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Methodology

* Semi-annual survey to coincide with external
quality perception survey

» Administered to random sample of 815
patent examiners covering all technologies
and grades

* Assess internal and external factors that
Impact examiners’ ability to provide high-
quality patent examination



Internal factors (overall) historic

During the past quarter, overall, how would you rate the internal USPTO
factors (training, tools coaching, etc.) that impactyour ability to
provide high-quality patent examination?
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Internal factors (overall) NPS

During the past quarter, overall, how would you rate the internal USPTO factors (training, tools
coaching, etc.) that impact your ability to provide high-quality patent examination?
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Good or
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14%
18%
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20%
17%
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24%

Net
Ratio Promoter
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6.00 50
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4.29 46
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Internal factors - FY24Q4

Satisfaction with Tools Change in % satisfied

from prior survey (all
statistically insignificant
unless noted)

Search tools 36% 46% +6%

Office action tools 22% 57% +12% -0

Application viewing tools 24% 58% +3%

Other electronic resources 16% A +4%

% of examiners
Very Dissatisfied or Dissatisfied =~ m Neutral B Satisfied or Very Satisfied

Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey



Internal factors — tools trends

% satisfied or very satisfied with tools to perform work
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Change in % satisfied

Internal factors - FY24Q4

Satisfaction with Training Opportunities statistically insignificant

unless noted)

Technical training 17% 53% +0%
Legal training 19% 47% +0%
Automation training 20% 38% -2%

Professional development 22% 36% +0%

Practice & procedure 19% 53% +0%

% of examiners
Very Dissatisfied or Dissatisfied =~ m Neutral B Satisfied or Very Satisfied

Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey



Internal factors - training trends

% satisfied or very satisfied with training opportunities
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Internal factors - FY24Q4
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Satisfaction with Training Effectiveness Change in % satisfied

from prior survey (all
statistically insignificant
unless noted)

Technical training 14% 65% +8% p=05

Legal training 16% 56% +5%

Automation training 16% 48% +2%

Professional development 19% 47% +7% p=.10

% of examiners
Very Dissatisfied or Dissatisfied =~ m Neutral B Satisfied or Very Satisfied

Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey



Internal factors - training trends

% satisfied or very satisfied with effectiveness of training
90%
80%
70%

50%

30%

20%
10%

0%
FY19Q4 FY20Q2 FY20Q4 FY21Q2 FY21Q4 FY22Q2 FY22Q4 FY23Q2 FY23Q4 FY24Q2 FY24Q4

———Technical e=——legal == Automation == Professional Development

1



Internal factors - FY24Q4

Level of satisfaction with the effectiveness of coaching/mentoring received to
maintain/improve the quality of work with respect to:

Technical Practice & Procedure

Change in % satisfied

from prior survey (all

statistically insignificant
unless noted)

+ 1% +2%
@ Satisfied / Very Satisfied @ Satisfied / Very Satisfied
ONeutral O Neutral
O Dissatisfied / Very Dissatisfied ODissatisfied / Very Dissatisfied

Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey
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Internal factors — mentoring trends

% satisfied or very satisfied with effectiveness of
coaching/mentoring
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Internal factors: key drivers

Odds ratio of factors against perception of internal quality environment

Training opportunities and effectiveness of training related to professional development were found to have the highest
odds ratio against Overall Internal Factors that impact ability to provide high-quality examination. That is, if a respondent
was satisfied with opportunities for or effectiveness of professional development training, the respondent is roughly 4 times
more likely to rate the overall internal factors as good/excellent.

Training opportunities: professional
development

Training effectiveness: professional —_——————— 7

development

Coaching/mentoring: technical RS 30

| P ——————— YY)

Coaching/mentoring: practice & procedure | 2.8

Training opportunities: technical training e 2.8

Due to sample size constraints, key driver analyses are based on cumulative historic data and may not necessarily reflect the
currentreporting period.
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External factors (overall) historic

During the past quarter, overall, how would rate the various external
factors (patent applicants/agents/attorneys and their interactions) that
Impactyour ability to provide high-quality patent examination?
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External factors (overall) NPS

During the past quarter, overall, how would rate the various external factors (patent

applicants/agents/attorneys and their interactions) that impact your ability to provide high-quality
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Good or
Excellent
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57%
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49%
43%
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Poor or
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11%
14%
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16%
14%
17%
11%
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14%
15%
12%
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12%
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Net

Ratio Promoter

6.11
5.18
4.73
3.64
3.27
2.69
3.79
3.06
4.55
3.86
4.23
3.71
3.53
4.83
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4.31
4.58
4.08
2.88
3.40

Score
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External factors - FY24Q4
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Applicants facilitate high quality by:

Clarity & completeness of spec 25% 23%

Clarity of claims 40% 14%

Manageable # of claims 32% Ay

Claims drafted to capture concept of invention 46% 13%

% of examiners reporting
Small Extent B Moderate Extent B Large Extent

Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey

Change in % large
extent from prior

survey (all statistically
insignificant unless noted)

+5%

+0%

+0%

-3%



External factors - FY24Q4

Applicants facilitate high quality by:

Claims vary reasonably from broad to narrow

Art cited in IDS is material to patentability

Clarity of translations for foreign apps

Clarity & completeness of drawings

24%

% of examiners reporting
Small Extent B Moderate Extent W Large Extent
Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey
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42% 17%

65% 7

X

59% 11%

27%

Change in % large
extent from prior
survey (all statistically
insignificant unless noted)

-1%

+0%

-1%

+2%



External factors - FY24Q4
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Applicants facilitate high quality by:
Clarity of response to office actions = 18% 31%

Thoroughness of response to address specific
issue(s) set forth in office action

17% 26%

Citation to spec that provide support for newly
added claim limitations

46% PAN

Preparedness to efficiently and effectively conduct
interviews

12% 43%

Professional demeanor displayed in interview to
advance prosecution

‘

4 68%

% of examiners reporting
Small Extent B Moderate Extent W Large Extent
Source: USPTO FY24Q4 Internal Quality Survey

Change in % large
extent from prior

survey (all statistically
insignificant unless noted)

-4%

-9% p=05

+0%

+0%

+6%



External factors: key drivers

Odds ratio of factors against perception of external quality environment

Clarity of translations for foreign applications was found to have the highest odds ratio against Overall External Factors that
impact ability to provide high-quality examination. That is, if a respondent was satisfied with the clarity of translations, the
respondent is roughly 6 to 7 times more likely to rate the overall external factors as good/excellent. Interview-related
factors are also strong drivers of perceptions.

Clarity of translations for foreign applications | 6.6

Professional demeanor displayed in interview
to advance prosecution

Preparedness to efficiently and effectively
conduct an interview

el 53

S —

Citation to the spec to support new claim £ 5
limitations

Claims vary reasonably in scope from broad
to narrow

———— 5.2

Due to sample size constraints, key driver analyses are based on cumulative historic data and may not necessarily reflect the
currentreporting period.
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Relationship of internal USPTO

factors and external factors

External Fair

21
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35% of respondents
indicated both internal
and external quality-
related factors are “good
or excellent”

11% of respondents
indicated both internal
and external quality-
related factors are “poor
or very poor”.



Examiners’ quality environment
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