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Methodol ogy™

Pur pose: Assess satisfaction with PTO process and standards

Survey Items  Someredesign, but wanted to maintain
& Scales. compar ability with previous administrations

Summary of Changesin 1999 Survey:

M or e specific questions on problem resolution

Added an open-ended item on types of problems
encountered

Asked about different topicsin the changein service
section

Someitemsthat were not utilized in analysisor that
wer e difficult for respondentsto understand were
deleted from the survey

New items added

¢ How torepresent patent processing timeand
reasonable goals for processing time

+ Efficiency of the examination process

* Appendix A describesthe methodology in mor e detail.
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Methodology (cont.)

Survey Items
& Scales: (cont.)

Adjustment to Scales.

e Changed theresponsechoicesin the section on
patent standards (11 questions) to be compar able
totherest of the satisfaction questions

¢ Moved from a 3-point satisfaction scale to a 2-point
satisfaction scale with a neutral mid-point

¢ Using statistical analysis, adjusted 1998 survey
satisfaction number s on the compar able questions
to beableto show % changein satisfaction for

effected questions
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Methodology (cont.)

Survey
Administration:  From May 14, 1999 to August 4, 1999

4 mailings.
e Advanceletter —May 14

e Initial survey packet (cover letter, survey
return envelope) —June 4

e Reminder Postcard —June 16

e Second mailing to nonrespondents (cover letter,
survey, return envelope) — July 2

e Closed data collection — August 4

Response 7,565 Surveys mailed
Rates: 2,472* Surveysreturned complete

35%  Overall patent responserate
Results: e Weighted percentsare used throughout thisreport
e Unweighted N’sare provided for some selected analyses

* After the close of data collection, about 120 additional completed surveys wer e received.
These data areincluded in the above responserate calculations but are not included in the
data analysis.
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Sampling and Weighting




Sampling and Weighting*

SampleFiles 7 separ ate files (one for each technology area) were pulled from
the Patent Application Locator & Monitoring System (PALM).

File Cleaning: Deleted duplicate recordsto get onerespondent per address.
Deleted recordswith incomplete address infor mation.

Sample Selection: Goal wasto sample approximately 1,250 respondentsin each
technology area. Targeted number of completed surveysin each
technology area was 500. Thisassured appropriate representation
for each technical area.

Technology  Patent Filer Mail-Out  Number of

Sample Sizes: Area Population Size Completes
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) 10,078 966 302
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) 15,429 1,096 315
Communications & Info. Proc. (2700) 13,904 1,099 312
Physics, Optics, Semiconductors, etc. (2800) 17,192 1,097 319
Designs (2900) 9,658 1,008 356
Transport., Construction, Agr., etc. (3600) 13,254 1,097 318
Mech. Eng., Mfg, & Products (3700) 18,073 1,112 428

* Appendix B presents mor e detail regarding the sampling and weighting procedur es employed.
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Sampling and Weighting (cont.)

Weighting:

o Each respondent was assigned a weight based on sampling
rate and nonresponse adjustment. Minimized errors
resulting from nonresponse differences.

e Between technology areas
e Between rare, occasional, and frequent patent filers

e Replaced the use of a small telephone nonresponse
follow-up

o Weighted survey results provide unbiased estimatesfor:

e Entirepatent filer population
e Each technology area
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Who Were the Respondents?

A Demographic Profile
of Participants




Al. What isyour affiliation? (Fill in all that apply)*

1999 1998 1996 1995

% % % %

** Federal government agency (n=43)*** 2 2 1 1
University or college (n=21) 1 1 1 3
Large business (n=383) 16 18 30 34
Small business (n=183) 7 6 1 2
Law firm (n=1,470) 64 67 48 39
Individual inventor (n=263) 11 8 18 31
Other (Specify) (n=123) 5 3 6 6

*  Percents may sum to more than 100% because more than one response could be chosen.

** Response categories changed from 1995/1996 to 1998/1999. The question is still comparable
from year to year.

*** Numbers in parentheses are unweighted N’s for 1999 survey results.

There was very little change from the 1998 affiliation profile. Law firms
continue to make up about two-thirds of the survey population.
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A2. How often did you contact the PTO for
oroducts or services over the past year?

1999 1998 1996 1995

% % % %
Never (n=48)* 2 2 4 6
Only once (n=56) 2 2 5 4
Rarely (n=95) 4 3 4 5
Occasionally (n=440) 19 13 16 17
Often (n=1,705) 73 80 71 68

* Numbers in parentheses are unweighted N's for 1999 survey results.

There was a slight decrease in respondents “often” contacting the PTO.
This is closer to the 1996 profile of frequency of contact. The slight
increase in occasional contact could be due to the slight increase in the
number of individual inventors.
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A3. What isyour relationship with the PTO?*

1999 1998 1996 1995

% % % %
Not a customer (n=8)** 0 0 2 2
A former customer (n=17) 1 0 2 2
A one-time customer (n=65) 3 2 5 5
An occasional customer (n=154) 6 5 10 10
A frequent, but not continuous
customer (n=155) 7 3 5 7
A continuous customer (n=1,941) 83 90 76 74

* Question wording changed slightly from 1998 to 1999. The question is still comparable
from year to year.

** Numbers in parentheses are unweighted N’s for 1999 survey results.

There was a decrease in the number of customers with a continuous

relationship with the PTO. Still, 90% comprise frequent and continuous
customers.
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Demographic Profile — In Summary

e About two-thirds of the respondents are from law
firms, followed by large business (16%). Individual
Inventors make up 11% of the survey population.

e About three-quartersof the respondents often
contact the PTO duringtheyear. Therewasa dight

shift from often to occasional contact between 1998
and 1999.

e Ove 80% of therespondents are continuous
customers and another 7% are frequent customers.
Therewasa 7% decrease in the number of
continuous customer s from 1998 and 1999.
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What the Data Shows




A Review of Results By:.

e Most and Least Satisfied Questions

e Most Dissatisfied Questions

e Major Changesfrom 1998 Data

e Questions Grouped Into Five Factors

e QuestionsPertainingtothe Overall
Patent Process

e QuestionsHaving the Greatest |mpact
on Overall Satisfaction (Key Drivers)

e Demographic Differences
e Resultsby Technology Areas
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An Absolute
View of Results




Most and Least
Satisfied Questions




What Respondents Were Most Satisfied With

Survey % Satisfied

ltem #

B1. Treat with courtesy each time 84%
you contact us

C3AP2.  Clarity of application instructions 77%

C3AP1.  Amount of time needed to submit 77%
required information

Céc. Overall courteousness 70%
(handling of problems)

C30P2. Fairness of the final decision 67%

C30P1. Outcome met your objectives 67%
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What Respondents Were Most Satisfied With (cont.)

Survey
ltem #

B10.

B2.

B4.

C3SR1.

Conduct a thorough search during
patent examination process

Direct you promptly to the proper
office or person

Clear written communications
of position of examiners

Assistance at time convenient
to you

04 Satisfied

64%

63%

63%

63%

Respondents were most satisfied with key aspects of service, including
courtesy of the PTO staff, the application process, outcome of the
examination process, and examination quality.

P-21
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What Respondents Were Least Satisfied With

Survey % Satisfied

ltem #

Cé6a. Handling of delays 24%

Cé6b. Handling of mistakes 29%

C3T3. Length of process from 3204
payment of fee to grant

C6d. The way your problem or 33%
difficulty was handled

C3T2. Length of process from 34%
filing to grant

B5. Respond to status letters 38%
within 30 days of receipt

B8. Match properly addressed 41%

faxes of Formal Amendments
with file and deliver to
examiner within 3 days
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What Respondents Were Least Satisfied With (cont.)

Survey % Satisfied
ltem #
B9. Mail correct filing notices 41%
within 30 days of receipt
B7. Deliver Informal faxes to o
examiners within 1 business 42%
day of receipt
C3T1. Length of application process 45%

Respondents were least satisfied with the handling of problems,
timeliness of the process, and certain process time standards (status
letters, faxes, and filing notices).

P-23 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




Most Dissatisfied
Questions




What Respondents Were Most Dissatisfied With

Survey % Dissatisfied

ltem #

Cé6b. Handling of mistakes | | 51%

Céa. Handling of delays | | 48%

C3T3. Length of process from | | 47%
payment of fee to grant

Céd. The way your problem or | | 40%
difficulty was handled

B5. Respond to status letters | | 38%
within 30 days of receipt

C3T2. Length of process from | | 38%

filing to grant

B9. Mail correct filing notices | 137%
within 30 days of receipt

131%

C3T1. Length of application process |

There were high levels of dissatisfaction with the handling of problems
and timeliness of the process. The two items on delivery of faxes appear
on the least satisfied list but are not on the most dissatisfied list.
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Absolute View of Results—In Summary

Most Satisfied

o Courteous Service

o TheApplication Procedures
o Examination Quality

o Outcome of the Process

L east Satisfied

e Problem Resolution
e Timdiness of the Process

> From payment to grant
> From filing to grant
> Length of application process (filing receipt issued)

e Process Time Standards

> Statusinformation
> Internal standards on fax submissions
> Filing notices
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Absolute View of Results—In Summary (cont.)

Most Dissatisfied

e Problem Resolution
e Timdiness of the Process

o Meeting Process Standards on Status L ettersand Filing
Notices
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A Comparison with
1998 Results




Survey
ltem #

C3P1.

C3P2.

B11.

C3T1.

C3AP1.

B2.

B3.

Major | mprovements from 1998 (8% or more)
Ranked by % Change

PTO fees for patent application**

Good value for PTO fees paid**

Respond w/in 30 days to papers
filed after examiner allows
application

Length of application process

Amount of time needed to submit
required information

Direct you promptly to the
proper office or person

Return phone calls w/in 1
business day

0 % Sat 1999

0% Sat 1998

| 49
.
| 49
| 36
| 54
| 42
|45
|33
|77
| 66
|63
|52
|58
| 49

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Question wording changed slightly from 1998 to 1999. The questions are still comparable to 1998.
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% Change in
Satisfaction
from 1998

+18*

+13*

+12*

+12*

+11*

+11*

+9*
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Major | mprovements from 1998 (8% or more)
Ranked by % Change (cont.)

Survey % Change in
ltem # Satisfaction
- O % Sat 1999 0% Sat 1998 from 1998
B8. Match properly addressed faxes | a1
of Formal Amendments with file and | +9*
deliver to examiner within 3 days** 32
33
Ccéd. The way your problem or | +0%
difficulty was handled Q 24
, 24 *
Cé6a. Handling of delays ; +9
15
B4. Clear written communications 63 +8*
of position of examiners | 55
C3SR1. Assistance at a time convenient |63 +8*
to you |55
Co6b. Handling of mistakes
21

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Question wording changed slightly from 1998 to 1999. The questions are still comparable to 1998.

Major improvements were made in perceptions about fees paid, key
telephone service issues, length of the application process (filing notices),
and responding to papers filed after application allowance.
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Major | mprovements from 1998 — In Summary

e Thelargest improvement wasin satisfaction with
feesfor patent applications. Good value for fees
paid also showed a high level of improvement.

e Thelength of application process covering issuance
of filing receiptswas a problem area last year and
Improved by 12% thisyear

e Telephoneservicein termsof directing calls
promptly to proper office or person and returning
calls continuesto improve

e Thehandling of delays and mistakes, while still very
low, showed some improvement
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Declines from 1998

e Therewerenomajor declinesfrom
1998 to 1999

e Theonly areathat declined at all was
length of process from payment of issue
feeto patent grant (C3T3). Thedecline
was only 2%.
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Trends 1995 to 1996
(33 comparable items - differences in % satisfied)

20 1

18
18

16 A
14 A
12 A

# of Items 10 A

2 7 1
0 0 ] O

1-5% 6-10% >10% 0 1-5% 6-10% >10%

Declined Improved

Responses to only 7 of the 33 items improved from 1995 to 1996.

P-33 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




Trends 1996 to 1998
(33 comparable items - differences in % satisfied)

16 7
14

14 ~

12 A

10 1

# of ltems 8 A

1-5% 6-10% >10% 0 1-5% 6-10% >10%

Declined Improved

Responses to 23 of the 33 items improved from 1996 to 1998.
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Trends 1998 to 1999
(29 comparable items - differencesin % satisfied)

20 7

18 A
16

16 A
14 A
12 A

# of ltems 10 A

2 7 1 1
0 0
O T T T
1-5% 6-10% >10% 0 1-5% 6-10% >10%
Declined Improved

Responses to 27 of 29 items improved from 1998 to 1999. Only one item
declined (2%) and one remained the same. Unlike last year, the majority of
improvements are in the 6-10% range.
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Major Changes from 1998 — In Summary

e Therewasonly one minor declinein comparableitems
from 1998 to 1999
e Major improvementsfrom 1998 include:
¢ Thelength of timeuntil thefiling receipt isissued
¢ Perceptions about fees

¢ Customer serviceareas (direct callsto proper office/person
and returning calls, assistance at a time convenient to
customer)

+ Examination quality
+ Handling of mistakes (still very low)

e Most of theimprovementswerein the 6 to 10% range
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What Did the Survey Measure?

A Summary of the Factor
Analysis Results*

* Appendix C providesa description of the analytic procedures,




The Five Factors

e Application and Examination
Process

e Customer Service
e Timdiness
e Problem Resolution

e Changein Service
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Application and Examination Process

Survey ltem #

B4

B10

C3AP1

C3AP2

C30P1

C30P2

C30P3

P-39

Clear written communications of position of examiners
Conduct athorough search during patent examination process
Amount of time needed to submit required infor mation
Clarity of the application instructions

Outcome met your objectives

Fairness of the final decision

Efficiency of the examination process
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Customer Service

Survey ltem #

Bl

C3SC1

C3SC2

C3SR1

C3SR2

C3SR3

CeC

P-40

Treat you with courtesy each time you contact us

Ability to provide accurate answer s to questions
Genuinely committed to providing the best possible service
Assistance at a time convenient to you

Prompt and helpful service

Flexibility in trying to address your needs

Overall courteousness (handling of problems)
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Timeliness

Survey ltem #

B2

B3

B5

B6

B7

B8

B9

Bll

P-41

Direct you promptly to the proper office or person
Return phone callswithin 1 business day
Respond to status letter swithin 30 days of receipt

Disseminate infor mation on changesin practices and procedures
befor e effective date

Deliver Informal faxesto examinerswithin 1 business day of
r eceipt

Match properly addressed faxes of Formal Amendmentswith
fileand deliver to examiner within 3 days

Mail correct filing notices within 30 days of receipt

Respond within 30 daysto papersfiled after examiner allows
application
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Timeliness (cont.)

Survey ltem #

C3T1 Length of application process
C3T2 Length of processfrom filing to grant

C3T3 Length of processfrom payment of feeto grant

Additional Relevant Questions*

C1l How should the PTO represent patent processing time?

C2 What isareasonable goalsfor processing time?

* These questions were not included in factor analysis because they do not specifically
ask about satisfaction.
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Problem Resolution*

Survey ltem #

C6a Handling of delays
C6b  Handling of mistakes

Ceéd Theway your problem or difficulty was handled

Additional Relevant Questions**

C4 Have you experienced any problemsor difficultieswith PTO
servicesover the past year ?

C5 Was your problem resolved?

* Includesonly customerswho experienced a problem or difficulty over the past year.

** These questionswer e not included in factor analysis because they do not specifically
ask about satisfaction.
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Changein Service

Survey ltem #

C8a Handling of problems/complaints compared to previousfilings
C8b  Timeliness of patent grant compared to previousfilings

C8c  Quality of patent search compared to previousfilings

C8d  Written communications compared to previousfilings

C8e Proactiveindividualized service compared to previousfilings

C8f  Timely filing receipts compared to previousfilings

C8g Accuratefiling receipts compared to previousfilings

C8h  Phone callsreturned w/in 1 day compared to previousfilings

C8i Directed promptly to proper person compared to previousfilings

P-44
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How Well Did PTO Do On Each Factor?

Average Percent Satisfied or Better*

Application and Examination

Process 67%
Customer Service 61%
Timeliness 45%

Change in Service 30%

Problem Resolution 29%

* For each respondent, average percent satisfied is calculated by summing the number of items
for which a person responded 4 (satisfied) or 5 (very satisfied) then dividing by the total number
of items answered and multiplying by 100. For the change in service factor, a 4 or 5 indicated a
response of better or much better, respectively.

The application and examination process factor is the most positive and the problem
resolution factor the least positive. The average percent better for the items in
change in service is 30%.
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A Review of Results
by the 5 Factors




Application and
Examination Process




Application and Examination Process
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

Survey ltem # 0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral @ % Satisfied | Satisfaction
from 1998

C3AP2. Clarity of the application *
instructions °| 18 7 +6

C3AP1. Amount of time needed to submit 4 19 77 +11*
required information

C30P2. Fairness of the final decision 9 24 67 +6*

C30P1. Outcome met your objectives 8 25 67 +5*

B10. Conduct a thorough search during 16 20 64 +7*
patent examination process

B4. Clear written communications of 17 20 63 +8*
position of examiners

C30P3. Efficiency of the examination 23 26 51 .
process

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** New question for 1999.

Respondents are positive about the application submission procedures and examination
quality. Both areas showed improvement over 1998 levels. About one-half are positive
about efficiency of the process. Satisfaction about the time needed to submit required
information showed the highest positive change from 1998.
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Application and Examination Process —
ln Summar

Customer s continue to have a positive view about the
application submission procedures

¢ Therewasan impressive 11% improvement over 1998
results concer ning the amount of time needed to submit
required information

Over two-thirds of customers believe the outcome met
their objectives and the final decision wasfair. These
items increased by 5% and 6%, respectively, over 1998
levels.

Examination quality (questions B4 and B10) continuesto
Improve and close to two-thirds of the respondents gave
satisfactory ratings

Just over one-half are satisfied with the efficiency of the
examination process (new guestion). Closeto one-
guarter gave negative ratings.
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Customer Service




Customer Service
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

Survey ltem # 0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral @% Satisfied | Satisfaction
from 1998

B1. Treat you with courtesy each time *

you contact us > = +6
Céc. Overall courteousness

(handling of problems) 10 20 70 +6*
C3SR1. Csﬁistance at a time convenient to 13 24 63 +8*
C3SC1. Ability to provide accurate 21 23 56 5

answers to questions
C3SR2. Prompt and helpful service 18 27 55 +6*
C3SR3. Flexibility in trying to address your

needs 22 27 51 o
C3SC2. Genuinely committed to providing

the best possible service 2l 29 o +7*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Courtesy to customers and assistance at a time convenient to customers
are the most positive. All areas of service showed improvements of 5%
or more over 1998 levels.
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Customer Service—In Summary

All areas of Customer Service showed improvements of 5% or
more over 1998 levels

Courtesy of PTO gtaff to customer s continues at high levels of
satisfaction

Most respondents believe that assistanceisprovided at atime
convenient to the customer

While many aspects of Customer Service (e.g., genuinely
committed, flexibility, prompt and helpful service) still have
satisfaction levels under 60%, they all showed improvement
from 1998 levels

All itemsunder Customer Service havelessthan one-quarter
dissatisfied

¢ 1IN 1998, three areasof Customer Service had dissatisfaction
levels of 25% or more (flexibility in addressing need, genuinely
committed to service, and providing accur ate answers)
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Timeliness
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

Survey ltem # Satisfaction
O % Dissatisfied O% Neutral O % Satisfied from 1998
B2. Direct you promptly to the proper
office or person 18 19 63 +11*
B3. Return telephone calls w/in 1 24 18 58 +O*
business day
B6. Disseminate info on changes in
practices and procedures before 17 27 56 0
effective date
B11. Respond w/in 30 days to papers %
filed after examiner allows the 1 28 . *12
application
C3T1. Length of application process 31 24 45 +12*
B7. Deliver Informal faxes to
examiners w/in 1 business day 27 sl 42 7
of receipt
B9. Mail correct filing notices 37 22 41 *k
w/in 30 days of receipt

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Standard changed from 19 days in 1998 and is not comparable to 1999 question.
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Timeliness (cont.)
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

Satisfaction
Survey ltem # 0 % Dissatisfied 0% Neutral @ % Satisfied | "¢ 1099
B8. Match properly addressed faxes of N
Formal Amendments with file and 28 31 4L +9
deliver to the examiner w/in 3 days**
B5. Respond to status letters w/in 30 38 24 38 +3
days of receipt
C3T2. Length of process from filing 38 28 34 +1
to grant**
C3T3. Length of process from payment of 47 21 32 2
fee to grant**

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Question wording changed slightly from 1998 to 1999. The questions are still comparable to 1998.

Telephone service and disseminating information about procedural changes are
the most favorable. Timeliness of the process, meeting quality/time standards
for filing receipts and fax deliveries, and status inquiries are the least favorable.
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Timeliness—In Summary

e Telephone service standards, in terms of directing customers promptly
to the proper office or person and returning calls within one business
day, arethe most positive and continue to show improvement.
Customers are also satisfied with information on changes being
disseminated before effective date.

e Processtimein termsof length of timefrom filing to grant, and from
issue fee payment to grant, have the highest levels of dissatisfaction.
Closeto one-half of the respondents wer e dissatisfied with thetime
from payment of feeto grant. Thisisalso supported by numerous
write-in comments about the delays between payment of fee and grant,
and by a decline of 2% from 1998.

e Meeting time standar ds concerning responding to statusletters and
mailing correct filing notices,* aswell aslength of the application
process have dissatisfaction levels over 30%

e |Improvementsof 10% or morein satisfaction from 1998 levels
occurred in directing customer s promptly, responding to papersfiled,
and length of the application process

* Consider separating question B9 (mailing correct filing notices within 30 days) into two
questionsin order to collect responsesfor accuracy and timeliness separ ately.
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How Should the PTO
Represent Patent
Processing Time?




Cl. From your perspective, how should the PTO represent patent
processing time?

PTO’sinternal processingtime 33%

PTO’sinternal processing time plus
applicant’ s processing time (application

receipt date to patent/abandonment) 42%
Other* 3%
No opinion 22%

* Other responsesincluded “both 1 and 2" and miscellaneous r esponses.

The most frequent response was PTO’s internal processing time plus
applicant’s processing time. It should be noted that 22% had no opinion.

P-58 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Blotechnology and Organic Chemistry (1600)
23
21
Frequency % 18 17 Average =
(n=91)** 11 11.6 months
7
3
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 19-24 Over 24
PTOSTnternal Processing Time (in montns)
28
Frequency % Average =
(n=112) 19.5 months

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.

P-59 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Chemical and M aterials Engineering (1/00)
22 22

19 20
Frequency % Average =
(n=77)** 11 12.0 months

5
1
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 1924  Over 24
PTO slnternal Processing Time (in-months)

33 33
Frequency % Average =
(n=107) 18.4 months

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.
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C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Communications and Information Processing (Z70D)

28

21
19

Frequency % Average =
(n=86)** = 12.2 months

0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 19-24 Over 24
PTO’sInternal Processing Time (in months)

34

Average =
19.9 months

Frequency %
(n=104)

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.

P-61 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Physics, Optics, Semiconductors, and Electrical Engineering (2800)

34
Frequency % Average =
(n=91)** 12.9 months
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 19-24 Over 24
PTQO’sInternal Processing Time (in months)
34
Frequency % Average =
(n=102) 19.0 months

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.
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C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Designs (2900)
Frequency % 19 21 Average =
(n=93)** 8.1 months
10
4
0 2
03 46 7-9 10-12 1318 19-24 Over 24

PTO’sInternal Processing Time (in months)

51

Average =
12.9 months

Frequency %
(n=134)

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.
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C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

Transportation, Construction, Agriculture, and Security (3600)

34
28
Frequency % Average =
(n=66)** 10.0 months
14
12
8
3
1
0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 19-24 Over 24
PTO sinternal Processing Time (in-months)
31 32
Frequency % - Average =
(n=91) 16.9 months
11
3
1 2
0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36

PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.
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C2. For the processing time you selected in C1, what is a reasonable goal
(in months) for each technology area that you selected in A4?7*

M echanical- EngeeringManufacturing—and-Products (300)

Frequency % Average =

(n=125)** 13 12 . 12.2 months

0-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-18 19-24 Over 24
PTOSTnternal Processing Time (in montns)

29 30

Frequency % 22 Average =

(n=139) 17.0 months
12

1 2

0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 Over 36
PTO’sInternal Processing Time Plus Applicant’s Processing Time (in months)

* Results shown areonly for those responding in the same technology area for which they were
selected to respond to the survey.
** Numbersin parentheses are unweighted N’sfor 1999 survey results.
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How the PTO Should Represent Patent
Processing Time—In Summary

e Themost frequent response given was that patent processing time
should berepresented as PTO’sinternal processing time plus
the applicant’s processing time (application receipt dateto
patent/abandonment). Notethat 22% had no opinion.

¢ Theaveragereasonable goal for total processing time (C2) by
technology arearangesfrom alow of 12.9 monthsfor Designs
(2900) to a high of 19.9 monthsfor Communications and
I nformation Processing (2700). Two other technology areas
(1600 and 2800) are also in the 19 month range and two arein
the 17 month range (3700 and 3600).

e Theaveragereasonablegoal for PTO’sinternal processing time
ranges from alow of 8.1 monthsfor Designs (2900) to a high of
12.9 monthsfor Physics (2800). Except for Transportation
(3600), which isat 10 months, all of the other technology ar eas
arein the 12 month range.

e Overall, theaverageinternal processing timeisabout 12 months
and internal time plus applicant’s processing timeisjust over 18
months (excluding designs which is much lower for both).
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Problem Resolution




Problem Resolution
Ranked by % Satisfied

Survey ltem #

% Change in

. o . Satisfaction
For those that had a problem... O % Dissatisfied 0% Neutral O % Satisfied from 1998
C6d. The way your problem or 40 27 33 +9*
difficulty was handled
C6b. Satisfaction with handling 51 20 29 +8*
of mistakes
C6a. Satisfaction with handling 48 28 24 +0*
of delays

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Problem resolution, while showing improvement over 1998 levels,
continues to have high levels of dissatisfaction.
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Time to Resolve Problem | mpacts Perceptions
About Overall Problem Handling

Of those who had a problem... C6. Handling of Problems

(@) Handling (b) Handling (d) The Way Problem
C5. Was Problem of Delays of Mistakes Was Handled
Resolved? (% Sat) (% Sat) (% Sat)
Yes, and handled quickly 53% 66% 75%
Yes, but not handled quickly 14% 18% 25%
No, problem not resolved 16% 13% 9%

Handling problems quickly strongly impacts perceptions about overall
problem handling.
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| mpact of Problem Handling
on Overall Satisfaction

C4. Have you experienced
a problem over the

past year? C5. Was problem resolved? C9. Overall Satisfaction
% Satisfied
No, I did not
experience a
problem > 83%
29%

Yes, but did not

contact PTO > 47%
10%

Yes, and Yes, and handled quickly (24%) e 70%

contacted PTO 4< Yes, but not handled quickly (45%) e—————— 39%

61% No, problem not resolved (31%) —_—) 34%

It is important to handle customer problems quickly. Not handling a problem quickly has about
the same impact as the problem not being resolved. Those that had a problem, contacted the
PTO about it, and had it handled quickly, had an overall satisfaction rating of 70%. Compare
that to those who had a problem, contacted the PTO about it, and did not have it handled
quickly (39%) or those who did not get their problem resolved at all (34%).
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| mpact of Not Resolving Problems

C5.

Had a
Problem But
It Was Not
Resolved

on Overall Satisfaction

C9. Overall Satisfaction

% Satisfied
C4 = Contacted
>
76%
C4 = Did Not
Contact
PTO >
24%

Of the 76% that had a problem and contacted PTO, but the problem was not
resolved, 34% were satisfied overall. Compare this to the 24% that had a problem
but did not contact PTO about it (46% satisfied overall). Respondents are more
frustrated when they contact PTO about a problem and it is not resolved than when
they have a problem and do not contact PTO at all.
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| mpact of Handling of Problems on Customer Service

% Satisfied
Of those who had a problem... C3S_C2
Genuinely C3SR3
Committed C3SR2 Flexibility
C6ed. Satisfaction with to Providing Prompt and in Trying to

Handling of Problem Best Service Helpful Service  Address Needs
Satisfied 70% 80% 76%
Neutral 38% 42% 39%
Dissatisfied 26% 27% 20%

P-72

Handling of problems impacts perceptions about customer service. For
example, of those who are satisfied with problem handling, 70% are
satisfied with the PTO being genuinely committed to providing the best

service.
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Problems/Difficulties with PTO Services Over Past Year

by Affiliation
C4(1) C4(2) C4(3)
Yes, and Yes, but did No, did not
contacted not contact experience
Affiliation someone someone problem
Federal Agency 56% 20% 24%
University/College 45% 14% 41%
Large Business 59% 11% 30%
Small Business 57% 6% 37%
Law Firm 66% 10% 24%
Individual Inventor 34% 7% 59%

Most of the problems encountered are by law firms, large businesses,
and federal agencies. For example, just over 75% of law firms
encountered problems compared to only 40% of individual inventors.
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Problem Resolution — In Summary

Thearea of problem resolution continuesto be a major
opportunity for improvement

Over 70% of therespondents experienced problemsor
difficultieswith PTO services over the past year (about the
same level as 1998). Only 10% that had a problem did not
contact PTO about it.

The handling of delays, mistakes, and problems, while showing
some improvement over 1998, continuesto have dissatisfaction
levels of 40% or more

Handling a problem quickly hasa major positive impact on
per ceptions about the way the problem was handled (C6c) and
overall satisfaction (C9). Not handling it quickly has about the
same level of impact on overall satisfaction as not resolving the
problem at all. It should be noted that 31% of the respondents
who contacted PT O about a problem do not haveit resolved.
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Problem Resolution — In Summary (cont,)

Handling the problem quickly also hasa major positive impact
on per ceptions about the way delays, mistakes, and problems
are handled. For example, of those that had their problem
resolved quickly, 75% were satisfied with the way the problem
was handled compared to only 25% when the problem was not
resolved quickly.

Theway the problem is handled also hasa major impact on
per ceptions about customer service (genuinely committed to
service, prompt and helpful service, and flexibility)

Customersappear to be morefrustrated when they contact

PTO about a problem and it does not get resolved compared to
those having a problem and not contacting PTO about it at all
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What are the Most Frequent
Problems that Customers
Encounter?

(Write-In Comments)
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Respondents were asked to writein their most frequently encountered problems.

These responses wer e coded into the following categories.

Problem Area Category

Misplaced or Lost Paperwork (files, drawings,
correspondence, amendments, faxes)

Filing Receipts
Patent Examination/Examiner |ssues

Administrative/Clerical Issues (change of address, typos,
administrative changes, delay of mail, fax service)

General Processing Delays (correcting errors, drawings, etc.)
Deposit Accounts/ Fees/ Refunds

Telephone Service (returning calls, voice mail, transfers)
Getting Status I nfor mation

Delaysin Office Actions

Delaysin I ssuance

Miscellaneous

Not applicable (i.e., irrelevant to question)

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.

¥ Q7. What are your most frequently encountered problems?

Percent in
Category*

30%
18%
15%

14%
10%
7%
7%
7%
5%
4%
2%
1%
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Question 7—Some Verbatim Comments

“Files get lost between divisions of the office. Nobody seemsto know
wherethey are. Theonly answer you get is‘the computer saysit left
XYZ. | can’t tell you anything more.’” How about someone having the
job of finding files.”

“No responsesto statusinquiries, multiple mistakesin filing receipts,
loss of entirefiles (within past year, had to forward paperwork for 2
filesthat werelost); and papersfiled with the PTO not acknowledged or
matched up with their respectivefiles.”

“Virtually impossible to correct deposit account errors.”

“One application had atwo year delay from payment of issuefeeto
issue. A second application had over a oneyear delay.”

“The most common problem is getting amendments after allowance
entered. They don’t get to the examiner for several months.”

“Filing receiptsare not accurate on aregular basisand take along time
to fix and PTO caused the mistake.”

“Poor examination report, clearly inadequate effort to identify issues.
Examiner often gets seriousonly after appeal brief filed.”
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Question 7—Some Verbatim Comments (cont.)

e “A bigproblemisthat virtually every filing receipt wereceive has some
error by PTO in it that we must correct.”

e “First Office Action should be sent within 6 months. Our experienceis
that we are getting it 2 years after filing.”

e “Examinerswhodon’t know thelaw, and thereby make improper
rgections, then refuseto listen, have to go to appeal at least 20% of the
time. Big waste of time and money.”

e “Onceaproblem arisesit isvery difficult to get the problem corrected,
e.g., filing receipts containing errors, continuation applications sent to
wrong file, etc.”

e “TheDrawing Review Branch doesa poor job matching drawingsto the
file. The Publications Branch does not always print the patent with the
correct drawings.”

e “Noresponseto statusinquiries.”

e “When | leave voice mail with someone other than one examiner, |
rarely receiveareturn telephonecall. Thisisparticularly truewhen |
have status questions.”
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The Most Freguent Problems that Customers
Encounter — | n Summar

e Lostfilespapersand errorsin filing receiptsare
the most common problemsthat customers

encountered

e Thesearefollowed by examiner-related and
administrative-related problems

¢ Thesetypesof problems encountered follow a
pattern similar to last year
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Changein Service
Ranked by % Better

Survey ltem # 0% Worse 0% Same O % Better
C8f. Timely flllng receipts compared 13 50 37
to previous filings*
C8e. Proactive individualized service 9
compared to previous filings o5 ole
C8b. Timeliness of patent grant 15 50 35
compared to previous filings

C8a. Handling of problems/
complaints compared to 10 58 32
previous filings

C8d. Clear written communications
for position of examiners
compared to previous filings

13 57 30

* Customer Service standard changed from 19 days to 30 days in 1999.
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Change in Service (cont.)
Ranked by % Better

Survey ltem # 0% Worse 0% Same 0 % Better
C8h. Phone calls returned w/in 1
day compared to previous 15 56 29
filings
C8i. Directed promptly to proper
P PYY 10 prop 14 58 28
person compared to
previous filings
C8c. Quality of patent search
. - 8 68 24
compared to previous filings
C8g. Accurate filing receipts 32 49 19
compared to previous filings

Over one-third of respondents report better service in timely filing of receipts,
proactive individualized service, and timeliness of patent grant compared to
previous filings. The only area in which about one-third reported worse service was
in accurate filing receipts.
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How Do Changesin Most
Recent Experience Compare
with Results from 19987?




Changein Handling of Problems/Complaints
Comparison with Problem Resolution Questions

Handling of Problems/Complaints

C8a. Handling of problems/ D% Worse D% Same  H% Better
complaints compared to
previous filings 10 58 32

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

C6a. Handling of delays +90*
C6b. Handling of mistakes +8*
C6d. The way your problem or difficulty was handled +90*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

All items show improvement in handling of problems compared to previous
filings and to 1998 levels. However, levels of satisfaction are still very low.
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Changein Timeliness of Patent Grant
Comparison with Timeliness Questions

Timeliness of Patent Grant

C8b. Timeliness of patent O%Worse  D%Same 0% Better
grant compared to
previous filings 15 50 35

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

C3T1l. Length of application process +12*
C3T2. Length of process from filing to grant** +1
C3T3. Length of process from payment of fee to grant** -2

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Question wording changed slightly from 1998 to 1999. The questions are still comparable to 1998.

Over one-third believe timeliness of patent grant is better than previous
experiences. However, satisfaction levels compared to 1998 show only a
1% increase in satisfaction with length of process from filing to grant
and a 2% decrease in satisfaction with length from payment to grant.
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Change in Quality of Patent Search
Comparison with Search Questions

Quality of Patent Search

C8c. Quality of patent search 0% Worse 0% Same 0 % Better
compared to previous
filings 8 68 24

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

B4. Clear written communications of

position of examiners +8*
B10O. Conduct a thorough search during patent

examination process +7*
C30P2. Fairness of the final decision +6*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

All indicators show improvements in the quality of the patent search.
Only 8% believe it is worse compared to previous filing and 24%
believe it is better,
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Change in Written Communications
Comparison with Written Communications Questions

Written Communications

C8d. Clear written communications 0% Worse 0% Same 0% Better
for position of examiners
compared to previous filings 13 57 30

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

B4. Clear written communications of
position of examiners +8*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Clear written communications setting forth the position of examiners
also shows improvement with close to one-third believing it is better
than previous filings and an 8% improvement over 1998 levels.
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Change in Proactive I ndividualized Service
Comparison with Service Questions

Proactive Individualized Service

0% Worse 0% Same O % Better
C8e. Proactive individualized
service compared to 9 55 36
previous filings

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

C3SR1. Assistance at a time convenient to you +8*
C3SR2. Prompt and helpful service +6*
C3SRa3. Flexibility in trying to address your needs +7*

C3SC2. Genuinely committed to providing the best
possible service +7*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Over one-third believe proactive individualized service is better compared
to previous filings. Also, customer service items show improvement from
1998 levels of over 5%. Assistance at a time convenient to you shows
about two-thirds are satisfied.
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Change in Timely Filing Receipts
Comparison with Filing Receipt Questions

Timely Filing Receipts

C8f.  Timely filing receipts 0% Worse 0% Same 0O % Better
compared to previous
filings 13 50 37

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

BO. Mail correct filing notices within
30 days of receipt** *
C3T1. Length of application process +12%%*

Standard changed from 19 days in 1998 and therefore is not comparable to 1999.

Comparisons cannot be made between C8f and B9 since B9 asks about both
accuracy and timeliness.

*%*

*k*k

Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Over one-third believe timely filing receipts are better and there was a
12% improvement in satisfaction levels in length of application
process compared to 1998.
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Change in Accurate Filing Recelpts
Comparison with Filing Receipt Questions

Accurate Filing Receipts

C8g. Accurate filing receipts D% Worse D% Same D% Better
compared to previous
filings 32 49 19

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

BO. Mail correct filing notices within
30 days of receipt** *

* Standard changed from 19 days in 1998 and therefore is not comparable to 1999.

** Comparisons cannot be made between C8g and B9 since B9 asks about both
accuracy and timeliness.

The accuracy of filing receipts is the only area where more respondents
believe it is worse now than better, compared to previous filings.
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Change in Returned Phone Calls
Comparison with Returned Phone Calls Questions

Returned Phone Calls

C8h.  Phone calls returned D% Worse D% Same 0% Better
w/in 1 day compared to
previous filings 15 56 29

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

B3. Return phone calls within 1 business day +90*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Returning telephone calls within one day continues to show
improvement both in terms of previous filings and compared to 1998
satisfaction levels.
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Change in Directing Customers Promptly
Comparison with Directing Customers Promptly Questions

Directing Customers Promptly

C8i.  Being directed promptly to 0% Worse L% Same O % Better
proper person compared
to previous filings 14 58 28

Change in % Satisfied
from 1998 to 1999

B2. Direct you promptly to the proper office or person +11*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Close to 30% believe being directed promptly is better now and there
was an 11% increase in satisfaction compared to 1998.
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Changeln Service—In Summary

Except for onearea, all other aspects of service covered in the
survey show that more customers believe serviceis better now
compared to previousfilings. For timely filing receipts,
proactive individualized service and timeliness of patent grant,
mor ethan one-third believeit isbetter now. Thisissupported
by the comparison of similar items from the 1998 results.

Even in the handling of problems and complaints, 32% believe
it isbetter now

Telephone service and examination quality items show
Improvements both in comparison with previousfilings and
with the 1998 results

Accuratefiling receiptsisthe only area where more customers
believeit isworse (32%) than better (19%). Thisisan area
needing improvement.

Except for accuratefiling receipts, these improvement trends
areimpressive and important to build on in enhancing overall
satisfaction
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Questions Pertaining to the
Overall Patent Process

(Overall Questions)




Overall Questions

Survey ltem #

C9 Overall satisfaction
C3P1 PTO feesfor patent application
C3P2 Good valuefor PTO fees paid
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Overall Question - Overall Satisfaction

C9. Considering all of your experiences with the PTO
patent process, how satisfied are you OVERALL?

% Change
01999 01998 01996 from 1998
to 1999
Satisfied (%) 57 52 50 +5
Neutral (%) 26 27 27 -1
Dissatisfied (%) 17 22 24 -5*

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Overall satisfaction increased 5% and dissatisfaction declined 5%
over 1998 levels.
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Overall Questions - Fees and Value

C3P1. PTO fees for patent application**

0
01999 1998 01996 mlgggrt]gel;;%m
Satisfied (%) 49 31 29 +18*
Neutral (%) 29 26 30 +3
Dissatisfied (%) 22 43 41 1%

C3P2. Good value for the amount of PTO fees paid**
% Change from

01999 01998 1998 to 1999
Satisfied (%) 49 36 +13*
Neutral (%) 28 30 -2
Dissatisfied (%) 23 34 -11*

*** This question was not asked in 1996.

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
**In 1999, the term “fees” was used instead of “costs.”

There are improvements of over 10% in satisfaction with fees paid and good value for the
amount of fees paid compared to 1998 levels. There was also a considerable reduction in
dissatisfaction levels.
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Overall Questions—In Summary

e Overall satisfaction improved by 5% compared to 1998
levels. Just as positiveisthe fact that the percent
dissatisfied decreased (5% fewer dissatisfied in 1999).

e Satisfaction with feesfor patent application and value for
the amount of fees paid iscloseto 50%. While still fairly
low, these items improved by over 10% compared to 1998
levels. Levelsof dissatisfaction also declined
proportionately. (Please notethat theterm “fees’ was
used thisyear instead of “costs.”)

e Therearepositivetrendsin overall questions. In
addition, there are lower absolute and relative (to 1998)
levels of dissatisfaction, especially in overall satisfaction,
wher e dissatisfaction islessthan 20%. Focus should
continue on those respondentsin the neutral category.
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Do Outcomes of the Process
| mpact Perceptions About Value

and Overall Satisfaction?

(Comparing Total Respondents
with I ndividual | nventors)




Relationships Between Process Outcomes,
Value, and Overall Satisfaction

Sinceindividual inventor s pay for fees out-of-pocket, aretheir perceptions about
outcomes and value different than the total sample overall (consisting mostly of law
firms)?

% Satisfied
C3P2 C9
Good Valuefor Overall

For Respondents Satisfied with: Amount of FeesPaid Satisfaction
C30P1 Outcome met your objectives

Total 67% 60% 74%

| ndividual I nventor 70% 59% 84%
C30P2 Fairnessof thefinal decision

Total 67% 58% 72%

| ndividual Inventor 75% 57% 83%
C30P3 Efficiency of the examination process

Total 51% 65% 82%

Individual inventor 65% 59% 86%
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Relationships Between Process Outcomes,
Value, and Overall Satisfaction (cont.)

Sinceindividual inventor s pay for fees out-of-pocket, aretheir perceptions about
outcomes and value different than the total sample overall (consisting mostly of law
firms)?

% Satisfied
C3P2 C9
Good Valuefor Overall

For Respondents Dissatisfied with: Amount of FeesPaid Satisfaction
C30P1 Outcome met your objectives

Total 8% 27% 11%

| ndividual Inventor 12% 12% 23%
C30P2 Fairnessof thefinal decision

Total 9% 30% 14%

| ndividual I nventor 10% 17% 18%
C30P3 Efficiency of the examination process

Total 23% 31% 19%

I ndividual inventor 15% 14% 10%

Satisfaction with outcomes has greater impact on overall satisfaction than satisfaction with value.

The perceptions about value by the individual inventors are similar to the total population when they
are satisfied with the outcome. However, when individual inventors are dissatisfied with the outcome,
they are more negative about value than all respondents together.
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How Do the
Five Factors Relate
to the Overall Questions?




Ranking of How Factors Relate to Overall Questions

Overall Questions

C3P2 C3P1
C9 Good Value Fees Paid
Overall for Amount of for Patent
Factor Satisfaction Fees Paid Application
Customer Service 2* 2 3
Timeliness 5 3 2
Change in Service 3 4 4
Application and
Examination Process 1 1 1
Problem Resolution 4 5 5
R2 ** 551 .186 112

*  Numbers indicate rankings, with 1 being the most important predictor and 5 being the least important
predictor of the outcome measure.

** RZjs an estimate of the proportion of the variance in each overall question accounted for by the
factors. As an example: .551 or 55.1% of the variance in overall satisfaction is accounted for by the
factors. (An R2value less than .30 indicates the factors, as a group, have low explanatory power
(e.g., they do not do a very good job of predicting that question).

P-104 USPTO 1998 Customer Satisfaction Survey




| mpact of the Five Factors
on Overall Questions—In Summar

e Thefivefactors, asagroup, are good predictors of
overall satisfaction. They have an impact on overall
satisfaction and they help to explain differencesin
overall satisfaction levels.

e TheApplication and Examination Process factor is
the strongest predictor of overall satisfaction followed
by the Customer Service factor

e All of thefactorshave minimal impact on perceptions
about value and feespaid. That is, the factors do not
help to explain differencesin perceptions about value
and fees paid, and none of the factorsare good
predictors of value and fees paid.
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Key Drivers;

Questions That Have the
Greatest | mpact on Overall
Satisfaction




Key Driver Analysis

In order to assurethat thekey driversare properly
Identified and prioritized, three key driver analyses
wer e perfor med:

e ldentification of key driversseparately for Service
Standards and Patent Processitems. Thisanalysisis
compar ableto the 1998 key driver analysis.

e Keydriversoverall, combining the Service Standard and
Patent Process items (excluding problem resolution
items)

e Keydriversoverall, combining the Service Standard and
Patent Processitems, plus problem resolution items (the
first two analyses did not include items on problem
resolution)
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| dentification of Key Drivers
Separately for Service Standards
and Patent Process | tems




Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction —

Separately by Service Standards and Patent Process
(In Order of | mpact)

% %
Service Standards Satisfied | Patent Process Satisfied
B4. Clear written communications 63% C3SR3. Flexibility in trying to 51%
of position of examiners address your needs
B8. Match properly addressed 41% - L 0
faxes with file and deliver C30P3. EIggleeSnscy of the examination 51%
within 3 days P
B2. Direct you promptly to 63% C30P1. Outcome met your objectives 67%
proper office or person
. . . C3SC2. Genuinely committed to 51%
B9. wﬁuiﬁoégeg;fg'g?rgggﬁs 41% providing the best possible
y P service
B10. Conduct athorough search 64%
during patent examination C3T1. Length of the application 45%
process process
B3. Return p_hone calls within 58% C3SR2. Prompt and helpful service 55%
one business day

Examination quality, telephone and fax service, filing receipts, and
specific aspects of customer service represent the priority areas.
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Comparison of 1999 Key Driversto 1998 Key Drivers

1998

Service Standards

1999

1998 Key Drivers

B12.

B11.

B4.

B2.

B3.

B6.

P-110

Respond within 30 days
to papers filed after
allowance

Conduct thorough search
Clear written
communications of
position of examiners

Direct you promptly to
proper office/person

Return calls within one
business day

Respond to status letters
within 30 days

1999 Comparison New This Year

B11. Notin top six B8. Match properly
addressed faxes
with file and deliver
within 3 days

B10. Key Driver

B9. Mail correct filing
notices within 30

days of receipt

B4. Key Driver

B2. Key Driver

B3. Key Driver

B5. Not a Key Driver
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Comparison of 1999 Key Driversto 1998 Key Drivers (cont.)
Patent Process

1998 1999
1998 Key Drivers 1999 Comparison New This Year
C3AP2. Effort needed to -- Not asked on C30P3. Efficiency of the
prepare required 1999 Survey examination process
information
C30P1. Outcome met your
C3SC1. Ability to provide C3SC1. Not a Key Driver objectives

accurate answers
C3SR2. Prompt and

C3DP3. Quality of feedback -- Not asked on helpful service
provided 1999 Survey

C3SR3. Flexibility in trying C3SR3. Key Driver
to address your needs

C3SC4. Genuinely committed C3SC2. Key Driver
to service

C3T2. Issuance of product C3T1. Key Driver*

in timely manner

* Slight wording change from 1998. No footnote was used in 1999.
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Key Drivers— Separately for Service Standards and Patent Process | tems

% Satisfied

| mpact Level vs. % Satisfied

e OP1. Outcome Met Objectives
e B10. Thorough Search

e B3. Return Calls

60% « SR2. Prompt Service e B2. Direct Promptly
e SR3. Flexibility

e OP3. Efficiency

e B4. Clear Examiner Position

e SC2. Committed to Service

50%

e T1. Length of Process
40% e B9. Filing Notices e B8. Match Faxes

» Higher
Impact Level

Priorities are faxes and filing receipts, followed by efficiency of the
examination process and customer service commitment.
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Example: Impact of Timeliness Items on Overall Satisfaction
and Customer Service

% Satisfied

C3SC2.
Genuinely
Co. committed to
Overall best service

satisfaction possible

B8. Match properly addressed Satisfied 79 70
faxes with file and deliver Dissatisfied 21 31
within 3 days

B2. Direct you promptly to Satisfied 73 65
proper office or person Dissatisfied 18 20

BO. Mail correct filing notices Satisfied 76 69
w/in 30 days of receipt Dissatisfied 33 33

B3. Return phone calls within Satisfied 75 65
one business day Dissatisfied 21 27

C3T1. Length of the application Satisfied 74 66
process Dissatisfied 35 37

Improving these timeliness key drivers significantly impacts customer perspectives
on overall satisfaction and satisfaction with service commitment.
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Example:

B4.

B10.

Satisfaction and Customer Service

Clear written communications
of position of examiners

Conduct athorough search
during patent examination
process

C30P3. Efficiency of the examination

process

Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Satisfied
Dissatisfied

| mpact of Examination Process | tems on Overall

% Satisfied

Co.
Overall
satisfaction

71
18

70
25

82
19

C3ScC2.
Genuinely
committed to
best service

possible

62
20

62
25

74
23

Improving examination quality and efficiency significantly impacts overall
satisfaction and satisfaction with customer service commitment. Note the impact
of examination process efficiency on overall satisfaction and satisfaction with

customer service commitment.
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Key Drivers— Separately by Service Standards
and Patent Process— |n Summar

For the Service Standards, examination quality, telephone
service, fax delivery, and timely mailing of correct filing notices
arethekey drivers

For the Patent Process, aspects of process outcomes, timely
delivery of filing receipts, and customer-focused service arethe
key drivers

Those key driversthat are below the 50% satisfied level
include delivery of faxes and mailing correct filing noticesin a
timely manner. Thesearepriority areas. Thisfindingis
supported by thewrite-in comments.

Efficiency of the examination process and customer -focused
service arejust above the 50% satisfied level and should also be
given attention. To better understand what itemsrelateto
these drivers, seethe section on Creating Composite Ratings
presented next in thisreport.
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Key Drivers Overall, Combining
the Service Standard and Patent
Process | tems (Excluding Problem
Resolution |tems)




Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction — All [tems Combined,

Excluding Problem Resolution Items
In Order of | mpact

%

Satisfied

C30P1 Outcome met your objectives 67%
C3SC2 Genuinely committed to providing the best possible

service 51%
B4 Clear written communications of position of examiners 63%
B3 Return phone calls within one business day 58%
C30P3 Efficiency of the examination process 51%
B8 Match properly addressed faxes of Formal

Amendments with file and deliver to examiner

within 3 days 41%
B2 Direct you promptly to proper office or person 63%
B9 Mail correct filing notices within 30 days of receipt 41%

Note: C30P3 and B8 have equal impact.
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Key Drivers Overall, Combining
All 1tems (I ncluding Problem
Resolution |tems)




Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction — All [tems Combined,

| ncluding Problem Resolution Items
In Order of | mpact

Covering Only Respondents with Problems %
Satisfied

C30P1 Outcome met your objectives 67%
C3SC2 Genuinely committed to providing the best possible

service 51%
B8 Match properly addressed faxes of Formal

Amendments with file and deliver to examiner

within 3 days 41%
B4 Clear written communications of position of examiners 63%
Cé6a Handling of delays 24%
C3T1 L ength of the application process 45%
Cceéd Theway your problem or difficulty was handled 33%
B3 Return telephone calls within one business day 58%
C30P3 Efficiency of the examination process 51%
B2 Direct you promptly to the proper office or person 63%

Note C6aand C3T1 have equal impact.
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Overall Summary of the Three Key Driver Analyses

In reviewing all three Key Driver analyses, thereisa
consistent pattern of items:

+ Examination quality (C30P1, B4)
Telephone service (B2, B3)
Commitment to providing the best possible service (c3sc2)

L 4

L 4

o Ddlivery of faxes (Bg)

¢ Filingrecepts (B9, C3T1)
4

Efficiency of the examination process (C30P3)

And for those having problems (71% of respondents):

o Problem resolution (cea, céd)
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Moving Customers From
Neutral to Satisfied In
Overall Satisfaction
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Moving Customers From Neutral to Satisfied
In Overall Satisfaction

Since experience showsthat it iseasier to move
customers from neutral to satisfied than from
dissatisfied to satisfied, an analysis was done on those
customer sresponding neutral to the overall satisfaction
guestion (C9)

It was deter mined how those responding neutral to the
overall satisfaction question responded to the key driver
items. Thiswas compared with how those responding
satisfied to the overall satisfaction questionsresponded
tothekey driver items.

Those key driver itemsthat had the biggest differences
In percent satisfied between the neutral group and the
satisfied group are presented next
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Largest Differences Between Neutral and Satisfied Groups
(In Order of I mpact)

%

Differencein
Satisfaction
C30P3 Efficiency of the examination process 45%
C3SR2 Prompt and helpful service 45%
C3SR3 Flexibility in trying to address your needs 43%
B2 Direct you promptly to the proper office or person 38%
B3 Return telephone callswithin one business day 38%
C30P1 Outcome met your objectives 38%
C3sC2 Genuinely committed to providing the best
possible service 38%

Efficiency of the process, customer service (including telephone
service), and process outcome have the biggest differences.
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Moving Customers From Neutral to Satisfied
In Overall Satisfaction —In Summar

e Thosekey driver itemsin which the neutral group had
the lowest percent satisfied include:

Problem resolution (20%)
Matching and delivery of faxes (24%)
Mailing correct filing notices (27%)

* & o o

Providing the best possible service (26%)

2

Efficiency of the examination process (28% )

Key areasin moving the neutral group to the satisfied
group areoverall customer service and efficiency of
the examination process
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Creating Composite Ratings
to Better Understand
Two Key Drivers




Creating Composite Ratings

Therearetwo key driverswhich arebroad in
Scope:

C30P3. Examination process efficiency

C3SC2. PTO being genuinely committed
to customer service

To better understand what survey participants
mean when they respond to these two broad key
driver questions, we identified those items that
arestrongly related to the two questions.
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C30P3. Efficiency of the Examination Process

Those itemsthat have the greatest relationship with perceptions
about efficiency of the Patent Processare (in order of relationsnip):

C30P2 Fairnessof thefinal decision

C30P1 Outcome met your objectives

C3T2 Length of processfrom filing to grant

B4 Clear written communications of position of examiners

B10 Conduct a thorough search during patent examination
process

Fairness, timeliness, and examination quality help define examination
process efficiency.
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C3SC2. Genuinely Committed to Providing the
Best Possible Service

Those itemsthat have the greatest relationship with perceptions
about PTO providing the best possible service are (in order of
relationship):

C3SC1 Ability to provide accur ate answersto questions
C3SR3 Flexibility in trying to addressyour needs

C3SR2 Prompt and helpful service

C3SR1 Assstanceat atimeconvenient to you

Bl Treat you with courtesy each time you contact us
B2 Direct you promptly to the proper office or person

Céd Theway your problem or difficulty was handled

These items help define the important aspects of customer service to
the patent customers.
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Creating Composite Ratings

Composite Rating for Process Efficiency
(B4, B10, C3T2, C30P1, C30P2)

O % Dissatisfied 0% Neutral ©§O% Satisfied

17 24 59

Composite Rating for Customer Service
(B1, B2, C3SC1, C3SR1, C3SR2, C3SR3, C6d)

O % Dissatisfied ©0O% Neutral 0O% Satisfied

18 23 59
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Creating Composite Ratings— In Summary

e It appearsthat efficiency of the examination processis
strongly related to items on examination quality,
timeliness of the process, and fairness of the final
decision. Thisset of items could be called “ process
efficiency/effectiveness.”

e Perceptionsabout PTO being genuinely committed to
providing the best possible serviceisstrongly related to
some customer service items (providing accur ate
answer's, flexibility, prompt/helpful service, courtesy,
and problem resolution). Thisset of items could be
called “customer service.”

e PTO should consider using these two sets of items as
compositeratingsto track customer-focused
perfor mance (efficiency/effectiveness and customer
Service)
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Demographic Differences




Overall Satisfaction — Differences by Demographics*

(Ranked by % Satisfied)
Overall Satisfaction
Al. Affiliation O % Dissatisfied 0% Neutral @ % Satisfied
Federal Government Agency (n=43) 12 15 73
Individual Inventor (n=256)** 15 16 69
Other (n=121) 16 23 61
Small Business (n=178) 15 25 60
Large Business (n=376) - 24 57
Law Firm (n=1,447) 18 28 54
A2. Frequency of Contact
Only once (n=54) 1] 13 76
Rarely (n=93) 5 21 74
Never (n=46) 10 20 70
Occasionally (n=430) 13 23 64
Often (n=1,677) 20 27 53

* Demographics accounting for less than 1% are not shown.
** Numbers in parentheses are unweighted N’s for 1999 survey results.
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Overall Satisfaction — Differences by Demographics* (cont.)

(Ranked by % Satisfied)
Overall Satisfaction
A3. Relationship with PTO 0% Dissatisfied ~ O% Neutral 0% Satisfied
A one-time customer (n=62)** 9|8 83
An occasional customer (n=149) 10 24 66
A frequent, but not continuous customer 15 29 56
(n=150)
A continuous customer (n=1,911) 18 27 >

* Demographics accounting for less than 1% are not shown.
** Numbers in parentheses are unweighted N’s for 1999 survey results.
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Demographic Differences in Overall
Satisfaction — In Summar

e Lawfirmsand large businesses havethelowest |evels of
overall satisfaction, while individual inventors and federal
agencies have the highest levels (there were only 43
federal agency respondents). Levelsof dissatisfaction for
all affiliations were below 20%.

e Themorefrequent the contact, the lessthe overall
satisfaction levels. There aredifferences of 10% or more
between often and occasionally and between occasionally
and rarely.

e One-timeand occasional customers have higher levels of
overall satisfaction than frequent and continuous
customers

e Levesof overall dissatisfaction arelow across all
demographic groups
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Freguency of Contact During the Year, by Affiliation

Ranked by Most Frequent Contact (A2)

% % % % %
Affiliation (A1) Often Occasionally Rarely Only Once Never
Law Firm 83 13 3 1 0
Large Business 79 17 4 0 0
Other* 68 23 5 3 1
Federal Government 66 31 0 3 0
University or College 60 35 5 0 0
Small Business 44 38 8 6 4
Individual Inventor 25 41 10 11 13

* Other affiliations specified were mostly Patent Agents and Sole Practitioners.

Law firms and large businesses have the most frequent contact and
individual inventors and small businesses had the least frequent contact.
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Demographic Differences by the 5 Factors

Average % Satisfied Avg. %
.. Better
Application & -
Examination Customer Problem Change
Overall Patent Data* Process Service  Timeliness Resolution in Service
Al. Affiliation
Individual Inventor 73 ** 70 56 31 35
Small Business 67 64 44 34 32
Other*** 64 61 36 23 31
Federal Government Agency 72 65 52 30 41
Large Business 65 60 45 28 35
Law Firm 66 60 44 29 28
A2. Frequency of Contact
Never 74 64 47 -- 32
Only once 77 75 61 38 32
Rarely 74 67 55 34 32
Occasionally 74 68 51 33 37
Often 64 59 43 28 28

*  Demographics accounting for less than 1% are not shown.
** Numbers in bold represent the high % Satisfaction or % Better for the factor.
*** Other affiliations specified were mostly Sole Practitioners and Patent Agents.
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Demographic Differences by the 5 Factors (cont.)

Average % Satisfied Avg. %
. ) Better
Application &
Examination  Customer Problem Change
Overall Patent Data* Process Service Timeliness  Resolution in Service
A3. Relationship with PTO
A one-time customer 80 ** 80 64 42 --
An occasional customer 75 69 53 32 33
A frequent, but not
continuous customer 68 66 48 33 33
A continuous customer 65 60 44 29 29

*  Demographics accounting for less than 1% are not shown.
** Numbers in bold represent the high % Satisfaction or % Better for the factor.
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Demographic Differences by Factors—In Summary

e Except for the Changein Servicefactor, large businesses and law firms
areamong the least satisfied. For the Changein Service factor, law firms
wer e theleast positive about service being better.

e Theindividual inventorsarethe most positive on the Application and
Examination Process, Customer Service, and Timelinessfactors. Small
businesses are the most positive on the Problem Resolution factor.

e For theChangein Servicefactor, federal agencies (2% of the sample)
wer e the most positive followed by individual inventorsand large
businesses. Thisistheonly factor where there was a difference between
law firms and lar ge businesses. L arge businesses were mor e positive
about service being better than in previousfilings.

e Thosecustomersthat contacted PTO only once over the past year arethe
most satisfied on all factors except for Changein Service. Those that
contacted PTO occasionally during the year arethe most positive about
service being better. Those that contacted PTO often arethe least
positive across all factors.

e Thelonger therelationship with PTO, theless positive customersare
acrossall factors
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Demographic Differences by Factors —
|n Summary (cont.

e For themost part, demographic differences followed the same pattern
aslast year. Some changesfrom last year include:

+ Federal agenciesare more positive across the factorsthisyear
compared to last year

o Thereisalargegap thisyear in satisfaction with Timeliness between
individual inventors and small businesses, with small businesses
being much less satisfied. Last year they were about the same.

+ Theone-time and occasional customers are mor e positive about
Timelinessthan last year. Last year their perceptions about
Timeliness wer e lower than the frequent and continuous customers.

e Inreviewingthedifferences, remember that around 80% of law firms
and lar ge businesses have frequent contact with PTO throughout the
year, while only 25% of individual inventors have frequent contact

e Thedemographic differencesagain show that there aretwo distinct
customer segments:

+ Law firmg/large businesses and individual inventor s/small businesses
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Selected Key Driver Questions by Customer Segment

Two Distinct Customer Segments — Selected Key Driver Questions

best possible service

Large Business/Law Firms 21 30 49

Small Business/Individual Inventors 14 26 60

C30P3. Efficiency of the examination

process
Large Business/Law Firms 24 27 49
Small Business/Individual Inventors 20 21 59

Differences of this type between the two customer segments are typical
throughout the survey items. Recall that there is a 15% difference in
overall satisfaction between individual inventors and law firms.
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Results by Technology Area




Differencesin Overall Satisfaction by Technology Area
(Ranked by % Satisfied)

C9. Considering all of your experiences with the PTO patent % Change in
Satisfaction

process, how satisfied are you overall? from 1998

O % Dissatisfied 0O % Neutral ©&O % Satisfied

Designs (2900) 15 21 64 +1
Transportation, Construction, Agriculture, 16 23 61 +7
and Security (3600)

Chemical and Materials Engineering (1700) 15 25 60 +9
Mechanical Engineering, Manufacturing, 17 25 58 +4
and Products (3700)

Biotechnology and Organic Chemistry (1600) 18 25 57 +11*
Communications and Information Processing 20 28 52 +7
(2700)

Physics, Optics, Semiconductors, and 21 31 48 1
Electrical Engineering (2800)

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.

Four of the technology areas showed improvements of 5% or more compared to 1998
levels. Physics had a slight decline. Beside Designs, there is a range of 13% between
the lowest and highest levels of satisfaction among the other technology areas.
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Selected Key Driver Questions by Technology Area
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

510 ggtrécrl]ltj (;txgrtnr:ﬁ;?i%%hp?gigg during 0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral @ % Satisfied Sf?‘t)irsrralcgigogn
Designs (2900) [0 ] 16 ] 73 | 0
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) | 15 | 19 | 66 | +8
Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) | 15 | 19 | 66 | +9
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) | 18 | 22 | 65 | +5
Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) L 16 | 22 | 62 | +3
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) L7 [ 21 | 62 | +13*
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) L2 [ 22 | el | +10

B3. Return calls within one
business day
Designs (2900) L 22 [ 15 | 63 | +8
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) | 28 [ 15 | 62 | +11
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) L 20 [ 19 | 61 | +11
Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) |20 | 20 | 5 | 117
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) | 27 | 16 | 57 | +9
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) | 28 | 18 | 54 | +10
Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) | 28 [ 22 ] 50 | +5

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
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Selected Key Driver Questions by Technology Area (cont.)
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

B4. Clear written communications 0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral ©% Satisfied Satisfaction
of position of examiners from 1998
Designs (2900) 22| 16 | 72 | +2
Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) | 15 | 20 | 65 | +8
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) | 17 | 21 | 62 | +5
Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) | 21 | 17 | 62 | +5
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) L 16 | 23 | 61 | +7
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) | 18 | 2 | 58 | +11
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) | 21 | a1 | 58 | +10

B8. Match properly addressed faxes
with file and deliver within 3 days
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) | 19 | 37 | 44 | +12
Designs (2900) | 29 I 44 | +6
Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) [ 21 | 36 | 43 | +10
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) | 34 | 25 | 41 | +15
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) | 29 | 31 | 40 | 7
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) | 34 | 27 | 39 | +9
Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) | 34 | 29 | 37 | *2

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
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B2.

BO.

Selected Key Driver Questions by Technology Area (cont.)
Ranked by % Satisfied

Direct you promptly to proper
office or person

Designs (2900)

Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600)

Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700)
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600)
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700)

Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700)

Physics, Optics, etc. (2800)

Mail correct filing notices

within 30 days of receipt

Designs (2900)
Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600)

Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700)
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600)

Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700)

Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700)

Physics, Optics, etc. (2800)

% Change in
Satisfaction
from 1998

0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral 0% Satisfied

15 | 15 | 70

+9

16 | 18 | 66 +19*

20 | 16 | 64

+12*

23 | +9

16 | 21 | 63

+16*

17 | 20 | 63

+15*

| |
| |
| |
| 14 | 63 |
| |
| |
| |

21 | 19 | 60

+6

| 31 | 18 | 51 x

| 32 | 20 | 48 .

| 37 | 20 | 43 ok

| 49 | 10 ] -

37 I 40 *ok

25 | 36 ox

|

|

|

41 |

| |
| 39 | |
| |

44 | 24 | 32 *k

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** Standard changed from 19 days in 1998 and is not comparable to 1999 question.
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Selected Key Driver Questions by Technology Area (cont.)
Ranked by % Satisfied

% Change in

C3SR3.  Flexibility in trying to address 0% Dissatisfied 0% Neutral D% Satisfied| Sausfaction
your needs from 1998

Designs (2900) | 19 | 27 | 54 | 2

Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) | 21 | 25 | 54 | +11*
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) L 19 | 29 | 52 | +9

Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) L_20 [ 29 | £ | +5

Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) [ 21 | 29 | 50 | +12*
Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) [ 22 | 28 | 20 | +8

Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) [ 28 [ 25 | 41 | +6

C30P3. Efficiency of the examination

process

Designs (2900) 9 | 23 | 58 **

Trnsp., Constr., Agric., & Security (3600) 2 | = | 55 *k

Mech. Eng., Manufact., & Products (3700) 19 | 29 | 52 *k

| |
| |
| |
Chem. & Mtrls. Eng. (1700) | 2 | 29 | 49 | *k
| |
| |
|

Biotech. & Organic Chem. (1600) 26 | 26 | 48 *k
Physics, Optics, etc. (2800) 29 | 25 | 46 *%
Comm. & Info. Proc. (2700) | 30 | 25 | 45 *%

* Percent change from 1998 to 1999 is statistically significant.
** This question not asked in 1998.
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Differences Between Technology Areas

e TheDesigns area continuesto show the highest levels
of satisfaction across most of the survey items

e However, among theother 6 technology areas, there
are several itemsthat have differences of 9% or more
In percent satisfied
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Differences Between Technology Areas*

Highest % Technology Lowest % Technology

Question Satisfied Area Satisfied Area

B3. Return telephone calls 62% 1600 50% 2800
within 1 business day

B5. Respond to status letters 41% 3600 + 3700 30% 2800
within 30 days of receipt

B6. Disseminateinfo on 65% 1600 52% 3600
changes befor e effective date

B7. Deliver faxeswithin 46% 1600 37% 1700
1 businessday of receipt

BO. Mail correct filing notices 48% 3600 32% 2800
within 30 days of receipt

B10. Conduct thorough search 66% 1700 + 3700 57% 2700

B1l. Respond within 30 days 59% 2900 + 3700 45% 2700
to papersfiled after allowance

C30P3. Efficiency of examination 55% 3600 45% 2700
process

C3SR2. Prompt and helpful service 60% 1700 51% 2800

Co. Overall satisfaction 61% 3600 48% 2800

* Excluding the Designs (2900) ar ea.
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Differences Between Technology Areas (cont.)

e Therearetwo other areaswith notable differences.

C4. Haveyou experienced any problemsor difficultieswith
PTO servicesover the past year?

Highest Technology Lowest  Technology
% No Area % No Area
35% 2900 + 3600 24% 2800

C8e. Changein proactive individualized service compared
to previousfilings?

Highest Technology Lowest  Technology
% Better Area % Better Area
43% 1600 31% 3600
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Summary of

Open-Ended Comments
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Methods and Procedures

Respondents wer e asked for their positive and negative feedback
about PT O services, experiences, etc.

Respondentswer e asked if they had any recommendations for
improvementsat the PTO

Thisyear respondents wer e also asked to describe their most
frequently encountered problems

All responses weretranscribed and are presented verbatim in
Appendix H

Project staff reviewed all responses and for each question
developed categories which summarized the content of the
I esponses

Responses could be placed under mor e than one category
depending on content

76% of respondents gave aresponse to at least one open-ended
item (Section B, C7, or Section D)
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Overview of Open-Ended Comments

e Thisyear, 12% morerespondents wrote comments
compared to last year (76% vs. 64%)

e Thosewho responded werevery interested in being
heard and expressing their opinions

e Thequalitative findings support quantitative results
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QUESTION D1

What would you say particularly pleased you about the way your
patent application was handled?

Percent in
Categor y* Responses wer e coded into 14 categories.
30% e Customer Service Orientation / Staff Competence
27% e Searches/ Amendments/ Proactive Attitude of Examiner
14% e Communicationsand Interviews
9% e Timeliness/ Responsiveness
6% e Qutcome of Process
4% e Office Actionsand First Actions
4% e Searches
3% e Organization of Process and Administration of Paperwork
2% e Problem Resolution
2% e Improvementsin Process
1% e Filing Recelpts
1% e Systemsand Technology
0.3% e Costs
15% e Not Applicable(i.e., irrelevant to question or wrote “no comment”)

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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D1. What would you say particularly pleased you about

the way your patent application was handled?

Some Ve batim Comments

P-155

“Examinersare being more proactive and mor e willing to communicate
by telephone and facsimile which can greatly help clarify issuesand
advance prosecution.”

“Receipt post cardsand filing receiptsreturned more promptly but
errorsstill exist.”

“Less delays from payment of issue fee and formal drawingsto actual
receipt of patent.”

“Examinersbeing helpful in explaining regections and in considering
proposed claim amendmentsin telephoneinterviews.”

“Wefileabout 50 patent applications per year. The procedure has been
improved in many areas, e.g., time frame start-to-finish. The quality of
Issuing patents seemsto be better. Patent applicants are often more
satisfied with results because of more prompt action by patent
examiners.”
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D1. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

e “After examiner makes hissearch and states hisregection basis, he
offer s suggestions of areas, words, phrases, or ways to overcomethe
r¢j ection or make claims allowable.”

e “Filingasan inventor, examinersarevery helpful. The processdoes
allow an inventor to file and prosecute hig’her application without an
attorney or agent.”

e “| appreciatethe courtesy and professionalism of the examining
groups.”

e “Thereseemstobeagreater willingness by examiner s/othersto answer
guestions/resolve issues.”

e “Patent Office personnel arefar more helpful than they were a few
yearsago.”

e “| am most pleased about the improvement in attitude acr oss the board.
Routinely, people arelistening, trying to be helpful and working really
hard. Thebest people at thetop consistently exceed my expectations.
Thelower level employees still need alot of work. Theimprovement has
been outstanding. Keep it up.”
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QUESTION D2

What, if anything, would you say particularly displeased you or
what flaws do you see in the application process?

Percent in
Category* Responses wer e coded into 17 categories.
31% e Examiner Competence/ Communication (language)
25% e Timeliness
14% e Accuracy of Process
12% e Customer Service/ Understanding of Terminology / Status Updates
10% e Lost Materials
8% e Office Actions
6% e Clerical / Mail Room Competence/ Language
6% e Search Process
5% e Costs

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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QUESTION D2 (cont.)

Percent in
Category* Cateqgories (cont.)
4% e Systemsand Technology
3% e Inconsistency of Decisions
2% e Technical Support
2% e Forms/ Filing Procedures/ Requirements/ Process
2% e AppealsProcess
1% e Examination Process
4% e Miscellaneous
4% e Not Applicable(i.e., irrelevant to question or wrote “no comment”)

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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D2: What, if anything, would you say particularly displeased

you or what flaws do you see in the application process?

Some Ve batim Comments

P-159

“Lost papersare becoming a serious problem. The support systemsfor
the examiners seems sub-par and isin need of an upgrade.”

“Too many applications become lost and require one or more status
lettersto find it.”

“Although thereisan enormous volume of paper that passesthrough
the PTO, often cases are misplaced or lost and the applicant hasto
provethat they had indeed submitted certain documents, and are asked
to petition and, etc., even when theerror isthefault of the PTO.”

“Language problemswith some examinerswho either don’t understand
what | was saying or couldn’t communicate their position effectively.
Makesfor difficult exam process. Should give language classes or
requirethey meet language proficiency requirements.”

“First action usually appearsto betheresult of Examinerswho have not
taken time (or been given time) to properly review and under stand
application. Thisresultsin extralegal feesto individual applicantswho
usually can’t afford such fees.

“Pendency isway too long. Electronic filing and response should be
encouraged.”
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D2. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

e “Thelargedisparity in processing time between groups. | file
mechanical, electrical, physics, and softwar e patents. The processing
time for mechanical applicationsisdecreasing but | do not see
Improvementsin the other areas.”

e “Appeal processistoolong.”
e “Mistakesin filing receipts. Hard to correct.”
e “Many clerical problemsin the handling of mail.”

e “Longwaitsfor First Office Action and issuance after issue fee has been
paid. First Office Actions have not been received for 1 year which seems
too long.”

e “Administrative problemsin handling correctionsfor PTO mistakes,
petition system for correction takestoo long and should not cost
applicants any money.”

e “New examinerslack knowledge and experience to make proper
r g ections/objections. This has caused consider able delay and expense
for someclients. I'm not sure how to fix this, perhaps mor e scrutiny of
new examinerswork by the primary or SPE examiners?”
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QUESTION D3

How can products and services be improved at the PTO?
(including any new products or services)

Percent in
Categor y* Responses wer e coded into 21 categories.
23% e Staff Competence, Training and Communications (language) /
Examination Quality
13% e Timeliness/ Responsiveness
11% e Staff Supervision, Reviews, Incentives, and Hiring Practices
11% e Administrative Process/ Accuracy and Tracking of Paperwork /
Filing Receipts/ Post Cards
8% e Regjections/ Quotas/ Explanations/ Interpretations/ Appeals
7% e Customer Service
7% e Searches/ Search Database
7% e Amount of Timefor Examination / Office Actions/ Reduce
Workload / More Staff
7% e Systemsand Technology / On-Line Application and Infor mation /

Electronic Filing

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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QUESTION D3 (cont.)

Percent in
Categor y* Categories (cont.)
6% e Telephone System / Accessibility to Staff via Telephone
6% e Problem Resolution and Avoidance
6% e Costsand Accessto Information on Costs
3% e E-mail / Fax Communications
3% e Accessto Information on Procedures, Policies, Rules, etc.
3% e Web Site
3% e Forms
2% e Accessto Status|nformation
2% e Foreign Patents
1% e Mailroom Personnel and Operations
6% e Miscellaneous
5% e Not Applicable(i.e., irrelevant to question or wrote “no comment”)

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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D3: How can products and services be improved at the PTO?
(including any new products or services)

Some Verbatim Comments

e “Moredirect communication between applicant and examiners,
including allowing examinersto make minor changesin patent
applications, subject to applicant approval. Some of thisisstarting to
happen in an informal way.”

e “Morecarein preparingfiling receipts. Keep better track of files.
Match amendments, etc., more quickly to files.”

e “(1) Expand searching capability of PTO’sinternet web site. (2)
Examiners should take more activerolein amending claims to advance
applicationsto allowance, when required. (3) Restore PTO patent
drawing services. (4) Reduce PTO feesfor small inventors.”

e “Improved training and/or screening of the non-professional personnel.
| mproved response time in acknowledging receipt of applicationsand
other correspondence. Although | am not a big fan of imper sonal
computers, electronic filing with automatic acknowledgement may be an
Improvement. Such filings could be easily tracked and monitored for
timely response.”
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D3. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

P-164

“I'mprove the accuracy of filing receipts and reduce the time between
payment of theissue fee and issuance of the patent.”

“ Services can beimproved by imposing a 90 day time period for
responding to petitions.”

“Review of drawings hasto be improved, particularly when newly
submitted drawings become lost or misplaced. Applicants should be
told ASAP to allow new drawings (replacements) to be sent.”

“The appeal process needsto be more efficient.”

“The more experienced examiners(i.e., primary, SPE) who sign Office
Actions on behalf of other examinersshould at a minimum read and
review what it isthey are signing. Thismay help to eliminate some poor
office actions.”

“Better examiner training in both the law and sear ching; better staff
training to provide proper referralsfor information; reduce feesfor
small entities or individuals.”
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D3. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

P-165

“Work hard to handle papersbetter. Continueto hire, and hopefully,
keep the best examinerspossible. Aspeoplelearn their jobs, they do
them much better. Somejunior examinersin particular don’t
communicate well. Includethe ability to communicate asa hiring
criteria. Let thegroup directorsand SPEs know they are doing a good
job. Without these experienced, courteous, and highly efficient folks, it
might all fall apart. Keep up the good progress.”

“Provide an automatic patent statusline similar to thetrademark status
line. 1t would be helpful to be ableto dial in my serial number to check
the status of my case.”

“Spend moretimeon First Office Actions. Often it seemslikethe First
Action isnot very well searched or thought out, and as a result many
highly relevant issues arise for thefirst timein afinal rgection, which
causes undue expense and frustration for applicants and their
attorneys.”

“PTO needsimproved filetracking system. Too many lost files,
particularly of issued patents.”

“Thingsaregreat and | see of no way to improve the products and
services.”
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QUESTION D4 Any additional comments?

Percent in
Categor y*
13%
10%

9%

8%
6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%

Responses wer e coded into 18 categories.

Negative - Regulations/ Procedures/ Process/ I nstructions

Negative - Examiner Competence/ Customer Service/
Examination Quality / Language

Negative - Quality / Problems/ Errors/ Outcome of Process/
Problem Resolution

Negative - Costs and Fees

Negative - Clerical Competence/ Customer Service/ Language
Negative - Timeliness/ Responsiveness

Negative - Lost Filesand Paperwork / Forms

Negative - Survey

Negative - Staffing / Training

Negative - Sear ches

Negative - General Customer Service and Employee Competence
Negative - Systems and Technology

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.
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QUESTION D4 (cont.)

Percent in
Categor y* Categories (cont.)
11% e Positive - Overall Patent Service
10% e Positive - Staff Competence/ Customer Service/ Examination
6% e Positive- Systemsand Technology
2% e Positive- Survey
7% e Miscellaneous
11% e Not Applicable(i.e., irrelevant to question or wrote “no comment”)

* Percentswill not add up to 100% since comments wer e often placed in mor e than one category.

P-167 USPTO 1998 Customer Satisfaction Survey




D4: Any additional comments?

Some Verbatim Comments

P-168

“Overall service hasimproved, sear ches seem to be more complete,
examiner opinions have become more detailed in reasoning, and a fairer
outcomeisachieved. Other than a few problemswith theissuesbranch
and thefailuretoreply to statusletters, we have been quite satisfied
with your services.”

“Overall, | think the PTO isslowly improving. | appreciatetheir efforts
toimprovetheir products and services, and the use of surveys such as
these.”

“The USPTO internet web siteiswonderful. It isa model for other
countriesand patent databases. Best of all, it’sfree, so availableto all of
us.”

“Reguests should be responded to quickly and properly. Every timean
error occursby the PTO, the applicant isforced to spend time and
money to correct the PTO’smistake. It should betaken care of by the
PTO at thetime of request.”
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D4. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

P-169

“Obtaining afile history isan arduoustask—make it faster and easier—
how can afileget lost? Why aren’t all documents ‘scanned’ by PTO.
File histories could be all available electronically and printed out by
PTO—no mor e war ehouses or missing pages.”

“Contact with administrative staff isimproving, much better
cour teousness, mor e helpful. Leaving voice mail was useless.”

“Telephone calls from the examiner to discuss particular areas of
concern are quite helpful and speed the process along.”

“I'mprovementsin performance and professionalism among USPTO
examiners and staff have been noticeable over thelast 5 years. Costs
have also been managed well. We continueto beimpressed by the
quality of our patent office, particularly in comparison to some foreign
patent offices wher e expediency, economy, and courtesy are seldom
encountered.”
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D4. Verbatim Comments (cont.)

P-170

“The quality of theexaminersisfirst rate. Ther decisionsare fair and
predictable. At the opposite end arethe new examiners. Perhapsthat’s
inevitable. The PCT Branch’ssupport personnel have traditionally
been superior in responsiveness, competence and knowledge. Lately,
there sbeen some dipping there.”

“Why does the office lose or misdirect so many amendments? Can’t a
better submission tracking system be devised? How about bar code
labels to put on amendments so that they may be properly directed?”

“Please eliminate or reduce the maintenancefees. They are provingto
be unduly burdensome for the sole inventors and the small businesses|
represent.”

“Provide a central authority for problem resolution (e.g, procedural
problems such as excessive delays).”
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P-171

Observations from Open-Ended Comments

There were many comments about improvementsin
attitude acrossthe board and that staff areroutinely
listening, trying to be helpful, and working hard

Thereisasensethat serviceisimproving and that the
Patent Officeistryingto be moreresponsive

Many commentsindicate a belief that the tenor of
examination has greatly improved in thelast year

The comments show an appreciation for proactive
assistance by examinersin clearly stating their concerns
and suggesting amendments/actions that would address
and surmount regections. Respondentsfeel thereisa
willingness by examinersto communicate by telephone
and fax which helpsto clarify issues and advance
prosecution.
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Observations from Open-Ended Comments (cont.)

e Most of the problemsand complaintsfocus on:
¢ Lot files, correspondence, drawings, papers
¢ Errorsin filing recepts

¢ Faxesnot being delivered to examinersor official filein a
timely manner

+ Timdiness of First Office Actions after application filing

+ Thelength of time from payment of issue fee to issuance of
the patent

e Respondents made continuing complaints about the
language proficiency of some examiners. Thereisa
feeling that this makes for a difficult examination process
when the applicant isunsure the examiner understands
his/lher position and the examiners do not communicate
their positions effectively.
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P-173

Observations from Open-Ended Comments (cont.)

There were complaints about the competence of the newer
examiners, both legal and technical. Thereisconcern that
thisincompetence causes excessive delays in patent
prosecution.

Respondents want mor e focus on examiners clearly stating
reasons for regection and allowable subject matter. There
Isafeeling that better training and reduced wor kload
would improve sear ches and Office Actions. This
especially showsin First Office Actions.

It appearsthat many customers have lost confidence that
papers, correspondence, drawings, etc., will find their way
to the proper destination (examiner, file). Anything lost
will taketimeto either find or re-submit.

¢ Thereseemstobealot of blameon the PTO mailroom and
theadministrativeinfrastructure

USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey




Observations from Open-Ended Comments (cont.)

e Itisinterestingthat most of the complaints about
timeliness focus on the front and back ends of the process

¢ Assignment to an examiner and First Office Actions
¢ Timefrom payment of issuefeeto issuance

e Thereisaperception that it takesa substantial amount
of time and effort by the applicant to correct errorsand
mistakes made by PTO. Respondentsfeel it is“hard to
get things back on track.”

e Itisclear from the commentsthat the administrative
problems are a major source of customer irritation and
annoyance about the process
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Comments About Performance Standards — Section B

e Thestandard that attracted the most comments was “Mail
correct filing noticesfor complete, standard applications
within 30 days of receipt of application (B9).” Itis
Interesting that most of the commentsregarding this
standard focused on filing receipt errorsrather than on
the 30 day goal.

e Areasin which respondents suggested additional new
standardsinclude:

An accuracy standard for filing receipts
Time between issue fee payment and grant
Matching properly addressed communicationswith file

* 6 o o

Acknowledgement of receipt of communications,
Including faxes
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Telephone Inquiries:

What Respondents Said
When They Called




Respondent Telephone I nquiries

e 800 number provided by Westat during entire
data collection period. Thisnumber was provided
on all correspondenceto respondents

e |nquiry answered by a project staff member

e Total of about 90 inquiriesreceived over the
telephone

e |nquiriescoded into5 areas

e Customer inquiries/comments by telephone are
presented in Appendix | (Volumell of thisreport)
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Content of Calls. Examples by Category

1. Sampling/ How Do | Respond to the Survey?

¢ Sometimesrespondents had never worked with PTO in the
technology area(s) they were assigned for the survey

+ Respondentswanted to know why they weren’t selected to respond
in the technology area(s) in which they work the most

¢ Questionsregarding question C1 — patent processing time
¢ Somerespondents had not had direct contact with the PTO because
they used an attorney
2. Data Collection Issues

¢ Many respondents called toward the end of thefield period to find
out if it wastoo lateto respond

¢ Somerespondents called with questionsregarding completing the
survey over theinternet

o A few callsto verify receipt of completed surveys
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Content of Calls. Examples by Category (cont.)

3. Respondent Issues

+ Some callswere made to indicate that the chosen respondent was
deceased, no longer with the company, or on extended leave or
disability

+ In caseswheretherespondent specified was not available, another
person called to find out who to givethe survey to

4. Need for Materials

+ Respondentsoften called requesting replacement surveys, envelopes,
cover letters, etc., because they werelost or misplaced

5. Refusals/ Complaints

¢ Somerespondentscalled to say they did not want to complete the
survey, but they did want to express complaints with PTO services
over thetelephone

+ A few respondents called the 800 number to get someoneto help
them with specific examiners or applications
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Overall Summary
and Conclusions




Results Were Analyzed By:

e Most and Least Satisfied and M ost Dissatisfied
Questions

e Major Changesfrom 1998 Data
e Questions Grouped Into Five Factors
e Questions Pertainingto the Overall Patent Process

e QuestionsHaving the Greatest Impact on Overall
Satisfaction

e Demographic Differences

e Content Analysisof Open-Ended Comments
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Overall Summary

e Theapplication submission process continuesto receive high satisfaction
ratings and shows improvement, especially in the time needed to submit
required information

e Respondents are satisfied both with the quality of the examination
process and decision outcomes of the process. In fact, over two-thirds
are satisfied with the fairness of the final decision. These areasimproved
by over 5% from 1998 levels and demonstrate that customersare
generally satisfied with the substance of the examination process.

e Thereisonly a moderatelevel of satisfaction with the efficiency of the
examination process, probably affected by dissatisfaction with the
timeliness of the process

e Courteousservice both in day-to-day contact and in handling of
problems continues at extremely high levels given the large number of
employeesin contact with the public. In addition, almost two-thirds of
therespondents believe that assistance is provided at a time convenient to
the customer.
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Overall Summary (cont)

e All aspectsof customer serviceimproved by 5% or more over 1998 levels
and dissatisfaction levelsare all below 25%. Thereisroom for
improvement in both flexibility in addressing customer needsand in
convincing customersthat PTO iscommitted to providing the best
possible service.

e Problem resolution, while showing some improvement over 1998 levels,
has extremely low levels of satisfaction. Thistakeson added importance
asan issue that needsto be addressed given that 71% of the respondents
experienced some type of problem or difficulty over the past year.

e Problem resolution is substantially impacting per ceptions about
customer servicein areas such asflexibility in addressing needs,
commitment to providing the best possible service, timeliness of the
process, and over all satisfaction

e Themost common types of problemsreported include lost or misplaced
materials and incorrect filing receipts
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Overall Summary (cont)

Telephone service showed substantial improvement over the 1998 levels.
Thisarea should continue to be emphasized given that close to one-
quarter are dissatisfied that callsarereturned within one business day.

While the only timelinessitem, the length of time from payment of feeto
grant, showed a decline (2% ) from 1998 satisfaction levels, thereare
several aspects of timelinessthat have satisfaction levelswell below 50%:

L ength of application process
Delivery of faxes

Mailing correct filing notices
Responding to status letter

* & O o o

L ength of time from filing to grant and from fee payment to grant

Timeliness of the total process and front and back sub-processes remain
aproblem. It should be noted that respondents estimate that a
reasonable goal for PTO internal processing timeisabout 12 months and
total time (PTQO’stime plus applicant’stime) is about 18 months.
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Overall Summary (cont)

Respondents wer e asked to compar e sever al aspects of customer service
to previoustimesthey filed applications. On all areas except one, the
percent claiming the serviceis better now far outweighed the percent
claimingit’sworse. Accuratefiling receiptsistheonly areawherethe
percent claiming it’sworseislarger than those claimingit’s better. The
results show that while respondents believe the timely delivery of filing
receipts hasimproved, the accuracy has declined. Asone customer
stated:

“PTO hasbeen prompt in sending filing receiptslately, in
lessthan 30 days. However, they areincorrect more often
than not and after | request corrections, the errors often
remain. | would rather that your staff taketheir timeto
get thingsright thefirst time.”
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Overall Summary (cont)

e Overall satisfaction increased by 5% over the 1998 level to 57% satisfied.
Thisisencouraging and not surprising given that other key ar eas of
service improved by thisamount or more. In fact, satisfaction about fees
paid and valuereceived increased substantially over 1998 levels.
Dissatisfaction levels about fees and value are both lessthan 25%.

e The “keydrivers’ (thoseitemshaving the greatest impact on overall
satisfaction) include examination quality, telephone service, accurate and
timely filing receipts, process efficiency and outcome, commitment to
customer service, and delivery of faxes. Thekey driverswith the lowest
levels of satisfaction include timely and accurate filing receipts, delivery
of faxes, and efficiency of the process.
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Overall Summary (cont)

e Theanalysesof results by demographic segments follows the same
pattern as 1998 with two distinct customer segments being served by
PTO: law firmg/large businesses and individual inventor s/small
businesses

+ Law firmg/large businesses have much mor e frequent contact with
PTO throughout the year than individual inventor/small businesses

¢ Individual inventor s/small businesses are mor e positive than law
firmg/lar ge businesses, especially on overall satisfaction, customer
service and timeliness

+ Both segmentsreported high levels of satisfaction on the
Application and Examination Process and low levels of satisfaction
on Problem Resolution

The following pages summarize the strengths (60% or mor e satisfied) and
opportunitiesfor improvement (25% or mor e dissatisfied)
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Overall Summary
Strengths and Opportunities for | mprovement

Strengths

e Courteousservice(B1 & C6c)
o Directing calls promptly* (B2)

o Examination quality* (conducting thorough search and a
clearly written position (B4 & B10)

o Theapplication process (C3AP1 & C3AP2)

o Fairnessof the process outcome and outcome meeting your
obj ectives* (C30P1 & C30P2)

e Providing assistance at atime convenient to the customer
(C2SR1)

* Key Driver.
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Overall Summary
Strengths and Opportunities for | mprovement (cont.)

Opportunitiesfor | mprovement

Responding to statusletters (B5)
Delivery of faxes* (B7 & BS)
Mailing correct filing notices* (B9 & C8g)

Timeliness of the process
+ Length of application process* (C3T1)
+ Timefrom filingto grant (C3T2)

+ Timefrom payment of feeto grant (C3T3)

Problem management (Céa, Céb, Céd)

* Key Driver.
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Conclusions

e Almost all areasimproved over 1998 satisfaction levels

o 27 of the 29 compar able items showed improvement, with 16
improving by 6 to 10% and 6 improving by over 10%. Of noteare
telephone service, examination quality, and staff responsiveness.

¢ Overall satisfaction improved by 5% to 57% and dissatisfaction is
now lessthan 20%

¢ Theonly decline (2%) was the length of time from payment of
Issue fee to patent grant

e It should benoted that all four Patent Corps Goalsfor Customer
Standardsimproved by 7% or more over 1998 levels
+ Directing customers promptly +11%
¢ Returning callswithin one business day +9%
o Clearly written position of examiners +8%
+ Conduct thorough search +7%
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Conclusions (cont)

e Thenumber of respondents believing service hasimproved compared to
previousfilingsare at least twice asgreat (or more) than those believing
it isworse

¢ Theonly areawherethisdoesnot hold isin the area of accurate
filing receipts

e Important areaswith acceptable levels of satisfaction include courtesy,
telephone service, examination quality, the application submission
process, and fairness of the final decision

e However, thereremain areasthat, while showing improvement, have
unacceptable levels of satisfaction

¢ Meeting standardsfor responding to status letters, delivering
faxes, and mailing correct filing receipts

+ Timeliness of the process, especially time from filing to grant and
from payment of issue feesto grant

¢ Thehandling of problems (over 70% of the respondents
experienced sometype of problem or difficulty thispast year)
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Conclusions (cont)

Given the positive trends and levels of satisfaction
for some of the key examination process items, why
Isoverall satisfaction still less than 60%7?

e An analyses of the survey results coupled with the write-in comments
helpsto under stand the causes and effects of respondent per ceptions
about the examination process, and, therefore, the various levels of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction

e Thesubstance of the examination processreceived positive ratings and
the trend shows continual improvement. Some of the write-in comments
complain about such things as examiner language proficiency, proper
training and background on legal and technical issues (especially for the
new examiners) and consistency. However, ratings on examination
quality, fairness of the final decision, and beliefs that the quality of the
sear ch and clarity of written positions of examiners are better now, all
point to satisfaction with the substantitive aspects of the examination
process.
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Conclusions (cont)

However, administrative problems encountered during the application
and examination process appear to be inhibiting customer satisfaction
levels. Dealing with such issuesaserrorson filing receipts; errorson
deposit accounts; lost/misplaced papers, files, correspondence,

drawings; faxes not being delivered properly; and uncertainty caused by
long delaysin First Office Actions, and between fee payment and
Issuance, are frustrating to the customer.

Adding to these problemsare:

+ Difficultiesin determining status information

+ Difficultiesin having PTO correct errorsand mistakes caused by
PTO

+ Timeand effort expended by the customer in having to re-submit
lost/misplaced materials

¢ Anoverall lack of confidence that submitted materials will be
matched with the official file and the proper examiner
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Conclusions (cont)

e Customersexpressfrustration with the delaysin the examination
process. This, in turn, impacts perceptions about process timeliness,
efficiency of the examination process, PTO’s genuine commitment to
customer service, and overall satisfaction. For example:

¢ Thoseincurring no problemshad overall satisfaction levels of 83%

¢ Thosethat had problemsthat were resolved quickly had overall
satisfaction levels of 70%

¢ Thosethat were satisfied with the handling of their problem gave
much higher ratingsto all aspects of customer service than those
not satisfied, including per ceptions about PTO being genuinely
committed to providing the best possible service

e Given that over 70% of customersencounter some problems or
difficultiesin the application and examination process, PTO should
focus on both minimizing the causes of commonly encountered problems
and establishing a customer -focused problem management process. The
data supportsthe contention that only then will high levels of overall
satisfaction with the PTO patent process be achieved.

P-195 USPTO 1999 Customer Satisfaction Survey



Recommendations




Recommendations — The Vital Few

e Expedite establishment of a problem management system that
categorizes problems, assignsresponsibility for all reported problems,
documentsthem, establishes resolution goals, and or ganizes a close-out
process. In designing the system, benchmark against some “ best-in-
class’ problem resolution systems such as Solectron, American Express,
and Ritz-Carlton. Establish atime standard for all categories of
problems.

e Implement a quality control procedurefor all filing receipts. Establish
quality goals and track results along with the timeliness goals.

e |dentify causesfor delays between receipt of issue fee payment to patent
grant, take corrective action, and establish an appropriate customer
service standar d/goal

e Improvetheddivery of faxes (akey driver). Explorethe use of software
packages (e.g., JFAX, EFAX) that allows faxesto be delivered directly to
e-mail addr esses.
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Recommendations (cont.)

| mprove the document control system for storing, transferring, and
tracking files, papers, correspondence, and drawings. Explorethe use
of a*“search and resolve’ desk to track down lost or misplaced
materials.

Establish timeframe estimates for First Office Actions and send this
infor mation with the notice of filing receipts

Continue to emphasize the importance of returning telephone calls
within one business day

Conduct an internal benchmarking study on those key areaswhere
there are substantial differences among technology areas (besides
Designs). The objective of the study should beto determineif the
differences aredueto “ best practices’ being utilized by the technology
areaswith the highest satisfaction levels.
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