
 

 

 

 

Webinar Report: 

“Informal Asia-Pacific Regional Science-Policy Dialogue on DSI” 

 

Thursday, 29 August 2024 – 07.00 to 11.00 UTC 

Welcome Remarks 
Dr Amir Hamidy, Director of the Secretariat for Scientific Authority for Biodiversity, National 
Research and Innovation Agency (BRIN), Indonesia 

Dr Hamidy welcomed participants to a dialogue focused on the challenges and opportunities 
surrounding Digital Sequence Information (DSI). He emphasized the importance of biodiversity 
for the well-being of both the planet and its people, and how, in the digital age, DSI presents 
complexities, particularly in terms of fair and equitable benefit-sharing. Indonesia sees DSI not 
just as access to genetic resources but as an issue of fairness, sustainability, and practical 
solutions. He highlighted the need for a multilateral mechanism to ensure that the benefits of DSI 
are shared, especially with developing countries and Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities 
(IP&LC), who are often the custodians of biodiversity. He advocated for a clear definition of DSI 
and its products to avoid ambiguities in benefit-sharing agreements. Additionally, mechanisms 
for distributing benefits must support both scientific innovation and biodiversity management.  

Looking ahead to COP 16 in Colombia, Dr Hamidy stressed the importance of focusing on 
resolving DSI-related issues rather than complicating negotiations. He concluded by expressing 
gratitude to the speakers and organizers, including the Meridian Institute, for facilitating the 
event. 

Dr Hartmut Meyer, ABS Capacity Development Initiative: 

On behalf of the ABS Initiative and the Meridian Institute, Dr Meyer, welcomed participants and 
highlighted the critical stage of the CBD negotiations on DSI. With COP 16 approaching, there are 
high expectations for a positive outcome that will establish an effective benefit-sharing system to 
mobilize financial resources necessary for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use.  

He noted that the ABS Initiative and the Meridian Institute have conducted several informal 
activities on DSI in recent years and participated in key meetings like the DSI OEWG in Montreal. 
These efforts, along with the current dialogue, aim to bring together scientists, public and private 
sector users, and negotiators to deepen understanding of relevant issues. The upcoming 
negotiations will focus on a new system that not only regulates access and benefit-sharing for 
physical genetic resources but also includes the informational aspect of these resources. 
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Background, Objectives and Agenda 
Lily Weissgold, Meridian Institute: 

From 2019 to December 2022, the Government of Norway co-funded the first phase of the ABS 
Initiative’s work on DSI leading up to COP 15. In November 2023, at the first DSI OEWG meeting, 
new funding was announced for informal work involving the Meridian Institute and the ABS 
Initiative. Based on input from national focal points, a work plan through COP 16 was created, 
with this dialogue being one of the requested activities. Although separate from the formal 
negotiation process, this informal work complements it by drawing on the advisory group and the 
DSI OEWG. The activities aim to inform and facilitate progress in formal negotiations, aligning 
with the mandate of decision 15/9. Earlier in the year, two other regional science-policy dialogues 
were held to foster communication between DSI users, scientists, and policymakers. 

Agenda: 

• Input presentations 
o Use of DSI 
o Technical Introduction: DSI from Scientific and Policy Angle 
o Update on DSI Negotiation Process  
o Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Benefit-sharing from the Use of DSI on 

Genetic Resources: Outcomes of the Second Meeting 
• Mini Panel: Science 
• Mini Panel: Policymakers & Negotiators 
• Mini Panel: Science and Policy in Dialogue 
• Wrap up & Goodbyes 

Input - Use of DSI 
Dr Hartmut Meyer, ABS Capacity Development Initiative: 

Hartmut Meyer discussed two models of Digital Sequence Information (DSI): (a) the national, 
bilateral ABS system under the Nagoya Protocol and (b) the multilateral system with open-access 
databases. Typically, access to genetic resources begins in the country of origin, where ABS 
agreements, including Prior Informed Consent (PIC) and Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT), are 
required. These agreements govern access, use, and benefit-sharing. After access, research and 
development often lead to the sequencing of DNA or proteins, with this information uploaded to 
open-access databases. Currently, most DSI lacks a country-of-origin tag, though it is now 
mandatory. Once in these databases, DSI can be freely accessed and used without being bound 
by the original ABS contract. This data is often used in research and development, including 
commercial applications, with no current benefit-sharing mechanism for this usage. 

Developing countries are concerned that the benefits from DSI usage, particularly in commercial 
development, are not shared with them. The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the 
Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ) frameworks have decided that there should be a 
benefit-sharing system for the multilateral open-access model of DSI as well. 

In the GRULAC science-policy dialogue, Michelle Hammer and the DSI Scientific Network 
highlighted the importance of DSI for biodiversity-related policies under the Global Biodiversity 
Framework (GBF), including the growing role of artificial intelligence (AI) in research and 
development. In this context, Amber Scholz emphasized the need for a broad definition of DSI to 
capture future uses, a comprehensive benefit-sharing mechanism, and the significant potential 
for AI-driven DSI applications in the commercial sector. 

For more details see presentation in Annex 2 of this report.  
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Input - Technical Introduction: Importance of Science and Policy to be in 
Dialogue 
Pierre du Plessis, ABS Capacity Development Initiative:  

Pierre du Plessis emphasized the importance of communication between policymakers and 
scientists DSI. For scientists, large datasets, as basis for comparing different genomes, and open 
access are crucial for research, but tracking and tracing sequences in these vast datasets is 
technically challenging. Policymakers must understand that imposing too much regulation could 
hinder scientific progress.  

There is no legal basis in the CBD to restrict access to sequences already publicly available, 
although new access can be regulated through bilateral ABS agreements. The three main global 
DSI databases (based in the US, UK, and Japan) operate on an Open-Access model, with data 
freely and anonymously accessible, although the US, which hosts GenBank, is not party to the 
CBD. While databases are interconnected, making it difficult to trace sequences or attribute 
them to specific products, industry often uses proprietary datasets to avoid security risks. 

The rapid growth of DSI presents opportunities for developing countries, but these nations need 
support in terms of technology transfer, research collaboration, and infrastructure to fully benefit 
from DSI’s potential. Policymakers must ensure that DSI discussions do not undermine 
international scientific collaborations, which are crucial for career advancement and 
development. 

The current bilateral ABS system, which pairs access to genetic resources with benefit-sharing, 
has proven dysfunctional. Most DSI is freely available, leaving many developing countries without 
the intended financial benefits from biodiversity usage. There is a need to create a multilateral 
benefit-sharing system to effectively mobilize resources for biodiversity conservation and 
sustainable use. 

DSI plays a critical role in achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and addressing 
the biodiversity crisis, particularly in sectors like health, food security, and biodiversity 
management. Policymakers must balance the rights of traditional knowledge holders with the 
urgency of resource mobilization, and a coordinated approach across international instruments 
is essential. Fragmentation of the DSI system could harm science and biodiversity efforts, so a 
simple, coordinated global solution is needed to ensure legal clarity and avoid red tape. The 
multilateral mechanism must generate significant benefits quickly to address the current 
$200 billion funding gap for biodiversity. 

For more details see presentation in Annex 3 of this report.  

Input - Update on DSI Negotiation Process & Remaining Hot Spots 
Charlotte Germain-Aubrey, Secretariat of the CBD: 

Charlotte Germain-Aubrey reminded that the ongoing process of DSI negotiations leading to 
COP 16 is based COP Decision 15/9 (December 2022, Montreal), in which Parties agreed that 
benefits from DSI must be shared fairly and equitably. It acknowledged that tracking and tracing 
all DSI is impractical and reaffirmed that existing rights and obligations under the CBD and the 
Nagoya Protocol, including those related to traditional knowledge and IP&LC, remain unaffected. 

The Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework decided to establish a multilateral 
mechanism for benefit-sharing from DSI, including a global fund. This process is meant to be 
transparent, inclusive, participatory, and time-bound, to be completed by COP 16. Key principles 
guiding the operationalization of this mechanism were agreed upon before COP 15 and are 
central to discussions. 
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Steps taken so far include submissions of views on the DSI mechanism, lessons from other 
international funding mechanisms, and studies on the value chain and policy options. The 
outcomes of the second DSI OEWG meeting will be the foundation for COP 16 discussions. 

Parties are encouraged to read the official documents, consult stakeholders, and prepare by 
discussing topics such as the global fund’s governance, disbursement, and involvement of 
IP&LC. Non-monetary benefits and collaboration across ministries and society are crucial. 

The Secretariat emphasized that theoretical discussions are over, and it is time to operationalize 
the multilateral mechanism. The negotiations have been constructive and positive, and they look 
forward to continuing this spirit at COP 16 in Cali. 

For more details see presentation in Annex 4 of this report.  

Input - Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Benefit-sharing from the Use 
of DSI on Genetic Resources Outcomes of the Second Meeting 
Timothy Hodges, McGill University: 

The speaker noted that the overall tone of both DSI OEWG meetings has been very positive, led 
by constructive and capable co-chairs. While many issues remain unresolved, the presence of 
numerous "square brackets" (indicating areas of disagreement) signifies not failure but a clearer 
understanding of points of agreement and contention. 

Key areas of focus and discussion include: 

• Triggers, basis, and modalities for benefit sharing 
• Non-monetary benefit-sharing (NMBS) 
• Fund distribution and disbursement 
• The host for the benefit-sharing fund 
• Data governance 

Despite the complexity, progress is evident, and there is optimism for a clear decision at COP 16. 

For more details see presentation in Annex 5 of this report.  

Panel Discussions 
Panellists were requested to reflect on specific questions to provide guidance and improve 
understanding as a basis for making progress at the relevant formal meetings later this year. After 
each panel discussion questions from the chat were addressed. 

Moderation: Timothy Hodges, McGill University, Canada 

Panel 1: Scientists 
Dr Sunil Archak, Principal Scientist at the Germplasm Exchange & PGR Policy Unit, ICAR -- 
National Bureau of Plant Genetic Resources in New Delhi, India  
Dr Ahmad Fathoni, Head of the Research Center for Applied Microbiology (RCAM), National 
Research and Innovation Agency (BRIN), Indonesia 

Question 1: From your perspective, what is the minimum you need from the multilateral 
benefit-sharing mechanism (MLM)? For example, I would suggest you might consider what it 
shouldn't have and what it might have? 

Ahmad Fathoni emphasized the need for a shared understanding of the definition of DSI before 
discussing it in detail. He highlighted the importance of a clear and simple MLM to guide how DSI 
is accessed and used. This mechanism must ensure that benefits from DSI are shared fairly and 
equitably with the countries or communities providing genetic resources. A balance between 
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providers and users, based on contributions, is crucial. Additionally, the MLM should be 
inclusive, involving all relevant stakeholders – governments, researchers, industry, and 
communities – to ensure fair benefit-sharing. Transparency, flexibility, and adaptability of the 
mechanism are also essential to accommodate new technologies. 

Sunil Archak discussed the long-standing use of macromolecular data like DNA, RNA, and amino 
acids by researchers, even before it was termed Digital Sequence Information (DSI). He outlined 
three key aspects of the multilateral mechanism (MLM):  

1. Access to DSI: Access should remain open for all researchers, and it should never trigger 
payment. 

2. User Payment Mechanism: Researchers should know the obligations of accessing DSI in 
advance, allowing commercial users to contribute to a fund, while others contribute non-
monetary benefits according to their abilities. 

3. Fund Usage: The MLM must ensure that the fund is used to promote equity through 
capacity enhancement and collaboration, ensuring wider access to DSI. 

Question 2: From your perspective, what would be the best outcome in finalising the MLM? 

Sunil Archak stressed the need for a MLM to be administratively simple, transparent, and legally 
certain. He noted that current negotiations are focused on broad options and have not yet 
addressed specific issues like payment triggers or double payments. He emphasized the 
importance of clearly communicating these details to researchers. 

The ideal MLM should be straightforward for administrators and users, ensure predictable, long-
term user-based payments, and foster dynamic relationships with database operators. It should 
not disrupt existing national and regional mechanisms. The use of funds should be directed 
toward meaningful purposes, including conservation and capacity enhancement. He highlighted 
the value of non-monetary benefits, arguing that teaching skills and capacity-building is more 
beneficial in the long term than providing immediate financial assistance. 

Ahmad Fathoni emphasized that the MLM should balance accessibility, equality, and innovation. 
It must promote both local and global collaboration to enhance the use of biodiversity, ensure 
fair benefit-sharing, and respect intellectual property and traditional knowledge. The mechanism 
should also help developing countries advance technologically, enabling them to leverage DSI for 
innovative products that benefit local economies. He highlighted the importance of increased 
global collaboration in technology transfer. 

Question 3: From your perspective, what would your worst nightmare be regarding the MLM? 

Ahmad Fathoni outlined several potential problems with the MLM. These include: 

• Restricted access: A scenario where scientists cannot access DSI freely, or where high 
access costs are a barrier. 

• Exclusion of stakeholders: Failing to include all relevant stakeholders or creating complex 
bureaucratic processes for data access. 

• Ineffective monitoring: Problems with monitoring and ensuring compliance among data 
users. 

• Unfair benefit distribution: Unequal distribution of benefits, particularly disadvantaging 
developing countries. 

• Technology adaptation: Inability to keep up with technological advances, reducing the 
benefits from DSI. 

• Integration issues: Lack of integration with intellectual property rights and traditional 
knowledge. 

He emphasised that these issues would hinder the effectiveness and fairness of the MLM. 
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Sunil Archak expressed concerns that policy could become a barrier to research rather than a 
facilitator, especially if it isolates the Global South technologically. He is worried that the MLM 
may not raise sufficient funds to meet the objectives of the CBD or support biodiversity targets 
effectively. There is a concern that the Global South might see the MLM as a financial cure-all, 
which could lead to failed negotiations. 

He emphasized the importance of contributions from both industry and governments, in addition 
to user-based payments, and cautioned against relying solely on researchers. He stressed that a 
successful MLM is crucial for advancing biodiversity research and addressing issues like climate-
resilient agriculture. Failure to finalize an operational MLM or reach consensus could delay 
critical investments and innovations in these areas. 

Questions from the Chat to the panellists: 
How should the DSI system look like in terms of a functioning future One -Health System? 

Sunil Archak highlighted the urgency of developing a consensus among negotiators and 
scientists to address global challenges, such as a hypothetical widespread virus affecting wheat. 
He emphasized the need for accommodation and collaboration to ensure that scientific 
knowledge and capacity building are shared widely. He stressed that scientists must be open to 
teaching each other and working together to prepare for unforeseen future crises. 

Ahmad Fathoni emphasized the critical need for collaboration and capacity building, particularly 
highlighted by the challenges faced during the COVID-19 pandemic in Indonesia. The lack of 
access to databases and adequate technology hindered effective response efforts. He stressed 
that mastering technology and ensuring easy access to DSI databases are essential for global 
collaboration and development, underlining the importance of both technology and data access 
in addressing such critical situations. 

What should be done about the DSI which is already in open access databases, but does not 
have a country of origin tag? Should there be an attempt to tag them? Would that be brought 
under a common pool for example? What is practical that regard? 

Sunil Archak highlighted the need for clarity on whether there will be a cut-off date for benefit-
sharing obligations related to DSI. He emphasized the importance of understanding how the fund 
flow will work and what criteria will apply to DSI submitted before and after this potential cut-off 
date. This information is crucial for both individual researchers and the industry. 

If an endemic species is sequenced and uploaded to an open access data base, there could 
be benefit-sharing in the bilateral or the multilateral system. Which would be the more 
practical benefit-sharing option from a user perspective? 

Sunil Archak stressed that the MLM should serve as an overarching framework and not be 
undermined by country-specific or region-specific mechanisms. However, it should also ensure 
that existing country-specific mechanisms are not negatively impacted when they are necessary. 

Panel 2: Policy makers / negotiators 
Jennifer Tauli Corpuz works with the organization Nia Tero which works with Indigenous 
Peoples (including in Amazonia, North America and the Pacific) 
Masami Fukata, Senior Negotiator for Global Environment, Global Environment Division, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Tokyo, Japan 
Bilal Qtishat, Director of the Nature Protection Directorate, Ministry of Environment in Amman, 
Jordan  
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Question 1: From your perspective, how do we best avoid unnecessary complexity and 
administrative burdens in the national implementation of the MLM? 

Bilal Qtishat emphasized the importance of understanding and utilizing available mechanisms 
for biodiversity conservation and highlighted the need for clear decisions and addressing the 
challenges faced, particularly in terms of financial and technical support. He stressed that multi-
level collaboration between governments and IP&LC is essential for successful conservation 
efforts. He also pointed out the importance of assessing national resources and implementing 
agreed-upon decisions through proper regulatory frameworks. Lastly, he expressed confidence 
that countries will update and revise their National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans 
(NBSAPs) to effectively implement the mechanism. 

Masami Fukata highlighted that the proliferation of existing ABS systems for plants and marine 
genetic resources has created significant legal complexity. To address this, the MLM should be 
flexible, simple, and initially independent of existing protocols. Incentives are crucial to 
encourage private companies to pay into the global fund. At the OEWG, the idea of issuing 
receipts or certificates for payments from DSI users was discussed. It is also essential to avoid 
double or multiple payments between the MLM, other relevant fora, and domestic systems, as 
this would be unfair and could discourage contributions to the Global Fund. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz emphasized that for Indigenous Peoples, the MLM aligns with the third 
objective of the CBD, which is to support conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. She 
stressed that the MLM should be simple in generating and distributing benefits. The goal is to 
ensure that the benefits reach those who protect and maintain biodiversity without being 
consumed by administrative costs. She proposed that a straightforward percentage of sales or 
micro payments from database access could fund the mechanism effectively. Additionally, she 
suggested direct access to benefits for Indigenous Peoples and a project-based approach, 
similar to the Global Benefit-sharing Fund of the FAO Plant Treaty, with a portion dedicated to 
indigenous projects to ensure fair distribution and connection to biodiversity conservation 
efforts. 

Question 2: How can we ensure that benefits are shared at substantial scale to support 
conservation and sustainable use through the MLM and its fund? 

Masami Fukata emphasized the importance of maintaining the credibility of a new global fund by 
ensuring transparency and accountability. She noted that DSI users need clarity on where their 
payments are allocated, to avoid criticism from other stakeholders. This transparency is essential 
for securing sufficient funding. Additionally, she suggested broadening the range of contributors 
to the fund, allowing non-DSI users to participate if they wish, to create a wider financial base for 
the Global Fund. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz highlighted that, under the Nagoya Protocol, governments and Indigenous 
Peoples often bear the burden of regulation and negotiations, frequently to the detriment of the 
latter. She emphasised that the MLM is attractive because it aligns with the principle that those 
who benefit most from DSI, such as companies generating significant value from blockbuster 
drugs and cosmetics, should contribute more to the Global Fund. She stressed that both, 
commercial and non-commercial users of DSI, should contribute to the fund. For effective 
governance, she advocated for the CBD’s involvement and stressed the importance of including 
Indigenous Peoples in the governance to ensure transparency and proper acknowledgment of the 
origins of genetic resources, particularly those culturally significant to indigenous communities. 

Bilal Qtishat stressed the need to differentiate between sequence information derived from 
genetic resources and physical genetic resources, highlighting that the governance of the two is 
distinct. While genetic resources follow a bilateral process involving PIC and MAT, DSI requires a 
multilateral mechanism. He emphasized that the new fund for DSI should focus on ensuring 
equity regarding the distribution of benefits, while respecting national regulations and the Nagoya 
Protocol. He called for the multilateral mechanism to incorporate new technologies, reinvest 
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shared benefits in conservation, and ensure it contributes effectively to biodiversity conservation. 
Clear procedures and regulations are essential for managing the mechanism successfully. 

Questions from the Chat to the panellists: 
How would the multilateral system affect the bilateral system, if at all? 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz clarified that the establishment of the MLM does not negate the relevance 
of the Nagoya Protocol. The Nagoya Protocol and bilateral systems should continue to apply for 
physical access to genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated with those resources. 
She acknowledged that many genetic resources are already sequenced and available in 
databases, and scientists may prefer accessing these through DSI. However, she believes both 
systems can coexist, allowing for the continued application of existing protocols for resources 
not yet in the DSI system. 

Bilal Qtishat discussed the distinction between accessing physical genetic resources and DSI. 
In the case of physical genetic resources linked with traditional knowledge, the Nagoya Protocol 
procedures apply. However, when multiple parties in the same region share similar knowledge 
and resources, tracing and monitoring specific genetic sequences can become unclear and 
impractical. This complexity highlights the difference between the multilateral mechanism 
needed for DSI and the bilateral mechanism used for physical genetic resources. 

Masami Fukata emphasized that the Nagoya Protocol system should remain as it is, as it has 
been effective and tracking DSI is deemed impractical by Decision 15/9. She noted that a bilateral 
system for DSI is challenging, which is why a MLM is to be established for DSI. While some private 
companies prefer a unified approach under the MLM, it is too early to fully commit to this option 
because the functionality of the MLM is still uncertain. For now, the bilateral system will continue 
to manage genetic resources, while the MLM will handle non-material DSI. 

How can we maintain the current free and Open Access scheme to DSI databases? Must this 
access scheme be under CBD norms or would it be something standalone that would 
include access to a net benefit sharing in relation to the other international fora? 

Masami Fukata reminded that the governance of databases was discusses in the 2nd DSI OEWG 
meeting, highlighting that the proposed requirements for database operators in Annex 1, 
paragraph 9, might be excessive for small operators. She suggested that these requirements 
should apply only to large operators and that large operators should be exempt from monetary 
contributions to the Global Fund. She also questioned the feasibility of having the SCBD manage 
a database, noting that it might be challenging for treaty secretariats to handle. 

Bilal Qtishat emphasized the importance of an effective database system for monitoring and 
sharing benefits. He noted that the CBD has experience with such systems, like the Biosafety 
Clearing-House, which could be used for monitoring purposes. However, he suggested that the 
current proposal for this type of database requires further clarification. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz noted that while an ideal system would consolidate all relevant 
frameworks (WHO, BBNJ, Treaty, and CBD), achieving this would be time-consuming. Given the 
urgent biodiversity crisis, the initial proposal should place the MLM under the CBD's authority. 
She emphasized that while the MLM should be under CBD oversight, multiple databases will need 
to be integrated into a unified system. 

For the bulk of DSI that is already in the public databases, the country of origin is unknown. 
How do deal with this information? Should there be a cut-off date for benefit-sharing, should 
they fall under a multilateral umbrella? 

Masami Fukata argued against retrospective application of benefit-sharing for old DSI entries, 
acquired decades ago, as tracing these would be impractical and endless. 
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Jennifer Tauli Corpuz agreed that retrospective tracking of old DSI entries is impractical. Instead, 
benefit-sharing should be triggered upon access to these sequences. She emphasized the 
importance of tagging sequences related to indigenous territories and traditional knowledge for 
transparency, not for tracking and tracing. She also raised a concern about whether 
compensations for potential damages caused by genetic materials, such as pathogens or 
invasive species, have been considered in the negotiations. 

Masami Fukata mentioned that discussions on fund distribution formulas considered 
biodiversity richness alongside other criteria. The threats and risks to biodiversity were briefly 
addressed, but the conversation did not cover compensations for damages in detail. 

Panel 3: Science and policy in dialogue 
For the concluding dialogue with all previous panellists the moderator kicked off the discussion 
with the following question:  

From your perspective, on which topics could future national-level dialogues between 
policymakers and users support implementation of the MLM? So what sorts of dialogues and 
what topics could be would be usefully discussed between the policymakers and the user 
communities, science communities to support the implementation of the MLM? 

Bilal Qtishat highlighted that national preparations for COP 16 are crucial, with discussions 
needed to determine the most beneficial options for each country. These discussions should be 
reflected in regional consultations and group meetings. After COP 16, there should be a focus on 
initiating dialogues about how to implement the decisions, identifying necessary regulations, and 
addressing any gaps to ensure effective implementation. 

Sunil Archak pointed out that the traditional use of genetic resources involves established 
regulatory systems, field experiments, and laboratory procedures, which are well understood. 
However, with the rise of DSI, new laboratories and personnel are involved, yet negotiators seek 
to apply the same regulatory frameworks. He emphasized the need for scientists and negotiators 
to recognize the challenges in adapting current regulations to DSI. Additionally, he raised the 
question of whether contributions to the benefit-sharing fund should come directly from users or 
be routed through countries. He stressed that open dialogues on these issues are essential for 
countries to move forward efficiently. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz highlighted that national dialogues will differ depending on whether a 
system for managing genetic resources is mandatory or voluntary. These discussions must 
include IP&LC, as they play a significant role in stewarding genetic resources. With 40% of 
indigenous territories overlapping with key biodiversity areas and 80% of biodiversity found in 
these regions, it is crucial to engage IP&LC in identifying the extent of their stewardship. 
Additionally, IP&LC must be able to express the cultural and spiritual significance of resources 
and clarify rules related to traditional knowledge, which may not be immediately evident when 
discussing DSI. 

Masami Fukata emphasized that the ultimate goal of negotiations should be the conservation of 
biodiversity. While technical aspects and financial needs are important, national dialogues must 
remain focused on this primary objective. She noted that many private companies are unaware 
that the use of DSI contributes to biodiversity conservation, unlike the widespread understanding 
of climate-related issues. Therefore, efforts should aim to mainstream biodiversity conservation 
as a key objective at the national level. 

Ahmad Fathoni stressed the importance of ensuring that policymakers and users understand the 
deadlines and requirements of the MLM and how it applies at the national level. National 
discussions are needed to align laws and regulations with the MLM and integrate it into existing 
systems. Engaging IP&LC is crucial to respect their rights to genetic resources. Capacity building 
is necessary for users, researchers, institutions, and governments to support national 
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implementation. He also emphasized promoting innovation and collaboration in research to help 
developing countries catch up with developed nations in utilizing and conserving genetic 
resources. Finally, he highlighted the need for ongoing international dialogues and coordination 
to address varying national experiences and challenges in implementing the mechanism. 

Questions from the chat to the panellists 
When talking about the interface between the bilateral and multilateral system, the risks of 
a double payment trap was alluded to. This seems to be a large concern for many.  

Sunil Archak raised a concern about payment obligations across different global instruments: 
Whether a company accessing DSI from plant species covered under the International Treaty on 
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA), which restricts use to food and 
agriculture, would need to pay differently if the same DSI is used for other purposes, such as 
pharmaceuticals. He notes that these issues are complex and require extensive discussion. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz compared the situation of paying for the use of DSI across different 
purposes to paying various taxes, such as value-added tax, income tax, and business tax. She 
argued that multiple payments for different uses of DSI are not a foreign concept and should be 
manageable as long as the amounts are kept reasonable. 

Bilal Qtishat explained that when using physical genetic resources, there is often a clear 
understanding of the associated payment obligations. In contrast, with DSI, researchers may use 
the information without knowing its future applications or whether it will lead to innovations. This 
is why Open Access to DSI is maintained – to support research and innovation. However, once a 
use or innovation is developed based on DSI, there should be a mechanism to share benefits with 
the original provider. 

Question by the moderator to the panellists 
A concern is that people will go toward private databases if the public system is not efficient, 
transparent, etc. Has there been any discussion about the dynamic between private 
databases and public databases? 

Masami Fukata noted that private databases were not extensively discussed in the negotiations. 
Many small databases connected to the International Nucleotide Sequence Database 
Collaboration (INSDC) are managed by only a few individuals, and the requirements outlined in 
paragraph 9 of the L2 document could impose a heavy burden on these small operators. 

Closing reflections by the panellists 
Sunil Archak emphasized that when accessing and commercializing resources and sequences 
linked to specific traditional knowledge, it's crucial to respect the associated ABS conditions for 
the country and community involved. He requested that the processes be simplified for scientists 
to facilitate compliance, suggesting that simplicity in regulations will lead to better compliance. 

Jennifer Tauli Corpuz highlighted the importance of ongoing dialogues in addressing the 
biodiversity crisis. She noted that a study found users of DSI and genetic resources who are aware 
of the crisis are willing to pay. She suggested leveraging this goodwill from users, researchers, 
and scientists to effectively implement the multilateral mechanism. 

Closing Remarks 
Suhel al Janabi, ABS Capacity Development Initiative: 

The speaker thanked Lily Weissgold of the Meridian Institute, the panellists, Tim Hodges, and the 
participants for their contributions. He noted that the discussion highlights the need for 
continued dialogue on DSI between policymakers, scientists, and international forums. He 
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encouraged participants to engage in national and regional discussions on unresolved issues 
before COP 16 and pointed to a global informal dialogue between users and negotiators taking 
place in South Africa from September 16th to 20th to further explore scenarios and solutions.  

The goal is to develop a mechanism that supports biodiversity conservation, IP&LC, maintains 
Open Access, and ensures equitable benefit-sharing. The hope is that compromises at COP 16 in 
Cali will strengthen, rather than dilute, the mechanism’s effectiveness. 
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Annex 1: Chat contributions clustered by topics 
Chat contributions listed as bullet points are direct responses of participants to questions or 
comments from other participants. 

Would bringing in a whole new multilateral mechanism to deal with DSI affect the existing ABS 
mechanism? 

Just as there are situations where the development of a product requires many DSIs that are 
difficult to track as Pierre mentioned; DSIs belonging to an endemic species from a single country 
can also be used for the development of a product. In such a case, how will multilateral benefit 
sharing work? Thank you. 

Would the new multilateral mechanism make an attempt to identify the country of origin of the 
DSIs already in public databases whose country of origin is unknown? Or would this be brought 
under a common pool and as in ITPGRFA multilateral mechanism! 

Triggers to "monetary benefit sharing" are well summarized in this EU-commissioned report: 
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/70c57168-4fb4-11ef-acbc-
01aa75ed71a1/language-en 

Genetic materials not only bring benefits but also damages. My question is whether atonement 
or compensation to damages is considered as a part of benefit-sharing.  Please think about 
pathogens and invading species. They have their country of origins, and can be artificially 
designed. 

Please some discussion on One health and DSI 

What is envisaged under the currently negotiated MLM on the governance of current free and open 
access DSI databases? 

Would the access to DSI be in line with the established CBD norms and processes or would it be 
completely a stand alone mechanism? 

Hello. I forgot to share the link to the DSI resources page, where you will find the latest studies on 
and around DSI (including the EU study mentioned above). Thank you! https://www.cbd.int/dsi-
gr/resources.shtml 

Hi everyone, greeting from Vietnam National Plant Genebank. ... Thank you for nice 
presentations. Do you think that DSI to be used as big data and applied in AI to bridge/connect 
between biodiversity, agriculture, food, diet and health 

I access genetic resources (pay as per Nagoya to the source country) and access DSI related to 
them for my experiments (don't pay anything in advance). Once I make commercial benefits, pay 
to DSI fund (as per rate to be decided) and approach country for further payment obligations 
towards GR access/use. Is this correct? 

• Your assumption is "bilateral", not multilateral. 
• For material it is bilateral and for DSI on that material is MLM. No? 
• There is no consensus on the trigger of payment from DSI. Also the open access to DSI 

you assume is still at stake. 
• Agree. 

  

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/70c57168-4fb4-11ef-acbc-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/70c57168-4fb4-11ef-acbc-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://www.cbd.int/dsi-gr/resources.shtml
https://www.cbd.int/dsi-gr/resources.shtml
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Annex 2: Presentation “Use of DSI” by Dr Hartmut Meyer 
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Annex 3: Presentation “Technical Introduction:  
DSI from Scientific and Policy Angles” by Pierre du Plessis 
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Annex 4: Presentation “Update on DSI Negotiation Process” by Charlotte 
Germain Aubrey 
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Annex 5: Presentation “Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Benefit-
sharing from the Use of DSI on Genetic Resources Outcomes of the Second 
Meeting” by Timothy Hodges 
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