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BACKGROUND

Collaboration in pharma has a longstanding reputation. To overcome the current crisis in the drug development sector,
there Is an increased Iinterest in the formation of consortia, often based on public-private partnership (PPP) models (1-3).
Great promises are expected from ‘precompetitive’ public-private partnerships (1;4-5). However, for the different
stakeholders, the Intellectual Property (IP) policy may be a major bottleneck (6-7).

OBJECTIVE

This research aims to provide (a) an overview of the motives for participation in PPPs, (b) a comparison of the most
Important IP policies and to study to which extent they stimulate and/or hamper and (c) experience the use and exchange
of proprietary knowledge and associated data within and between academia, SMEs and large pharmaceutical companies.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

What are the motives for different stakeholder groups to participate in a (bio-)pharmaceutical PPP? What are the hurdles for participation?
How do IP policies vary between different (bio-)pharmaceutical PPPs? Does the variation of IP policies coincide with the participation of stakeholders?
To which extent do the IP policies of the selected PPPs meet the expectations of the participants?

What is the importance of IP as a performance indicator for the output and/or outcome of ‘precompetitive’ PPPs?
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