
ABSTRACT
The ICBG (International Cooperative Biodiversity 
Groups) program, through which institutions located 
in biotechnology-rich countries in the North collabo-
rate with institutions located in the biodiversity-rich 
countries in the South (with the support of an indus-
trial partner) to discover and develop natural-product 
drugs, is an experiment in the design of bioprospect-
ing efforts. This chapter describes the general aims and 
organization of the ICBGs and describes in great detail 
the agreements that governed the University of Illinois 
at Chicago-Vietnam-Laos ICBG. The chapter includes 
material concerning IP (intellectual property) rights is-
sues, informed consent, various forms of benefit sharing 
(including the sharing of short- and long-term, namely, 
royalty, benefits), capacity building, and community 
reciprocity. It offers a model for other such agreements.
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One model of a biodiversity prospecting 
effort is a program called ICBG (International 
Cooperative Biodiversity Groups). Based in the 
United States, ICBG falls under the auspices of the 
Fogarty International Center (FIC) of the United 
States National Institutes of Health (NIH). It 
also collaborates with the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA).3 A five-year cycle program, 
it went into operation in 1993 in response to a 
request for applications issued by FIC in 1992.4 

The ICBG second cycle began on 1 October, 
1998, as a result of new and recompeting propos-
als in response to a request for applications issued 
by FIC in 1997.5 On 17 October 2002, a request 
for applications for a 2003–2008 ICBG cycle rec-
ompetition was again issued.6

2. 	 The ICBG program
International Cooperative Biodiversity Groups, 
or ICBGs, address the interdependent issues of 
drug discovery, biodiversity conservation, and 
sustainable economic growth. They are founded 
in the belief that efforts to examine the medicinal 

CHAPTER 16.5

1. 	 Introduction
The term bioprospecting or biodiversity prospecting 
has been defined as “the exploration of biodiversity 
for commercially valuable genetic and biochemical 
resources,”1 or “the search for wild species, genes, and 
their products with actual or potential use to hu-
mans,”2 or the search for commercially valuable 
biochemical and genetic resources in plants, ani-
mals, and microorganisms.
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potential of the earth’s plants, animals, and mi-
croorganisms are urgently needed, and that con-
tinuing habitat destruction and ever-diminishing 
biodiversity will make it increasingly difficult to 
do so in the future. If bioprospecting directly 
benefits local communities and source country 
organizations, ICBGs believe that they will have 
strong incentives to preserve and support sustain-
able use of the environment.7

As a result of the 1992 and 1997 ICBG 
award competitions, eight ICBGs were estab-
lished.8 Each ICBG has as its administrative base 
a U.S.-based institution that is paired with other 
organizations (governmental and nongovernmen-
tal, including industrial/pharmaceutical) that are 
located both inside and outside the United States; 
one of these organizations is a host institution in 
one or more developing, biodiversity-rich coun-
tries, usually in the South. The personnel, organi-
zational structure, specific aims, and methods of 
operation of each of these ICBGs have been fully 
described elsewhere.9

3. 	 The North/South ICBG 
bioprospecting arrangement

ICBG proposals must address access and ben-
efit-sharing (ABS).10 ABS is based on contractual 
agreements that take into account: 

1.	The benefits that may be derived from 
bioprospecting. These may include royal-
ties from the sales of drugs developed from 
bioprospecting, advance payments (ac-
cess fees or payments for samples when a 
commercial partner is involved), capacity 
building (equipment, training, infrastruc-
ture), and focus on the priority areas in the 
country(ies) of the host institution(s), such 
as priority diseases or collections and iden-
tification in geographic areas or biological 
groups that are high priorities for conserva-
tion needs.

2. The recipients of the benefits. These may 
include individuals and communities, 
government institutions (including na-
tional parks, forest services, national her-
baria), and nongovernmental institutions 
(including universities, conservation and 

development service organizations, and 
private companies). Whether or not useful 
ethnomedical knowledge comes from the 
bioprospecting efforts, communities must 
receive both short- and long-term benefits 
for collaborating in the research process. 

3. The negotiation process. Negotiators 
should consider the following elements:
•	 Informed consent, from informal disclo-

sure of the potential uses of their knowl-
edge offered by individuals or commu-
nities, to formal documentation in the 
form of project descriptions and related 
materials

•	 Consensus building among communities 
and government and nongovernmental 
organizations

•	 Independent legal advice for all consor-
tium members

4. The structure of the agreement between 
the recipients. ICBG models include the 
one-contract model, the contract wheel, the 
dual-contract model, and the wheel-tri-
angle model.11 All of these agreements in-
clude research and benefit-sharing terms, 
intellectual property (IP) rights, material 
transfer, confidentiality, and other terms. 
Often, specific agreements may address 
components of the above, including ma-
terial transfer agreements (MTAs), know-
how licenses, and so on.

4.	 The University of Illinois at 
Chicago-Vietnam-Laos ICBG

4.1 Background	
The members of the UIC ICBG Consortium 
were the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC); 
the Vietnamese National Center for Science and 
Technology (NCST), based in Hanoi, Vietnam; 
Cuc Phuong National Park (CPNP), in Ninh 
Binh, Vietnam; the Traditional Medicine Research 
Center (TMRC), based in Vientiane, Laos, (for-
merly named the Research Institute for Medicinal 
Plants [RIMP]); and Glaxo Wellcome Research 
and Development (GW), based in Greenford, 
U.K. (today known as GlaxoSmithKline [GSK]).
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The grant award (made on 29 September 
1998) represented a cooperative agreement 
between the U.S. Government and UIC. The 
letter of award (Terms and Conditions of Award) 
indicated that the U.S. government agreed to fund 
the work (via the FIC) of the UIC-based ICBG, 
so long as certain criteria were met: the principles 
of ABS were fulfilled, the progress of the project 
was satisfactory, and funds were available.12

The general background of the ICBG (the 
events that led to the writing of the proposal, the 
selection of partner institutions, and the submis-
sion of a Letter of Intent to submit a proposal to 
the FIC), as well it’s the structure of the ICBG 
(personnel, organization, research plan, and poli-
cies toward IP rights and informed consent) have 
been described in an earlier paper.13 

4.2	 The aims of the consortium
The specific aims of the UIC-Vietnam-Laos 
ICBG were:

•	 The discovery of biopharmaceuticals in the 
plants of Vietnam and Laos and the devel-
opment of drugs to treat cancer, AIDS, ma-
laria, tuberculosis, pain, and diseases that 
affect the central nervous system (particu-
larly Alzheimer’s disease)

•	 Creating a biodiversity inventory and con-
serving biodiversity, with a specific focus on 
plants of Cuc Phuong National Park and 
medicinal plants of Laos

•	 Aiding economic development in cooperat-
ing communities

•	 Capacity building among the collaborating 
institutions in the host countries

4.3	 Negotiations among consortium members
After the Letter of Intent was submitted to the 
FIC on 3 October 1997, discussions were held be-
tween the principal investigator and the director 
of UIC’s IPO (Intellectual Property Office). An 
important element of discussions was the prin-
ciple stated in the so-called Manila Accord (at the 
1990 Regional Workshop for the Chemistry of 
Natural Products in Southeast Asia), which states 
that at least 51% of the income generated from 
the commercialization of a drug derived from a 
plant collected in a particular country should go 

to the institution located in the plant’s country of 
origin. The eventual outcome of these discussions 
was a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that 
bound the five members of the UIC ICBG. The 
ICBG proposal and the draft MOA (which had 
been accepted by member institutions but not 
signed) were sent to the FIC on 20 January 1998.

The new ICBG, Studies on Biodiversity 
of Vietnam and Laos: The UIC-based ICBG 
Program, was created on 1 October 1998. Its bio-
prospecting program was not fully functional un-
til nine months later, when the MOA was signed 
by all parties on 28 June 1999. In the negotiation 
process, the principal investigator of this ICBG 
advised NCST, CPNP, and TMRC to consult at-
torneys regarding the draft MOA.20

4.4 	 The Memorandum of Agreement
The MOA consists of 15 pages of text plus 5 
Addenda (which total 5 pages). Addenda I and II 
are included at the end of this chapter (Figures 1 
and 2) and are further discussed below. It should 
be noted that the natural product program at 
GSK was phased out in 2000 as a result of the 
merging of GW and Smith Kline Beecham, so 
GW/GSK withdrew from the consortium in 
November of 2001.

4.4.1 	 The MOA structure
The University of Illinois at Chicago, which is 
bound in a contractual agreement with the U.S. 
government, is the administrative seat of the con-
sortium. The transfer of funds (grants, not IP 
rights or benefit-sharing agreements) from UIC 
to the other member institutions (except Glaxo) 
was outlined in separate subcontract agreements. 
Glaxo was not a recipient of ICBG funds and did 
not provide any funding to the consortium; it did, 
however, agree to contribute to capacity building 
of scientists and institutions in Vietnam and Laos.

4.4.2 	 Clauses of the MOA
Part I of the MOA defines the consortium 
members’ Scope of Cooperation. Part II defines 
the General Areas of Cooperation of the 
consortium members, including the exchange 
of faculty members or scientific personnel, joint 
research activities, joint participation in seminars 
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and scientific meetings, the exchange of academic 
and research materials and other information, 
and the participation in special short-term 
academic programs. Part III describes the details 
of the joint research activities and consists of five 
sections (III-A/Precedents, III-B/Purpose, III-
C/Objectives, III-D/Responsibilities, and III-E/
Finance and Services).

•	 III-A/Precedents contains clauses that de-
scribe the considerations that led to the 
cooperation, such as the previous track 
record of collaboration between UIC and 
the member organizations, the proposal 
writing, the funding award, the key per-
sonnel and organizational structure/com-
ponent roles, and a reference to the terms 
and conditions of the ICBG award.

•	 III-B/Purpose defines the purpose of the 
cooperation: to discover and develop new 
medicines, to conserve and sustainably use 
the flora of the Cuc Phuong National Park 
in Vietnam and the medicinal flora of Laos, 
and to increase development in both coop-
erating communities and in the ICBG host 
institutions.

•	 III-C/Objectives spells out the specific 
aims of the consortium, including its ap-
proaches to plant selection, disease targets, 
the inventory of the seed plants of CPNP, 
biomass production of biologically active 
and promising species, capacity build-
ing, conservation education, economic 
improvement of local communities, in 
the CPNP area in Vietnam, and medici-
nal-plant inventory and databasing (and 
community reciprocity) in Laos, as well as 
human-resource development and infra-
structure strengthening of the ICBG host 
institutions in Vietnam and Laos.

•	 III-D/Responsibilities spells out the respon-
sibilities of each member organization and 
their joint responsibilities.
-	 III-D-1 defines the responsibilities of 

UIC (23 clauses).
-	 III-D-2 defines the responsibilities 

of NCST, IBT, ICH and IEBR (14 
clauses).

-	 III-D-3 defines the responsibilities of 
CPNP (12 clauses).

-	 III-D-4 defines the responsibilities of 
RIMP/TMRC (11 clauses).

-	 III-D-5 defines the responsibilities of 
Glaxo/GW (ten clauses).

-	 III-D-6 defines the joint responsibili-
ties of the member institutions and the 
industrial partner (eight clauses). It in-
cludes the time period the MOA is in 
force, conditions for withdrawal of any 
of the member organizations, amount of 
samples at initial collection for screen-
ing and recollection for isolation and 
structure determination, conditions for 
exchange of personnel as part of capaci-
ty building, the requirements for techni-
cal reports, how the materials and data 
may be used in the event the agreement 
is terminated, the limitations on the col-
laborative use of genetic materials, re-
quirements for acknowledging the grant 
in publications, and the requirement 
that international arbitration must be 
sought in the event of disputes.

•	 III-E specifies the source of fund-
ing as the FIC/NIH (ICBG Grant 
1UO1-TW01015-01).

Part IV defines the period of validity of the 
MOA; the conditions for termination, extension, 
and amendment of the MOA; and the number 
of copies of the MOA that must be signed by 
members of the consortium.

The signature page states that the five ad-
denda to the text of the MOA will become bind-
ing upon the signing of the legal representatives 
whose names are affixed therein. These include 
the chancellor and two representatives of the 
board of trustees (for UIC), the director of the 
Institute of Biotechnology and an ICBG-NCST 
liaison (for NCST, representing IBT, ICH, and 
IEBR), director and vice director of Cuc Phuong 
National Park, director and deputy director of 
TMRC, and director for scientific research of 
GW.
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•	 Addendum I (Figure 1) describes a long-term 
benefit-sharing scheme that will go into ef-
fect in the event that discovery of a biophar-
maceutical is made by UIC (in cooperation 
with ICH) and that Glaxo develops and 
commercializes the drug. In this scheme, 
the royalty stream is distributed among the 
organization members of the Vietnam-Laos 
ICBG (excluding Glaxo, which waived its 
share of any royalties) and the communities 
in the ICBG host countries.

•	 Addendum II (Figure 2) presents a long-
term benefit-sharing scheme to go into 
effect in the event that Glaxo discovers, 
develops, and commercializes the drug. 
As in Addendum I, in this second scheme, 
the royalties are distributed among the 
member organizations (excluding Glaxo) 
and the communities in the ICBG host 
countries.

•	 Addendum III grants rights to GW in 
the event of the licensing of discoveries 
made at UIC-ICH under the framework 
of the ICBG and GW’s rights of first 
refusal.

•	 Addendum IV defines the milestone pay-
ments that GW will make in the event a 
drug is discovered at UIC. The amount of 
payment is determined by the following 
variables: the site of the screen (UIC ver-
sus GW), the selection of compound for 
clinical trial, entry to Phase II and Phase III 
clinical trials, and approval of NDA (New 
Drug Application).

•	 Addendum V defines milestone and roy-
alty payments for any drug developed and 
commercialized by GW. The payments are 
determined by the patent rights on, and 
the chemical structure of, the GW develop-
ment compound, as well as by the target 
activity (in other words, whether or not the 
target is one of those in which ICBG is in-
terested). Milestone and royalty payments 
will be made on new drugs that are deriva-
tives of natural compounds discovered in 
collected plants, as well as on the natural 
compounds themselves.

4.5.	 IP rights issues
In the event of a relevant UIC discovery, 
the IPO of UIC-PCRPS will determine 
the ownership of any resulting IP with the 
assistance of all members of the Group. The 
named inventors may consist of individuals 
from any or all of the consortium members. 
The question of ownership shall be determined 
in accordance with the applicable laws of the 
country in which the invention or discovery is 
made. With the assistance of all members of the 
consortium, the UIC IPO will obtain patent 
protection for the invention or discovery and/
or seek such other IP protection, as UIC deems 
appropriate. UIC IPO will be responsible for 
the management and licensing of the invention 
or discovery in accordance with the terms of 
the agreement. 

In the event that an invention or discovery 
is made at GW based on plants that were col-
lected or acquired within the ICBG framework, 
GW will determine the ownership of any result-
ing intellectual property with the assistance of all 
members of the consortium. The named inven-
tors may consist of individuals from any or all of 
the consortium members. The question of own-
ership shall be determined in accordance with 
the applicable law of the country in which any 
invention or discovery is made. GW will obtain 
patent protection for such invention or discov-
ery and/or seek such other intellectual property 
protection, as GW deems appropriate with the 
assistance of all members of the Group. GW will 
be responsible for the management and licensing 
of such protected inventions. The parties further 
agree that they will make available all relevant 
information to GW (including the country of 
origin of the sample and its taxonomic identity, 
where appropriate) so that GW will be able to 
register IP rights.

GW will have the rights to file for patent pro-
tection for a discovery it makes that is based on 
plant samples or extracts received by GW under 
the framework of the ICBG, but it will consult 
with the consortium in determining co-inventor-
ship of the discovery. GW also agrees to notify 
the consortium in the event a decision is made to 
proceed with the development of a compound or 
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compounds derived from plants supplied by the 
ICBG.21

4.6 	 Informed consent
There are two provisions regarding informed 
consent in the Vietnam-Laos ICBG agreement: 
(1) informed consent in the case of collection and 
use of plant/genetic materials and (2) informed 
consent of individuals and their communities 
regarding the traditional medicinal use or uses 
of a plant. 

Thus, in Vietnam, “informed consent (collect-
ing permits) of the Government of Vietnam, the own-
er of the samples (genetic materials) and derivatives 
thereof, will be secured before the implementation of 
the work proposed as described in the ICBG propos-
al,” and ICBG through IBT, IEBR, and CPNP 
“will liaison with the Government of Vietnam in 
matters related to permit for the collection and ex-
port of plant samples or their extracts for use in the 
ICBG project.” In Laos, TMRC/RIMP will collect 
plant samples from various sites in Laos “through 
prior informed consent of the Government of Lao 
PDR, the owner of the samples (genetic materials) 
and derivatives thereof.” Prior informed consent 
(collecting permits) will be secured before the 
implementation of the work. The governments of 
Vietnam and Laos are acknowledged as the own-
ers of genetic materials and their derivatives in 
their respective countries.

In Vietnam, ICBG investigators “will seek the 
informed consent of individuals and/or communi-
ties for the recording and use of data on the medici-
nal and other uses of the plants in the Cuc Phuong 
National Park, for the intended study as described in 
the ICBG proposal.” In Laos, ICBG investigators 
“will seek the prior informed consent of individuals 
and/or the communities for the recording and use 
of data on the medicinal and other uses of plants 
of Laos, for the intended study as described in the 
ICBG proposal.”

4.7	 Royalty distribution
The full scheme of royalty distribution in 
Addenda I and II of the MOA (Figures 1 and 
2) has been presented in an earlier paper.14 
At the time of ABS negotiations, UIC chan-
neled the net royalty stream (after deduction of 

out-of-pocket costs) received from an industrial 
partner or licensee into two equal portions. The 
first 50% (referred to as the “common fund”) 
is to be distributed to the collaborating institu-
tions, the inventors, and the UIC administra-
tion, while the other 50% is to flow back to 
communities in the country of origin of the 
genetic material of the commercialized prod-
uct, through a trust fund.

The distribution of the first 50% share may 
happen in two different ways. In the first scenario, 
UIC investigators discover a drug, and a pharma-
ceutical company develops and commercializes 
the compound. In the second scenario, a drug is 
discovered, characterized, developed, and com-
mercialized by a pharmaceutical company that is 
an ICBG industrial partner (in other words, UIC 
inventors do not hold IP rights).

In the first instance (UIC inventors hold 
IP rights) the common fund is to be distributed 
as follows: (1) the inventors will receive a 40% 
share of the 50% portion (equal to 20% of to-
tal net royalty), as an incentive for future inven-
tions; (2) the collaborating institutions (PCRPS 
and counterpart institutions) will receive a 20% 
share of the 50% portion (equal to 10% of total 
net royalty) for their research contributions; and 
(3) the UIC administration will receive a 40% 
share of the 50% portion (equal to 20% of to-
tal net royalty) for their administration and legal 
contributions.

In the second scenario (UIC inventors do 
not hold IPR), the common fund is to be dis-
tributed as follows: (1) the collaborating institu-
tions will receive a 40% share of the 50% por-
tion (equal to 20% of the total net royalty); (2) 
UIC-PCRPS will receive a 20% share of the 
50% common fund (equal to 10% of the total 
net royalty) for its research contribution; and 3) 
the UIC administration will receive a 40% share 
of the 50% common fund (equal to 20% of the 
total net royalty). 

The full details of the UIC-based Vietnam-
Laos ICBG benefit-sharing scheme are spelled 
out in a 2002 paper.15 In November 2002, fur-
ther discussions and analyses of the above royalty 
distribution schemes at UIC led to the applica-
tion of the policy to joint drug-discovery efforts: 
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Sixty percent of the split of the net royalty would 
go to the collaborating institutions, while 40% 
would go to UIC. Despite the change of this 
benefit-sharing policy, the original benefit-shar-
ing schemes set down and agreed to by the UIC 
ICBG consortium and embodied in the ICBG 
MOA remain in force to this date.16, 22

Funds provided by GSK at the time of its 
withdrawal are being used to establish two trust 
funds: the Nature Conservation Foundation 
(NCF), Vietnam, and the Laos Biodiversity Fund 
(LBF). The objectives of the NCF and LBF in-
clude conservation of resources, capacity build-
ing, biodiversity research, and community reci-
procity.17 These funds will serve as the conduit for 
the 50% of the royalties that are due to flow back 
to the communities in question.

4.8	 Community reciprocity
Community reciprocity measures are imple-
mented in the Vietnam-Laos ICBG.18 Both the 
UIC and the host-country institutions have 
responsibility for implementing community 
reciprocity.

5.	 Conclusion
The success of an ICBG depends on the goodwill 
and understanding of the collaborating parties to-
ward the achievement of a common goal, namely, 
the conservation of biodiversity, the discovery 
and development of pharmaceutically beneficial 
products, and the equitable sharing of the ben-
efits that may result. In setting up the arrange-
ment, multiple, complex requirements must be 
satisfied, the most important of which is the con-
tractual agreement. Eight ICBG bioprospecting 
groups have so far been created, each with various 
models of contractual arrangement. The com-
mon features of these models, however, are their 
satisfactory arrangements for IP rights issues, in-
formed consent, and benefit sharing.

The UIC-based Vietnam-Laos ICBG 
is one example of such a North–South 
collaborative arrangement. Parties to this 
ICBG have successfully achieved goodwill and 
understanding. Despite the short time it has 
been in operation, the accomplishments of this 

ICBG to date indicate that the ICBG model 
works.19, 23

Bioprospecting endeavors such as these are 
also unique in the way in which they involve local 
communities. In order to effectively carry out this 
sort of activity, collaboration at the local level—
with poor farmers, rural villagers, many of whom 
have only limited education or opportunities in 
life—is crucial. The ICBG allows rural villagers 
participation in conservation, economic and 
development initiatives in a way that is not often 
seen in “macro,” nation-wide efforts to promote 
conservation, development or new economies. 
(Often, villagers are told what to do or are 
displaced by these new initiatives.) And the ICBG 
also allows villagers input on a number of issues—
health care delivery, education, local economics, 
conservation, and development—which is a 
natural by-product of forming the ICBG project 
and determining what benefits “make the most 
sense” to the local communities with which the 
ICBG works. 

Often times in the implementation of 
international, national or even provincial 
development, conservation or economic 
initiatives, the peasant-farmer is left out of the 
dialogue entirely, or is told to change/is displaced 
from life-long patterns of living and working. 
Under these circumstances, the peasant-farmer 
does not have a voice, and new schemes for 
economy, conservation, and development are 
imposed upon villages from the outside rather 
than collaboratively developed with villagers, in 
accordance and consideration of the local needs 
of villagers in different regions of the country. 
Projects such as the ICBG can provide a model 
for how to successfully implement national policy 
initiatives at the “micro” level—that is, figuring 
out the best ways to improve health care access and 
delivery systems, or to implement new economic, 
development, and conservation initiatives that 
are in keeping with local village practices and 
rhythms of life, especially when it turns out that 
local villagers have their own, traditional practices 
that may directly or indirectly contribute to 
conservation, economic, and development efforts. 
While the governments of Vietnam and Lao 
PDR do attempt to take into consideration the 
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Figure 1: Royalties Sharing in the Event that UIC Discovers  
and Characterizes a Compound, and Glaxo Develops It

ROYALTIES
Gross income from drug company 
($500,000; a hypothetical figure)

Less UIC’s direct costs: the cost of patent filing 
(variable; $30,000 is used for this model)

NET REVENUE
($470,000)

(0.5 x $470,000 = $235,000)
Intended for the country of origin of the genetic  
material of a commercialized compound

TRUST FUND
(50% of net revenue)

FUNDS TO BE SHARED 
(50% of net revenue)

(0.5 x $470,000 = $235,000)

ICBG INSTITUTIONS 
(20% share)

“INVENTORS”  
(40% share)

UIC/IPO  
(40% share)

(Research Efforts)
(0.2 x $235,000 = $47,000)	

(Inventiveness)
(0.4 x $235,000 = $94,000)

Split equitably among inventors 
(UIC non-UIC inventors) (if four 
inventors, each will receive 
$23,500)

UIC/IPO (40% share)
(Administrative/Legal efforts)
(0.4 x $235,000 = $94,000)

(President Office,OVCR,  
IPO, PR, etc.)

If the compound is derived from a 
plant from Vietnam

If the compound is derived from a 
plant from Laos

Vietnam (75% share)	
(0.75 x $47,000 = $35,250)	

UIC/PCRPS (25% share)
(0.25 x $47,000 = $11,750)

Lao PDR (75% share)
(0.75 x $47,000 = $35,250)

UIC/PCRPS (25%)
(0.25 x $47,000 = $11,750)

Vietnam 80% share)
(IBT-IEBR-ICH + CPNP)
(0.8x $32,500 = $28,200)	

Lao PDR (20% share)
(RIMP)
(0.2 x $47,000 = $7,050)

Lao PDR (80% share)
(RIMP)
(0.8 x $35,250 = $28,200)

Vietnam (20% share)
(NCST-IEBR-ICH + CPNP)
(0.2 x $35,250 = $7,050)

IBT-IEBR-ICH (50% share)	
(0.5 x $28,200 = $14,100)	

CNP (50% share)
(0.5 x $28,200 = $14,100)

IBT-IEBR-ICH  (50% share)
(0.5 x $7,050 = $3,525)

CPNP (50% share)
(0.5 x $7,050 = $3,525)

Note: In this scenario: a) the total amount of funds from the net royalty income that remains in the United States will be: 
$30,000 (direct) + $94,000 UIC share + $11,750 PCRPS share + $70,500 inventors’ share = $206,250 or 41.25% of gross royalties. [If 
all inventors are UIC scientists, the UIC share will be: $30,000 direct costs + $94,000 UIC share + $11,750 PCRPS share + $94,000 
Inventors’ share = $229,750 or 45.95% of gross royalties.] and b) the total amount that will go back to the source country (Vietnam 
and Laos) will be: trust fund ($235,000) + ICBG institution share ($35,250) + Inventors’ share (in the above scheme with one non-
UIC inventor, $23,500), for a total of $293,750 or 58.75% of gross royalties. [If all inventors are UIC scientists, the share of the source 
country (Vietnam and Laos) will be: $235,000 trust fund + $35,250 ICBG institution share = $270,250 or 54.05% of gross royalties.



Chapter 16.5

 HANDBOOK OF BEST PRACTICES  | 1519 

Note: Since UIC does not file a patent in this case, no direct costs to UIC are deducted.

In this scenario, the total amount of funds from the net royalty income that remains in the United States will be: $50,000 
UIC/PCRPS, share + $100,000 UIC/IPO share = $150,000 (or 30%). The total amount that will go back to the source countries 
(Vietnam/Laos) will be: $250,000 trust fund + $100,000 source-country share = $350,000 (70%).

Figure 2: Royalties Sharing in the Event that GW Discovers, 
Characterizes, and Develops a Compound

ROYALTIES
Gross income from drug company 
($500,000; a hypothetical figure)

Less UIC’s direct costs 
($0)

NET REVENUE
($500,000)

(0.5 x $500,000 = $250,000)
Intended for the country of origin of the genetic  
material of a commercialized compound

TRUST FUND
(50% of net revenue)

FUNDS TO BE SHARED 
(50% of net revenue)

(0.5 x $500,000 = $250,000)

VIETNAM & LAOS 
 (40%)

UIC-PCRPS 
(20%)

UIC/IPO  
(40%)

(Research Efforts + Contribution  
+ Inventiveness equivalent)
40% share (UIC’s policy)
(0.4 x $250,000 = $100,000)	

(Overall research efforts)
20% share (UIC’s poilcy)
(0.2 x $250,000 = $50,000)

(Overall administrative/ 
legal efforts)
40% share (UIC’s policy)
(0.4 x $250,000 = $100,000)

If the compound is derived from a 
plant from Vietnam

If the compound is derived from a 
plant from Laos

Vietnam (80% share)	  
(0.8 x $100,000 = $80,000)	

Lao PDR (20% share)
(0.2 x $100,000 = $20,000)

Lao PDR (80% share)
(0.8x $100,000 = $80,000)

Vietnam (20%)
(0.2 x $100,000 = $20,000)

IBT-IEBR-ICH (50% share)	
(0.5 x $80,000 = $40,000)	

CNP (50% share)
(0.5 x $80,000 = $40,000)

IBT-IEBR-ICH  (50% share)
(0.5 x $20,000 = $10,000)

CPNP (50% share)
(0.5 x $20,000 = $10,000)
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needs of local villagers when implementing new 
policies designed to improve the quality of life in 
rural areas, projects such as the ICBG can act as a 
model for obtaining additional data on the actual 
living conditions of rural villagers, and how to 
work with and for local communities, because of 
the close association between the ICBG and local 
village authorities and councils. 

Moreover, the rural villagers begin to 
see themselves as stakeholders interested in 
the outcomes of conservation, economic, 
development, and health care delivery efforts 
because of their direct participation on the process 
of locally implementing national policies. Instead 
of feeling alienated by the process of reform, rural 
villagers realize their direct contribution to the 
process itself when they are actively engaged and 
participating in local projects—and when their 
contributions to the process are valued. 

The ICBG might not be the only model for 
implementing change at the local level, and in 
a way that is welcomed and guided by villagers 
(since it is in cooperation with improving the 
quality of life at the village level); but it is a 
model currently in use and from which lessons 
and “best practices” may be gleaned and then 
replicated elsewhere worldwide. In this way, the 
ICBG contributes to the larger knowledge base 
of solutions for effective cooperative endeavors 
between North and South. ■
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