Their internal links are backwards. Status quo PTAB reviews are more effective in determining validity than the courts. 
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One thing that is apparent from the data is that the PTAB is doing a good job. 
First, AIA trials overwhelmingly are completed within their one-year deadline, allowing them to serve as a timely substitute for district court litigation. This is no small matter. The system of post-issuance review that PTAB proceedings replaced, inter partes reexamination, was plagued with delays. Because that system was required to follow examination rules, either side could delay the proceeding at will and examiners lacked the tools to manage cases. 
Perhaps no fact better illustrates the problems with the prior system than that, although the authorization to initiate inter partes reexaminations was repealed during President Obama’s first term in office, as of today there are still 13 of these proceedings pending before the USPTO and the courts. Regardless of the accuracy of its results, a system that takes this long to decide a case is not helpful—either to patent owners seeking an affirmation of their patent’s validity or to accused infringers seeking to cancel invalid claims.
In addition, AIA proceedings have also proven cost effective—their price, on average, is about one-ninth of that of district court litigation. Although the proceedings are still expensive, costs are measured in the hundreds of thousands of dollars rather than the millions. 
Finally, and most importantly, AIA trials produce accurate and reliable results. The Board’s final written decisions are thoroughly reasoned and demonstrate a firm command of both the relevant technology and patent law. 
You need not take my word for it. A recent academic study that comprehensively analyzed the results of appellate review of PTAB patentability determinations has reached the same conclusion. Professor Matthew Sipe compiled and examined the results of all patent appeals that were docketed at the Federal Circuit in fiscal years 2015 and 2016.1 He then compared the results for patent validity determinations made by PTAB panels to those made by district courts. 
The study’s conclusion was emphatic: it found that “the PTAB is affirmed notably more often than district courts on [patent] validity issues.” Indeed, according to the data, district courts are almost two and a half times more likely to be reversed on appeal when deciding patent validity issues than is the PTAB. 
The study ultimately determined that “the most straightforward conclusion” is that PTAB judges’ technical expertise has “aided decision-making on the thorny scientific questions endemic to patent law.” 
Notably, Professor Sipe’s study also found that when the Board is reversed on appeal, it is more frequently overturned for failing to find that a claim is unpatentable than for holding that a claim is unpatentable. This would hardly be surprising to those familiar with the USPTO and its culture. People who work at the agency generally like patents and want to give inventors the benefit of the doubt.
It also bears emphasis that, unlike a jury, the PTAB is subject to the Administrative Procedure Act. Thus, unlike a jury, the Board cannot hand in a verdict form that looks like an a la carte menu. The PTAB is required to analyze the evidence before it and explain its reasoning in a way that can be reviewed on appeal. (I should know—as an agency lawyer, I lost cases on appeal when the Board was less than clear in explaining its findings). 
Yet despite the Board’s decisions effectively being subject to more exacting review, the PTAB’s patentability findings are more likely to be upheld on appeal. The evidence is overwhelming that the PTAB is producing rigorous and technically sound patentability decisions. 
This result would be unsurprising to the Congress that enacted the America Invents Act. PTAB reviews are conducted by administrative patents judges, who are required by law to be “persons of competent legal knowledge and scientific ability.”2 In compliance with this mandate, the agency requires that all its APJs have at least an undergraduate education in a technical field. Many PTAB judges also have master’s degrees or doctorates in science or engineering. And all of them have extensive patent legal experience prior to their appointment as APJs—many have even served as patent examiners.
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