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TABLE OF DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Term

Meaning

The ‘391 Application

U.S. Patent Application No. 07/586,391

The ‘440 Patent

U.S. Patent No. 5,966,440

The ‘440 Reexamination

Ex Parte Reexamination Application No. 90/007,407

The ‘497 Application

U.S. Patent Application No. 07/206,497

The 573 Patent

U.S. Patent No. 5,191,573

The ‘573 Reexamination

Ex Parte Reexamination Application No. 90/007,402

The ‘734 Patent

U.S. Patent No. 5,675,734

Board Patent Trial and Appeal Board
BPAI Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences
. CompuSound, Inc.; CompuSonics Corp.; and
CompuSonics ComEuSonics Video CorI[)). P
ITMS 1Tunes Music Store
Patent Owner SightSound Technologies, LLC
Petitioner Apple Inc.
PTO United States Patent and Trademark Office
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