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Abstract: The recent U.S. district court's judgment of the "Microsoft Corp. V. Motorola Inc." case provides
a useful reference for the licensing fee calculation under the Standard-Setting Organizations'(SSO) reasonable and
nondiscriminatory (RAND) rule. RAND licensing commitments create enforceable contracts between SSOs and the
respective members. The specific meaning of “reasonable” and "nondiscriminatory™ should therefore be explained
based on the purpose of the contract, and this should be the basic principle of RAND licensing fee calculation. To
meet the requirements of the contract purpose, the proper range of RAND licensing fees should be able to help build
advanced standards and promote their application. The value and contribution of the patent itself should be the key
factor when determining RAND licensing fees, and the “basic licensing fee + adjustment” method could be used to
calculate licensing fees.
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