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September 2026, and it is provided for information purposes only. It contains a compilation of the participants’ 
contributions and discussions. The report, however, does not purport to reproduce all debates and interventions 

in full. According to the Chatham House Rule, under which the informal retreat was held, the information pro-

vided is not attributed to the source. The presenters are, with their explicit permission, identified in the report. 

The statements in this report do not represent the views or opinions of the European Commission and the Gov-

ernment of Norway. The organizers, GeoMedia and Centro de Colaboración Cívica (CCC), do not assume any 

liability for the accuracy or completeness of the report. 
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Short overview and outcomes 

On behalf of the European Commission and the Government of Norway, the Informal Stake- and 

Rightsholders' Exchange on the DSI Multilateral Mechanism and its Cali Fund was organized by the DSI 

Informal Dialogue Partnership. The Exchange was held at Hotel Martin’s Klooster in Leuven, Belgium, 

from 21st to 23rd September 2026. 

The Informal DSI Exchange, held ahead of CBD COP17, brought together stakeholders, rightsholders 

and negotiators to move the discussion on the Multilateral Mechanism (MLM) and Cali Fund from 

broad principles towards practical implementation. Participants recognised that Decision 16/2 pro-

vides the basic framework and that good progress has been made on institutional and procedural ele-

ments, but also identified unresolved legal, conceptual and operational questions that need further 

work.  

A central message was that the process has moved from whether a multilateral system should exist 

to how it can be made operational. Governance, institutional arrangements and allocation have seen 

considerable progress, while fundamental questions remain around the definition and scope of DSI, 

proportionality of contributions, legal certainty, interaction with national and other ABS regimes, 

DSI ownership and control, and the long-term architecture of the MLM. Different constituencies 

place different emphasis on these issues: industry particularly stresses legal certainty, proportionality 

and avoiding overlapping obligations, while IPLCs and civil society place greater emphasis on fairness, 

direct access, provenance, conservation outcomes and effective benefit-sharing.  

The Exchange developed four main solution pathways. First, certificates of compliance were proposed 

as a key instrument for creating legal certainty, provided COP17 clarifies their meaning and encourages 

recognition by Parties. This would need to be accompanied by alignment between national ABS sys-

tems and the MLM, proportionate verification and clearer approaches to database accountability.  

Second, a practical self-assessment/decision-tree tool could help users determine whether and how 

they use DSI, including borderline cases, while supporting proportionality and a more consistent appli-

cation of the system.  

Third, the fairness pathway focused on making contributions and allocations more proportional, evi-

dence-based and oriented towards biodiversity outcomes. This includes exploring how contributions 

could better reflect the significance or value of DSI use, while further clarifying direct allocation to 

IPLCs and the application of the allocation formula. Sandboxes could be used to test alternative ap-

proaches, including needs- and value-based criteria, in advance of the review at COP18.  

Fourth, participants proposed a structured intersessional testing phase, using time-bound pilots and 

sandboxes involving countries, contributors and beneficiaries to generate evidence and allow the sys-

tem to evolve through experience rather than attempting to resolve every operational question 

through negotiation.  

Across groups, there was substantial convergence around several messages: the need for a workable 

multilateral solution; greater legal certainty; clearer scope and terminology; proportionality; effec-

tive recognition of IPLC interests; avoidance of overlapping obligations; and an inclusive, structured 

and evidence-based intersessional process. At the same time, important differences remain concern-

ing how proportionality should be determined, the scope of direct and indirect DSI use, the legal effect 

of certificates, traceability and database governance, and the modalities for direct access and alloca-

tion to IPLCs.  

The subsequent dialogue with negotiators confirmed that these issues remain central to COP17. Par-

ticipants discussed whether contributions should begin before the COP18 review, how far obligations 

should extend along value chains, possible bases for determining proportionality, the content and na-

tional recognition of certificates, the interface between the MLM and national ABS requirements, and 

how to balance legal provenance and transparency with research and open access. There was recurring 
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support for testing practical solutions during the intersessional period, although views differed on 

whether testing should focus on existing modalities or also include alternative approaches.  

Overall, the exchange reinforced the value of the informal process as a trust-building and problem-

solving space between formal negotiating sessions. Its main contribution was to identify concrete 

areas where solutions could be tested and refined. The emerging approach is, therefore, one of imple-

mentation, learning and adjustment: COP17 can provide political direction on the key unresolved is-

sues, while the period towards COP18 can be used for pilots, sandboxes, further clarification and evi-

dence generation. Participants nevertheless stressed that implementation will require the continued 

engagement of Parties, industry, IPLCs, researchers, civil society and other actors, and that the sys-

tem should avoid unnecessary complexity and unintended disincentives for research, innovation and 

the bioeconomy.  
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Opening of the Exchange 

Mery Chiacci, DG Environment, European Commission welcomed participants to the second and final 

round of the informal process ahead of COP17, held in partnership with the Government of Norway. 

She stressed the urgency created by the climate crisis and biodiversity loss and the need to advance 

work now to establish a fair and equitable approach to benefit-sharing that also supports local devel-

opment. She highlighted the need to address the functioning of the Cali Fund, including its legal and 

administrative dimensions. The past two years have generated valuable learning, showing that while 

Decision 16/2 provides an important framework, some aspects need adjustment and improvement. 

With governments, industry and IPLCs willing to engage, the focus should now be on being clear and 

concrete about what needs to be improved. She thanked participants for their continued engagement, 

including at the IPLC and Industry representatives meeting in Utrecht, and expressed appreciation to 

the GeoMedia and CCC teams for the excellent organisation. 

Technical introduction 

The co-facilitator reminded participants that the meetings were structured as a two-day stake- and 

rightsholder exchange, followed by a one-day relay of messages to negotiators, and concluding with 

a two-day dialogue among negotiators. After providing an overview of the agenda for the exchange 

and relay (see Annex 1) she highlighted that the process aims to identify building and stumbling blocks, 

explore possible pathways towards solutions, develop messages for negotiators, and then present 

and discuss these messages with negotiators. The discussions were held under the Chatham House 

Rule2 to enable open and candid exchange. 

A quick sociogram gave an overview about who is in the room: mainly representatives of industry, and 

some representatives of IPLCs and non-commercial research institutions. 

Setting the Scene and update on the informal process 

Members of the organising team outlined the formal CBD process alongside the informal global dia-

logue, which began in early 2026 (see slide in Annex 2). The first Leuven dialogue identified key “con-
struction sites”, including the idea of a piloting/testing phase for the Cali Fund. A subsequent indus-

try–IPLC meeting was highlighted as an important exchange between key stakeholders and rights-hold-

ers involved in implementation, both as contributors and as actors in biodiversity conservation. Other 

activities included a webinar clarifying key terms in the DSI discussion, as well as SBI7 side events on 

dealing with database management, AI tools, terminology issues such as “direct access,” and the 
status of the various construction sites. 

Update on the formal process by the SCBD 

The formal process was traced from COP 14 (2018) through COP 15, where Decision 15/9 established 

the Geneva Principles as a framework for future implementation, to COP 16, which operationalised 

the Multilateral Mechanism and Cali Fund and set out modalities concerning the Fund’s scope, con-
tributors and allocation of resources. 

The Cali Fund became operational in February 2025. Its governance arrangements cover the roles of 

the Steering Committee and Secretariat, fund flows, reporting and legal arrangements. The Terms of 

Reference and Operations Manual provide the main operational framework, supported by the report 

of the Steering Committee to COP. The legal establishment of the Fund is based on an MoU between 

the relevant UN entities, which distinguishes between contributors (users of DSI) and donors (non-

users of DSI). The Operations Manual translates the Terms of Reference into practical procedures. 

 

2 When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the in-

formation received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other partici-

pant, may be revealed. 
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Following SBI7, work has continued on the modalities of the mechanism, a study on data accounta-

bility and transparency, and the review methodology presented by the Steering Committee. The dis-

cussion on the MoU raised additional questions, with an online exchange planned ahead of COP. 

Issues expected to be brought to COP include a joint study on contribution rates; the allocation meth-

odology developed by the AHTEG, based on four design principles and a formula incorporating four 

criteria, including one relating to traditional knowledge and IPLCs and an equality base to ensure 

meaningful allocations to countries with lower indicator values; and the Steering Committee’s report 
and advice on certificates, direct access, allocation to IPLCs, non-monetary benefit-sharing and ena-

bling conditions. The SBI 7 recommendation will also feed into the COP discussions. 

Following the presentation (see Annex 3) the SCBD representatives responded to clarification ques-

tions from participants: 

• Use of funds: Countries are being asked to develop documents explaining how they intend to 

use Cali Fund resources. The Fund is expected to support activities contributing to biodiversity, 

with safeguards on eligible expenditure. 

• Earmarking: Contributors cannot earmark their contributions, whereas donors can earmark 

funding for specific projects. 

• Country discretion and safeguards: Countries have flexibility in determining how funds are 

used but must demonstrate a link to biodiversity objectives. Continued disbursements can be 

withheld if agreed conditions are not met. 

• Contribution proportionality: Questions remain about how contribution rates should reflect 

companies’ use of publicly available DSI, particularly across different company sizes. 
• Certificates: Certificates were highlighted as a potential mechanism for providing greater clar-

ity and addressing the different circumstances of large, medium and small companies. 

• Outstanding modalities and rates: Further discussion – and potentially decisions at COP 18 – 

may be needed on the detailed modalities and contribution rates. 

• COP 17 process: Stakeholder concerns regarding unclear terminology, contribution rates and 

implementation are expected to be reflected in the draft COP 17 documents/decision. 

• Unresolved issues: Although the Steering Committee has had substantive discussions, some 

issues remain unresolved, including confidentiality in scientific and commercial research. 

MLM Landscape: Building blocks and stumbling blocks 

In order to frame the further discussions, the team members introduced a landscape of DSI construc-

tion sites, structured around six clusters of topics (see slide in Annex 4). They stressed the need to 

consider interlinkages and impacts across construction sites and to identify the issues that negotiators 

need to understand to advance the operationalisation of the MLM and Cali Fund and cautioned 

against adding further complexity to the process. 

Participants were tasked with identifying building and stumbling blocks in stakeholder specific group 

work and reminded that the informal process is increasingly seen as important, with stakeholders and 

rightsholders playing a greater role as implementers in shaping the formal process. This greater in-

fluence also brings greater responsibility. The value of the dialogue lies in building mutual understand-

ing, and the more concrete and actionable the discussions are, the more useful they are for negotia-

tors. 

Against this background the stakeholder specific groups identified issues where: 

• Good progress has been made on green cards; 

• some progress has been made, but still open questions on yellow cards; 

• there are still substantial difficulties on red cards; 

The results of the group work were visualised on boards (see Annex 5) and can be summarised as 

follows:  
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The groups agreed that the process has moved from whether a system should exist toward how to 

make the emerging system operational. The green areas were mainly institutional and procedural. 

The yellow areas concerned the design and implementation of the system. The red areas were largely 

the fundamental political, legal and conceptual questions—definitions and scope, proportional-

ity/contributions, legal certainty and interaction with national/other regimes, ownership and control 

of DSI, and the long-term architecture of the MLM. Commonalities and differences between the groups 

can be summarised as follows: 

Issue Common ground Main difference in emphasis 

Multilateral 

mechanism 

Broad recognition that a mul-

tilateral solution remains the 

basis for the process 

Some industry participants are concerned that national 

approaches could undermine the multilateral solution 

SC/governance Clear progress and broadly 

positive assessment 

Questions remain about SC powers and longer-term gov-

ernance 

Allocation Considerable progress Industry focuses on proportionality; IPLC/CSO on fair-

ness and access 

Contributions Not yet sufficiently resolved Industry sees this as a major legal/business uncertainty; 

others focus more on fairness 

Certificates Seen as potentially im-

portant/central 

Industry stresses legal certainty; IPLC/CSO question 

whether certainty will actually be delivered 

Databases No appetite for simply creat-

ing one unified database 

IPLC/CSO focus on ownership/control; mixed stakehold-

ers on private DB roles; industry on avoiding unneces-

sary new infrastructure 

Scope/defini-

tions 

Major unresolved issue across 

groups 

Industry stresses commercial scope and sectoral cover-

age; mixed stakeholders highlight conceptual problems 

with definitions 

Mutual 

supportiveness 

Need to connect MLM with 

other systems recognised 

Industry stresses obligation stacking; mixed stakeholders 

focus on modalities and recognition of other systems 

IPLC access Direct access is being seri-

ously considered 

IPLC/CSO focus on rights and conservation; industry fo-

cuses on practical design 

NMBS Increasingly recognised IPLC/CSO see the lack of concrete mechanisms as a more 

serious deficiency 

Trust Informal process has im-

proved mutual understanding 

Industry stresses regulatory certainty; IPLC/CSO stress 

transparency and inclusion 

Long-term  

vision 

Need for a workable, scalable 

system 

Particularly strong concern from industry about where 

the MLM is ultimately heading 

 

Developing solution pathways 

Building on the discussions, participants were tasked in a short brainstorming exercise to prioritize COP 

17 construction sites and to outline respective possible solution pathways and landing zones (for the 

result see Annex 6).  

Based on personal interest and expertise, participants then formed mixed groups to develop possible 

solution pathways for the identified topics: 

1) Governance at scale – participants decided to address governance in plenary; 

2) Legal certainty; 

3) Clarity; 

4) Fairness; 



Report: Informal Stake- and Rightsholders' Exchange on the DSI Multilateral Mechanism and its Cali Fund, Leuven, 

21st to 23rd September 2026 

8 

5) Intersessional process. 

Each group presentation of a potential solution pathway addressing the specific topic was followed by 

a short round of clarification questions (for the group work result see Annex 7). The presentation can 

be summarised as follows: 

Legal certainty 

The main pathway is to use certificates of compliance as a practical instrument for creating legal 

certainty and trust between the MLM, Parties and contributors. COP17 could clarify what certificates 

would mean at national level and encourage Parties to recognise them, while avoiding the stacking of 

national and MLM obligations. The certificate system should be connected to alignment between na-

tional ABS systems and the MLM, so that contributors have greater certainty about what their pay-

ment fulfils. 

A second element is proportionate verification. Rather than requiring companies to disclose confiden-

tial information, a third-party or other verification mechanism could provide assurance that contribu-

tions have been calculated and made appropriately. This could be linked to a formula reflecting the 

value or use of DSI rather than relying solely on indicative contribution rates. Database accountability 

is another component of legal certainty, including appropriate access and potentially issues such as 

provenance and FPIC. The Steering Committee could take these elements forward, with COP17 putting 

certificates explicitly on the agenda and providing political guidance on their recognition. 

Clarity 

The proposed pathway is to develop a practical self-assessment system for companies and other en-

tities, potentially based on a decision-tree approach similar in concept to how requirements of General 

Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) are interpreted according to the type and context of information 

and its use. 

The tool would help entities determine whether, where and for what purpose they use DSI, taking 

account of different company sizes and potentially allowing companies to assess the relative signifi-

cance of DSI to their activities. This could help address proportionality and contribute to a more level 

playing field. 

A key prerequisite is to define and test categories of DSI use, including less obvious or borderline cases 

such as DSI-based food-safety or hygiene testing. The solution is therefore not simply a sector list, but 

a clearer understanding of different types and purposes of use. The intersessional process could de-

velop and test the decision tree and self-assessment toolkit, including how it would work for multina-

tional companies with DSI use distributed across different parts of the organisation. 

Fairness 

The pathway focuses on making the contribution and allocation system more proportional, evidence-

based and outcome-oriented. For contributions, there is a need to explore how the level of payment 

can better relate to the value or significance of DSI use, while recognising the diversity of businesses 

and avoiding an overly complex system. 

For allocation, particular attention is needed to direct IPLC allocation, including clearer criteria and 

clarification of how the 50% IPLC allocation is calculated. The allocation formula should not become 

purely mechanistic. Further guidance, reporting requirements and a connection between the Steering 

Committee and the 8(j) process could support this. 

The group also proposed shifting the focus towards biodiversity outcomes and needs: allocation 

should ultimately contribute to conservation and sustainable use, while also recognising the biodiver-

sity financing gap. This could involve testing alternative allocation approaches, including combinations 

of needs-based and value-based criteria, through sandboxes. The group also saw merit in considering 

complementary financing approaches, including the possible future role of Nagoya Protocol Article 
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10, and in clarifying how the Cali Fund relates to other biodiversity financing instruments. A defined 

review period towards COP18 would allow the allocation system to evolve based on evidence. 

Intersessional process 

The main solution pathway is to use the intersessional period for structured, time-bound sandboxes 

and pilots involving countries, contributors and beneficiaries. Several models could be tested: 

• Justification-based contributions, where contributors explain why a particular contribution 

level applies, increasing transparency. 

• Conditional cash transfers, where payments or other benefits are linked to agreed conditions, 

such as recognition of certificates or agreement on direct/indirect DSI use. 

• Tiered contribution levels, potentially linked to greater recognition, visibility or earmarking 

options. 

• Additional voluntary contributions/donations, potentially accompanied by tax incentives. 

• Coalitions of participating countries and companies willing to test particular approaches. 

For COP17, the proposed pathway is to invite Parties and stakeholders to submit sandbox proposals 

and indicate their willingness to participate, while ensuring that the allocation methodology is suffi-

ciently flexible to allow testing within the MLM. Sandboxes should remain linked to the formal pro-

cess, be clearly time-bound and have defined learning objectives and outcomes. They should generate 

evidence for the wider multilateral system rather than establish permanent parallel arrangements. 

The intersessional process should also include an early stocktake of non-monetary benefit-sharing 

(NMBS) and lessons from comparable mechanisms and funds. The overall approach is therefore to use 

the period between COP17 and COP18 to test, learn and adjust, rather than attempting to resolve all 

operational questions through negotiation alone. 

Key messages of DSI users and other stake- and rightsholders on the topics discussed 

Based on these outcomes, the participants were asked to identify and agree on stake- and rightsholder 

specific key messages (same groups as in the session “MLM Landscape: Building blocks and stumbling 

blocks”) to the negotiators and policymakers meeting at COP17 to agree on outstanding issues related 

to the DSI Multilateral Mechanism (MLM) and its Cali Fund. 

Industry 1  

• The private sector is committed to conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and sup-

ports a workable multilateral solution. 

• Ensure certainty that the receipt of a certificate after contributing to the MLM ensures full 

compliance with obligations under national laws and other international instruments, to avoid 

stacking of obligations. 

• Safeguard fair benefit sharing expectations that are proportionate to the actual value resulting 

from the direct use of publicly available DSI, based upon objective assessment criteria. 

• Ensure clarity on scope and key terms. 

• To enable advancing on these key items, with a focus on the development of objective assess-

ment criteria, an inclusive intersessional process should be endorsed at COP17. Private sector 

stands ready to engage in this process. 

Industry 2  

• Fairness: Benefit-sharing from public DSI is narrow while benefit-sharing from nature is 

broader. Criteria should be drawn up by COP18 both for allocation and contribution sides, so 

that they are fair and proportionate to scope of the MLM and aligned with closing the biodi-

versity finance gap.  

• Certificate: Significant contributions to the Cali Fund are conditional on practical arrange-

ments co-created in partnership with the private sector following COP17, establishing the pro-

cess to obtain certificate, its legal recognition under national law, and clarity on its scope.  
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• Clarity: A certificate requires clarification of key terms allowing users to establish their license 

to operate under the MLM, unless DSI equals “nature” which would attain legal certainty with-
out defining e.g. DSI. 

• Governance: Attracting and managing e.g. contributions and certificates under the MLM 

needs a governance system that is stable in the long term, engenders mutual trust, is inclusive 

of all rights- and stakeholders, is effective, efficient and generates more benefits than costs, 

across 196 CBD Parties and possibly encompassing 20,000+ companies. 

• Intersessional: Leading up to COP18, we need innovative partnerships which can be co-cre-

ated with Parties, private sector, IPLCs and others to generate evidence through a process that 

is inclusive, structured, outcome-driven and time-bound. 

Industry 3 

• Understand concerns around MoU but should not dominate the agenda as there are many 

other important issues to resolve. 

• Continue to ensure input from all rightsholders and stakeholders in informal and formal pro-

cess. 

• Clarify that the interpretation of "use" and "indirect use" only imposes obligations on compa-

nies that use publicly available DSI directly in their R&D, and not on those that only incorpo-

rate products /ingredients/services that were developed using publicly available DSI. 

• Ensure that contribution assessment methodologies proportionally reflect actual use of and 

value created from publicly available DSI through clarification at COP17 or a process between 

COP17-18. 

• To broaden the contributor base, clarify that the indicative list of sectors is not seen as ex-

haustive list. 

Mixed stakeholders 

• Enable time-bound flexibility to test various aspects of the MLM for learning purposes in col-

laboration with the Steering Committee. 

• Explore practical ways and means of enhancing mutual supportiveness and adaptation be-

tween ABS instruments to streamline processes and avoid stacking of obligations. 

• Explain the notion of "indicative rate" learning from the evidence in the SCBD's study on con-

tribution rates and competitiveness impacts. 

IPLCs/CSO 

• Strengthen role of certificates from Cali Fund as incentive to contribute to the fund.   

• Strengthen research ethics by requiring all uploaders of DSI to provide information on legal 

provenance. 

o Legal certainty applies both to providers and users of DSI. 

• Increase impact of funding by prioritizing support for direct access by biodiversity stewards, 

in accordance with 8j, 10c and other provisions. 

• Broaden the base for multilateral benefit sharing by implementing Article 10 of the Nagoya 

Protocol. 

• Develop additional modalities for sharing of non-monetary benefits arising from the use of DSI. 
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Relay of user messages to key negotiators 

During the afternoon of the 2nd day of the DSI Exchange, stake- and rightsholders had the opportunity 

to meet with the participants of the Negotiator’s Dialogue who were meeting from the 24th to the 25th 

of September at the same venue (see separate report) to discuss and elaborate on outstanding issues 

related to the DSI multilateral mechanism (MLM) and its Cali Fund in preparation for CBD COP17 in 

October 2026. 

Opening of the Relay 

Representatives of the sponsors and the incoming COP Presidency welcomed the participants of the 

Stake- and Rightsholders Exchange and the Negotiators Dialogue. 

Monika Henksey, Director for Green Diplomacy and Multilateralism, DG Environment, European 

Commission, highlighted the value of the informal dialogue process launched in March, particularly its 

role in creating space for mutual understanding and practical exchange among stakeholders and 

rightsholders. Against the backdrop of the growing biodiversity and climate crises, she stressed the 

need to move from the commitments of COP Decision 16/2 towards implementation and to maintain 

collective and continuous engagement. She supported a phased, learning-oriented approach to oper-

ationalising the MLM and Cali Fund, allowing experience to build confidence and helping address out-

standing concerns, including governance arrangements. She emphasised that the discussions and con-

crete proposals emerging from the dialogue would be important for strengthening trust and informing 

the negotiations at COP17 in Yerevan. 

Aram Meymaryan, Vice Minister of Environment, Armenia, described DSI as one of the critical issues 

for COP17 and welcomed the opportunity for stakeholders and negotiators to discuss outstanding is-

sues and identify possible landing zones. He stressed that the Armenian COP Presidency would support 

meaningful participation of IPLCs, industry, academia and NGOs and promote action-oriented discus-

sions. He identified implementation of the GBF, resource mobilisation, effective participation of IPLCs 

under Article 8(j), synergies among the Rio Conventions, and the operationalisation of the DSI MLM 

and fair benefit-sharing as key Presidency priorities. In relation to DSI, he highlighted unresolved ques-

tions around the allocation of resources, thresholds, the definition and scope of DSI, direct and indirect 

use, and direct and indirect disbursement, including how resources can effectively reach IPLCs. He em-

phasised that finding solutions must start with listening to each other. 

Ida Hellmark, Senior advisor at Norad, Norway, reaffirmed Norway’s commitment to operationalise 

the MLM and Cali Fund and thanked Armenia and the CBD Secretariat for their preparations and for 

making the relevant documentation available. She noted that many complex issues still need to be 

resolved within a limited timeframe before COP17. She therefore called for a constructive and solu-

tion-oriented dialogue in which participants listen carefully, seek common ground and work towards 

practical solutions. She stressed the importance of using the dialogue to maintain momentum and 

move from discussion towards implementation. 

Technical Introduction 

The co-facilitator of the event provided a brief overview of the agenda (see Annex 1) and reminded 

participants that the meeting is taking place under the Chatham House Rule3. With a view to create a 

trustful, constructive atmosphere, several brief exercises provided the opportunity for participants to 

get to know who is in the room. 

 

3 When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the in-

formation received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other partici-

pant, may be revealed. 
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Presentation and discussion of messages from stake- and rightsholders to negotiators 

The presentation of the messages (see above) triggered a lively discussion with the negotiators around 

the following topics: 

Timing: Participants discussed whether contributions should wait until the COP 18 review or start ear-

lier. A possible middle ground was seen in enabling significant initial contributions before COP18 

while continuing to refine the system. 

Scope of DSI use: Questions remain about direct versus indirect use, particularly how far obligations 

should extend down value chains and whether downstream uses of DSI-based tools should trigger 

contributions. 

Proportionality: There was broad support for proportionality, but differing views on its basis. Options 

discussed included company size, sectors, products or the value/benefits derived from DSI. Product-

based approaches were seen by some as potentially useful, but concerns were raised about complexity 

and administrative burden. 

Certificates and legal certainty: Certificates were seen as potentially important for legal certainty and 

trust, including for smaller contributors. Key unresolved questions concern their content, recognition 

by Parties, and interaction with national ABS requirements. 

MLM–national interface: Participants stressed the need for clarity on how MLM contributions, certif-

icates and national ABS obligations would interact, and cautioned against creating overlapping or cu-

mulative requirements. 

Traceability and databases: There was support for establishing legal provenance and greater trans-

parency on DSI use, but concerns that extensive track-and-trace requirements could hinder research 

and continued open access to databases. 

Research and IPLC perspectives: Participants stressed both the importance of protecting research and 

open access and recognising IPLC contributions, legal provenance and non-monetary benefit-sharing. 

Way forward: A recurring message was to start testing practical solutions rather than wait for a per-

fect system, potentially through sandbox approaches, while using the intersessional period to build 

trust and refine the mechanism ahead of COP18. 

Positioning exercise on concrete suggestions on how a specific critical issue could be 

resolved 

Standing in a circle, participants were invited to make brief suggestions how a critical issue could be 

resolved. In reaction to each suggestion, other participants moved further into or away from the centre 

depending on how much they agreed or disagreed with the suggestion. Facilitators then asked a few 

participants about the rationale for where they stand. The resulting exchange can be summarised as 

follows: 

Prioritising IPLCs: Broad support for prioritising initial Cali Fund resources for IPLCs, with reservations 

around direct access, national circumstances and administrative feasibility. 

Further dialogue on data governance: Views ranged from seeing sufficient work already done to sup-

porting further stakeholder exchange. Several stressed the need for inclusive participation and practi-

cal engagement on CARE/FAIR principles. 

Contribution formula/proportionality: Strong interest in further work on proportionality and/or a 

contribution formula, though some questioned whether a new formula is feasible or desirable at this 

stage and stressed the need to build on the agreed indicative rates. 

Informal exchange before COP17: Generally seen as useful for building understanding and trust, but 

concerns were raised about timing, resources and ensuring inclusive participation. 
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Safe space for testing modalities: Broad support for enabling practical testing and learning. Differ-

ences centred on whether existing modalities should first be implemented as agreed or whether 

new/alternative approaches should also be tested in parallel. 

Incentives for bio-based businesses: Broad recognition that the mechanism should avoid discouraging 

biodiversity-based innovation and, where possible, create incentives for sustainable bio-based busi-

ness. Questions remained about how incentives should interact with obligations and national 

measures. 

FAIR/CARE-compliant data use: Support for encouraging database managers and researchers to re-

spect relevant principles and national ABS requirements, alongside recognition that practices vary and 

practical incentive mechanisms remain unclear. 

Indirect/secondary users: Broad concern that contributions should not unintentionally discourage up-

take of bio-based products. Discussion focused on avoiding duplicate contributions while clarifying 

when downstream or secondary users would trigger obligations. 

Reflection and concluding remarks 

Value of dialogue: Participants welcomed the opportunity to hear diverse perspectives and stressed 

the importance of continued exchange among Parties, stakeholders and rightsholders. The positioning 

exercise was seen as particularly useful. 

Urgency and funding: IPLC perspectives highlighted the urgent biodiversity challenges faced in their 

territories and the need to mobilise funding. At the same time, several participants stressed that 

greater clarity on scope, definitions, proportionality and expected contributions is needed to get con-

tributions flowing. 

Industry engagement: Participants valued industry input and suggested stronger involvement of in-

dustry representatives in future negotiator dialogues and the intersessional process. 

Broadening the perspective: Concerns were raised that the discussion could become too industry-

focused. Public research infrastructure, non-commercial researchers, civil society and local research 

make important contributions to the availability and use of DSI and should also be recognised, includ-

ing in relation to non-monetary benefit-sharing. 

Proportionality and implementation: Further work is needed to unpack and test the concept of pro-

portionality, including beyond products, and on practical approaches to implementation. One view 

was that bringing some contributors into the system with greater clarity may be more effective than 

attempting to define everyone as being in scope from the outset. 

Bioeconomy: The importance of the bioeconomy was emphasised, alongside the need to ensure that 

the emerging system does not create unintended disincentives for its development. 

Mutual understanding: Negotiators stressed the value of listening to stakeholders and rightsholders, 

while also noting that dialogue needs to work in both directions. The discussions reinforced the im-

portance of understanding the different interests and dependencies among Parties, industry, research-

ers, civil society and IPLCs. 

Overall message: The dialogue was viewed as a useful opportunity to build mutual understanding and 

trust, while identifying concrete areas where further clarification and practical work are needed. 

Closing of the Relay Day and the Stake- and Rightsholders Exchange  

Mery Chiacci, EU Commission, highlighted that the discussions were an inspiring and valuable experi-

ence, particularly for the intersessional period, urging all to listen to each other, to recognise the ur-

gency, and to accept that there may be no perfect solution given the many open questions. She en-

couraged participants to follow up with Parties on issues requiring further discussion and expressed 

her hope that the stake- and rightsholder messages will support constructive negotiations in the com-

ing days. 
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Annex 1: Agenda of the meeting 

 

Monday, 21 September: EXCHANGE 

9.30 Registration (with coffee/tea) 

10.30 Welcome and introduction 

• Background and objectives; Setting the scene 

Towards COP 17: State of processes (SCBD) 

• What is on the table after SBI 7? What is expected from COP 17? 

12.30 Lunch 

14.00 MLM Landscape: Building blocks and stumbling blocks 

• Stakeholder-specific perspectives: Industry / Non-commercial research / IPLC 

15.30 Coffee/Tea 

 Key challenges to tackle at COP17 

• Towards a joint short list 

17.30 End of day's sessions 

 

Tuesday, 22 September: EXCHANGE 

9.00 Developing solution pathways towards COP 17 

• Building on ongoing discussions/suggestions derived from formal and informal processes 

10.30 Coffee/tea 

11.00 Developing solution pathways towards COP 17 (cont.) 

• Plenary exchanges 

12.30 Lunch 

14.30 Developing messages to negotiators 

• Stakeholder-specific messages: Industry / Non-commercial research / IPLC 

15.30 Coffee/tea 

16.00 Developing messages to negotiators (cont.) 

• Identifying joint messages to negotiators 

17.30 End of Exchange 

18.30 Joint dinner with negotiators 

• Structured Exchanges 

 

Wednesday, 23 September: RELAY WITH NEGOTIATORS 

9.00 Welcome and introduction 

• Background and objectives; Overview report from Exchange 

Presentation of messages from stake- and rightsholders to negotiators 

• Industry / Non-commercial research / IPLC / Joint messages 

10.30 Coffee/tea 

11.00 Discussion of messages 

• Q&A; Initial reactions 

12.30 Lunch 

14.00 Co-creating solution pathways for critical issues 

• Suggestions and reactions 

16.00 Coffee/tea 

16.30 End of Relay 

17.00 Optional: Side event: Update 

• Actions of DB managers in response to the guidance in 16/2  

18.00 Optional: Reception (tbc) 
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Annex 2: Slide “The formal CBD process and the informal global dialogue” 
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Annex 3: Presentation “Digital Sequence Information on Genetic Resources: the Multi-

lateral Mechanism and the Cali Fund” by SCBD representatives 
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Annex 4: Slide “Landscape of DSI construction sites” 
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Annex 5: Group work “Identification of building blocks and stumbling blocks” 

 

Mixed stakeholders  

 

  Green – good progress 

• Databases: There is growing awareness of the need for alignment and recognition that data-

bases are an important part of the system. 

• Mutual supportiveness: There is recognition of the need to consider links with other systems, 

including the Plant Treaty and WHO, as well as national legislation. 

• Accountability/data: There is recognition that substantial amounts of data exist that could 

help improve understanding of DSI use and financial flows. 

  Yellow – progress, but open questions 

• Databases: The role and definition of private databases remain unclear, particularly what dif-

ferent types of private databases should contribute to or do within the MLM. 

• Mutual supportiveness: Important questions remain on how to recognise benefits shared 

through other systems, how countries could link DSI to the Cali Fund through national legisla-

tion, and how to avoid double dipping or overlapping claims. 

• Policy/legal: Further work is needed on how DSI-use data and financial data can be used for 

accountability and monitoring. 

  Red – substantial difficulties 

• Databases: Many databases do not currently see themselves as having a role in the MLM. 

• Definitions: Lack of clarity on key definitions remains a fundamental obstacle. 

• AI: The role and implications of AI in relation to DSI remain unresolved. 
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IPLC/CSO 

 

  Green – good progress 

• Basic principle: There is agreement in principle that DSI benefit-sharing is a good idea. 

• Value of biological data: Recognition of the value of biological data has increased. 

• Donations: Donations to the Cali Fund are welcomed as an additional source of support. 

  Yellow – progress, but open questions 

• SC/AHTEG: The structures are in place and work has started, but more iteration, feedback and 

engagement with the wider community are needed. 

• Database governance: Governance arrangements remain unresolved. 

• Transparency and information-sharing: There is a need for more systematic feedback from 

the SC to the wider DSI community. 

• Proportionality/fairness: Work is progressing, but perceptions of fairness need to be explicitly 

considered alongside the technical formula. 

• Direct IPLC access: There is ongoing discussion about direct access for IPLCs and how to ensure 

funding is linked to conservation rather than being captured by other interests. 

• IP and local communities: Greater clarity is needed around the distinction between the rights 

of indigenous peoples and those of local communities , including self-determination and intel-

lectual property aspects. 

  Red – substantial difficulties 

• Proprietary databases: The proliferation and control of proprietary databases remains a major 

concern, although government- or IPLC-controlled databases may offer alternative models. 
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• Ownership/control of public DSI: Fundamental questions remain over who owns or controls 

publicly accessible data. 

• Legal certainty: Users remain uncertain about whether the certificate will actually provide 

meaningful legal certainty. 

• Anonymous access/biopiracy: Anonymous access to DSI continues to raise concerns about 

biopiracy. 

• NMBS: There has been little concrete progress, particularly on developing good practice and 

mechanisms such as licensing. 

• Potential contributors: There is still no systematic public overview of who the potential con-

tributors to the Cali Fund are. 

 

Industry 1  

 

  Green – good progress 

• Multilateral approach: Continued engagement around a multilateral solution remains a posi-

tive development. 

• Geneva principles: Recognition of the Geneva principles provides an agreed reference point. 

• Inclusiveness: Stakeholder inclusiveness in the informal process is recognised as important. 

  Yellow – progress, but open questions 

• Allocation formula/proportionality: The existence of a formula is seen as progress, with pro-

portionality receiving increasing attention, including through SBI 7. 

• Partnerships/trust: There is greater openness to partnerships and approaches that can build 

trust. 

• Sectoral approach: Alternatives to a strictly sector-based approach are being considered. 

• NMBS: There is growing consideration of non-monetary benefit-sharing. 
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• Certificates: SC discussions are advancing, but the final role and operation of certificates re-

main open. 

  Red – substantial difficulties 

• Key terms: Definitions and the meaning of terms such as “indicative” and “proportionality” 
remain unclear. 

• Other ABS frameworks: The relationship with existing ABS frameworks is unresolved. 

• Obligation stacking: Concerns remain about overlapping obligations under the WHO system, 

Plant Treaty and national legislation. 

• Multilateralism vs. national circumstances: Diverging positions among countries on the role 

of the multilateral mechanism remain a major challenge. 

 

Industry 2  

 

  Green – good progress 

• Partnerships: There is clear scope and interest in public–private partnerships to make the sys-

tem work. 

• Informal process: The informal process is strongly appreciated as a space for practical prob-

lem-solving and trust-building. 

• SC arrangements: Good progress has been made on the Steering Committee's practical ar-

rangements and governance procedures. 

• Certificate: The certificate is increasingly recognised as a potential lynchpin of the MLM. 

• Database approach: There is broad recognition that creating a single, unified database is not 

the right approach, with no new database seen as necessary. 

  Yellow – progress, but open questions 

• Certificate: Progress has been made, but implementation may require changes or action under 

national ABS legislation. 
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• IPLC direct access: The issue is being actively worked on, including through the SC, but im-

portant questions remain. 

• Proportionality: There has been progress on proportionality on the allocation side, but the 

contribution side remains unresolved. 

• Piloting/testing: There is agreement on the need to test the system to generate evidence for 

review, but the appropriate structured approach and design of pilots remain under discussion. 

  Red – substantial difficulties 

• Definitions and scope: Lack of clarity over key terms remains a major obstacle. 

• Indicative contribution rates: There is no common understanding of what “indicative” rates 
mean and what expectations they create. 

• Contribution proportionality: Fundamental questions remain about what constitutes a pro-

portionate contribution in relation to the value and use of DSI. 

• Obligation stacking: Concerns remain about overlapping obligations under national legislation 

and other international instruments. 

• National sovereignty vs. multilateralism: National approaches and sovereignty concerns 

could undermine the functioning of a genuinely multilateral mechanism. 

• MoU vs. MLM: Concerns remain that discussions around the MoU could weaken or derail the 

multilateral solution. 

• Scalability/governance: Questions remain about how the Cali Fund can operate at scale across 

countries and how governance, Secretariat functions and SC powers would work. 

• Industry as a DSI uploader: The implications of industry being a creator/uploader of publicly 

accessible DSI remain unresolved. 
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Industry 3 

 

  Green – good progress 

• Allocation criteria: Progress has been made on the allocation criteria. 

• SC governance: The SC governance and procedural arrangements are considered to have pro-

gressed well. 

  Yellow – progress, but open questions 

• Trust and understanding: The informal process has improved understanding and inclusive-

ness, but further engagement is needed. 

• Proportionality: There is ongoing consideration of how contribution expectations can be made 

proportionate. 

  Red – substantial difficulties 

• Legal/regulatory certainty: There remains insufficient clarity on the consequences of making 

a contribution and on the relationship between national and international obligations. 

• Contribution assessment: There is no sufficient clarity on how contributions will be assessed 

and what level of contribution will be expected. 

• Scope: The scope remains contested; in particular, the sectoral list is seen as potentially too 

narrow compared with an approach covering all commercial users of DSI. 

• Long-term vision: There is still no sufficiently clear shared vision of where the MLM and Cali 

Fund are intended to go over the longer term. 



Report: Informal Stake- and Rightsholders' Exchange on the DSI Multilateral Mechanism and its Cali Fund, Leuven, 

21st to 23rd September 2026 

35 

Annex 6: Plenary “Topics for solution pathways” 
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Annex 7: Group work “Proposed solution pathways for identified topics” 

 

Group 2 – Legal certainty 
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Group 3 – Clarity 
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Group 3 - Fairness 
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Group 5 – Intersessional process 

 


