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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
—————— 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
—————— 

Ex parte CHING Y. HUNG, JAGADEESH SANKARAN, RAVI P. SINGH, 
and STANLEY TZENG 

—————— 
Appeal 2022-000259 

Application 15/141,703 
Technology Center 2100 

—————— 
 

Before MAHSHID D. SAADAT, JASON J. CHUNG, and JOYCE CRAIG, 
Administrative Patent Judges. 

CRAIG, Administrative Patent Judge. 

DECISION ON APPEAL 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 134(a), Appellant1 appeals from the 

Examiner’s decision to reject claims 1–21. See Final Act. 1. We have 

jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 

We REVERSE. 

                                           
1 “Appellant” refers to “applicant” as defined in 37 C.F.R. § 1.42(a). 
Appellant identifies the real party in interest as NVIDIA CORPORATION. 
Appeal Br. 3. 
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CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The claims are directed to programmable vision accelerator. Claim 1, 

reproduced below, illustrates the claimed subject matter: 

1. A system for executing a collapsed multi-
dimensional loop, the system comprising: 

a memory that stores a loop configuration instruction for 
a multi-dimensional loop and stores a plurality of loop 
instructions included in a one-dimensional loop; 

a multi-dimensional address generator that generates a 
plurality of addresses according to an address pattern by: 

precomputing an address modifier for each 
dimension included in the multi-dimensional loop based 
on a respective number of iterations for each dimension 
included in the multi-dimensional loop and a respective 
weight associated with each dimension included in the 
multi-dimensional loop; and 

after precomputing the address modifiers for the 
dimensions of the multidimensional loop, generating the 
plurality of addresses by iteratively applying the 
precomputed address modifiers to a base address when a 
corresponding loop index is incremented; 
a load/store unit that accesses an object based on a first 

address from the plurality of addresses; and 
a vector unit that performs one or more operations on the 

object based on a first loop instruction included in the plurality 
of loop instructions. 

Appeal Br. 17 (Claims App.). 

REFERENCES 

The prior art relied upon by the Examiner is: 

Name Reference Date 
Thompson US 6,986,131 B2 Jan. 10, 2006 
Plotnikov US 2014/0188961 A1 July 3, 2014 

 



Appeal 2022-000259 
Application 15/141,703 

3 

REJECTIONS 

Claims 1–3, 6–16, 20, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 102(a)(l) as anticipated by Plotnikov. Final Act. 5–14. 

Claims 4, 5, and 17–19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 

unpatentable over Plotnikov and Thompson. Final Act. 15–19. 

 

ANALYSIS 

Appellant contends the Examiner erred in rejecting claim 1 as 

anticipated by Plotnikov. Appeal Br. 10. Appellant argues that Plotnikov 

does not disclose “precomputing an address modifier for each dimension 

included in the multi-dimensional loop based on a respective number of 

iterations for each dimension included in the multi-dimensional loop and a 

respective weight associated with each dimension included in the multi-

dimensional loop,” as recited in claim 1. Id. Appellant argues that “[a] multi-

dimensional array that contains elements, such as the multi-dimensional 

array disclosed in Plotnikov, is not a multi-dimensional loop, which can be 

used to iterate through the elements of the multi-dimensional array.” Reply 

Br. 5. Appellant further argues “Plotnikov discloses that each of the address 

offsets of Plotnikov is nothing more than a single scalar offset value for a 

single element of an array.” Id. (citing Plotnikov ¶¶ 102–104). According to 

Appellant, “[i]t is not possible for a single scalar offset value to represent 

multiple values, much less the multiple values corresponding to the 

precomputed address modifiers for each of the dimensions of a multi-

dimensional loop,” as required by claim 1. Id. 

A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in 

the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior 
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art reference. Therasense, Inc. v. Becton, Dickinson & Co., 593 F.3d 1325, 

1332 (Fed. Cir. 2010). Anticipation also requires the presence in a single 

prior art disclosure of all elements of a claimed invention “arranged as in the 

claim.” Id. (citing Connell v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 722 F.2d 1542, 1548 

(Fed. Cir. 1983)). 

The Examiner found that Plotnikov discloses generating address 

offsets for each element of a multi-dimensional structure and the multi-

dimensional structure has elements along each dimension. Ans. 3–4 (citing 

Plotnikov ¶ 106, Table 24). The Examiner found Plotnikov, therefore, 

discloses generating address offsets for each dimension of the multi-

dimensional structure. Id. The Examiner explained that, because the claims 

do not require a “single” or “only one” address modifier for each dimension 

or that an address modifier be reused, any of the plurality of address offsets 

generated for elements of a particular dimension is an address 

modifier/offset for that dimension. Id. 

Appellant persuades us that the Examiner erred. The Examiner did not 

identify where Plotnikov discloses “precomputing an address modifier for 

each dimension included in the multi-dimensional loop,” as recited in the 

disputed limitation of claim 1 (emphasis added). Nor did the Examiner 

explain sufficiently the relationship between a “dimension,” as recited in 

claim 1, and an “element” as disclosed in Plotnikov. In particular, the 

Examiner did not explain where Plotnikov discloses, either expressly or 

inherently that “any of the plurality of address offsets generated for elements 

of a particular dimension is an address modifier/offset for that dimension.” 

See Ans. 3–4. For these reasons, we are persuaded the Examiner erred in 
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finding the cited portions of Plotnikov disclose the disputed “precomputing” 

limitation of claim 1.  

Because we agree with at least one of the dispositive arguments for 

claim 1 advanced by Appellant, we need not reach the merits of Appellant’s 

other contentions. See Beloit Corp. v. Valmet Oy, 742 F.2d 1421, 1423 (Fed. 

Cir. 1984) (finding an administrative agency is at liberty to reach a decision 

based on “a single dispositive issue”).  

Accordingly, on the record before us, we reverse the Examiner’s 

anticipation rejection of independent claim 1. We also reverse the 

Examiner’s anticipation rejection of independent claims 10 and 20, which 

recite limitations of commensurate scope. We reverse the Examiner’s 

anticipation rejection of dependent claims 2, 3, 6–9, 11–16, and 21, which 

stand with the independent claims from which they depend. Regarding the 

obviousness rejection of remaining dependent claims 4, 5, and 17–19, the 

Examiner has not shown that Thompson overcomes the aforementioned 

deficiencies of Plotnikov. Accordingly, we reverse the Examiner’s 

obviousness rejection of dependent claims 4, 5, and 17–19.  

CONCLUSION 

We reverse the Examiner’s rejections of claims 1–21. 



Appeal 2022-000259 
Application 15/141,703 

6 

DECISION SUMMARY 

In summary: 

Claim(s) 
Rejected 

35 U.S.C. 
§ 

Reference(s)/ 
Basis Affirmed Reversed 

1–3, 6–16, 20, 
21 

102(a)(1) Plotnikov  1–3, 6–16, 
20, 21 

4, 5, 17–19 103 Plotnikov, 
Thompson 

 4, 5, 17–19 

Overall 
Outcome 

   1–21 

 

REVERSED 
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