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Executive Summary - Key Messages from the Webinar

The “Informal Global Dialogue on DSI and the Cali Fund” in March 2026, brought together around
40 representatives from governments, industry, Indigenous Peoples and local communities
(IPLCs), academia, and international organisations to discuss implementation of the Digital
Sequence Information (DSI) multilateral mechanism (MLM) and the Cali Fund. Discussions
focused on moving from negotiation to practical implementation, with participants arguing that
Decision 16/2 provided a workable, though imperfect, foundation. Unresolved issues include -
inter alia- understanding of key terms, trigger points for benefit-sharing, legal certainty and clarity,
interactions with other national and international legal frameworks and accountability. Key
constructions sites relate to generating contributions (“money in”) and allocating resources
(“money out”), including incentives for private-sector participation and transparent funding
arrangements for IPLCs. Participants also stressed the importance of non-monetary benefit-
sharing, technology transfer, and capacity development. Trust-building between governments
and private actors emerged as critical, with many calling for transparent and collaborative
processes. An important outcome was the strong interest in pilot approaches to test
implementation before full rollout. Six pilot concepts were developed covering governance,
reporting, financial flows, and evaluation systems. Overall, the dialogue highlighted the need for
iterative learning, simple and coordinated systems, and continued stakeholder engagement to
operationalise the mechanism effectively before COP18. The meeting report is available at the
CBD DSl resources webpage (Report DSI Dialogue Leuven_260427.pdf).

The panellists, all of whom participated in the Leuven meeting, viewed the dialogue as
constructive and valuable for generating convergence across stakeholder groups. Panellists
broadly agreed that momentum should not be lost through prolonged conceptual debates and
that practical implementation - including through pilot initiatives — should begin as soon as
possible. At the same time, several speakers stressed that operationalisation requires greater
clarity regarding the definition and scope of DSI, the nature of benefit-sharing obligations, and the
interaction between the MLM and existing national access and benefit-sharing (ABS) systems.
Concerns were raised about possible overlaps between national and multilateral systems, risks
of double payment, and the need to avoid fragmented or contradictory regulatory approaches.

Trust and legitimacy emerged as another substantive theme. Multiple panellists argued that the
success of the Cali Fund will depend not only on financial contributions, but also on whether
stakeholders perceive the system as fair, transparent, and predictable. Several speakers
stressed that trust-building must occur simultaneously between governments, industry, IPLCs,
and the scientific community. This included calls for transparent governance arrangements,
accountability mechanisms, and meaningful participation of IPLCs in both decision-making and
disbursement structures. The discussion also highlighted that legal certainty is important not
only for industry participation but, equally, to ensure that countries providing genetic resources
and IPLCs can trust that benefits will be shared fairly and consistently.

Equity and the nature of benefit-sharing obligations formed part of the debate. Some panellists
strongly framed the Cali Fund as an instrument of fairness and implementation of international
legal obligations rather than a voluntary or philanthropic mechanism. This perspective
emphasised mandatory and enforceable contribution models, direct support for IPLCs, and
measurable benefit-sharing outcomes. Others adopted what was described as a more
pragmatic and implementation-oriented approach, focusing on designing systems that are
workable, predictable, and capable of encouraging broad participation from DSI users without
creating excessive administrative burdens.

Updates from the CBD Secretariat confirmed that formal workstreams are advancing on
governance arrangements, allocation methodologies, transparency measures, certificates, and
pilot testing. The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership outlined an extensive programme of
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(regional) dialogue meetings, technical analyses, and stakeholder engagement leading up to SBI7
and COP17.

Webinar Opening

The moderator of the webinar, Timothy Hodges, McGill University, Canada, welcomed the
participants and briefly introduced the agenda:

e Official Welcome Remarks

e Input: Report back on the Informal Global Dialogue on DSI and the Cali Fund

e Panel discussion: Reflections on and take-home messages from the Informal Global
Dialogue

e Updates by the SCBD on the formal process

e Updates by the DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

e Questions from the Chat

e Closing Remarks

The moderator informed that the Chat function is open throughout the webinar and invited the
300+ webinar participants, representing all global regions and all relevant stakeholder groups, to
share their questions and comments of which some would be addressed towards the end of the
webinar. For an anonymized documentation of the Chat see Annex 1.

Official Welcome
Mery Ciacci, European Commission, DG Environment

Mery highlighted the strong international interest in DSI and the Cali Fund, reflected in the high
participation rate in the current webinar. She explained that the webinar aimed to share the
outcomes of the Leuven discussions, which formed part of a broader series of informal global
dialogues organised by the European Commission and the Government of Norway. These
dialogues are intended to provide an informal space for governments, IPLCs, industry, and other
stakeholders to discuss the implementation of the MLM and the Cali Fund.

She stressed that, as the Cali Fund and the DSI benefit-sharing mechanism are still new, there is
a need both to improve understanding of how the system works and to build trust among
stakeholders. Mery described the Leuven workshop as a successful and constructive exchange
which helped strengthen mutual understanding and momentum around the mechanism among
the participants.

Two main messages emerged from the workshop. First, although political agreement had been
reached at COP16 in Cali, more work is still needed to make the system fully operational in
practice. Participants, nevertheless, showed a strong willingness to address remaining
challenges, including through possible pilot testing of the Mechanism. Second, Mery argued that
the success of the Cali Fund should not be judged only by the amount of money raised, but also
by progress in operationalising the mechanism, strengthening its institutional framework, and
building confidence and cooperation among stakeholders.

She concluded by emphasising the importance of continuing dialogue and collaboration ahead
of COP17 and expressed the European Union’s hope that the Leuven process would contribute
to demonstrating concrete progress on implementation.

Input: Report back on the Informal Global Dialogue on DSl and the Cali Fund
Suhel al-Janabi, The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

Suhel reported that the dialogue meeting, held from 10-12 March 2026 in Leuven, Belgium,
brought together around 40 representatives from governments, the private sector, IPLCs,
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academia, and international organisations to advance the operationalisation of the DSI
multilateral mechanism (MLM) and the Cali Fund after COP16. Despite logistical challenges
caused by strikes in Belgium and travel disruptions linked to the Gulf conflict, participation was
broad and constructive.

The meeting aimed to move beyond negotiations toward practical implementation. Participants
generally agreed that Decision 16/2 was not perfect but provided a workable foundation.
Discussions focused on identifying unresolved “construction sites” requiring further technical
work, particularly around trigger points for benefit-sharing,, overlapping legal regimes,
governance, and accountability mechanisms.

A major focus was the distinction between “money in” and “money out.” On the contribution side,
discussions explored incentives for private-sector participation, legal certainty, certificates of
compliance, and risks of fragmentation across different international frameworks. On the
allocation side, participants examined funding models for IPLCs, accountability and
transparency requirements, and how to measure the impact of disbursements through indicators
and evaluation criteria.

The dialogue also highlighted the importance of non-monetary benefit-sharing and capacity
development, which participants felt had received insufficient attention during the negotiations.
Discussions explored how to encourage technology transfer, matchmaking, and capacity-
building in a multilateral rather than bilateral framework.

Trust-building emerged as a central theme. Suhel noted that private actors were waiting for
governments to move forward, while governments are expecting signals from industry.
Participants, therefore, emphasised transparent processes, collaboration among stakeholders,
and “learning by doing” as ways to unlock progress and build confidence in the system.

One of the most significant outcomes of the meeting was the shift toward discussing pilot phases
and testing approaches. Because many participants stressed the need to experiment before full
implementation, part of the programme was restructured to allow group work on pilot models.
Six pilot concepts were developed, covering elements such as financial flows, governance
arrangements, certificates, reporting systems, and evaluation methods. There was broad
agreement that pilots should include all stakeholder groups, operate transparently, and generate
evidence through testing, feedback loops, KPIs, and assessment processes ahead of COP18.

Suhel concluded that the Leuven meeting laid important foundations for operationalising the
multilateral mechanism and the Cali Fund but also demonstrated that the system is novel and
complex. Participants stressed the need for iterative implementation, continued dialogue, simple
and coordinated systems, and pilot-based learning to build trust and refine the mechanism
before large-scale rollout. The meeting also raised interest in lessons from other global
environmental funds that had used pilot phases prior to full implementation.

For the presentation see Annex 2.

Panel discussion: Reflections on and take-home messages from the Informal
Global Dialogue

Panellists:

Natalie Feltman, Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment, Republic of South Africa

Gono Semiadi, National Research and Innovation Agency (BRIN) Indonesia

Gustavo Pinilla, Directorate of Forests, Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services of the Ministry of
Environment and Sustainable Development of Colombia

Katie Beckett, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), UK Government

Bart Van Vooren, Covington & Burling LLP
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Daniel Mabengo, Alliance Nationale d’Appui et de Promotion des Aires et Territoires du Patrimoine
Autochtone et Communautaire en RD Congo

The moderator briefly introduced the panellists — all of whom participated in the Informal Global
Dialogue in Leuven — and explained that two questions would be addressed in two rounds of
answers:

Question 1: Reflecting back on the March Dialogue in Leuven, what are your strongest
impressions of where you felt there was broad understanding among participants and conversely,
where there was significant divergence of views or understanding?

The panellists converged strongly around the need to operationalise the MLM and the Cali Fund
quickly, while recognising that significant legal, technical, and governance questions remain
unresolved. Across the discussion, several shared themes emerged, alongside distinct priorities
and perspectives from individual speakers.

Shared Areas of Convergence
1. Broad support for moving from principles to implementation

All panellists emphasised the importance of making the MLM and the Cali Fund operational
before COP17. There was broad agreement that the dialogue had generated constructive
momentum and that stakeholders increasingly see the mechanism as a practical tool rather than
only a political concept. Pilots ordemonstration programmes were repeatedly identified as useful
ways to test implementation in practice.

¢ Natalie highlighted growing political momentum behind the Cali Fund as a symbol of
fairness and practical implementation.

o Katie, Bart, and Gono all supported piloting approaches to build trust and demonstrate
feasibility.

e Gustavo stressed that many aspects can only truly be understood once the system is
operational.

e Daniel welcomed the positive momentum and focus on practical pathways forward.

2. Trust, dialogue, and collaboration are essential conditions

Another major commonality among the panellists was the emphasis on trust-building and
continued informal dialogue among Parties, IPLCs, business, academia, and other stakeholders.

Katie identified trust as the central condition for progress.

Bart expanded this beyond stakeholder relations to trust in multilateralism itself.

e Gustavo and Daniel stressed the value of informal exchange for advancing negotiations.
Natalie highlighted transparency and dialogue as necessary for implementation.

3. Importance of legal clarity and coherence

Several panellists stressed that implementation requires greater legal certainty, especially
around definitions of DSI, the scope of obligations, and interactions with national ABS systems.

e Gono focused strongly on the unresolved definition and scope of DSI.

e Katie stressed the need for clarity regarding the Cali Fund’s role in relation to publicly
accessible DSI.

¢ Bartwarned about overlaps between national ABS systems and the MLM, including risks of
double payment.

o Natalie also pointed to fragmentation across international ABS instruments as a source of
uncertainty.

4. Strong recognition of non-monetary benefits and capacity-building

There was broad support for ensuring that benefit-sharing includes non-monetary dimensions,
especially capacity-building for developing countries and IPLCs.
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¢ Natalie highlighted support for capacity-building to improve access to and use of DSI.

o Daniel strongly emphasised technical capacity-building and knowledge dissemination for
African countries.

e Gustavo also identified capacity-building as a key implementation issue.

Distinct Perspectives and Priorities

Natalie — Equity, obligations, and IPLC inclusion: Natalie framed the Cali Fund primarily as a
fairness mechanism and stressed that benefit-sharing should be understood as a legal obligation
under international law, not a voluntary or charitable contribution. From her perspective, non-
monetary benefit- sharing is an important part of the mechanism. She also focused strongly on
ensuring that IPLCs receive benefits directly and meaningfully. Her intervention highlighted the
need to balance between the perception of a voluntary approaches and rights-based
perspectives on equity and justice.

Gono - Definitions, sovereignty, and governance: Gono concentrated on the unresolved
technical and political foundations of the system. His main concern was the definition and scope
of DSI, particularly the divide between narrow and broad interpretations. He also emphasised
governance issues such as transparency, direct access for biodiversity-rich countries and IPLCs,
and balancing innovation concerns with effective benefit-sharing. His perspective reflected
strong concern about protecting the interests of megadiverse countries.

Gustavo - Pragmatic implementation and stakeholder cooperation: Gustavo adopted a
pragmatic and process-oriented perspective. He emphasised that many implementation
questions can only be resolved through operational experience and continued cooperation
among stakeholders. His focus was less on political disagreements and more on ensuring the
mechanism becomes functional, financially sustainable, and workable without creating
excessive burdens for industry.

Katie - Trust-building and practical progress: Katie focused primarily on rebuilding
collaboration and creating visible progress before COP17. She framed pilots and early
implementation as tools for confidence-building rather than only technical experimentation. Her
intervention was consensus-oriented, emphasising alignment around urgency and cooperation
while identifying legal clarity as an area requiring deeper discussion rather than outright conflict.

Bart - Scaling biodiversity finance and systemic coherence: Bart brought a strong finance and
systems perspective to the discussion. He questioned whether existing ABS systems have
generated biodiversity finance at the necessary scale and argued that the MLM must evolve into
a more ambitious and operational mechanism. He also focused heavily on coherence between
national and multilateral systems, warning about double payment risks and unclear valuation
frameworks. Compared to others, Bart placed greater emphasis on measurable financial
effectiveness and systemic functionality.

Daniel - Bridging perspectives and development priorities: Daniel positioned himself as a
bridge-builder between different negotiating positions. He highlighted optimism and practical
implementation pathways while acknowledging that some stakeholders remain hesitant. His
contribution particularly emphasised direct benefit-sharing arrangements and the importance of
non-monetary benefits for development, especially for African countries seeking stronger
technical understanding and institutional capacity around DSI.

Question 2: Based on the Leuven Dialogue and your subsequent thinking, where should we focus
our collective energies to ensure a successful outcome on DSl and related issues at COP17?

The panellists’ responses converged around the need to shift decisively from high-level principles
to practical implementation of the MLM and the Cali Fund.

Afirst major area of convergence was the importance of maintaining a focused, pragmatic, and
operational agenda. Katie and Gustavo both warned against fragmentation and
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overcomplication, arguing that progress will depend on keeping discussions simple, targeted,
and action oriented. For them, collective energy should concentrate on resolving the key
implementation questions that can unlock momentum before COP17.

A second shared priority was strengthening coherence across international and national
frameworks. Katie emphasized closer coordination with related global processes and
agreements, while Gustavo, Gono, and Natalie all stressed the need to align the Cali Fund with
existing ABS systems and biodiversity finance mechanisms rather than creating disconnected
parallel structures. This reflected a broader consensus that coherence and interoperability are
essential for a workable and credible global system.

The panellists also agreed that building trust and legitimacy should be central to collective
efforts ahead of COP17. Gono and Natalie highlighted the need for transparent governance
arrangements, equitable benefit-sharing, and meaningful inclusion of IPLCs in decision-making
and implementation. Bart complemented this perspective by stressing that legal certainty and
predictability are equally critical for encouraging broad participation by users of DSI.

Together, these contributions suggested that success at COP17 will depend on demonstrating
that the mechanism is both fair and operationally feasible.

Within this shared direction, each panellist identified specific areas where collective attention
is most urgently needed.

Katie focused on coalition-building and political mobilisation. She argued that energy should
go into expanding engagement beyond existing networks, connecting stakeholders across
sectors and international processes, and strengthening initiatives such as the Friends of the Cali
Fund to build ambition and coordinated momentum toward COP17.

Gustavo emphasized practical delivery and rapid progress. In his view, collective efforts
should prioritize addressing the most pressing operational challenges surrounding the Cali Fund
and pilot activities, while drawing on existing biodiversity finance experience rather than
developing entirely new systems.

Gono identified three concrete priorities for collective work: reaching agreement on a clear
operational definition of DSI, finalising practical governance and disbursement arrangements for
the Cali Fund, and ensuring alignment between the global mechanism and national ABS systems.
His intervention framed technical and institutional clarity as the foundation for implementation
success at COP17.

Natalie argued that collective energies should focus on operationalising equity. She
highlighted the importance of establishing robust governance structures, creating mandatory and
enforceable contribution models, embedding IPLC representation and community-led indicators
into monitoring frameworks, and ensuring that the MLM delivers measurable benefits rather than
symbolic commitments.

Bart focused on creating the conditions for effective participation and implementation. He
argued that collective attention should aim at improving legal certainty, reducing duplication and
ambiguity across ABS rules, and designing a system that is predictable and workable in practice,
particularly during urgent research contexts such as health emergencies. He also stressed the
importance of maintaining an inclusive public—private partnership approach to ensure long-term
legitimacy and functionality of the MLM.

Updates from the SCBD on the Formal Process

Charlotte Germain-Aubrey and Kirsty Bryant, Secretariat of the CBD

Kirsty outlined the current status and upcoming steps in the formal CBD process on DSl and the
Cali Fund. She explained that the upcoming SBI meeting will focus on synthesis reports, studies
on DSl accessibility and transparency, and the review methodology, while COP17 will additionally
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consider the Steering Committee’s report, allocation formula work, and further studies. She also
summarised outcomes from the recent Steering Committee meeting, including work on
operational procedures, confidentiality, review methodology, disbursement arrangements for
IPLCs, certificates under Decision 16/2, and pilot testing of the Cali Fund. The minutes of the
meeting are available at https://www.cbd.int/conferences/dsi-sc.

Charlotte focused on the work of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group (AHTEG), which developed
recommendations on how Cali Fund resources should be allocated to Parties. She explained that
the group worked intensively through online and in-person meetings and proposed an allocation
formula based on biodiversity richness, country of origin of genetic resources, capacity needs,
and an added criterion recognising IPLCs and traditional knowledge. The report of the AHTEG will
be available shortly at https://www.cbd.int/meetings/DSI-AHTEG-2026-02. She also reviewed
ongoing CBD studies on DSI transparency, accountability, and contribution rates, highlighted the
upcoming peer review process, and summarised the key issues that SBI will consider later this
year.

For details see the presentation in Annex 3.

Updates from the DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership
Andreas Drews, The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

Andreas reviewed lessons from global environmental and health funds on the use of pilot and test
phases in establishing and refining financing mechanisms. He explained that while full
institutional pilots are relatively rare, most global funds routinely pilot implementation
instruments and modalities to improve efficiency, reduce transaction costs, and strengthen
delivery against objectives.

He highlighted examples such as the early pilot phase of the Global Environment Facility, the
initial phase of the Green Climate Fund, and the first round of the Pandemic Fund as cases where
pilot approaches were used to test governance arrangements and proof-of-concept ideas.
However, he stressed that in most cases pilot and test phases occur within established funds
rather than the fund itself being piloted.

Andreas noted that these funds are largely donor- and philanthropist-funded, with private co-
financing generally limited, and argued that nevertheless useful lessons still exist for the Cali
Fund, where funds will originate from the private sector.

He then outlined four categories of piloting approaches that the research team intends to study
further, focusing particularly on their relevance for a limited demonstration phase of the Cali
Fund. Priorities include examining funding-modality pilots related to direct access by national
and local entities, accountability and reporting systems, transaction costs, and governance
arrangements. He also pointed to innovation and market-shaping pilots in the health sector as
potential sources of insight on how to incentivize private-sector engagement and contributions
to global funds.

Finally, Andreas explained that the further work will combine desk analysis with interviews of
practitioners involved in establishing and managing pilot phases in other funds, with the aim of
generating practical lessons for the Cali Fund’s development.

For the presentation see Annex 4.
Julian Portilla, The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership,

Julian outlined a broad programme of dialogue, research, and stakeholder engagement aimed at
advancing discussions on DSI ahead of SBI7 and COP17.

Key points included:
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e Continued efforts to create space for discussion among IPLCs and industry through an in-
person meeting in the Netherlands in June 2026 to identify areas of convergence and
divergence on unresolved DSl issues.

e Supporting regional coordination in Latin America, Africa, and Asia-Pacific in July/August.

e A “Leuven 2.0” style in-person meeting to exchange perspectives, build capacity, and
develop practical solution pathways in September 2026 during the run-up to COP17.

e Planned side events at SBI focusing on lessons from informal dialogues, industry
contributions/incentives, and the role of investors in shaping company behaviour and
international engagement.

o Development of several knowledge products, including analysis of existing fund pilots,
inter-instrument relationship and obligation stacking, gender dimensions of DSI, and the
relationship between DSI as funding source and DSI use for NBSAP implementation.

e Ongoing work on non-monetary benefits, including matchmaking approaches,
incentives, accounting mechanisms, and strengthening the role of the clearinghouse.

e Exploration of implications for database managers and broader database governance
issues emerging from Decision 16/2.

e Continued research into who uses DSI, where it is used, and how its value might be
understood, while acknowledging the complexity of these questions.

e Support for the Steering Committee’s small group working on pilot initiatives, alongside
plans for additional webinars and consultations as negotiations progress.

Overall, Julian emphasized maintaining an inclusive, iterative process that combines dialogue,
technical analysis, and practical experimentation to support progress toward COP17.

For the presentation see Annex 5.

Questions from the Chat

Julian and Suhelreflected on the extensive discussion in the chat and grouped the comments into
several major themes. They highlighted that the exchange demonstrated strong engagement and
a broad range of nuanced concerns around the development of the DSl benefit-sharing
mechanism.

A central topic was the question of “money in” — whether meaningful financial contributions are
flowing into the Cali Fund and whether this should be the primary measure of success. Julian
noted that while only very limited funding had been contributed so far, many participants argued
that it was still too early to judge success because operational details and enabling conditions
were still being developed. He stressed that hesitation around contributions appeared to relate
less to distrust and more to uncertainty about the right conditions and governance arrangements.

Suhel focused on concerns about disbursement, accountability, and the role of IPLCs. Chat
participants emphasized that clear mechanisms ensuring direct support to IPLCs could both
strengthen accountability and encourage industry contributions. Related discussions also
addressed the need for greater capacity building — both for implementing disbursement systems
and for strengthening national capacities in sequencing, uploading, and analysing DSI.

Another important thread concerned non-monetary benefit-sharing. Participants asked how
registries or systems for documenting non-monetary contributions could be developed and
operationalised, and how progress could be accelerated in this area.

Julian subsequently returned to themes of legal certainty and national implementation. He noted
that participants pointed to experiences in countries such as Brazil and India that we can learn
from. The Chat also revealed that legal certainty was not only important for industry, but equally
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important for ensuring the rights of IPLCs and for guaranteeing that benefits would be shared fairly
with countries providing genetic resources and data. He highlighted suggestions that pilot
initiatives and certification systems could help gradually build confidence and operational clarity,
while acknowledging that complete legal harmonisation across jurisdictions may not be
achievable.

Finally, both Julian and Suhel emphasized that debates around defining DSI remained
unresolved. Suhel concluded that questions around how precise the DSI definition must be, were
closely tied to broader concerns about legal certainty and implementation.

Closing Remarks
Ida Helmark, Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad)

Ida closed the webinar on a positive and collaborative note, saying recent discussions had
created renewed hope and visible progress on the DSI MLM and Cali Fund. She thanked speakers
and participants for their active engagement and constructive contributions.

She noted that key issues such as incentives, definitions, legal certainty, and non-monetary
benefits continue to reappear, but each discussion helps move the process forward. Ida stressed
that significant formal and informal work is underway ahead of COP17 and encouraged
participants to stay engaged and contribute ideas.

She highlighted growing interestin pilot initiatives as a practical way to testimplementation, while
also calling for patience as the system evolves. Emphasising partnerships and the shared goal of
biodiversity protection, she concluded that even small advances across multiple areas together
represent meaningful progress toward mobilising funding for nature.
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Annex 1: Chat contributions grouped by key topics addressed

Direct responses and reaction to chat contributions are listed as bullet points under the
respective contribution. Some contributions are listed twice under the relevant topics
addressed.

General remarks

Whom shall | contact to share ideas and divulge an initiative of a GEF Project in XXX thatis
working on these issues related to IPLCs?

e Plssendto: DSIl-informal-dialogues@geo-media.de

This inquiry is from XXX : How can countries ensure that digital sequence information is shared
in a way that supports scientific innovation while also guaranteeing fair and equitable benefit-
sharing for developing countries and Indigenous communities?

XXX : Thanks for your comments. How would you move the mandatory payments?

How are you getting national gene banks particularly from the sub-saharan African countries in
this process? Not at the policy level but at the institutional/agency level.

Goodbye to all it was a very interesting discussion | have to leave for another meeting thank you
all.

If interested here is a link to an online game about benefit sharing
https://benefitsharingcompass.com/.

Many thanks for this very informative webinar!
Yes, thanks very much for the update on current state of thinking
Thank you for sharing latest information and perspectives

Delay is the oldest tactic among lawyers, and the COP has always been driven by lawyers. So
failure may be success for users/Users. Their interests in Decision 16/2 may reduce to the
frightening aspect that de-materialized genetic resources are within scope.

The Secretariat published a notification earlier this year inviting submissions on relevant
information and updates on actions to give effect to decision 16/2, which may be useful for
further information: https://www.cbd.int/notifications/2026-019.

By the way, whatever happened to art. 10 of the Nagoya Protocol?
Mobilising Contributions to the Cali Fund

Thanks for putting this webinar together. Appreciate the update. We should not walk back from
commitments from industry and government to operationalise ABS through the Cali Fund. It
only works if it facilitates exchange of funds. The amount in the fund should be the basic
foundational indicator, other measures of willingness should add nuance to that figure, not
replace it as a primary success indicator.

So, has there been subsequent contributions to the Cali Fund from the US$1,000 voluntary
contribution from a UK start-up who kindly hoped their effort would trigger further monetary
inputs to the Fund?

e No, according to https://mptf.undp.org/fund/cal00.

Perhaps there needs to be a study to show that, during the pendency of the MLM and the Cali
Fund, has access to DSl in public databases waned or have moved to other non-public sites?
This is useful info to show whether this voluntary scheme is actually working.

Incentivising should only occur through certification at State or Cali Fund level that could
provide a degree of legal certainty that contributions have been made.
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Disbursement channels become easier to action when you have something to disburse - focus
needs to be on encouraging industry to make contributions.

e XXXhitthe nail on the head, truly the issue is how to encourage, enable, even coerce, if
still nothing moves, hehe the industry accessing DSI at the moment to contribute, no
matter how miniscule and perhaps these companies can attach any reservations and
suggestions while making contributions, it's so pathetic that the CF is still empty, has it
been a year already since it's launching?

What answers are available for the following question from company owners: Why should my
company pay up when my competitor does not?

Thank you XXX for not riding on the trust characterization of the problem, it's what you said
that's more on point, on building on the conditions for actual contributions to be actually made;
this is the core issue that these pilots need to test and an honest discussion with the private
sector what incentives do they need and a coordination with countries to see how these can be
tried out;

Legal Certainty and Regulatory Clarity

Do you know about any CBD Member State which took concrete steps to operationalise Dec.
16.2 at national level? For example, clarifying scope and trigger points for their industries? Did
the Leuven Dialogue elaborate on this topic?

Trust is a mischaracterization of the situation; actually, there's just a simple refusal of those
utilizing DSI to try out contributions to the Cali Fund as that may set a precedent that for every
use there should be benefits that need to be shared; Bart is correct in challenging that trust is
not really the issue but perhaps let this group define what the key issue is.

XXX, we are now just speculating on that Indian scenario as no company has tried out and
checked what the Indian govt will do; so, we haven't advanced from our original situation and we
have heard this blabbering about legal certainty before but there is not one brave company that
tried these legal issues out so they will be brought out into the open.

Allinternational companies have to deal with national legislation which often vary - that is just
part of working in a global context. There are different tax rates and they are subject to change
as the government changes. There is never true legal certainty.

e Creating these legal certainty conditions in different legislative contexts in regard to IPs
and LCs should be recognized as priority are very important for global coherence.

e Legal certainty is a foundational principle of the rule of law. It dictates that laws,
regulations, and legal decisions must be clear, predictable, precise, and stable so that
individuals and organizations can understand their rights and obligations and act
accordingly.

e Agree with the principle but that doesn't mean laws can't change, they do frequently.
Recent global activities also demonstrate agreements are always maintained. We just
hope there is enough certainty and that is where trust comes in.

Indeed, it's good to raise those issues in the ebola case, but those issues would have been
clarified if there's one company that tried these out and see how those problems may be solved;
again, lawyers should likewise tell their clients not just to be fence-sitters but be trail-blazers in
how these issues are actually resolved in real life; perhaps if there's one company that tried
these out, then we can also see how incentives may be provided to these companies that dared
to work out these conceptual issues and entered into actual ABS agreements that tried to
resolve these issues are have long been imagined by bright lawyers since this issue of ABS has
materialized in the international arena.
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The issue is more when the idea of legal certainty acts as a brake on progress to facilitate
contributions to the fund

For pathogens, incentivization should be for Parties to be the first to characterize and submit
into the international medical research. This was also taken up in “Bounded openness: A robust
modality of access to genetic resources and the sharing of benefits", PLANTS PEOPLE PLANET,
Vol 4 Issue 1 (2022) https://doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.10239. Did the Informal Group undertake a
literature review?

Legal certainty should not be framed as an issue of legal clarity. Decision 16/2 is very clear and
plain in its words. Legal certainty should be asked on two aspects: is access to DSI guaranteed
to researchers and those who want to use it without discrimination, and whether there is a
guarantee to fair and equitable benefit sharing.

Money will follow certainty for sure. Governments are the ones best positioned to stimulate
their private sector to contribute. This was the spirit for the intersessionals.

Governments need to de-risk the field to promote confidence of all stakeholders. Also putin
place safeguards against unilateral coercive measures.

e Perhaps that can also be piloted, so that lessons may be learned from that
mechanisms to be transported to MLM DSI, thanks a lot Tim and your team.

IPLC Rights, Equity, and Capacity Building

Recalling the decision on accountability, the hope was that fiscal reporting standards could be
implemented across global south and north to facilitate the project-based disbursement
relation between parties and IPs & LCs. This was envisioned as a process to elevate the capacity
building of parties first to standardize their actions regarding the responsibilities with IPLCs and
with the urgency with biodiversity itself. At the same time, to standardize the capacity for IPs
and LCs to elevate their fiduciary capacity to deal with indirect and direct funding mechanisms.
Due the uneven political and legislative between global north and south in relation to the levels
of recognition and support to IPs and LCs roles and rights, this is an urgent process that
capacity building to address national legislation gaps and issues. The discussion in my opinion
got lostin finding money allocation formulas without solving first the most critical relation
between parties and IPs and LCs through capacity building process.

| vote for returning to review a pilot or a model that addresses the differences of legal
governmental positions to IPs and LCs. This was the first legal clarity that needed to be
addressed in order to facilitate a path for a responsible MLBS. The discussion of needs to solve
the different implementation contexts of the global north and south legislations that might be
radically different in this regard.

I think the implementation of Decision 16/2 is getting affected because of the reverse logic that
a user of DSI should be “incentivised” so that they share benefits. It takes away attention from
the rights of provider communities and countries. We should ask first how the DSI research
ecosystem can respect their right - especially the right to know who is using the shared resource
for what purpose, and the right to have benefit sharing obligations imposed on such users.
Unless we get answers to these questions, neither governments nor industries would step
forward with measures. Both governments and industries are very well aware that they are
dealing with resources that belong to people. | am not saying users should not be encouraged or
good faith users should not incentivised. But that is not the starting point for the implementation
of DSl decision 16/2.

The simple reality is that not all governments are yet clear that supporting IPs and LCs is critical
to move this platform. And they cannot motivate their private sector when they do not have
supporting IPs and LCs a priority of the fund. The issue is not trust per se, but on legal
differences from countries and private sector to convene in disbursement modalities that
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benefit biodiversity custodians. That is what a capacity building process needs to address as
priority in my opinion.

| said incentivising is not the starting point. But certainly Parties have agreed to incentivise, we
will have to do the same. But there is logic to the system which begins from the rights of the
providers.

The guarantee to fair and equitable benefit-sharing with IPs and LCs is probably the most
important legal certainty that needs to be rescued as main framework.

More capacities to building up regional group collectives promoting agro-ecology and food
sovereignty with La Via Campesina.

DSI Scope, Definitions, and Conceptual Foundations

Regarding the alternative benefit-sharing model proposed by the Brazilian government, what is
the current status of its potential approval? There is ongoing discussion that this model may be
more realistic and adaptable to diverse contexts compared to the current framework. Could you
provide insight into the likelihood of its adoption, including the main arguments supporting its
feasibility, as well as the potential reasons that might prevent its approval?

As what a famous US jurist has said, the life of the law is not logic, but experience; given we
don't have an actual experience, all of these exchanges are just otiose blabbering signifying that
the MLM has not really advanced from Cali COP.

COP13 launched the neologism “Digital Sequence Information on Genetic Resources” as a
placeholder, whose acronym is DSI rather than DSIGR. Over the last ten+ years, in both the
published literature and in webinars such as this, the “on genetic resources” gets truncated
along with the modifier placeholder. The placeholder is no longer a placeholder de facto, and
“on genetic resources” implies, ironically, de-materialized genetic resources are out of scope.
Distrust is thereby sown as we are implored to trust.

The fundamental problem is how to fairly distribute the economic value generated by digitized
genetic information, without hindering open science or allowing a new form of free extraction of
biodiversity.

If the object of access in R&D is recognized as “natural information” and silicon, along with
biological matter, print and quanta, are recognized merely as media of communication, then the
placeholder DSl is unnecessary. By Parsimony or Ockham’s Rule, is this not preferrable?

Economics, Incentives, and Public Finance

Paragraph 14 of the landmark Decision IX/12 posed three issues for vetting en route to Nagoya:
“Requests the Executive Secretary to invite, in consultation with the Co-Chairs of the Working
Group, relevant experts to address the Working Group on Access and Benefit-sharing, at the
appropriate time, on the following issues: (a) Should economic rent be charged for access to
genetic resources and what is the justification for such a rent or against such a rent? What
should be the basis for the valuation of such rent?”

Issue (a) was not taken up en route to COP10 or in any subsequent COP, which thereby sows
distrust. Over the last two years, the top hits in Google Searches of Decision 15/9 or Decision
16/2 are publications where rent in ABS is central. Yet the issue is absent in the Report. The
absence coheres with published analyses that Decision16/2 is “unencumbered by economic
thinking” and “fundamentally flawed”. Did the Informal Group broach the issue of rents?

How do you deal with the economic issue of fungibility (adverse selection—financing what you
would have financed anyway), which is a core topic in Public Finance?

How do you deal with the economic issue of “excess burden” (deadweight loss in welfare---from
those who no longer access), which is also a core issue in Public Finance?
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In 2022 the Secretariat contracted an independent economist, whom we were later told “could
not fulfil his contract”. The name of the economist was never divulged despite indirect costs
spentin the contracting process and requests to do so. Did the economist find the DSI
discussion that led to Decision 15/9 unencumbered by economic thinking?

“Fair and equitable” are never defined. Yet they are not necessarily subjective as one may think.
The principle of universalism, viz., the Golden Rule, could be interpreted as “fair and equitable”.
The CBD respects intellectual property rights which translate into limited-in-time monopoly
rents. Shouldn’t the CBD interpret “fair and equitable” as limited-in-time oligopoly rents for
ABS?

The economics continues to be studiously ignored: “The Economics of Information, Studiously
Ignored in the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit Sharing” 7/1 Law Environment and
Development (LEAD) Journal (2011), p. 51-65 available at: http://www.lead-
journal.org/content/11052.pdf.

Pilots, Testing, and Practical Experimentation

And what about additional modalities, as provided under Decision 16/2? Was that discussed
during the event? Maybe this could be part of the solution to encourage contributions and
private sector engagement, especially considering that the currently indicative rates are
perceived as extremely high.

In the discussions on potential Cali Fund testing approaches or pilot projects, was there any
consideration of how such pilots could generate a credible and valid form of certification,
recognition, or proof of contribution for companies that voluntarily contribute to the Fund,
particularly in relation to the indicative contribution rates foreseen by COP 16 in Decision 16/27?
How could such recognition be designed to ensure transparency, comparability and
accountability, while avoiding any implication that financial contributions alone fully discharge
benefit-sharing obligations under the CBD framework?

Discussion of a pilot on DSI without having settled the scope of genetic resources or even the
appropriateness of the term, is not even putting the cart in front of the horse. It is displacing the
horse out of sight. Which of the eight examples of pilots did not know what was the object of the
pilot?

Perhaps what should be piloted should be companies that will voluntarily contribute to the Cali
Fund, both monetary and non-monetary so that there will be experience of the actual problems
that will be confronted; piloting funds through philanthropy puts too much power on people with
lots of money to dictate what these international benefit-sharing schemes may turn out into.

Any material on possible definitions and lessons on previous pilots is well received, ABS from
GRis not exactly new but dealing with the digital part very much is (factoring in that we are not
dealing with the usual "use").

The 2022 Summary of the Bellagio Meeting brought together a couple dozen experts whose
identities were maintained secret, one supposes under The Chatham House Rule. The Summary
was posted by the now defunct Meridian Institute but then taken down, i.e. unpublished. The
Summary called for a “demonstration case” which was then the favored term for a pilot of
$250m. How does the secrecy and publishing/unpublishing build trust?

e XXX, the report from Bellagio is openly available and not a secret at all. And we will be
happy to repost it on the website of the Centro de Colaboracion Civica in Mexico where
I am now working in this dialogue partnership with GeoMedia. In that workshop, there
was indeed energy around launching a pilot. The group had suggested a figure of 250M
though it was an entirely hypothetical number.

e Ifitwere openly available then re-posting would not be necessary. Please do so. The
pilot seems to be a boondoggle.
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Transparency, Accountability, and Monitoring

| recall the push back against track and trace of DSI (money in) but seems accountability is a
desire for track and trace for how fund is utilised (money out).

Non-monetary benefit sharing - a group is trying to establish a citation practice that would
enable tracking of these non-monetary benefits - The six types of non-monetary benefits to be
reported are:

1. Number of research and development results,

2. Number of scientific publications relevant to conservation, sustainable use, food
security, and public health,
Number of joint scientific publications with authors from the provider country,
Number of technology transfer events,
Number of projects contributing to sustainable development, and
Indicator related to capacity-building and development

A

One cannot assume that philanthropy is in good faith. An Al search will generate five classes of
bad-faith philanthropy with many sub-categories. How have you dealt with this?
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Annex 2: Presentation “Summary Report: Informal Global Dialogue on DSI and the
Cali Fund” by Suhel al-Janabi

Summary Report

Informal Global Dialogue
on DSI and the Cali Fund

Hosted by the

EU Commission DG Environment

10-12 March 2026
Leuven, Belgium

Funded by mplemarried by

i=Norway [l ASCXD @ GeoMedia
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Purpose, participants and agenda

Purpose:
« From agreement (COP Decision 16/2) to implementation of the MLM and the Cali Fund
Participants:
+ 40 representatives from govt's, the private seclor, IPLCs, academia, and international organisations — all global regions
Agenda:
Day 1: Setting the Scone Tay 2 Moving Forward _Day X The Rond Ahead
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Highlights of the sessions

It (16/2) is certainly not perfect - but it's a basis to work on for everybody

From agreement to implementation:

* Now time to shift from negotiation to operationalisation

* Progress on governance and technical work

* Uncertainty remains on definitions, scope, modalities

Key construction sites:

* Money IN: incentives, legal clarity, avoid overlap
* Money OUT: IPLC funding models, accountability
* NMBS: definitions, matchmaking, capacity

« Cross-cutting: triggers, awareness, coordination

Highlights of the sessions

Trust as key enabler:
» Trust identified as critical foundation
= Improved collaboration in formal bodies
» Need broader trust with industry and IPLCs
» Transparent processes and tangible results required

Incentives, legal certainty & ethics:

* Need legal clarity to incentivise contributions

* Avoid regulatory fragmentation and duplications

* Fine line: balancing open access and fair benefit sharing
» Compliance but also ethical responsibility trigger for BS
= Accountability & transparency re. allocations / disbursements
* Impact assessment of CF supported measures
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Importance of Pllots:
* Strong support for 'learning by doing'
* Six pilots developed testing flows of funds, governance & certificates

* Inform decisions at COP18

Roadmap Farward:
* Combhine knowledge, dialogue, pilots
* Focus on key unresolved issues and feed into COP17

Ovarall Conclusion:
* Foundations in place for MLM and Cali Fund
* Progress being made ~time needed as itis a new system / approach to CBD
* Success depends on tangible implementation and trust
* Need simple, transparent, coordinated system for benefit sharing
* |terative approach: dialogue, testing, learning..... piloting ?!

Group Discussions on Pilots | Test Phase: Recurring Themes

Commonalities:
*  Exist across all groups

Overall Purpose:
*  Allpilots aim to test and refine the Cali Fund system before full implementation, especially:
* Financial flows (Money IN / Money OUT)
* Governance, transparency, and accountability
+ Practical feasibility of concepts under negotiation

Strong Emphasis on Learning: Each group discussion included:
+ Testing + feedback loops
*  Evaluation against KPIs or defined criteria
« Reporting outcomes to COP18 feeding into COP18 evaluation and decisions

Multistakeholder Participation:
* Across pilots, there is consistent involvement of Parties, IPLCs and private sector (companies, business associations).

*  Some pilots vary emphasis, but all recognize the system must work for all actor groups

Focus on technical & political feasibility with common testing themes of:
* Transparency, accountability and legal certainty

* Reporting systems / KPIs
* Fair and effective benefit-sharing

Use of experimental environme
Reflecting a shared understanding that some elements might be too complex for iImmediate real-world rollout

-19-



Global Webinar: Report and Reflection on the Informal Global Dialogue on DSI and the Cali Fund

Some Outstanding Questions re piloting / test phase

* What aspects of the system would the pilot(s) actually test?

* What Parties, contributors and experts would be willing to participate
in the pilot(s)?

* How would the pilot(s) relate to and communicate with the formal process?

* What specific timeline and boundaries would the pilot{s) have?

* How would the results of the pilot(s) be assessed / evaluated - and by whom?

* How might the pilot(s) strengthen the business case for industry contributors and
how might it contribute to increasing trust in the system for Parties?

* How and by whom would the pilot(s) be funded?

* Are there existing pilot models from which we can draw lessons?
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Annex 3: Presentation “The DSl official roadmap” by Charlotte Germain-Aubrey and
Kirsty Bryant

Updates on the DSI formal
process

Charlotte Germain-Aubrey and Kirsty Bryant
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity
21 May 2026

0 m.u

WORKPLAN FOR DSI TO COP17
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Steering committee

Provisinnal agreds Third meeting of the Steering Committee,
1, Cyeasgil du rmnteg 7-9 April 2026 - Cape Town, South Africa
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Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on allocation methodology

Adopted report to COP providing advice 2 meeting of the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group

on allocation methodology for funds from on allocation methodology,

the Cali Fund including: 12-14 May 2026 - Montreal, Canada

* Design principles 4003

« Allocation formula based on indicative
list of criteria in 16/2

« Recommendations for future work

Report of the AHTEG will be posted
shortly

O &ﬁ Vorewt
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DSI STUDIES

As detailed within Decision 16/2:

1) Commission a study to examine options for making digital sequence information on
genetic resources publicly available and accessible in a transparent and accountable
manner; = > SBI7

2) Prepare a study on national and international standards for the identification of the small,
medium and large entities referred to in paragraph 3 of the Annex of 16/2;
=> MERGED COP17

3) Commission a study on contribution rates, including implications for revenue generation
and economic competitiveness; => MERGED COP17

SBI will make recommendations on:

=» Possible tools and platferms, such as databases, for making digital sequence information on genetic
resources available and accessible in a transparent and accountable manner, (para 7) —study 1

COP17 will:

=» Establish thresholds and contribution rates and review them periodically thereafter (annex, para 4) -

study 2 and 3
& iR oonveRSTYFRAvENORK NS o e

DSI STUDIES

As detailed within Decision 16/2:

1) Commission a study to examine options for making digital sequence information on
genetic resources publicly available and accessible in a transparent and accountable
manner; = > SBI/

2) Prepare a study on national and international standards for the identification of the small,
medium and large entities referred to in paragraph 3 of the Annex of 16/2; - > MERGED
COP17

3) Commission a study on contribution rates, including implications for revenue generation
and economic competitiveness; => MERGED COP17

Peer review process to open for this merged study on the week of 8

June through a notification, three weeks to submit comments

O nﬁ Cerens

-23-



Global Webinar: Report and Reflection on the Informal Global Dialogue on DSI and the Cali Fund

SBI-7

SBI-7 will consider and provide recommendations to
COP17 on the following:

» Methodology for the review of effectiveness of the multilateral
mechanism, including the Cali Fund;

» Possible additional modalities for the fair and equitable sharing of
benefits from the use of digital sequence information on genetic
resources;

» Possible tools and platforms, such as databases, for making digital
sequence information on genetic resources available and
accessible in a transparent and accountable manner.

SBI-7
Documents for the consideration of SBI-7:

» CBD/SBI/7/5 Digital sequence information on genetic resources

« CBD/SBI/7/5/Add.1- Executive summary of the study on options for making digita
sequence information on genetic resources publicly available and accessible in a
transparent and accountable manner

« CBD/SBI/7/5/Add.2 - Methodology for the review of effectiveness of the
Multilateral Mechanism for the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits from the Use of
Digital Sequence Information on Genetic Resources, including the Cali Fund

« CBD/SBI/7/5/INF... - Synthesis of views on possible additional modalities...

« CBD/SBI/7/5/INE... - Synthesis of views on new tools and models, such as
databases...

« CBD/SBI7/S/INF... - Full study on options for making digital sequence information on
genetic resources publicly available and accessible in a transparent and accountable
manner

----------
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Cali Fund contact

Email: Califund@un.org
LinkedIn: https://ca.linkedin.com/company/the-cali-
fund
Website: thecalifund.org
o F(,
.:l) ((r///
3 ”JJ/’//%r/’:é :
004, @,—'J@«‘;
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Kunming -Montreal Canvention on
Biological Diversity

Secretariat of the Convention
on Biological Diversity Gl l monl Rs

secretanist@cbd.im
wWwwe.cod nt
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Annex 4: Presentation “Pilot / Test phases of international funds: Preliminary
findings” by Andreas Drews

Pilot [ Test phases of international funds

Preliminary findings

Andreas Drews

The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

21 May 2026

Fundod by mpinramied by

#=Norway ASCXS  © GeoMedia

Piloting examples of global environmental and health funds
Fund /Mechanism ____ [Typeofpllt __ [Timing ____ lPupose

Full institutional pilot 1991-93 Test global environmental financing model
Controlied institutional piol 201015 Test govemance system

Tes! ¢.g. readiness, access modes, results-
2015-present tased finance

Climate Finance Lab Structured design — pilot — e
instruments scale Ongoaing Develop new financial instruments

GEF toch tranafer programs  RELCTUE IS Various Test innovation deployment

REDD+/blended finance
programs Cross-fund pilots 2010s—-present  Test performance-based forest finance
First-round as proof-of-concept . Validate governance and catalytic financing
Pandemic Fund Bocati 2023-2024 ol
. Test defivery feasibility, demand, and
GAVI, the Vaccine Alliance Vaccine introduction pilots Ongoing i ing sustainablity

« Institutional pilots rare - e.g. GEF (~839 million USD) and GCF (tens of millions USD)
« Major regional funds also use pilot phases

+ The dominant trend is “pilot within fund” rather than “fund as pilot”

+ Private co-financing is with a few exceptions rather insignificant (usually between 10 and 30%)
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Analytical components of comparative analysis of fund pilots

Typologies of fund piloting appronches
* (Geographically) limited demonstration pilots
« Institutional prototype pilots
+ Funding modality pilots
« Innovation and market-shaping pilots

Implications of fund pilots re Call Fund test phase

* (Enhancing) Direct Access pilots testing decentralized funding with nationalllocal entities directly accessing funds

~ Valuable lessons learned for Money OUT discussion under Cali Fund with formula-based country allocations
e.g. regarding accountability, menitoring and reporting, transaction costs, devolved decision making

+ Innovation and market-shaping pilots: potential insights regarding incentives for private sector for Money IN discussion
under Cali Fund

Deaper dive: setting up and running pilot funds (including Intarviews with those involved)
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Annex 5: Presentation “The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership: Updates and plans”
by Julian Portilla

The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

Updates and plans

Julian Portilla

The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership

21 May 2026

Funded by mplumaied by

#=Norway i ASCAD @ GeoMedia

. § s @ s Tt Iy w0

The DSI Informal Dialogue Partnership - what's planned ?

In-person
PLC- Industry meeting, Grounding the Call Fund, Utrecht, June 2026
< Suppor to regional coordination (GRULAC, Africa, Asia-Pacific), July / August 2026
S&I side events on Infarmal Process Mighlights and industry focus: Incentives and investos roles, August 2026
2ng informad Global Distogue - Parties / Industry / IPLC, September 2026
COP 17 side event

Knowledge Products

- Existing Global Fund’s Pilot Phase Experiences & Lessons Learmt
DSt Inter-instrument: State of Play

- DSl and Gender Issuas
DSt (epplications / benefit-shanng contributing to nt'l targets / NBSAPs
Incentivizing and accounting for NM8s

< Multitatersl NMBS / matchmaking
Databsse implementation of 16/2
05l user mapgping and typology

- Thematic webinars as sppropriate

Further
Pilot drafting group support

Funded by: npterrmnied by

i= Norway £ ASCCAS @ GeoMedia

e e —
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