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I. INTRODUCTION 

The primary issue before the Board on remand is the meaning of the claim 

term “hardware buffer.”  Claims 1-9 of the ’949 patent are directed to a multi-

processor system including “system memory and a hardware buffer for receiving an 

image header and at least one data segment of an executable software image.”  The 

claimed multi-processor system also includes a scatter loader controller configured 

“to scatter load each received data segment … directly from the hardware buffer to 

the system memory.”  Dependent claim 2 further recites that “the scatter loader 

controller is configured to load the executable software image directly from the 

hardware buffer to the system memory of the secondary processor without copying 

data between system memory locations on the secondary processor.”      

Analyzing this claim language, the Federal Circuit determined that “the 

meaning of ‘hardware buffer’ relates to the ability to move the software image 

‘directly’ to the second processor’s system memory and to avoid ‘copying data 

between system memory locations.’”  Intel Corp. v. Qualcomm Inc., 21 F.4th 801, 

810 (Fed. Cir. 2021) (hereinafter, the “Opinion”).  The court further found that 

“because claim 1 requires both a ‘system memory’ and a ‘hardware buffer,’ there 

must be some distinction between those two concepts.”  Id.   

The Federal Circuit determined, however, that these “conclusions from the 

claim language advance the claim-construction inquiry only so far.”  Id.  “What is 
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