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Petitioner American National Manufacturing, Inc. (“ANM” or “Petitioner”) 

files this Surreply in support of its Opposition (Paper 68) to Patent Owner Sleep 

Number Corp.’s (f/k/a Select Comfort Corp.) (“PO” or “Sleep Number”) Motion to 

Amend (Paper 42) (the “MTA”) and in response to PO’s Reply (Paper 81) (the 

“Reply”).  The appendix to the MTA provides a redline of proposed “Substitute 

Claim(s)” (or the “Proposed Amendment(s)”). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This Board correctly found all the Substitute Claims to be unpatentable over 

prior art.  See Prel. Guidance (Paper 77 at 6–11).  The Board’s guidance recognized 

that the Proposed Amendments add nothing more than non-distinguishing, generic 

limitations within the ambit of prior art and do nothing to add to patentability. 

The Reply does nothing to rebut the Board’s careful analysis, much less 

Petitioner’s analysis.  Instead providing cogent analysis, the MTA’s rebuttal 

arguments are not tied to claim language (or even a specific construction), 

misrepresent Petitioner’s positions and expert testimony to complexify and make 

strawman arguments, or are otherwise specious.   

Moreover, PO for the first time admits that the specification contains an error 

in a critical equation.  This renders the claims inoperative and un-enabled, among 

other things.   

Accordingly, the Board should deny the MTA. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Case No. IPR2019-00500 

Patent No. 9,737,154 

- 2 - 

 
WA 14551779.2  

II. ARGUMENT1 

A. The Proposed Amendments Fail To Meet The Statutory And 

Regulatory Requirements 

1. PO has not demonstrated support for the Proposed 

Amendments  

PO’s rebuttal is a meager one sentence asserting that Dr. Messner now has 

provide detailed support.  Reply at 1–2.  However, Dr. Messner himself admitted 

that his declaration merely parrots back claim language under the heading “My 

analysis.”  E.g., Ex. 1062 at 78:1–10.  He also admitted that he merely provides a 

bare list of citations (without analysis) under the heading “Support in Ex. . . .”.  E.g., 

Ex. 1062 at 86:6–15.  He also admitted that the vast majority of those citations are 

                                         

1 In § II.B of the Reply, PO argues that Petitioner improperly incorporates by 

references because the Opposition cites to more robust discussion provided in Dr. 

Phinney’s declaration.  As an initial matter, PO’s argument seems disingenuous 

given that PO itself effectively by citation incorporates by reference 28 pages of 

declaration testimony.   See Reply at 1–2 (“written description . . . is now further 

bolstered by Dr. Messner’s detailed mapping of the substitute claims to the original 

disclosure. (Exhibit 2079 ¶¶ 11-20.)”).  In stark contrast to the PO (see § II.A.1 infra 

discuss PO’s practice of merely providing string citations), the Opposition provides 

plain-English discussion in a level of detail demanded by this Board’s imposed page 

limits.  That discussion is supported by citation to evidence providing a more detail 

discussion.  Petitioner’s plain-English briefing is proper unlike PO’s string-citation 

briefing.   

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


