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AMERICAN NATIONAL MANUFACTURING INC., 
Petitioner, 

v. 

SELECT COMFORT CORPORATION,1

Patent Owner. 
____________ 

Case No. IPR2019-00500 
Patent No. 9,737,154 

____________ 

PATENT OWNER’S PRELIMINARY RESPONSE 

1 Sleep Number Corporation, not Select Comfort Corporation, is the patent owner. 

To date, Petitioner has not made any effort to rectify this error.  
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