged conduct has
caused or threatened to cause substantial harm to competition and
consumers because it has placed Rambus in a position to assert patent
rights over the relevant JEDEC standards, and to obtain substantial
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with those standards. Had Rambus properly complied with JEDEC's rules
and abstained from any misleading conduct, the FTC contends that this
likely would have impacted the content of the organization's SDRAM
standards, the terms on which Rambus could license any pertinent patent
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of Section 5 of the FTC Act, "has illegally monopolized, attempted to
monopolize, or otherwise engaged in unfair methods of competition in
certain markets relating to technological features necessary for the design
and manufacture of [SDRAM]."

While the FTC's complaint notes that the agency would have latitude to
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