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I. Introduction 

Boba, Inc. (“Petitioner”) requests Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) of claims 1-

23 of US 8,590,757 (“the ‘757 Patent”) issued on November 26, 2013 and assigned 

to The Ergobaby Carrier, Inc. (“PO”). Ex. 1001, ‘757 Patent.  

II. Summary of the ‘757 Patent 

A. Description of the Alleged Invention 

The ‘757 Patent discloses a child carrier that can be mounted on the front or 

back of the wearer. Id. at Abstract, 1:16-18, Figs. 1, 2. The carrier includes an 

adjustable waistband 20, a main panel 23, and adjustable shoulder straps 34 and 

35, which couple to the main panel at 44, away from its bottom edge. 

	 	  

 Id. at Figs. 3, 1; also 2:65-3:24, 3:37-46. 

B. Summary of the Prosecution History 

The ‘757 Patent was filed December 3, 2007; is a continuation of US 
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7,322,498, filed September 9, 2004; and claims priority to Provisional Application 

60/501,396, filed September 10, 2003 (Ex. 1005, Provisional Application). Ex. 

1001. 

On October 6, 2009, as-filed claims 1-17 were rejected as obvious over 

various prior art references. Ex. 1002,‘757 History, 10/6/2009 Rejection.  

In response, PO cancelled claims 1-17 and added new claims 18-37, 

including independent claims 18 and 36. Id. at 1/6/2010 Amendment. PO argued 

that the prior art did not teach: 1) “the wearer’s torso is substantially open to the 

area that carries the child”; 2) “both ends of each shoulder strap can couple to the 

same side of the main panel,” and 3) “the first ends of each shoulder strap [] lift the 

main panel to the outer side of the child carrying area.” Id. at pp.8-10. 

On April 28, 2010, the Examiner rejected all claims, primarily as anticipated 

by or obvious over US2002/0011503 (“Hwang”). Id. at 4/28/2010 Rejection.   

PO then amended independent claims 18 and 34 to require, in part, “the 

child carrier is configured to distribute the child’s weight to the wearer’s hips 

through the waistband.” Id. at 7/28/2010 Amendment, pp.2, 5. PO argued that 

Hwang does not teach: 1) “Distributing a Child’s Weight to the Wearer’s Hips” 

(id. pp.8-10); and 2) “A Carrier Adapted to be Worn in Front and Rear Carrying 

Positions” (id. pp.10-11). 

On October 4, 2010, the Examiner rejected the claims, primarily as obvious 
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