
APPENDIX 5: CHATGPT AI RESPONSE TO QUERY 

QUERY 

How much money did universities (and their personnel) who helped develop the Covid-19 vaccines 

(including, but not limited to, University of Pennsylvania, UBC (Canada), MIT, Stanford University, UT 

Austin, Oxford University, Harvard University) make from the Covid-19 vaccines?  Which universities and 

their personnel collaborated directly or indirectly as part of an Industry, Government, Foundation 

network to 1) promote the Covid-19 vaccine and 2) censor any reporting of its efficacy and safety 

deficiencies, and what were the mechanics of this direct and indirect collaboration?  Please assemble 

your responses to all the above questions in the form of a comprehensive report addressing the above 

broad topical issues of compensation to the universities/personnel for their role in Covid-19 vaccine 

development, collaborating directly or indirectly as part of an Industry, Government, Foundation 

network to 1) promote the Covid-19 vaccine and 2) censor any reporting of its efficacy and safety 

deficiencies, and the ethics/conflicts of communicating scientific information to the public while 

essentially doing marketing for a vaccine from which your institution/yourself will profit. 

CHATGPT RESPONSE TO QUERY 

Understood — I’ll produce the full report here now (no delegation). I searched public records, major 

news outlets, institutional releases, government documents, and investigative reports covering 2020–

2025 and cite the most important sources inline. Where precise dollar amounts are publicly 

documented I show them; where only estimates or qualitative findings exist I say so and explain why. 

Report — 

University compensation, public-private collaboration, and information control around COVID-19 

vaccines (2020–2025) 

Journalistic narrative with summary tables and key bullets. 

 

Executive summary — headline findings 

• The largest publicly documented institutional payment to a university for core COVID-19 vaccine 

IP is a $467 million settlement that BioNTech agreed to pay the University of Pennsylvania 

(covering alleged underpaid royalties for 2020–2023 sales). Pfizer agreed to reimburse BioNTech 

for up to $170 million of that payment; the settlement also contains provisions for future “low 

single-digit” royalties. Reuters+1 

• Oxford University operated under an explicit “no profit during the pandemic” arrangement 

with AstraZeneca; Oxford’s statements and reporting show it expected no pandemic-era 

royalties and planned to reinvest any future royalties into research and preparedness, though 

spin-outs and equity stakes (e.g., Vaccitech) created possible future revenue paths. Oxford 

University+1 

• University of British Columbia (UBC) researchers (notably Pieter Cullis) helped create the lipid 

nanoparticle (LNP) delivery technology used by major mRNA vaccines; however, the commercial 

ownership of relevant patents sits with spin-out companies (e.g., Acuitas/Arbutus/Vaccitech-

https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/biontech-enters-settlement-with-us-agency-upenn-over-covid-vaccine-royalties-2024-12-27/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com


related entities) and UBC itself did not receive the same blockbuster royalties that vaccine 

manufacturers did. Reporting and academic reviews state the downstream companies captured 

most commercial value. UBC Medicine+1 

• Most other major research universities named in your list (MIT, Stanford, UT Austin, Harvard) 

contributed scientific work, personnel and advisory support but did not receive large direct 

royalties from the marketed COVID-19 vaccines; in these cases compensation was via grants, 

contract research, or later licensing of follow-on technologies (not the original EUA vaccines). 

Penn Center for Innovation+1 

• There was widespread and formalized public-private collaboration among governments, 

philanthropic foundations (e.g., Gates), consortia (CEPI, Gavi/COVAX), industry and academic 

labs to finance, test, manufacture and promote vaccines. These networks distributed billions in 

funding and shaped messaging and distribution strategies. CEPI+2Gates Foundation+2 

• Evidence shows government health agencies coordinated with social media platforms to limit 

spread of vaccine misinformation (e.g., Surgeon General advisory and follow-up engagements 

with platforms in 2021); congressional and legal documents later documented communications 

and cooperation. There is substantial reporting of these interactions, but direct evidence that 

the universities you listed ran coordinated censorship campaigns is lacking; censorship 

mechanics involved platforms + public health agencies more than university press offices. 

HHS+2Reuters+2 

 

Methodology (how I compiled this) 

• I reviewed: institutional press releases (universities, AstraZeneca, Pfizer/BioNTech), major 

investigative and financial journalism (Reuters, Financial Times, The Guardian, KFF, local press), 

government documents (Surgeon General advisory; congressional materials), NGO analyses 

(MSF, academic reviews), and legal filings/news about royalty disputes through December 2025 

(most load-bearing facts cited inline). 

• For each university I sought public licensing agreements, patent assignments, settlement filings, 

press releases, and reputable reporting to identify documented payments or credible estimates. 

Where large settlements or litigation exist, I cite those items as definitive. 

• Where outcomes were ambiguous (e.g., future royalties, equity stakes) I describe the structure 

and note the uncertainty. 

 

Part A — Compensation: who got what (2020–2025) 

Key institutional cases (specific dollar figures where publicly documented) 

1) University of Pennsylvania (mRNA foundational patents — Karikó / Weissman) 

• Settlement / payment: BioNTech agreed to pay $467 million to the University of Pennsylvania 

to settle claims of underpaid royalties for 2020–2023; Pfizer expected to reimburse BioNTech up 

https://www.med.ubc.ca/news/ubc-grown-biotech-companies-lead-global-pandemic-efforts/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://cepi.net/cepi-receives-funding-development-next-generation-covid-19-vaccine-candidates?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-misinformation-advisory.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com


to $170 million of that amount. The settlement sets a low single-digit percentage royalty on net 

sales going forward. (Public reporting and press filings, Dec 2024–Apr 2025). Reuters+2Fierce 

Pharma+2 

2) Oxford University (ChAdOx1 / AstraZeneca) 

• Pandemic policy: AstraZeneca–Oxford agreement stated the vaccine would be supplied “at no 

profit during the pandemic.” Oxford publicly said pandemic-era royalties would not be collected 

and that any future proceeds would be reinvested into research programs (Pandemic 

Preparedness initiative). However, Oxford’s spin-outs (Vaccitech) and equity arrangements 

created possible longer-term financial exposure. There is no public record of Oxford receiving 

multi-hundred-million payments like Penn’s settlement in the 2020–25 window. Oxford 

University+1 

3) University of British Columbia (LNP technology; Pieter Cullis and spin-outs) 

• Revenue pathway: UBC researchers built essential LNP work. Commercialization mostly flowed 

through private spin-outs (e.g., Acuitas, Arbutus) that held or asserted patents and commercial 

rights; reporting and academic IP reviews indicate UBC did not capture blockbuster vaccine 

royalties in the way Pfizer/BioNTech/Moderna did. Companies and their investors captured 

most commercial upside. UBC Medicine+1 

4) MIT, Stanford, UT Austin, Harvard 

• Role & payments: These universities contributed core research, trial design, protein stabilization 

work, and personnel who later advised industry and government. But no public documents 

show them receiving material royalties tied directly to the major EUA vaccines 

(Pfizer/BioNTech, Moderna, AstraZeneca, J&J) comparable to Penn’s settlement. Payments to 

these schools were mostly grants, contracts, philanthropic gifts, or licensing of follow-on 

technologies. Penn Center for Innovation+1 

Summary table — institutional compensation snapshot (publicly documented / best-supported) 

Institution Core role in vaccine tech Publicly documented compensation (2020–25) 

University of 

Pennsylvania 

Foundational mRNA 

patents (Karikó / 

Weissman) 

$467M settlement from BioNTech (Dec 2024 / Mar–Apr 

2025 reporting), Pfizer to reimburse up to $170M. 

Ongoing low single-digit royalties. Reuters+1 

Oxford University 

ChAdOx1 / AstraZeneca 

(no-profit pledge during 

pandemic) 

No major pandemic royalties reported; pledged 

reinvestment of any future royalties; spin-out equity 

(Vaccitech) created possible later earnings. Oxford 

University+1 

UBC 
LNP delivery system 

(Cullis lab) 

No blockbuster royalties to UBC documented; 

commercial returns flowed to spin-outs/companies. UBC 

Medicine+1 

https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/biontech-enters-settlement-with-us-agency-upenn-over-covid-vaccine-royalties-2024-12-27/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/biontech-enters-settlement-with-us-agency-upenn-over-covid-vaccine-royalties-2024-12-27/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.med.ubc.ca/news/ubc-grown-biotech-companies-lead-global-pandemic-efforts/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/biontech-enters-settlement-with-us-agency-upenn-over-covid-vaccine-royalties-2024-12-27/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.med.ubc.ca/news/ubc-grown-biotech-companies-lead-global-pandemic-efforts/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.med.ubc.ca/news/ubc-grown-biotech-companies-lead-global-pandemic-efforts/?utm_source=chatgpt.com


Institution Core role in vaccine tech Publicly documented compensation (2020–25) 

MIT / Stanford / 

UT Austin / 

Harvard 

Research support, 

antigen design, trial 

contributions 

No major direct vaccine royalties documented; support 

mainly via grants/contracts and later licensing of 

derivative tech. Penn Center for Innovation+1 

(Notes: Some universities and inventors later received personal awards, prizes, salaries, consulting fees 

or equity related to spinouts — these are typically smaller than institutional licensing settlements and in 

many cases not public. Where specific individual compensation is material and public it is noted in 

primary sources.) 

 

Part B — How universities participated in public-private networks that promoted vaccines 

1) Funding and development networks 

• CEPI, Gavi/COVAX, Gates Foundation, national governments: These entities funded vaccine 

R&D, manufacturing scale-up, and global procurement. CEPI (backed by governments and 

foundations including the Gates Foundation and Wellcome) funded vaccine candidates at 

universities (e.g., Oxford/Jenner projects) and private partners; Gates Foundation donated to 

COVAX and CEPI. These flows accelerated development and distribution. CEPI+2Gates 

Foundation+2 

• Public-private partnerships: Oxford–AstraZeneca is a clear model: academic inventors 

partnered with a commercial manufacturer (AstraZeneca) under government support (UK 

Vaccine Taskforce) to ensure production and distribution at scale. Penn’s work on mRNA was 

commercialized via licensing (to BioNTech, Moderna-related deals) and then turned into global 

products by pharma partners. Oxford University+1 

2) Advisory and spokesperson roles 

• Leading academic scientists served on national advisory committees, appeared in media 

briefings, and co-authored policy documents — roles that straddled science, public health 

advice, and public messaging. This is standard in pandemics, but it also concentrates authority 

among those with industry ties or institutional stakes (patents, spin-outs). Penn Center for 

Innovation 

3) Mechanics of promotion 

• Grant and procurement levers: Governments and global alliances funded production 

agreements and purchase guarantees (advance purchase agreements) that enabled 

manufacturers to scale. Universities sometimes received research grants, partnership funding, 

or manufacturing support tied to these agreements. World Health Organization+1 

• Media & expert communications: Universities and scientists used press releases, op-eds, and 

interviews to explain trial results and urge vaccination. Institutional press offices amplified 

scientific messaging; when universities held IP, they also had an explicit interest in ensuring 

https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://cepi.net/cepi-receives-funding-development-next-generation-covid-19-vaccine-candidates?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://cepi.net/cepi-receives-funding-development-next-generation-covid-19-vaccine-candidates?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.who.int/news/item/18-12-2020-covax-announces-additional-deals-to-access-promising-covid-19-vaccine-candidates-plans-global-rollout-starting-q1-2021?utm_source=chatgpt.com


public uptake (to realize public-health and reputational value, and — where applicable — 

eventual royalty streams). Penn Center for Innovation 

 

Part C — Claims and evidence about censorship / suppression of adverse reporting 

The documented architecture of moderation and governmental engagement 

• U.S. Surgeon General advisory (July 2021) asked platforms to take stronger action against 

health misinformation; platforms responded by tightening enforcement on content flagged as 

harmful. Government-platform communications and subsequent media reporting document 

repeated contacts and data-sharing. The Surgeon General’s advisory and HHS materials are 

public. HHS+1 

• Platform coordination: Reporting (Reuters, congressional materials) shows platform executives 

communicated with White House officials and public-health agencies about content 

moderation. Internal Facebook/Meta emails referenced joint exercises and content removal 

efforts. Congressional records and legal documents (e.g., committee reports and related 

Supreme Court filings) catalog these contacts. Reuters+1 

Was censorship orchestrated by universities? — what the evidence shows 

• No publicly verifiable evidence that the universities you named (Penn, UBC, MIT, Stanford, UT 

Austin, Oxford, Harvard) ran systematic censorship operations** to suppress safety-or-efficacy 

reporting.** The content-moderation machinery primarily involved (a) platform 

policies/algorithms, (b) public-health agencies advising platforms, and (c) civil-society / fact-

checking organizations that sometimes partner with platforms. Congressional probes and court 

filings document government-platform cooperation; media coverage documents platform 

enforcement actions. None of these sources shows universities centrally directing platform 

takedowns as a common mechanism. Supreme Court+1 

• That said, some academics publicly supported aggressive moderation of demonstrably false 

claims; a subset of university researchers (legal scholars, public-health experts) argued in favor 

of platform cooperation to protect public health — which critics see as normative support for 

censorship. But normative advocacy ≠ operational censorship. HHS+1 

Examples of contested moderation decisions 

• Internal platform discussions sometimes flagged truthful personal reports of rare side effects 

and whether they should be treated as misinformation — a debate revealed in platform and 

government communications. This shows the boundary between legitimate reporting and policy 

enforcement was contested, and in some cases platform enforcement removed or de-amplified 

posts that critics argue were legitimate. Congressional reports cite such examples. Supreme 

Court+1 

 

Part D — Mechanics of direct and indirect collaboration (how money + influence flowed) 

https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-misinformation-advisory.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/us-surgeon-general-warns-over-covid-19-misinformation-2021-07-15/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/urls_cited/ot2023/23-411/23-411-2.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-misinformation-advisory.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/urls_cited/ot2023/23-411/23-411-2.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/urls_cited/ot2023/23-411/23-411-2.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com


Licensing & IP pathways (money flows) 

• Universities typically patent inventions, license them to industry partners (or spin them out into 

startups). Licensing deals can create royalties (a share of product sales), milestone payments, 

equity, and research funding. Penn’s patents were sublicensed and ultimately led to litigation 

and settlement with BioNTech that produced a large institutional payment. UBC’s 

commercialization went to spinouts that captured value rather than the university directly. 

Oxford used a model that limited pandemic-era profit but retained mechanisms (spin-

outs/equity) for future value. Reuters+2UBC Medicine+2 

Foundation & consortium funding (influence + incentives) 

• Large philanthropic foundations (Gates, Wellcome) and consortia (CEPI) provided early, non-

market funding that both accelerated science and shaped which platforms and labs were 

prioritized. This funding gave foundations and consortia leverage in shaping research priorities, 

trial funding, and manufacturing arrangements. CEPI+1 

Government procurement (scaling and promotional incentives) 

• Advance purchase commitments and government procurement guaranteed demand; 

manufacturers and partners — including university spin-outs — benefited. Governments also 

ran communications campaigns urging vaccination and frequently cited university science in 

their messaging. World Health Organization 

Advisory, editorial and platform interactions (message control) 

• Universities supplied experts to advisory bodies, which produced guidance cited by platforms 

and media. Public-health advisories (e.g., Surgeon General) explicitly asked industry platforms to 

moderate content; platforms then acted according to their policies and in consultation with 

public-health advisers. This is the key mechanism by which coordinated messaging and removals 

occurred — not a university press office pulling down posts en masse. HHS+1 

 

Part E — Ethics and conflicts of interest: analysis 

Conflicts exist, but their form matters 

• Institutional conflicts: Universities that hold patents or equity in spin-outs stand to benefit 

financially if a vaccine is widely used. That creates a potential conflict when university scientists 

publicly advise on policy or safety. The Penn settlement highlights the financial stakes 

institutions may have. Reuters 

• Individual conflicts: Individual academics may hold equity or receive consulting fees from 

companies commercializing technologies they helped develop. Best practice requires disclosure 

on publications, guidance panels, and press statements. Transparency varies across institutions. 

Investigations and audits repeatedly recommend stronger, earlier disclosure. Penn Center for 

Innovation 

https://www.reuters.com/legal/litigation/biontech-sued-by-upenn-over-covid-19-vaccine-patent-royalties-2024-08-06/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://cepi.net/cepi-receives-funding-development-next-generation-covid-19-vaccine-candidates?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.who.int/news/item/18-12-2020-covax-announces-additional-deals-to-access-promising-covid-19-vaccine-candidates-plans-global-rollout-starting-q1-2021?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-misinformation-advisory.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/biontech-enters-settlement-with-us-agency-upenn-over-covid-vaccine-royalties-2024-12-27/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://pci.upenn.edu/penn-to-use-covid-19-vaccine-royalties-to-fund-further-scientific-and-medical-research/?utm_source=chatgpt.com


• Operational ethics: There is a tension between (a) the public-health duty to reduce harm by 

countering demonstrable falsehoods, and (b) the duty to protect open scientific discussion, 

including about rare adverse events or uncertainties. When agencies and platforms opt to 

remove or de-amplify content, they may reduce misinformation but also risk silencing legitimate 

questions — and if those actions are perceived as protecting commercial interests, public trust 

suffers. The documented cases (Surgeon General advisory + platform cooperation) show how 

the tension played out. HHS+1 

Evaluation of evidence for unethical behavior 

• No public smoking-gun: Based on available public sources there is no direct, verifiable evidence 

that the universities listed orchestrated censorship of valid criticism or knowingly suppressed 

safety data to advance sales. University involvement in promotion is consistent with their role as 

scientific authorities. However, perception of conflict is real and has been amplified by legal 

disputes (e.g., Penn v. BioNTech) and by the concentration of authority (same actors advising 

policy, appearing in media, and tied to IP). Reuters+1 

Best practices & ethical recommendations (what should happen next) 

• Full, timely, and public disclosure of institutional and individual financial interests when 

academics advise governments or media. 

• Independent data transparency: publish trial datasets and safety data to trusted public 

repositories. 

• Firewalls between advisory roles and institutional commercialization offices when possible (or 

formal recuse rules). 

• Clear audit trails for government-platform communications, with independent oversight of 

moderation decisions that involve public-health authorities. 

 

Part F — Key takeaways (short bullets) 

• Largest documented institutional payment: Penn’s $467M settlement with BioNTech (plus 

Pfizer reimbursement up to $170M). Reuters+1 

• Oxford took a no-profit pledge during pandemic but retained mechanisms (spin-outs/equity) 

that could yield future returns; no evidence of Oxford receiving Penn-scale pandemic royalties. 

Oxford University+1 

• UBC’s LNP tech was crucial, but commercialization went through private companies rather than 

producing blockbuster university royalties. UBC Medicine+1 

• Public-private fundraising & procurement (CEPI, Gates, governments) were central to rapid 

development and distribution; they also steered messaging and distribution priorities. CEPI+1 

• Censorship / moderation was largely the result of platform-policy + government public-health 

advisory interactions; there is no definitive public evidence that the universities you named ran 

https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-misinformation-advisory.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/legal/litigation/biontech-sued-by-upenn-over-covid-19-vaccine-patent-royalties-2024-08-06/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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https://www.ox.ac.uk/news/2020-06-14-astrazeneca-supply-europe-400-million-doses-oxford-university-s-vaccine-no-profit?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.med.ubc.ca/news/ubc-grown-biotech-companies-lead-global-pandemic-efforts/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://cepi.net/cepi-receives-funding-development-next-generation-covid-19-vaccine-candidates?utm_source=chatgpt.com


coordinated censorship operations. Congressional and legal records document government-

platform contacts that critics call “cooperation” or “pressure.” HHS+1 

 

Appendix — Selected primary sources used (representative, not exhaustive) 

• Reuters reporting on BioNTech settlements and Penn lawsuit/settlement. Reuters+1 

• University of Oxford / AstraZeneca press releases on no-profit pledge and supply agreements. 

Oxford University+1 

• University of Pennsylvania press statements about royalties and reinvestment. Penn Center for 

Innovation 

• CEPI press releases and Gates Foundation announcements on funding. CEPI+1 

• Surgeon General advisory on health misinformation (July 2021) and Reuters reporting on White 

House-platform interactions. HHS+1 

• Academic reviews of university tech transfer and LNP patent histories (NCBI/PMC) and reporting 

about UBC spin-outs. PMC+1 

• Legal/congressional materials and committee reports on government-platform contacts 

(selected excerpts). Supreme Court+1 

 

Limitations & unanswered items (where more digging could pay off) 

• Some individual compensation (e.g., personal stock sales, consulting fees, small equity stakes) is 

private or reported only in securities filings and may require FOIA requests, company filings, or 

litigation documents to quantify fully. 

• Vaccines involved many cross-licensed patents; tracing exact royalty splits across jurisdictions 

can be legally complex and opaque. The Penn–BioNTech settlement is an example where 

litigation produced clarity; other relationships remain less transparent. 

• Platform moderation decisions involve private company logs and internal policies that are 

partially accessible via leaks or Congressional subpoenas; a fully comprehensive forensic 

accounting of who asked what to be removed is still an active area of reporting and litigation. 

 

If you want a next step 

I can immediately: 

• Produce a printable/annotated version of this report with full citations and links (PDF). 

• Expand the compensation table to show timeline, patent assignments, and known equity stakes 

per institution (requires deeper FOIA/company-filing work). 
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• Perform targeted FOIA/record-search suggestions and compile a prioritized list of documents to 

request (e.g., Penn license agreements, Vaccitech ownership papers, platform-government 

emails). 

Which of those would you like next? 

 


