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Background and core objective: 

• High prices of medicines

• Publicly financed research may not lead to extremely high cost
of care and other socially undesirable developments

• 2018 Minister of Medical Care and Sport invited the NFU to 
develop its views on tech transfer and its role



What seems to be the problem?
The Covid-19 pandemic (re)fueled the public debate about the accessibility of health patents



Tool 10 Principles, a Toolkit and a License Negotiation Model

Socially Responsible Licensing
Developing the tools so people take action

Aim Translate research results swiftly into medical innovations 
that benefit society and public health (valorisation) 

Licences Requires granting licenses for using inventions or know how 
to commercial partners (start ups or existing companies)

Mission Ensure that medical innovations (including medicines) will 
be reasonable priced and broadly available

Trade off Making money versus affordability and availability 



Dutch University Medical Centre are taking their responsibilities
2019: 10 principles for Socially Responsible Licensing 

2020: Patent License Toolkit
2022: Licensing Negotiation Model



The 10 principles
1-5

Research for Societal Benefit
Ensure research aims for societal or economic impact, given public funding

Continued Use and Openness
Retain the right to use research for further research and education

Responsible Licensing Partners
Partner only with entities able and committed to further developing the knowledge

Alignment of Societal Objectives
Ensure licensing partners' goals align with institutional values

Respect for Traditional or Indigenous Knowledge
Include traditional or indigenous knowledge only with proper agreements
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The 10 principles
6-10

Inclusion of Stakeholder Interests
Consider and inform all stakeholders when licensing

No Conflict with Societal Mandate
Licensing must not not conflict with legal task and societal mandate of academic institutions

Well-Defined Licenses
Licenses should clearly define rights, balancing current commercial interests while allowing for future 
research and applications, without unintentionally including others' work

Flexibility for Market Access
Design licenses to encourage market access and social benefits

Accessible Pricing
Include provisions to keep end products or services affordably priced to maximize accessibility
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The hardest one to enforce: Accessibility vs. Innovation

The 10th principle may act as a disincentive for businesses who 
invest heavily in bringing an academic innovation to market

Misalignment of Interests between academic institutions and commercial partners



The 10 Principles
Creation:

◦ Drafted by a sizeable group of (mostly public) stakeholders.
◦ Subsequently opportunity for comments by ‘interested parties’ (i.e. private parties).
◦ Final version open for public consultation.

Duration: approx. 18 months
◦ PRO’s

◦ All (public) perspectives covered
◦ Firm basis in policy and relevant public frameworks

◦ CON’s
◦ Many opinionated participants with limited ‘technical know-how’
◦ Absence of commercial perspective during drafting impacting acceptance and understanding



The Toolkit
Boiler plate patent license agreement & optional clauses

Text



Toolkit
Creation:

◦ Drafted by a small team of experts, based on (international) templates.
◦ Regular review by a large group of public and private stakeholders.
◦ Stakeholders collected feedback from their own group.
◦ Final version open for public consultation.

Duration: 12 months
◦ PRO’s:

◦ All possible stakeholders included
◦ Effective drafting

◦ CON’s:
◦ Review group included many non-practitioners.
◦ Too many parties with an interest in the problem instead of the 

solution.



Negotiation model
Creation:

◦ Drafted by a small team of (public and private) practitioners.
◦ Team members represented/liaised with own group.
◦ Final version open for public consultation.

Duration: 12 months
◦ PRO’s:

◦ Effective drafting due to relevant expertise and interest
◦ Focus on practitioner perspective

◦ CON’s:
◦ Vulnerable to the accusation of excluding (indirect) stakeholders
◦ Dependent on quality of team members due to more limited review process



ReviewJune2023

The principles are widely applied from an intrinsic perspective

Information, negotiation model and toolkit 
should be easier to find.

Make them available on several websites.
Collect & communicate (best practice) experiences for monitoring, reporting 
and evaluation.

Improve communication and transparency on 
valorization in the annual reports of institutions.

Communicate more and more effective, highlighting both the valorization 
process (including SRL) and the outcomes/impact.

Deal with the ethical dilemmas that can be raised 
by SRL.

Clarify and advocate the scope and overarching purpose.
Install a body or consultation structure that can advise on ethical dilemma’s.

Anchor the SRL Principles in the academic culture.



The Broader Perspective
• Broadening the scope: 

• Adopted by “Universities of the Netherlands”
• Beyond Life Sciences and Health sector
• Not just for patent licenses

• An ethical roadmap for academic institutions…
…that ensures that research outcomes benefit not just 
a select few, but society at large. 

• Licensing agreements are not merely financial 
transactions…

but are social contracts as well imbued with ethical 
considerations and responsibilities.



Policy recommendations
From Paper to Actual Change

Implementing a Unified, Ethical Framework for Academic Licensing 
across the EU requires:
• Regulatory Harmonization

• Financial Support / Incentives

• Awareness and Training (communicate good practices)

• Monitoring Mechanism

• Legal Framework

• Ethical Advisory Boards

• Platforms for Stakeholder Consultations at the EU level

• Transparency
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