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Pending Appeals

(FY10 to FY18: 9/30/10 to 1/31/18)

26,570
24.040 25,437 25,527

21,556
17,851
15,533
I I 13,044 12,680

FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18

Note: FY17 pending changed from 13,034 to 13,044 due to an internal end of FY18 Q1 audit.
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Pendency of Decided Appeals in FY17 and FY18

(Pendency of appeals decided in January 2017 compared to appeals decided in January 2018)

Months January 2017 ® January 2018
256 243
22.5
19.7 19.1 18.3 175 18.9

18.9
15.7 15.4 14.3
140 135 . .
I 1i 11 :32 1i0 I I I |

1600 1700 2100 2400 2600 2800 2900 3600 3700 3900

Bio/ Chemical Electrical / Computer Design Mechanical / *CRU  Overall
Pharma Business Method

Pendency is calculated as average months from Board receipt date to final decision.
*CRU (Central Reexamination Unit) includes ex parte reexams, inter partes reexams,
supplemental examination reviews and reissues from all technologies.
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Ex Parte Appeal Highlights

Reduced ex parte appeal inventory by 50% from a high of 26,570 in
FY12 to 12,680 in FY18

Overall pendency has been reduced to approximately 14 months
with electrical/computer case pendency at approximately 12
months
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Status of Petitions
(All Time: 9/16/12 to 2/28/18)
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These figures reflect the latest status of each petition. The outcomes of decisions on
institution responsive to requests for rehearing are incorporated. Once joined to a base
case, a petition remains in the Joined category regardless of subsequent outcomes.



Multiple Petition Study
Ultimate Outcome

* 69% of all petitions result in a patent
being unchanged; 58% of patents are
unchanged at the end of one or more
AIA proceedings

*  “By patent” accounts for whether any
one petition against particular patent
results in any unpatentable claims

* "By petition” accounts for whether a

particular petition results in any
unpatentable claims

Data Through 6/30/17

Outcomes in AlA Trials

Patent Unchanged

Patent Owner Requests Adverse 5%

Judgment 6%

PTAB Finding Some Claims 5%

Unpatentable 7%

PTAB Finding All Claims 21%

Unpatentable 29%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

M By Petition

69%
58%

50% 60% 70%

M By Patent

80%
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Status of Petitions
(All Time: 9/16/12 to 2/28/18)
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These figures reflect the latest status of each petition. The outcomes of decisions on
institution responsive to requests for rehearing are incorporated. Once joined to a base
case, a petition remains in the Joined category regardless of subsequent outcomes.
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Institution Rates
(FY13 to FY18: 10/1/12 to 2/28/18)

M Instituted ™ Denied

87%
w
68% 0
R 67% 63% 62%
— —p
1,012 1,011
664
469 496 403
191 223 \ 246
N2 B
FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18

Institution rate for each fiscal year is calculated by dividing petitions instituted by
decisions on institution (i.e., petitions instituted plus petitions denied). The outcomes of

decisions on institution responsive to requests for rehearing are excluded.
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Status of Petitions
(All Time: 9/16/12 to 2/28/18)
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These figures reflect the latest status of each petition. The outcomes of decisions on
institution responsive to requests for rehearing are incorporated. Once joined to a base

case, a petition remains in the Joined category regardless of subsequent outcomes. 14



Final Written Decisions

Percent of Decisions by Instituted Claims Remaining Patentable
(FY14 to FY17: 10/1/13 to 9/30/17)
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— —— 58%
— ¢ No Claim
2% Il Clai
18% . 17% All Claims
— 15%
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o
15% 12% ° 16%
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Joined cases are excluded.
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AlA Trial Statistics Highlights

58% of patents challenged in AlA trials are unchanged

Only approximately 62% of cases reaching the institution phase are
instituted

The percentage of final written decisions where no instituted claim
remains patentable decreased from 73% in FY15 to 58% in FY17
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Methodology

* Reviewed all IPR, PGR, and CBM petitions filed on or before 6/30/2017

e Covered 7,168 petitions and their associated:
e 4,376 patents;
e 1,633 patent owners; and
e 1,423 petitioners

e Studied how many petitions and petitioners challenged each patent, how each
petition related to other petitions, and the net result for each challenged patent

19
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Multiple Petition Study
Petitions Per Patent

No. of Petitions per % of Total
Patent

NUMBER OF PETITIONS PER PATENT

H]l m2 m3 m4 W5 m6 m7 or more

1 2932 67.0%
2 885 20.2%
3 256 5.9%
4 142 3.2%
5 54 1.2% 87.2% of Patents Challenged at
PTAB by 1 or 2 Petitions
6 52 1.2%
7 or more 55 1.3%

Total 4376 100%

Data Through 6/30/17
20
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Multiple Petition Study
Petitioners Per Patent

No. of Petitioners vs. No. of %
Patent Patents Patents

NUMBER OF PETITIONERS PER PATENT

HE]l] m2 ®3 E4 Em5 H6 E7 ES8

1 3711 84.8%
2 424 9.7%
3 132 3.0%
4 59 1.3%
5 28 0.6% 84.8% of Patents are
6 17 0.4% Challenged by a Single
7 2 <0.1% Petitioner
8 3 <0.1%
Total 4376 100%

Data Through 6/30/17
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding 21
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Multiple Petition Study WHEN PETITIONS ARE FILED
When Petitions are Filed lSinnge Petiti::-;r:n Vs, F-’atent [ | Multiple Petition Filed On or Near Same Day
B Multiple Petition Filed after POPR W Multiple Petition Filed After DI

. . - No. of % of
Single Petition Filed 2932 41%
Multiple Petitions Filed On or Near 2685 38%
Same Day
Multiple Petitions Filed After POPR, 381 59 79% of Petitions are filed without
But Before DI the benefit of seeing a POPR or DI
Multiple Petitions Filed After DI 1170 16%
Total 7168 100%

Data Through 6/30/17
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Multiple Petition Study Highlights

e 84.8% of patents are challenged by a single petitioner

 87% of patents are challenged by 1 or 2 petitions

e 85% of IPRs have a co-pending district court case

* 79% of petitions are filed before any Patent Owner Response or a Decision on Institution
* 95% of petitions are filed in a given petitioner’s first round

e Often a petitioner could not have filed a petition earlier or may be prompted to file later because
of the litigation circumstances

e Institution rate by patent (FY17: 70%) is only slightly higher than by petition (FY17: 64%)

e 58% of patents challenged at the PTAB are unchanged

23



Motion to Amend Study
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Methodology

 Reviewed all IPR, PGR, and CBM petitions filed on or before 9/30/2017

 Covered 3,491 pending and completed trials and their associated 313 motions to
amend

e Studied how many motions to amend have been filed, the number of motions to
amend that were granted, granted-in-part, and denied, and the reasons the Board

provided for denying entry of substitute claims

25



—

Motion to Amend Study
______|Reason for Denying Entr
67

8102/103 Anticipated or Obvious Over Art of Record 40%
Multiple Statutory Reasons

SO0 *All included at least 102, 103, and/or 112 as 39 23%
112/316 .
a reason for denial
8101 Non-Statutory Subject Matter 12 7%
§112 Written Description 10 6%
8112 Enablement 3 2%
§112 Definiteness 1 1%
8316 Claims Enlarge Scope of Patent 9 5%
8316 Unreasonable Number of Substitute Claims 3 2%
Procedural Reasons 22 13%

- Total Motions to Amend Denied (in whole _
or in part

Data current as of: 9/30/2017
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Apple Inc. v. Realtime Data LLC, IPR2016-01737
A Successful Motion to Amend

e Why was this motion to amend successful?
e Patent Owner requested to replace 55 unpatentable claims for 55 substitute claims
e Patent Owner proposed a narrowing limitation in each substitute claim in direct
response to the grounds of unpatentability involved in the trial
e Patent Owner identified support in the specification for the narrowing limitations

e 118. A method for providing accelerated loading of an operating system in a computer system, the method
comprising:
preloading a portion of boot data in a compressed form into a volatile memory, the portion of boot
data in the compressed form being associated thatis with a portion of a boot data list for booting the computer
system inte-a-memeory, wherein the preloading comprises transferring the portion of boot data in the
compressed form into the volatile memory, and wherein the preloading occurs during the same boot sequence
in which a boot device controller receives a command over a computer bus to load the portion of boot data;
accessing the preloaded portion of the boot data in the compressed form from the volatile memory;
decompressing . . . ;
and updating.. . .

27



Expanded Panel Study
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Methodology

* Reviewed IPR, PGR, and CBM proceedings filed on or before 12/31/2017, which
covers 7,930 Petitions and their associated:
e 6,033 Decisions on Institution
e 1,912 Final Written Decisions
e Thousands of Interlocutory Orders

e |dentified and studied the 59 panels that were expanded pursuant to SOP1

e Studied how many panels were expanded, when the panel expansion occurred, the
reason for expansion, and the result of the expansion

29
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Expanded Panels Are Rare
(7930 Total Petitions through 12/31/2017)

31

5
: B
Decision on Rehearing DI Interlocutory Order Final Written Multiple Stages
Institution (DI Decision
\ ©h J |\ 1
| | |
23 out of 6,033 31 out of thousands 0 out of 1,912

Decisions on Institution of Orders Final Written Decisions
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Expanded Panel Study Highlights

e Expanded panels are very rare

 Most expanded panel decisions issued as original decisions, not decisions on
rehearing

* Panels were expanded for guidance and consistency:
* to provide forward-looking guidance on reoccurring issues; and/or

e to treat similarly situated parties the same

e Underlying result remained the same after panel expansion on rehearing,
except for Target and Nidec, both of which address same-party joinder

31



Orange Boolk-listed Patent Study
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Methodology

e Reviewed AlA trial proceedings filed on or before 9/30/2017 that challenged an
Orange Book-listed patent

e Identified and studied the 389 Orange Book-listed patents challenged at the PTAB

33



Status of Instituted Claims in Final Written Decisions

(As of End FY17:9/16/12 to 9/30/17)

Orange Book-listed Patents

No Claims
Patentable
38
46%

82 Total FWDs

All Claims
Patentable
42

Some Claims 51%

Patentable
2

3%

All Other Technologies

(including misc. bio-pharma)

No Claims
Patentable
1,115
66%

1,689 Total FWDs

All Claims
Some Claims Patentable

Patentable 289

285 17%
17%
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Orange Book-listed Patent Study Highlights

e 83% of all petitions challenging Orange Book-listed patents result in patent being
unchanged by PTAB

e The cumulative institution rate for Orange Book petitions (66%) is essentially the
same as the cumulative overall institution rate (68%)

e Just over half of all final written decisions for petitions challenging Orange Book-
listed patents find all claims patentable

e 80% of all challenged Orange Book-listed patents have 1 or 2 petitions, compared
to 87% of all challenged patents

e 85% of all challenged Orange Book-listed patents have 1 or 2 petitioners,
compared to 94% of all challenged patents

35



New Jurisprudence

UNITED STATES




—

Precedential Decisions: General

e AIA § 18, pre-institution statutory disclaimer
e Facebook, Inc. v. Skky, LLC
e Case CBM2016-00091, Paper 12 (Sept. 28, 2017)
e §112(2), indefiniteness during prosecution
e Exparte McAward
e Appeal 2015-006416 (Aug. 25, 2017)
 AIA § 311(a), assignor estoppel
e Athena Automation Ltd. v. Husky Injection Molding Sys. Ltd.
e (Case IPR2013-00290, Paper 18 (Oct. 25, 2013)

37
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Precedential Decision: Discretion to Institute under § 314(a)

eGeneral Plastic Indus. Co. v. Canon Kabushiki Kaisha

eCase IPR2016-01357 et al., Paper 19 (Sept. 6, 2017)
*§ 314(a) factors considered:

1.

whether the same petitioner previously filed a petition directed to the same claims of the same
patent;

whether at the time of filing of the first petition the petitioner knew or should have known of the prior
art asserted in the second petition;

whether at the time of filing of the second petition the petitioner already received the patent owner’s
preliminary response to the first petition or received the Board’s decision on whether to institute
review in the first petition;

length of time that elapsed between the time the petitioner learned of the prior art asserted in the
second petition and the filing of the second petition;

whether the petitioner provides adequate explanation for the time elapsed between the filings of
multiple petitions directed to the same claims of the same patent;

finite resources of the Board; and

requirement under 35 U.S.C. § 316(a)(11) to issue a final determination not later than 1 year after the
date on which the Director notices institution of review

38
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Informative Decisions: 315(b)

*AlA § 315(b), insufficient funds at filing

eLuv N’ Care, Ltd. v. McGinley,

*Case IPR2017-01216, Paper 13 (Sept. 18, 2017)
*AlA § 315(b), district court motion to amend complaint

eAmneal Pharmaceuticals, LLC. v. Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc.
eCase IPR2014-00360, Paper 15 (June 27, 2014)



https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-01216%20Luvn%20Care%20(Paper%2013).pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2014-00360%20Amneal%20(Paper%2015).pdf

—

Informative Decisions: Discretion to Institute under § 325(d)

*Becton, Dickinson & Company v. B. Braun Melsungen AG

e Case IPR2017-01586, Paper 8 (Dec. 15, 2017)

e Panel exercised its discretion under § 325(d) and declined to institute inter partes review on one
of the asserted obviousness grounds.

* Panel concluded that the examiner previously considered the asserted prior art references,
albeit in separate obviousness rejections, and that petitioner’s arguments significantly overlap
with arguments considered by the examiner.

e The panel acknowledged that even though the petitioner’s declarant’s testimony was not
considered by the examiner, the declaration testimony presented little persuasive technical
evidence or explanation.

40


https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-00739_Hospira_v_Genentech_Paper_16_July_27_2017.pdf

—

Informative Decisions: Discretion to Institute under § 325(d)

eBecton, Dickinson & Company v. B. Braun Melsungen AG (continued)
e Case IPR2017-01586, Paper 8 (Dec. 15, 2017)

* Panel considered the following non-exclusive factors :

1. The similarities and material differences between the asserted art and the prior art involved during
examination.

2. The cumulative nature of the asserted art and the prior art evaluated during examination.

3. The extent to which the asserted art was evaluated during examination, including whether the prior
art was the basis of rejection.

4. The extent of the overlap between the arguments made during examination and the manner in
which Petitioner relies on the prior art or Patent Owner distinguishes the prior art;

5. Whether Petitioner has pointed out sufficiently how the Examiner erred in its evaluation of the
asserted prior art; and

6. The extent to which additional evidence and facts presented in the Petition warranted reconsidered
of the prior art or arguments.

41


https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-00739_Hospira_v_Genentech_Paper_16_July_27_2017.pdf
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Informative Decisions: Discretion to Institute under § 325(d)

eKayak Software Corp. v. International Business Machines Corp.
e (Case CBM2016-00075, Paper 16 (Dec. 15, 2016)
* Panel exercised its discretion under § 325(d) and declined to institute CBM patent review
 Panel concluded that three of the asserted prior art references were extensively considered by
the Office over eleven years of prosecution and observed that the petitioner did not identify
circumstances weighing in favor of institution
* The panel observed:

* “To be sure, we acknowledge that similarity of prior art alone does not require the Office
to exercise its discretion in denying any grounds set forth in a Petition. There could be
situations where, for example, the prosecution is not as exhaustive, where there are clear
errors in the original prosecution, or where the prior art at issue was only cursorily
considered that can weigh against exercising the discretion.”



https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-00777_Cultec_v_Stormtech_Paper_7.pdf
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Informative Decisions: Discretion to Institute under § 325(d)

*Cultec, Inc. v. Stormtech LLC
e Case IPR2017-00777, Paper 7 (Aug. 22, 2017)
e Examiner considered one reference during prosecution
* Second reference was cumulative of prior art that the examiner considered
*Hospira, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc.
e Case IPR2017-00739, Paper 16 (July 27, 2017)
 Examiner previously considered 2 asserted references
 One reference cited by examiner and applied
e Other reference raised in third party submission that examiner discussed
 Two other references were cumulative of prior art that the examiner considered
eUnified Patents Inc. v. Berman
e Case IPR2016-01571, Paper 10 (Dec. 14, 2016)
e Examiner considered same argument petitioner raised regarding
patent owner’s claim to priority
 Examiner’s previous priority determination was dispositive to
each ground asserted in IPR



https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-00777_Cultec_v_Stormtech_Paper_7.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2017-00739_Hospira_v_Genentech_Paper_16_July_27_2017.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/IPR2016-01571_Unified_Patents_v_Berman_Paper_10.pdf
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Motions to Amend

e Aqua Products, Inc. v. Matal, 872 F.3d 1290 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

 Guidance on Motions to Amend in view of Aqua Products
* https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/guidance_on_motions_to _amend 11 2017.pdf

IPR2016-01737, Paper 19 (June 14, 2017)

e Bosch Automotive Serv. Solutions, LLC v. Matal, 878 F.3d 1027 (Fed. Cir. 2017);
Order on Petition for Panel Rehearing, No. 2015-1928 (Fed. Cir. March 15, 2018)
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New PTAB Website

UNITED STATES
PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Patents Trademarks

About Us

IP Policy Learning and Resources

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board

Patent Trial and Appeal Board

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) conducts trials, induding inter partes, post-grant, and covered business method patent reviews and derivation
proceedings; hears appeals from adverse examiner dedsions in patent applications and reexamination proceedings; and renders decisions in

interferences.

»

Trials

Information about proceedings
conducted by the Patent Trial and
Appeal Board, including inter partes
review, post-grant review, the

transitional post-grant review for..

R[]

Hearings

Review guidance, schedules, and
inclement weather advisories for oral
arguments for appeals, interferences,
and trials.

PTAB Data Tools and IT
Systems

Stay informed regarding maintenance
‘events, obtain direct access to PTAB
automated infarmation sharing
platforms, subscribe for updates, or
provide feedback.

o]

Appeals

Information about ex parte appesls
conducted by the Patent Trial and
Appesl Board from adverse
decisions of examiners in patent

applications. reizsue spplications.
and..

Resources

Leam about the Patent Trial and
Appesl Board or find key palicies,
procedures, forme, 2nd guidance.

PTAB Events

Find where our judges are spesking
and leam more sbout events
sponsored by PTAB

=]

Decisions

Browse public finsl agency dedsions
of PTAB, including decisions
designated a5 precadentisl or

informative.

Statistics

View performance benchmarks of the
PTAB, indluding dispositions,
pendency, inventary, and ather
tracking measures

About PTAB

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board is
ereanzd by statute, and includes
statutory members and
Administrative Patant Judges. The
PTAB is charged with rendering

dedisions on.

Jobs Contact Us MyUSPTO

Search uspto.gov Q

(& Quick links

Upcoming PTAB
events

PTAB/TTAB Stadium Tour
at University of San
Diego School of Law

Sep 20, 2018 10:00 AM PT

San Diego, CA

See the full events calendar

Find other events near you or
online,

g View the PTAB event
calendar

Now Hiring

Are you interested in learning
more about being a judge or
applying for a position at the
Patent Trial and Appeal Board?

PTAB tools and links

+ Patent Trial and Appeal
Board End to End (PTAB E2E

+ AlA Review Dedisions

+ PTAB bulk data

+ APl page

+ USPTO systems statuses

+ Patent and Trial Appeal fees
+ Request a PTAB speaker
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Patents

Trademarks

IP Policy

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board

ere to Find PTAB Statistics

About Us

Learning and Resources

Patent Trial and Appeal Board

Jobs  ContactUs

Search uspto.gov

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) conducts trials, including inter partes, post-grant, and covered business method patent reviews and derivation
proceedings; hears appeals from adverse examiner decisions in patent applications and reexamination proceedings; and renders decisions in
interferences.

»

Trials

Information about procesdings
conducted by the Patent Trial and
Appeal Board, including inter partes
review, post-grant review, the
transitional post-grant review for...

R[]

Hearings

Review guidance, schedules, and
inclement weather advisories for oral
arguments for appeals, intsrferences,
and trials.

%

PTAB Data Tools and IT
Systems

Stay informed regarding maintenance
events, obtain direct access to PTAB
sutamated information sharing
platforms, subscribe for updates, or
provide feedback.

B

Appeals

Information about ex parte appeals
conducted by the Patent Trial and
Appesl Board from adverse
decisions of examiners in patent
applications, reissue applications,
and.

g

Resources

Learn about the Patent Trial and,
Appeal Board or find key policied
procedures, forms. and guidance.

PTAB Events

Find where our judges ars speaking
and learn more about events
sponsored by PTAB.

=]

Decisions

Browse public final agency dedisions
of PTAB. includjpgl decisions
designated as priffedential or

informative.

Statistics

View performance benchmarks of the
PTAE. including dispasiticns,
pendancy, inventory, and other

tracking measures.

About PTAB

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board is
created by statute and indudes
statutory members and
Administrative Patent Judges. The
PTAB i charged with rendering
dedisions on...

Upcoming PTAB
events

PTAB/TTAB Stadium Tour
at University of San
Diego School of Law

Sep 20, 2013 10:00 AM PT

San Diego, CA

See the full events calendar

Find other events near you or
online,

View the PTAB event
«calendar

UNITED STATES
PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Patents

Patent Trizl and Appesl
Board

Trials
Appeals
Decisions
Hearings
Resources
Statistics
Performance Measures
About PTAB

PTAE Help

Trademarks

IP Policy

Statistics

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board / Statistics

About Us

Learning and Resources

View performance benchmarks of the PTAB, including
dispositions, pendency, inventory, and other tracking

measures.

Trial Statistics

Cumrent FY Statistics to Date:

» February 2018

» December 2017
= November 2017
» October 2017

Appeal and Interference|
Statistics

Current FY Statistics to Date:

February 2018

December 2017
November 2077
October 2017

MNow Hiring

Areyou interested in learning
more about being a judge or
applying for a position at the
Patent Trial and Appeal Board?

PTAB tools and links

+ Patent Trial and Appeal
Board End to End {(PTAB E2F;

+ AlA Review Decisions

- PTAB bulk data

+ APl page

+ USPTQ systems statuses

- Patent and Trial Appeal fees
» Request a PTAB speaker

v

Complete Trial Statistics Archive

Complete A 1 &
Interference Statistics Archive

Jobs Contact Us MyUSPTO

Search uspto.gov Q

Special Reports

Expanded Patents Study (Mar. 2018) - a report on panel expansion in AlA trials
Orange Book-listed Patent Study {Mar. 2018) - a report on FDA-approved drug patents challenged in AlA trials
Multiple Petition Study (Oct. 2017) - a report on multiple petitions filed in ALA Trials

Motion to Amend Study (Sep. 2017) - a report on the cutcomes of motions to amend in AlA trials

Special Reports Archive

Contact

Email questions about PTAB Statistics to PTAB Statistics Box B4

e Helpful

' Mot Helpful

2 Share

B print
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Where to Find Precedential and Informative Decisions

AboutlUs  Jobs  ContactUs  MyUSPTO AboutUs  Jobs  ContactUs  MyUSPTO
UNITED STATES UNITED STATES
PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE qQ PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE Q

About Us Jobs Contact Us MyUSETO
UNITED STATES
PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE Q

Search uspta.gov Search uspla.gav Search uspio.gov

Patents Trademarks IP Policy Learning and Resources

Patents Trademarks IP Policy Learning and Resources & Quicklinks ¥ Patents Trademarks IP Policy Learning and Resources

&’ Quicklinks %

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board

Home / Patents: Apolication Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board / Decisions

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board / Precedential and informative decisions

[ Share | #= Print

Patent Trial and Appeal Board

The Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) conducs trials, induding inter partes, post-grant, and covered business method patent reviews and derivation domnd
proceedings; hears appeals from adverse examiner decisions in patert applications and reexamination proceedings; and renders decisions in o
interferences.

Patent Trial and Appeal

Precedential and informative decisions

Appeals, reexamination, and AlA precedential and informative dedsions organized by subject matter are
presented in the expandable table below. Future updates to this page will include precedential and informative

Decisions Decisions

Precedential and
Links to all public, final decisions of the Patent Trial and Appeal Board, induding decisions designated as h tive opinions

Trizke precedential or informative,

Representative AIA trial

interference decisions. Archived decisions include those dedisions that are not pertinent to or less pertinent to

Appesls Rep[esentative AlA trial orders, decisionsl and notices R current Board practice, The Excel workbocoks and links to alphabetical lists of the precedential and informative
} ™ % Upcoming PTAB pecions . . . - notices decisions are available at the bottom of this page.
Trials Appeals Decisions events Precedential and informative decisions Search final decisions * Recently designated dedisions appear in the "Recently designated decisions” section of the expandable table
Information about procesdings Information sbout ex parte 2pp Browee public finzl 2gency decisions Precedential and and are iderified in the appropriate subject matter section{s) with the lael ITEI.

conducted by the Patent Trial and
Appeal Baard, including imer panzs
review, post-grant review, the
transitionsl post-grant review for

[

conducted by the Patent Trial g
Appezl Board from adverse
decisions of examiners in patent

applications, reissue spplications,
and.

af PTAR, including dedisions
designated as precedential or
informative.

PTAB/TTAB Stadium Tour
at University of San
Diego School of Law

Sep 20, 2018 10:00 AM PT
San Diege, CA

See the full events calendar

infarmative opinions
ntative ALA trial
orders, dedisions, and
notices

Search final decizions

Search/browse the

Search AlA-related cases

Search PTAB Final Decisions

MNOTE: Some material listed on this page may require a plug-in or viewer.

Search/browse the
proceedings

Recently designated decisions

Patent eligibility - 35 U.5.C. § 101

Anticipation - 35 U.5.C. § 102

Obviousness - 35 US.C. § 103

R o Il - § > Specificati i i -35USC
Hearings Resources Statistics rebron e Helpful | 60 ' Not Helpful | 113 E% share | N print e
o ) Find other events near you or > e
Review guidance, schedules, and Leam abaut the Patent Trial and Wiew performance benchmarks of the online. > Plant patents - 35 US.C. § 161
inclament westher adhisories fororal  Appes| Board or find key policies, PTAB, including dispositions, ’ Hearings
arguments for appeals. interferances,  procedures, forms. and guidance. pendency. inventary, 2nd ather View the PTAB event > Reissue - 35 US.C. § 251
and trials. tracking messures. (=] catendar Resources
> Claim construction
. Statistics > Issue preclusion
E MNow Hiring
About PTAB »  Mon-functional descriptive material

PTAB Data Tools and IT PTAB Events About PTAB Areyou interested in leaming
Systems Find where our judges are spesiing  The Patent Trial and Appeal Board is more about being a judge or PTAE Help 5 Expert testimony

and leam more about events

Stay informed regarding maintenance
‘events, obtain direct access to PTAR
automated information sharing
platforms, subscribe for updstes, or
provids fesdback.

sponsored by PTAB.

ereated by st=tute, and includas
statutary members and
Administrative Patant Judges. The
PTAB is charged with rendering
dacisions on

applying for a position at the
Patent Trial and Appeal Board?

PTAB tools and links

+ Patent Trial and Appeal
Board End to End (PFTAB E2E;

A Review Decisions
+ PTAB bulk data
+ APl page
* USPTO systems statuses
» Patent and Trial Appeal fees
» Request a PTAB speaker

Expanded panels

Issues specific to ex parte appeals

Issues specific to AlA trial proceedings

Issues specific to inter partes reexam

> Archive
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B UNITED STATES
PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Patents Trademarks

IP Policy Learning and Resources

Home / Patents: Application Process / Patent Trial and Appeal Board / Suggestion Box

About Us

Jobs Contact Us MyUSPTO

a
& Quicklinks v

[% Share | ¥=§ Print

Tools & links

About EFS-Web

Check application status
Fees and payment

Patent Trial & Appeal Board
Global Dossier

More tools & links

Suggestion Box

Please send any suggestions regarding PTAB E2E to the PTAB E2E
Admin mailbox. &4

Please send any suggestions regarding the Appeals Process to the
Board at PTAB Appeals Suggestions£.

Please send any suggestions regarding the Trials Process to the
Board at PTABAIATrialSuggestions@uspto.gov E4,

If you have suggestions for other topics that you would like to see
covered by the PTAB in a future Qutreach event, please email your
suggestions to PTABOutreach@uspto.gov &,

Accessible via the public PTAB Website at the following address:
https://www.uspto.gov/patents-application-process/patent-trial-and-

appeal-board/suggestion-box




e

USPTO Subscription Center
P

Subscribe to our email newsletters or update your subscriptions
Provide your email address to get started with any of our newsletters or email alerts:

USPTO Press Releases

USPTO Director's Forum Blog

USPTO Monthly Review

FY! at the USPTO

Inventors Eye

Patents Alerts

Trademarks Alerts

Copyright Alerts

Patent Trials and Appeal Board

Intellectual Property for K-12 Educators

Email address (required)

Accessible via the public PTAB Website at the following address:
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/USPTO/subscriber/new
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PTAB Judicial Conference

* Thursday, June 28, 2018
« Madison Auditorium

e Free and will be webcast
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Now Hiring via USAJobs

« Administrative Patent Judge (closing April 5, 2018)
» Patent Attorney (closing April 5, 2018)

e Law Clerk (to be posted soon)
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Questions and Comments

David P. Ruschke
Chief Administrative Patent Judge
(571) 272-9797
David.Ruschke@USPTO.GOV



mailto:FirstName.LastName@USPTO.GOV
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