From: Warren Woessner [mailto:WWoessner@slwip.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 4:10 PM
To: patent_quality_comments
Subject: FW: PTO Request for Comments - Patent Examination Quality

Dear USPTO:
Following are my comments on Section V(5) -Proper Use of Interviews.
Examiners should be willing to, and encouraged, to grant interviews prior to a first action on the
merits as well as after final rejection. Examiners should get credit for more than one interview per
application.
Examiners should be responsive to requests that their Supervisor participate, and should be clear
about whether or not such participation is required. Examiners should offer to reschedule
interviews when a Supervisor unexpectedly cannot participate, with an appropriate amount of
lead time.
Examiners or attorneys should be encouraged to propose amended, or even new, claims orally or
in writing prior to the interview. If not presented at the interview itself, such claims would not
become part of the record.
A more general suggestion: The USPTO should re-establish the position(s) of Prosecution
Specialist(s) in the Pharma/Biotech art units (eg, 1600). These positons were once held by
Richard Schwartz, Brian Stanton and Margaret Parr. The Specialists acted as ombudsmen for the
applicants and attempted to mediate between Examiners and applicants, particularly in cases in
which agreement could not be reached on focussed issues and/or the dispute appeared to turn
on a particular point of law. The Specialists used to have real authority; they would review actions
without identifying the particular application in question (eg,, so that the applicant would not suffer
retaliation if the Specialist concluded that applicant's position was incorrect). If they felt that
applicant's position was correct, they had the power to direct the Examiner to allow some or all of
the claims, or at least could prevent the Examiner from filing an Answer if the claims went up on
appeal. I worked effectively and regularly with Prosecution Specialists, until Brian Stanton left the
Office and the program was, for all practical purposes, ended.
(This is a completely different approach than "second pair of eyes" review of Examiners'
allowances, which applicants took no part in, and which encouraged Examiner's not to allow
applications (for fear they would be found to have erred, and be penalized)).
Respectfully submitted,
Warren D. Woessner
Reg. no. 30,440.
Schwegman Lundberg & Woessner, P.A.
Minneapolis, MN
(Commenting as an individual).

From: Karen Canady [mailto:kayruun@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Karen Canady
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 6:41 PM
To: Warren Woessner
Subject: PTO Request for Comments - Patent Examination Quality
Dear Member of the AIPLA Biotechnology Committee,

If you would like to participate in commenting on the attached proposed patent examination
quality enhancement procedures, please let me know. Input is needed by Monday, February
22nd, to be included with AIPLA's reply. Comments can be directed to any or all parts of the
proposed procedure. The reply to the PTO is due by March 8 (new deadline).
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Karen S. Canady, Ph.D., Esq.
canady + lortz LLP
4201 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 622
Los Angeles, CA 90010
tel. 310.966.9400
cell 310.482.1360
fax. 909.494.4441
www.canadylortz.com
The message may contain material that is confidential and/or legally privileged. If you
are not the intended recipient, please destroy all copies of this message and notify the
sender. Thank you.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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