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MAIL STOP PATENT BOARD 
Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Post Office Box 1450 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
 
PETITION FOR COVERED BUSINESS METHOD PATENT REVIEW OF 
UNITED STATES PATENT NO. 5,191,573 PURSUANT TO 35 U.S.C. § 321, 

37 C.F.R. § 42.304 
 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 321 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.304, the undersigned, on behalf 

of and acting in a representative capacity for petitioner, Apple Inc. (“Petitioner” and 

real party in interest), hereby petitions for review under the transitional program for 

covered business method patents of claims 1, 2, 4, and 5 of U.S. Patent No. 5,191,573 

(“the ’573 Patent”), issued to Arthur R. Hair and currently assigned to SightSound 

LLC (“SightSound,” also referred to as “Applicant,” “Patent Owner,” or “Patentee”).  

Petitioner hereby asserts that it is more likely than not that at least one of the 

challenged claims is unpatentable for the reasons set forth herein and respectfully 

requests review of, and judgment against, claims 1, 2, 4 and 5 as unpatentable under 
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35 U.S.C. §§ 101 and 112.1 

                                                 
1 As discussed in Section I, infra, Petitioner has concurrently filed Petitions seeking 
covered business method review of the ’573 Patent requesting judgment against these 
same claims under §§ 102 and 103.  Petitioner has additionally filed Petitions seeking 
covered business method reviews of the (related) ’440 Patent requesting judgment 
against claims in that patent under § 101 for claiming patent ineligible subject matter 
and for obviousness-type double patenting in one Petition, and under §§ 102 and 103 
in a second concurrent Petition.  Petitioner notes that the Director, pursuant to Rule 
325(c), may determine at the proper time that merger or other coordination of these 
proceedings, including at minimum coordination of proceedings involving the same 
patent, is appropriate. 
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