
Targeted survey for users 

The COP-MOP, in its decision NP-5/5, decided to carry out the second assessment and review of the 

effectiveness of Nagoya Protocol (NP) in accordance with Article 31 of the NP, for consideration by 

COP-MOP 6.  For this purpose, information will be drawn from various sources.     

Parties have been invited to complete their first national report on the implementation of the Nagoya 

Protocol by 28 February 2026 (notification 2024-074).  The national report of CBD on implementation of 

KMGBF, including Goal C and Target 13, is also for submission by Parties by 28 February 2026 

(notification 2025-074).    

In addition, the COP-MOP has requested the Executive Secretary to commission a scoping study and to 

carry out a targeted survey of ABS National Focal Points, competent national authorities and users and 

providers of GR and/or ATK, as follows:  

• To identify challenges related to implementation of the Protocol (decision NP-3/1, par. 18 (a)

• To determine the possible reasons and underlying root causes for the challenges to effective

implementation and compliance of the Nagoya Protocol (decision NP-5/5, par. 7 (b))

• To identify possible ways to enhance its implementation (decision NP/5/5, par. 7 (b)

Against this background, this targeted survey is meant to complement the information provided by Parties 

and to gather information from users of genetic resources (GR) and associated traditional knowledge 

(ATK).    

The provisions of the Nagoya Protocol impose obligations on Parties to adopt national/domestic measures 

for access, benefit-sharing and compliance, among others.  In turn, users must respect/comply with these 

national ABS requirements in order to obtain access to GR and/or ATK for their utilisation.    

In light of the above, a targeted survey was developed to collect information from users with respect to 

the challenges related to the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol, to determine the possible reasons 

and root causes for these challenges and compliance, as well as to identify possible ways to enhance 

implementation.  

The results of this survey should contribute to a better understanding of the challenges encountered by 

users in ABS implementation and possible ways to enhance implementation of national ABS frameworks 

established by countries as providers and users of GR and ATK.    

 The survey should take approximately 30 minutes to complete and will be open until 15 December 2025. 

Survey results will be presented in an aggregated manner, therefore information provided will not be 

linked to specific organisations. 

General information 

1.Name

2.Country

3.Institution/Organisation/Company



7.On a scale of 1 (Not aware at all) to 5 (Fully aware), are users in your sector generally aware of the need

to respect and comply with ABS requirements of countries in which they access genetic resources (GR)

and/or associated traditional knowledge (ATK) for R&D purposes?

8.What has contributed to increased awareness of ABS issues amongst users of genetic resources (GR)?

Adoption and implementation of the Nagoya Protocol

Government led awareness-raising campaigns

User associations

National or regional legal ABS requirements imposing obligations on users to respect ABS

requirements of provider countries (e.g. EU regulations)

Other

Access to genetic resources 

9.Please indicate where you generally find information regarding the ABS requirements of countries by

selecting the relevant option:

ABS Clearing-House

ABS National Focal Points (NFPs)

National ABS website

User groups/third parties (please specify)

Personal contacts

Other

4.Please indicate which category you fall under
Scientific community

Business community

5.Select the sector(s) most relevant to your work (if applicable)

Agriculture

Botanicals

Food and beverage

Personal care and cosmetics

Pharmaceutical

Collection

Research institutions

University

6.Please indicate the size of your organization (number of

employees):

1 to 19

20 to 49

50 to 199

200 to 499
500 to 1999
above 2000

General context 



10.Please indicate the top 3 challenges related to access to genetic resources (GR) or associated traditional

knowledge (ATK) by selecting the relevant options:

Please select 3 options. 

Information on national ABS authorities and/or national ABS requirements is not always

available or unclear on ABSCH

ABS NFPs or CNAs are not responsive or difficult to reach

Diversity of national approaches to ABS requirements and procedures creates uncertainty or

complexity

Scope of ABS requirements varies significantly between countries (e.g. type of GR covered,

types of activities regulated)

Lengthy or unpredictable process for obtaining PIC (including a permit) and establishing MAT

Absence of clear timelines or procedural guidance for ABS applications

Lack of clarity whether ABS applies to DSI or other non-physical forms of GR

Limited understanding of whether and how national laws apply to academic or non-commercial

research

Other

11.Please describe any specific experiences or case studies that illustrate the challenges you selected.

Enter your answer

12.Have these challenges affected your ability to initiate or complete research or development activities?

If yes, please explain.

Enter your answer

13.What are key features of ABS requirements and procedures that facilitate access to genetic resources 
(GR) and/or associated traditional knowledge (ATK)? Please select the relevant option(s).

Clear and transparent ABS legal requirements are publicly available.

Step-by-step guidance materials are available on laws and regulations (e.g. handbooks,

flowcharts, FAQs, guides).

Defined timelines for processing ABS applications are provided and respected.

Responsive and supportive ABS National Focal Points (NFPs) and Competent National

Authorities (CNAs).

National inventories and databases of GR and/or ATK are accessible and well-maintained.

Online application systems or digital platforms for ABS procedures.

Recognition of non-commercial or academic research pathways with simplified procedures.

Availability of model contracts or templates for Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT).

Support for community engagement and guidance.

Other

14.What makes access to genetic resources (GR) easier in some countries than others? Please explain. 
Enter your answer

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded: Numerous occasions of NFPs failing to respond to repeated messages, including those in their own languages

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded: 
Yes. Biota from some countries are now excluded from taxonomic research because of the difficulty in obtaining any response.

dneumann
Notiz
At different institutions I indeed had success and positive response when highlighting that my institution takes NP serious and endorses the CETAF CoC

Another major European NH Museum responded:
Ease of discovering procedures and responsiveness of national authorities. Clarity that there is a single route to obtain PIC and MAT rather than needing to approach multiple ministries.



15.On a scale of 1 (much more difficult) to 5 (much easier), would you say that it has become easier to

comply with ABS requirements over time, as further information becomes available and lessons are

learned?

Please explain. 

16.Are the ABS approaches established by other international agreements dealing with ABS issues (e.g.

ITPGRFA, PIP Framework) more adapted to your sector of activity?

Yes

No

Not applicable

17.Please explain.

Enter your answer 

Mutually agreed terms, including benefit-sharing 

18.Please select the top 3 challenges you have encountered in the establishment of MAT/ABS agreements, 
including benefit-sharing.

Please select 3 options. 

Absence of clear process and timelines for negotiating and finalising MAT/ABS agreements

Lengthy or unpredictable negotiation process

Involvement of multiple parties (e.g. government, IPLCs, institutions) complicates coordination

Differences in expectations between users and providers regarding benefit-sharing terms

Absence of a level playing field (e.g. power asymmetries, lack of negotiation capacity)

Difficulty of determining potential monetary benefits at the time of access

Risks associated with determining benefits only after commercialisation or product development

Lack of model contracts or templates to guide MAT negotiations

Limited legal or technical capacity among providers to negotiate or enforce MAT

Other

19.Please describe any relevant experience to illustrate one or more of the challenges you encountered.

Enter your answer

20.Are there particular reasons or underlying causes that may explain these challenges?

Enter your answer

21.What elements have facilitated the establishment of MAT/ABS agreements, including benefit-sharing,

from your perspective as a user? Please select all that apply.

Availability of templates or model contracts for MAT and benefit-sharing

List of possible monetary/non-monetary benefits provided by national authorities or stakeholders

Clear timeline established for each step of the ABS process

Defined parameters or guidelines for benefit-sharing (e.g. percentage ranges, types of benefits)

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded:
Increasing legislation in provider countries is not matched by increasing capacity to work with requests.

dneumann
Kommentar zu Text
Another major European NH Museum ticked options 1, 3 and 4



A two-step benefit-sharing process (e.g. initial at the time of access and additional benefits upon

commercialisation)

Support from ABS NFP and CNAs during negotiation

Recognition of customary laws and community protocols in MAT negotiations

Availability of legal or technical advisory services for users and providers.

Digital platforms or online tools for submitting and tracking applications

Other

22.What is your view of the role of confidentiality clauses in MAT/ABS agreements, particularly

regarding their impact on monitoring and reporting the flow of benefits? Please select the relevant

option:

They are necessary and do not hinder monitoring.

They are sometimes necessary but can limit transparency.

They often hinder effective monitoring and reporting.

They should be limited or structured to allow public reporting.

I am not sure / I have not encountered confidentiality clauses.

Other

23.If confidentiality clauses have posed challenges, please describe the nature of these challenges and 
suggest how they could be addressed.

Enter your answer

24.What are possible ways to enhance benefit-sharing from your perspective?

Enter your answer

25.What type of mechanisms could be established to support the establishment of ABS partnerships

between users and providers? Please describe.

Enter your answer

Contribution to conservation and sustainable use 

26.In the ABS agreement(s) you were a party to, was the contribution of benefits to conservation and

sustainable use addressed?

Yes

No

I do not know

Not applicable

27.Do you consider it important that benefits shared through MAT contribute to conservation and 
sustainable use of biodiversity? Please explain.

Enter your answer

28.What challenges have you encountered in ensuring that benefits shared through MAT contribute 
meaningfully to conservation and sustainable use?

Enter your answer

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded:
partnersearch system on CHM, building on experience with BioBridge. Would also facilitate B-S for DSI



29.In your opinion, what are the underlying root causes of these challenges?

Enter your answer

30.In your opinion, how do you think benefit-sharing under ABS agreements can better support

conservation and sustainable use? Please share examples of ABS partnerships or initiatives where benefits

have contributed to these objectives.

Enter your answer

Relationship with IPLCs as providers of GR and/or AK 

31.In your experience, were clear procedures established for accessing genetic resources (GR) found on

IPLC territories or for accessing associated traditional knowledge (ATK)?

Yes

Yes, to some extent

No

Not applicable

32.Which of the following elements were involved in the access process? Please select all that apply.

ABS procedures detailing steps to follow

Information published in the ABS Clearing-House

The competent national authority acting as an intermediary

Engagement with IPLCs during negotiations

Recognition of customary laws

Use of community protocols

Minimum requirements for Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT)

Model contractual clauses for benefit-sharing

Other

33.Were these processes or tools useful in facilitating access and benefit-sharing? Please explain.

Enter your answer

34.Have you encountered any challenges in your relationship with IPLCs regarding ABS

implementation?

Yes or No 

35.If yes, please describe the challenges encountered

Enter your answer

36.If applicable, what do you believe are the underlying root causes of these challenges?

Enter your answer

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded:
Greater engagement with relevant provider country departments involved in implementing NBSAPs.



37.Do you have any recommendations to enhance ABS implementation when users seek access to GR

found on IPLC territories or ATK? Please share specific suggestions or examples.

Enter your answer

Compliance 

38.Have national requirements been established in your country to ensure that users respect ABS

requirements of provider countries when accessing genetic resources (GR) and/or associated traditional

knowledge (ATK)?

Yes

Yes, to some extent

No

Not sure

39.Have you encountered any challenges in meeting these compliance requirements?

Yes

No

40.If yes, please explain.

Enter your answer 

41.Do you have any recommendations to improve the implementation of compliance measures for users 
accessing genetic resources (GR) and/or associated traditional knowledge (ATK) from other countries?

Enter your answer

Support towards ABS implementation for users 

42.What activities or tools have been most useful in raising awareness, building capacity and supporting 
compliance with ABS requirements for users?

Please select all that apply. 

Trainings or workshops

Guidelines, codes of conduct, or best practices

Standards or certification schemes

Tools to assist users in navigating and monitoring national ABS requirements

Advisory services or legal support services

Online platforms or e-learning modules

Sector-specific guidance (e.g. for academia, industry)

Other

43.Have you applied knowledge or used tools gained through these activities in your work (e.g.

developing internal ABS procedures, due diligence systems, documentation protocols, etc.)?

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded:
reater clarity from provider countries on their requirements. Compliance measures are limited to utilisation of GR from NP partners, not for other countries with ABS legislation; as regards NP parties, requirements are clear.



Yes

No

Not yet, but planning to

44.If yes, please describe briefly how.

Enter your answer

45.Have these tools contributed to enhancing ABS implementation in your context?

Yes

Yes, to some extent

No

46.Please explain and provide specific examples of the mechanisms or tools you found most useful.
Enter your answer

47.In your opinion, what are remaining challenges related to compliance with national ABS requirements?

Enter your answer

48.In your opinion, what are the most effective approaches to support ABS implementation and compliance

by users?

Enter your answer

ABS Clearing-House 

49.Do you use the ABS Clearing House (ABSCH)?

Yes

No

50.Does the ABSCH provide the information you need when seeking access and eventual utilisation of

genetic resources (GR) or associated traditional knowledge (ATK) in another country?

Yes

Yes, to some extent

No

51.What challenges have you encountered when using the ABSCH?

Enter your answer

52.What do you believe are the underlying root causes of these challenges?
Enter your answer

53.How could the ABSCH be improved to better support ABS implementation and user compliance?
Enter your answer

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Musem responded:

Use of the CETAF Code of Conduct & Best Practices underlies our procedures and policies.

dneumann
Notiz
Another major European NH Museum responded:
The need for repeated training, and clarity from the national authorities on scope of the regulations where this is unclear.



Challenges to ABS implementation, possible reasons and underlying root causes 

54.Are there any additional challenges to ABS implementation from your perspective as a user that you

would like to share? Are these specific to your sector or relevant across sectors?

Enter your answer

55.Are you aware of any possible reasons or underlying root causes that may explain these challenges?

Enter your answer

Possible ways to enhance implementation 

56.Do you have any additional suggestions for improving ABS implementation from a user perspective?

Enter your answer

57.Please share any examples of successful ABS cases you have been involved in and highlight the factors

that contributed to this success.

Enter your answer
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	General Context - Awareness: 4 mostly aware (German collection sector)
	Access - experiences: Lack of EU ABS NP-compliance measures in Provider Countries; limited understanding of guest scientists of ABS access requirements in own home countries; huge distrust to loose control over GR once these are outside own national borders and distrust to grant open, free and unrestricted access to research results (including DSI) 
	Access - challenges: Definitely yes; in single cases utilisation of foreign scientists bringing own samples was challenged or compromised from lack of support from own home country (NFP or domestic support of PhDs/postDocs working on project grants or funds in Germany); conflicts between national access laws/requirements and guidelines and requirements of funding bodies are very a common, creating problems to negotiate/sign access contracts; occasionally with EU user compliance requirements
	Access - Easy Access: Usage, recognition and approval by Providing Countries of model clauses and voluntary compliance measures of the CETAF Code of Conduct and Best Practice for access and Benefit Sharing during negotiations, the first officially recognised Best Practice (under the EU ABS regulation) 
	Access - scale ABS requirements: 2, more difficult; the fears and uncertainties centred around DSI and divergent definitions of DSI under national ABS access laws affect access negotiations
	Access - eplanation scale ABS requirements: The model clauses of "The ABS Contract Tool: Version 3.0" of the ABS Capacity Development Initiative and the attempt to transfer property rights, IPR and ownership rights on research results and DSI has created immense challenges for non-commercial  JOINT research where both research partners jointly generate and own and can share research results with third; also the reservation of even prohibition seen in some Provider Countries to publish research results without prior approval is a major challenge
	Access - International Agreements: After COVID the discussions on publishing and sharing of genomic information/DSI also affected the successful negotiation to obtain access to GR; regulations and limitations specifically to use and publish DSI established under specific frameworks had negative effects on usage and utilisation outside these fora/instruments   
	Multilateral agreed terms - experiences and challenges: 1. Principle lack of understanding in most Providing Countries that ABS requirements have TWO MAIN COMPONENTS, i) compliance with access laws, and ii) ABS compliance laws in user countries to ensure ABS compliance and keep user utilising GR accountable (including own scientists utilising e.g. within the EU or on grants of funding agencies of EU Member States); 2. Lack of clear access laws, unclear responsibilities and individual interpretation 3. Lack of domestic engagement and support on administrative and institutional level to support own PhDs/postDocs with foreign research grants
	Multilateral agreed terms - explanation challenges: Lack of capacity in most Providing Countries; lack of understanding that ABS requirements also entail compliance with ABS laws in user countries that regulate utilisation and ensure compliance of users with these laws by keeping theses user accountable (including own scientists utilising e.g. within the EU or on grants of funding agencies of EU Member States)
	Multilateral agreed terms - confidentiality: To promote Art. 8a NP for non-commercial biodiversity research, it would be useful to share information (clauses, principle information and understanding on successful contracts) within own sector to foster model agreements with individual Provider Countries; confidentiality clauses often hinder this
	Multilateral agreed terms - improve ABS partnerships: in the non-commercial basic research sector, dedicated and more targeted funding schemes that actively support capacity building and institutional collaborations; closer alignment of existing funding schemes (e.g., EU research schemes that are more closely interlinked with specific funding schemes of EU Member States)
	Multilateral agreed terms - improvements  BS: recognition of non-monetary BS in the non-commercial biodiversity research/collections sector must be improved; Improved linkages with relevant focal pints to facilitate contributions to NBSAP needs
	Sustainable use - contributions: Yes, for the sector collections / biodiversity research  benefits are generally shared internationally through publication, and not constrained by individual MAT. Taxonomists actively contribute to the Global Taxonomy Initiative.
	Sustainable use - challenges: limited engagement to protect habitats and endangered species; failure of the NP (and CBD) parties to use the benefits our sector generates to address habitat degradation and global biodiversity loss in a meaningful manner (e.g., failure of AICHI Targets)
	Sustainable use - root challenges: missing political consent of Provider and User Countries on "contributions to conservation and sustainable use"; missing political will of NP Parties to jointly agree and develop positive examples and common goals for NBSAPs that could serve as good role model(s) 
	Sustainable use - improvements BS: publication of openly, freely and unrestrictedly available genetic and genomic sequence data on INDSC databases that are key for biodiversity monitoring (e.g., DNA-barcoding, eDNA-monitoring, discovery of cryptic species, monitoring of alien and invasive species, etc.)
	box96-1: Off
	box96-2: Ja
	IPLCs - useful tools: In part. IPLC rights in Providing Countries we have been negotiating with have been addressed and handled through the NFP/CNA and have not been negotiated with IPLCs directly. These countries officially represented the interests of their IPLCs officially. Lack of clarity who can represent IPLCs can be an issue 
	IPLCs - challenges: 
	IPLCs - root of challenges: Many access laws of Providing Countries to not recognise customary laws of IPLCs on a national level; even if they would, legal representation of IPLCs would need to be ensured via domestic laws, which is rarely the case; recognition of customary laws of IPLCs thus creates liability risks if domestic laws of the Providing Countries do not account for a legal representation and the interests of IPLCs 
	IPLCs - improvements: None - even if scientists in our sector seek consent and local permissions (which frequently happens), it is immensely difficult to officially document this. Often, entries are facilitated through direct monetary compensation, e.g. hiring of local people, payment of access fees, per diem payments, etc.   
	Compliance - challenges: As explained above, foreign researchers bringing own samples from their home countries which have access measures in place usually lack necessary information on own domestic access measures, do not have the necessary permits or lack support from their national authorities to obtain these; CETAF MTA 4 supports to document these circumstances so that institutional documenting responsibilities and compliance with the EU ABS reg can be met, however, this often does not resolve the existing legal uncertainty. In single cases, researchers from Providing Countries without the required permits had to be excluded from joint research/publications because of obvious legal risks
	Compliance - improvements: Awareness of researchers on domestic access ABS/requirements and applicable due diligence obligation in User Countries needs to be improved, especially of scientists from Provider Countries 
	ABS implementation - useful tools: Use of the CETAF Code of Conduct and Best Practice and use all its annexes and especially the MTAs verbatim (officially recognised text to meet user compliance within the EU)
	ABS implementation - examples: Use of the CETAF Code of Conduct and Best Practice as first officially recognised best Practice under the EU ABS regulation (EU) No. 511/2014
	ABS implementation - remaining challenges: lack of many NP Parties to agree on simplified measures under Art. 8A NP for non-commercial biodiversity research
	ABS implementation - effective approaches: in our sector: widespread understanding of best practice, e.g. the CETAF Code of Conduct and Best Practice as first officially recognised best Practice under the EU ABS regulation (EU) No. 511/2014
	ABSCH - challenges: Incomplete, missing, outdated or even wrong infromation (legal and contacts, particularly on procedures; Legislation not available in UN languages
	ABSCH - root challenges: Lack of capacity in Provider Countries and disconnect from own scientists; in some countries there seems to be an obvious disconnect or competition between different ministries issuing required permits to facilitate research within the country and/or to legally export samples
	ABSCH - improvements: It should be mandatory for all parties to the NP to update their national information in a timely manner and at least annually; time stamps are good, but often it is not clear from older time stamps if the displayed information still is actual /in force, i.e. a second time stamp that confirms that this information still is correct/actual would be useful; facilitate translations of national legislations
	Challenges ABS implementation - causes: As explained in 15 and 17, increased blurring of lines between GR and DSI poses a major challenge; for biodiversity research (both, discovery and monitoring) in-situ access to GR is key, even if accessed GR will not be utilised in the meaning of the NP; stirring old fears in the current DSI debate is not useful. DSI-regulations developed for specific instruments (ITPGRFA, BBNJ, WHO PIP) have huge potential to backfire on access and utilisation to GR, but also on publication and the open, free and unrestricted availability of DSI   
	Challenges ABS implementation - reasons: i) Limited understanding (and partly disconnect) of some negotiators of own needs of domestic scientists; ii) limited understanding that 'DSI' is ubiquitous and neither is attributable nor can be traced back to a 'unique' source (e.g. the DSI 'glucose' can be found in nearly all organisms on this planet); iii) lack of political willingness of Providing and User Countries to establish positive examples under NP 8a since 2014 for non-commercial basic research to foster capacity building and joint research that could function as role models; iv) use of the current DSI debate for red taping and fuelling old fears by some actors without understanding the detrimental global effects any restriction of the open, free and unrestricted use of DSI as a digital public good would have
	Challenges ABS implementation - improvements: i) Provider Countries are also users of GR and DSI and should understand the needs of own domestic scientists conducting their research abroad and support them actively in their compliance with existing ABS requirements regulating utilisation and ABS compliance in User Countries; ii) Parties should agree on simplified measures under Art. 8a NP for biodiversity research
 
	Challenges ABS implementation - good examples: i) In past negotiations for access to GR with Providing Countries in South East Asia, Latin America and Africa (in part covering generation and publication of DSI) we successfully used specific model clauses we have developed for biodiversity research and which are based on the understanding of the CETAF Code of Conduct and Best Practice. ii) We were successful to established the CETAF Code of Conduct as relevant reference point in these contracts to meet user compliance for any utilisation conducted within the EU (for all scientists involved in the joint projects). iii) we were successful even in Providing Countries with critical views on DSI to establish a consent that DSI resulting from JOINT research activities shall be owned jointly by both partners, and that DSI shall be published and be available as free, open and unrestricted digital public good recognising the original Provider Country as exclusive owner of the original GR, to prevent unjustified ownership claims or attribution of IPR claims of third with the published DSI 
	Access - information: direct exchange within scientific networks


