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Customer perceptions of overall quality
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In the past 3 months, how 
would you rate overall 
examination quality?



Key drivers of customer perceptions
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• Odds ratios
– if customer rates rejection type to be correct “most/all of the time”, how 

much more likely will they be to rate overall quality as “good/excellent”?
• As with internal review findings, correctness of 35 USC §103 

rejections drives overall quality metrics
– impact of 35 USC §103 rejections has risen significantly since end of FY2018

Customers that indicate 103 
rejections are correct most/all of 
the time are over 8 times more 
likely to rate overall quality as 
good/excellent than if they were 
dissatisfied with the rejections 
made
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Rejections made
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Internal review findings
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External factors impacting quality 
examination: examiner perceptions
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Consider your interactions with applicants and/or their agents/attorneys.  To what extent did they 
facilitate high-quality patent prosecution with respect to…?
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Preventive and corrective actions
• Examiner training

– Technical training
– Refresher & Masters Level
– Non-patent literature training
– Technology Center specific trainings
– Examiner Quality Chat series

• Applicant training opportunities
• Technology Center Quality Action Plans



Thank you!

www.uspto.gov

Martin Rater
Chief Statistician, USPTO

martin.rater@uspto.gov
(571) 272-5966
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