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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

ARTICLES 1 and 15 of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) contain the
basic concepts of fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization
of genetic resources, sovereign rights of States over their natural resources, and
both access and benefit sharing on mutually agreed terms. It was a long and winding
road, however, to the solidification of these concepts in the more specific Nagoya
Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits
Arising from Their Utilization (Nagoya Protocol).
The important elements and steps on this road are addressed in the first part of
this publication, forming the background of the analysis of the Nagoya Protocol. These
give context, depth and understanding to the intricacies of wording, balances and
imbalances of outcomes, unresolved or ambivalent interpretations of concepts, and
unfinished business regarding implementation and compliance. Lastly comes an outlook
on choices ahead, and recommendations for the continuation of the road towards access
and benefit sharing (ABS) regulations that are both effective and fair to all partners
involved.
Many publications have been produced and will continue to be produced with
similar purposes. What is the specific context of this publication? It is a joint effort of
civil society participants from both developing and industrialized countries who
consistently attended and observed the negotiations ultimately addressing Articles 1,
8(j) and 15 of the CBD. These began at the 4th meeting of the Conference of the
Parties (COP-4) to the CBD in 1998, and include the development of the Bonn Voluntary
Guidelines on Access and Benefit Sharing, the negotiations following the 2002
Johannesburg political mandate aiming at an international regime on ABS, through to
the last night of COP-10 in 2010, which established the text of the Nagoya Protocol.
Input into the negotiations was possible in oral and written form with a high
level of participation in many phases of the negotiations, especially negotiations in the
Vienna Setting1 that was fully transparent for all participants whilst allowing focused
negotiations by speakers representing Regional Groups through their respective selfselection. In the Vienna Plus Setting chosen for many days of the negotiations
1

During the negotiations of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety under the CBD, an innovative
and transparent procedure was initiated by the chairman of the Working Group, then Minister
Juan Mayr Maldonado of Colombia. This was dubbed the Cartagena/Vienna setting (since
these procedures were first adopted in the Vienna preparatory meeting that followed the
collapse of the negotiations in Cartagena). For more details see: www.twn.my/title/vienna.htm
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representatives of Indigenous Peoples, Academia, Civil Society and Business were
also invited to directly contribute. The authors were involved in these formal
negotiations as well as interacted actively with the government delegates.
Herein, the authors thus share their experiences. They also share some common
basic views and perspectives. ABS negotiations and the Nagoya Protocol are situated
at a crossroads not only of conflicting interpretations and attitudes regarding historical
events, experiences and trends, but also of clashing cultural concepts, including
knowledge systems, and, last but not least, dire asymmetries of political power, legal
recognition and a widening economic gap between haves and have-nots. It is therefore
not at all surprising that the negotiations were long and difficult. It is also not surprising
that the Nagoya Protocol is seen as work in progress rather than the final word on the
issue of ABS. Which paths will it take? That is the question now.
The answers will depend on difficult international compromises made at the
meetings of the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Intergovernmental Committee for the Nagoya
Protocol, convened after its adoption in 2010,2 and subsequent Meetings of the Parties,
held after the Nagoya Protocols entry into force. The course will, however, by the
very nature of the text of the Protocol, depend to a very large extent on the fine details
of national ABS legislation. Our analysis and recommendations include both of these
elements, but stress the irreplaceable role and even saving grace of the latter.
We now turn to some of the conflicts, unresolved concepts, frameworks and
asymmetries mentioned above. They all have to do with justice, historical, current and
future. ABS is about justice. We name a few of these issues that need to be addressed.
1.1

Genetic Resources As Colonial Trophies

The atrocities of past colonialism are part of present realities, perceptions and
positions. The accumulation of wealth in some countries at the expense of other countries
is part of our history that still creates a huge divide between groups of countries. More
specifically in the ABS context, colonialism  like other forms of domination  was
and is associated with the collection and appropriation of cultural and natural heritage
brought to the princely courts, the museums, the zoological and botanical gardens of
the powerful intruders.
Biological collections of colonial trophies of the past have rarely been named
and shamed as such. Admission of misappropriation would be an important step towards
trust and cooperation. Unfortunately, these old collections set the stage for further
collecting without respectfully asking permission to do so. Subjectively, many of the
modern collectors feel justified, because they have the means of modern Western science
to compare, give binary names and even barcode the DNA. They are part of the chain
2

2

The Committee is tasked with undertaking the preparations necessary for the first meeting
of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the
Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol (COP-MOP). At the time of writing, the Committee
has met twice (June 6-10, 2011 in Montreal and July 2-6, 2012 in New Delhi) and will meet
again on February 3-7, 2014. The co-chairs are Mr. Fernando Casas (Colombia) and Ms.
Janet Lowe (Canada).

of added value. They feel that they are the givers of benefits, and do not understand the
fuss some people make. The fuss is about respect, dignity, and sovereignty. And the
fuss is about the fact that automatic trickling down of benefits demonstrably does
not always work.
Who Owns Resources?
Whose permission do you have to ask for? The owners permission, of course.
But who is the owner of genetic resources? There are different modes of ownership at
different levels, and the concepts and their relationships are often unclear, sometimes
conflicting. Children in many countries and cultures, when asked Who owns plants
and animals?, gave the following three answers:




They belong to God, the Gods, Mother Earth.
They belong to themselves.
They belong to the people who take good care of them.

The answers of these children are a profound challenge to the concept of ownership
of life forms. In many communities and peoples around the world, plants, animals, and
other biodiversity have intrinsic value and the character of commons, safeguarded
by customary rights and responsibilities, or at the level of national constitutions. In
1972, in the discussions and outcome of the UN Conference on the Human Environment
in Stockholm, the concepts of common heritage of humankind, common concern
of humanity and the sovereign rights of States to exploit their resources were debated
but made explicitly subject to their rational utilization for the present and future welfare
of humankind. Rights and responsibilities at the international level, however, were
neither explicitly formulated nor implemented. The establishment of an ombudsperson
as an advisor and advocate for the present and future welfare of humankind may have
given it a better start. Consequently there were those that continued to appropriate, or
rather misappropriate, the heritage and disregarded the concerns. They considered wild
animals and plants as res nullius (property free for the taking), to be collected, used
and appropriated.
The text of the CBD, opened for signature 20 years later at the 1992 Earth Summit
(United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, UNCED) in Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil, while acknowledging biodiversity as a common concern, stresses the
sovereign rights of States over their natural resources. The common heritage concept
was rejected. In any event, in relationships and situations marked by inequality and
imbalance of power, commons are difficult to defend by the weaker actor and are
extremely vulnerable to abuse and misappropriation. However, regardless of the
concepts of common heritage, common concern or resource under the sovereign rights
of a State, if biodiversity is unprotected and regarded as an open space ready for private
enclosure, the consequences will be dire. Nevertheless, the CBD objectives state a
common concern and task for the international community  to establish and implement
rules for conservation, sustainable use and fair and equitable sharing of benefits of
biological diversity.
3

The continued flow of biological resources from biodiversity-rich developing
countries to industrialized countries and their continuing, even increasing,
misappropriation and privatization is further driven by the dramatic imposition of
intellectual property claims on life forms through the 1994 Trade-Related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) Agreement enforced by the World Trade
Organization (WTO). The TRIPS Agreement reshaped the international legal concepts
and the balance between private privileges/monopoly and public and intergenerational
interests.
Who Owns Knowledge?
Western modern science with its historical roots in the Enlightenment and the
intellectual tradition of the university of olden times very often claims access to resources
and associated knowledge as if these were a commons. It claims that knowledge
about genetic resources and traditional knowledge, once published, becomes public
domain. They typically do not like to make this dependent on whether there was
biopiracy involved or traditional knowledge collected without the free prior informed
consent of the peoples and communities holding it. Today, universities and other research
institutions are seen as major factors in global economic competition. As they enter
into public-private partnerships, the defining lines between basic research, applied
research, development and commercialization become fuzzy. Modern science cannot
have it both ways  claiming intellectual commons and applying for intellectual property
rights (IPRs)  but it often tries.
The elements described above give an indication of the huge challenge of
clarifying ABS concepts. The strength of an agreement like the Nagoya Protocol, which
by necessity addresses these concepts, relies on such clarification. Footnotes stating
that there are diverging interpretations of concept are not good enough.
Whose Ownership Counts?
Beyond inconsistencies in Western science, there is a wider issue that needs to
be addressed. The CBD in its Article 8(j) recognizes the importance of knowledge,
practices and innovations of indigenous and local communities. The Nagoya Protocol
covers traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources. Traditional knowledge
is more than an oddity waiting for exploitation. Recognition and respect for different
knowledge systems and their particular forms and processes is a human rights issue.
Many of the successful systems of knowledge of indigenous peoples and local
communities share common characteristics that differentiate those systems from the
ones established by modern science. These differences could be an incentive for
people from different cultures and backgrounds to discuss the history and philosophy
of their respective knowledge cultures, and to learn from each other. Unfortunately,
traditional knowledge keeps being appropriated by modern science rather than
respected at both the national and international levels.
Two major achievements  the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), adopted at the UN General Assembly in September
4

2007, and the Nagoya Protocol, adopted in October 2010  can converge but remain
underutilized and await countries that can create exemplary good precedents in this
endeavour.
Governments, which are committed to delivering benefits to indigenous peoples
and local communities arising from the Nagoya Protocol, are encouraged to enact
national laws, policies and procedures consistent with Article 31 of UNDRIP in the
course of national implementation.
1.2

Unfair and Inequitable Realities

ABS is about justice. Justice does not mean that the winner takes all. Justice
means that asymmetries between actors are identified and rectified. So far asymmetries
favour user countries against provider countries. They favour industrialized countries
over developing countries. They favour modern science against other systems of
knowledge. They favour investors and other commercially minded entities over holders
of land, resources and knowledge, and the standing of the government against the
resource and knowledge rights of indigenous peoples and local communities. They
favour those with access to the best and most expensive legal advice on research and
commercial contracts over those who must negotiate mutually agreed terms unassisted.
The weaker actors cannot buy their successes; rather, they need rights and the ability
to claim those rights successfully. This requires effective and reliable compliance with
ABS regimes and other relevant regulations.
In legal affairs the devil is in the detail. This guide sets out many of the details of
the Nagoya Protocol as it developed, as it stands, and as it could be, to become truly
and reliably fair and equitable.

5
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

2.1

Development of the ABS Provisions of the CBD

THE roots of the Nagoya Protocol reach back into history  some of them only three
decades old, others beginning many centuries in the past.
The exchange of seeds, plants, animals and microbial cultures for a wide range
of uses, including production of food, medicines, fibres etc.  all of them can be
characterized as genetic resources  between partners communicating or negotiating
in mutual trust has been a practice of humankind since time immemorial. This practice
continues today, including in modern societies and their specialized sectors, such as
pharmaceutical, industrial and environmental remediation uses.
During the time of colonialism, when entire countries and societies were treated
as inferior or wholly without rights, a massive and systematic drain of genetic resources
and associated traditional knowledge for research, development and commercialization
purposes was organized. This South-to-North movement, specifically the creation of
added value outside of the countries of origin, continues until today.
A new dimension was added to this exploitation when the methods of genetic
engineering were developed in the 1970s and 1980s. From its beginning, many
researchers from the public and private sectors understood that through the application
of these new technologies the traditional fields of breeding organisms might come to
be redefined as engineering disciplines. Thus opened the prospect of the application of
IPRs, specifically patents, to organisms now regarded as technical inventions  if
domestic law based on the TRIPS Agreement of the WTO so allows.
In 1983, shortly after the first transgenic plant was created, 150 governments
under the auspices of the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
signed a non-binding agreement under which they acknowledged some principles related
to plant genetic resources for food and agriculture. The International Undertaking on
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture was based on the universally
accepted principle that plant genetic resources are a heritage of mankind and
consequently should be available without restriction. This principle also applies to
the exploitation of raw materials in extra-territorial areas, such as Antarctica or the
high seas, especially the deep seabed. Later, the International Undertaking was amended
by FAO Resolution 5/89 endorsing the concept of Farmers Rights, which allow
farmers, their communities, and countries in all regions, to participate fully in the
benefits derived, at present and in the future, from the improved use of plant genetic
7

resources, through plant breeding and other scientific methods. This concept of benefit
sharing was taken up in the development of the CBD.
The codification of the concept of heritage of mankind in times of increasing
industrialization of the traditional breeding sectors was fiercely criticized by developing
countries and many non-governmental organizations in the run-up to the 1992 Earth
Summit in Rio de Janeiro. They argued that the system gave those with the financial
and technological means implicit advantages over those who had little other than
biodiversity. Furthermore, strengthening of the regulations to protect IPRs, including
patents, which was taking place in the parallel negotiations of the TRIPS Agreement,
would support the privatization of genetic resources by the industrial sector. Biological
diversity, which is largely concentrated in the South, would then be transferred into
the hands of North-based institutions and multinational companies via international
patent law and become private property.
The question of ownership of genetic resources came to the political agenda
exactly at the same time. While FAOs International Undertaking finally recognized
the sovereignty of States over their genetic resources in 1991, at the time of preparations
for the Rio summit, it also committed all FAO Member States to allow free access to
plant genetic resources for food and agriculture. The CBD, signed in Rio in 1992,
continues to consider the conservation of biodiversity as a common concern for
humanity, but rather than emphasizing the contested concept of common heritage, the
CBD reaffirms and emphasizes States sovereignty over their natural resources and,
accordingly, their biological diversity.
Accordingly, the CBD gives its Parties the right to regulate access to genetic
resources on their territory and to attach certain conditions in accordance with its
provisions. Many developing countries were very concerned that the CBD would not
cover plant genetic resources for food and agriculture collected before its entry into
force. Therefore, in adopting the agreed text of the CBD on May 22, 1992, governments
also adopted Resolution 3 of the Nairobi Final Act3 on The Interrelationship Between
the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Promotion of Sustainable Agriculture.
This Act recognizes the need to seek solutions to outstanding matters concerning plant
genetic resources within the FAO Global System for the Conservation and Sustainable
Use of Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Sustainable Agriculture, in particular:
(a) access to ex-situ collections not acquired in accordance with the CBD, and (b) the
question of Farmers Rights. Ethiopia and Sweden took the lead in establishing this
bridge between the CBD and the two crucial issues that would have otherwise been
lost from the international legal regime on ABS.
In 1993, the FAO Conference then adopted Resolution 7/93 for the revision of
the 1983 International Undertaking and requested FAO to provide a negotiation forum
in the Commission on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture for: (a) the adaptation

3

8

Nairobi Final Act of the Conference for the Adoption of the Agreed Text of the Convention
on Biological Diversity, May 1992.

of the International Undertaking, in harmony with the CBD; (b) consideration of the
issue of access on mutually agreed terms to plant genetic resources, including ex-situ
collections not addressed by the CBD; and (c) the issue of the realization of Farmers
Rights.
The three objectives of the resulting International Treaty on Plant Genetic
Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) concluded in 2001 (and which entered
into force in 2004) are in line with those of the CBD: the conservation and sustainable
use of plant genetic resources for food and agriculture and the fair and equitable sharing
of the benefits arising out of their use, in harmony with the Convention on Biological
Diversity, for sustainable agriculture and food security.
The objectives of the CBD are: the conservation of biological diversity, its
sustainable use and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the
utilization of genetic resources. With its last objective, the CBD is the central instrument
under international law for regulating access to genetic resources and fair and equitable
benefit sharing. The wording of CBD Article 1 encapsulates the South-North dynamics
with regard to biodiversity and genetic resources and offers a legal framework for its
resolution (see Table 1).
Accordingly, Article 15 (Access to Genetic Resources) of the CBD lays down a
framework for access to genetic resources and fair and equitable benefit sharing. First,
it states generally that every State has the sovereign right to regulate access over its
natural resources. In other words, every State can  but does not have to  adopt laws
to regulate the removal of genetic resources from its territory. CBD Parties shall
endeavour to create conditions to facilitate access to genetic resources for
environmentally sound uses by other Parties. But the CBD does not say that there is
a right of access as such. Where access is facilitated under national legislation it is
only for environmentally sound uses, the details of which need be negotiated, with
the decision about what is environmentally sound being the responsibility of the
authorities of the concerned Party.
With this premise, the CBD makes access dependent on prior informed consent
of the Contracting Party providing such resources. This means that a prospective user
of a genetic resource who seeks access must provide information on what resources
will be used, and for what purpose. This information alone, however, is not sufficient
to obtain access, which may be granted only with the approval of the Contracting
Party concerned. More precise details are to be regulated on the basis of mutually
agreed terms.
Mutually agreed terms also apply to the determination of what constitutes fair
and equitable benefit sharing, and Contracting Parties can take legislative, administrative
and/or policy measures for this purpose. Article 15(7) provides that the results of
research and development and the benefits arising from the commercial and other
utilization of genetic resources be shared with the Contracting Party providing such
resources in a fair and equitable way.
In other words, a developing country is entitled to receive information about the
intended use of its genetic resources before granting (or denying) approval for the
utilization. Furthermore, it is entitled to be involved in the results of this research,
which can mean, for example, receiving preferential conditions, such as access to
9

Table 1: Objectives of the CBD and their interpretation with regard to the
South-North dynamics
Objectives of the CBD (Article 1)

Interpretation

1) the conservation of biological diversity, Target: In principle all States, but mostly
developing countries that hold most of the
biodiversity; communal/private owners or
rights-holders over natural resources.
2) the sustainable use of its components,
and

Target: All States; all users (public and
private sectors, indigenous peoples and
local communities).

3) the fair and equitable sharing of the
benefits arising out of the utilization of
genetic resources

Target: In principle all States, and in the
North-South context, countries with
industries and institutions holding
technologies and collections of
biological resources, i.e. mostly
industrialized countries.

including by appropriate access to genetic Mechanism: The sovereignty over
resources and
biological resources includes the right
to determine access to genetic resources.
What is appropriate is undefined under
the CBD and thus to be determined by
domestic law or negotiations under the
CBD.
by appropriate transfer of relevant
technologies

Mechanism: Owners of technologies
relevant for the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity, especially
bio- and gene-technologies, make them
accessible for biodiversity-rich countries.
What is appropriate is undefined under
the CBD and thus to be determined by
domestic law or negotiations under
the CBD.

taking into account all rights over those
resources and to technologies, and

Condition: Recognition of the sovereignty
of States over their biological resources,
and the rights of indigenous peoples and
local communities as well as relevant forms
of private or user rights. Recognition of
rights to technologies, including private
rights such as IPRs, as determined by
domestic law and relevant international law.

by appropriate funding.

Condition: Developed countries finance
developing countries to implement the
CBD in accordance with commitments.
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technology related to genetic resources, e.g. for the licensed production of drugs or
cosmetics. Moreover, the developing country should also be included in the benefits
resulting from research and development. This means that in principle the developing
country can claim a fair and equitable share of the profits arising, for example, from
marketing of a drug that has been developed on the basis of genetic resources it made
available. The technology, financial resources or other benefits the developing country
ultimately receives are a matter for negotiation, as Article 15(7) specifies that the sharing
of the benefits be on mutually agreed terms.
The CBD therefore pursues a bilateral approach, subject to conditions and
standards under national laws. This assumes that the negotiating partners  entities
from the countries of origin/providers and users of a genetic resource  sit down around
a table and work out the conditions. To meet the requirement of benefit-sharing in a
fair and equitable way on the basis of negotiations, the balance of power between the
partners must be more or less equal  which is not the case in general. Even where a
fair and equitable agreement can be reached, enforcing this across borders is beyond
the national law of the country of origin/provider country. These facts were among the
main motivations for developing countries in calling for clear and effective international
benefit-sharing rules and standards during the ABS negotiations.
2.2

Developing an ABS System under the CBD

Below is a short chronology of the ABS negotiations under the CBD from 1998
to 2004, when the mandate to negotiate the Nagoya Protocol was adopted by the CBD
Parties, and the final days in October 2010 when the Protocol was adopted amidst
controversy. Table 2 provides a chronology of the various meetings from 1998 to
2010.4
From Bratislava (1998) to Bonn (2001)
In view of the opposition by most developed-country Parties to the CBD, to a
legally binding benefit-sharing protocol, work was undertaken instead to develop
international guidelines on ABS. This took three-and-a-half years of negotiations that
started in May 1998 at the Fourth Conference of the Parties (COP-4) in Bratislava.
During COP-4, the German Federal Environment Ministry and the European
Commission presented the results of a two-year discussion among selected participants
on ABS rules that denied the existence of a need for internationally binding ABS rules.
The study was conducted against the background of the needs of transnational
pharmaceutical industries, whose main aim is the production of drugs with single active
ingredients, and a turnover of over 100 million Euro per year.

4

The webpage of the Nagoya Protocol provides a comprehensive overview about the topic:
www.cbd.int/abs/
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A parallel project by the Swiss government took up the needs of the Swiss industry
and other researchers with regard to future ABS rules. It presented a code of conduct
that suggested rules of a voluntary nature.
COP-4 decided to set up a group of experts to discuss the issues raised by the
reports. Costa Rica declared its willingness to convene this group, and Switzerland
offered its support. The groups final report addressed the important issues in the ABS
discussion and reflected the spectrum of opinions.
In May 2000, COP-5 in Nairobi decided to hold another session of the group of
experts and to convene an ad hoc working group open to all CBD Parties, charged with
developing voluntary guidelines and other approaches. The German Government
invited the ad hoc working group to meet in Bonn.
The second meeting of experts that preceded the ad hoc working group took
place in Montreal in March 2001. Its agenda reflected a political compromise.
Developing countries, such as Colombia and India, reported on their experience with
national legislative activities, while industrialized countries made proposals as to how
voluntary measures could be designed at an international level. A Swiss proposal
articulated both rights and obligations for those who make genetic resources available,
but only rights and no obligations for users of genetic resources. The proposal contained
obligations for user states, but the controversial issue of IPRs  specifically patents 
was left out. For several years developing countries have been demanding that user
states should reform their patent laws to be in conformity with the CBD, e.g. by requiring
disclosure of country of origin and evidence of prior informed consent. Access in
accordance with the rules of the CBD should be a prerequisite to receive a patent for
the use of a genetic resource. This took place at the CBD and the WTO TRIPS Council.
From Bonn (2001) to The Hague (2002)
The first meeting of the CBD Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS
(WGABS-1) was held in Bonn in October 2001 and resulted in the draft Bonn Guidelines
on Access and Benefit-sharing. The Guidelines apply to all genetic resources within
the scope of the CBD.
Access to products of genetic resources, e.g. enzymes and other biochemical
compounds, is not directly addressed by these Guidelines. Use of both the genetic and
biochemical components of genetic resources can, however, be covered in benefitsharing agreements. Representatives of the EU noted that this solution crossed their
acceptable limit, as they would have preferred that the biochemical components
(derivatives) be excluded from benefit-sharing. This position would have minimized
benefit-sharing because the bulk of revenues from the utilization of genetic resources
accrues during the phase of commercialization which, in many cases, relies on products
made of or from derivatives. This is especially true for the pharmaceutical, cosmetic
and nutraceutical sectors, which are classic examples of ABS-related industries.
Between Bratislava and The Hague, developing countries achieved success on
several important points. In particular, all references to the WTO TRIPS Agreement
were deleted, a link that would have made the Guidelines subject to WTO rules. For
example, a proposal that the Guidelines must be not inconsistent with the TRIPS
12

Agreement was simply deleted. A passage according to which the Guidelines were to
be non-discriminatory also disappeared. The non-discriminatory wording originated
in a Swiss submission to the 2001 meeting of experts in Montreal, and aimed to place
foreign users of genetic resources in a given country on the same footing as national
ones. In a world in which users of genetic resources have unequal capital, knowledge
and technical resources, and appropriation via patents and other IPRs, this WTO concept
would, in practice, have perpetuated the power and dominance of users from
industrialized countries.
Further, the negotiating text at the 2001 Bonn meeting did not contain any farreaching obligations for the CBD Parties with genetic resources users under their
jurisdiction. Developing countries made clear that all states can be both users and
providers of genetic resources, and added a list of detailed responsibilities of the
providers in order to clarify their position relative to users. The role of the user was
also more precisely defined.
Developing countries also achieved another important breakthrough: using a
genetic resource for a purpose other than that originally intended, and agreed to, is not
allowed. A new use requires new access negotiations. This clarification closed an
important loophole, at least at the legal level. Further, the possibility to monitor the
proper utilization of the genetic resources should be improved by the users who should
provide information about the geographical origin of the genetic resources concerned,
prior informed consent and the agreement on benefit-sharing.
In spite of these successes, developing countries did not achieve their main aim
at Bonn: an international, legally binding protocol that would obligate the users to
implement the CBDs objective of fair and equitable benefit sharing, and penalize
violations of these rules.
When it became clear that the resistance of the industrialized countries was such
that it was impossible to achieve this aim in Bonn, major developing countries focused
their efforts on COP-6, to be held at The Hague in April 2002. While they allowed the
Bonn Guidelines negotiations to continue, 12 states that, according to their own
information, are home to about 70% of the Earths biodiversity formed the Group of
Like-Minded Megadiverse Countries (LMMC).5 In February 2002 the LMMC presented
its position on future ABS rules in Cancun at a meeting convened by Mexico.
In April 2002 at COP-6 they succeeded in obtaining agreement of the CBD Parties
to include in the Guidelines a decisive area that industrialized countries had thus far
carefully kept out of the text: the role and obligation of CBD Parties with users of
genetic resources under their jurisdiction.

5

The LMMC comprises Brazil, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Ecuador, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru, the Philippines,
South Africa and Venezuela.
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Finally, the Bonn Guidelines contained the specific recommendation for user
measures by CBD Parties to actively monitor compliance with the provisions of the
CBD by considering inter alia:




Measures to encourage the disclosure of the country of origin of the genetic
resources and of the origin of traditional knowledge, innovations and practices
of indigenous and local communities in applications for intellectual property
rights; and
Measures aimed at preventing the use of genetic resources obtained without the
prior informed consent of the Contracting Party providing such resources.

From Johannesburg (2002) to Kuala Lumpur (2004)
The LMMC obviously regarded the Bonn Guidelines negotiations as subordinate,
and in addition to work at COP-6 in The Hague, directed their attention to the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in September 2002 (the Rio+10
meeting to mark the 10th anniversary of the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and
Development in Rio de Janeiro). Seeking an internationally legally binding instrument
on fair and equitable benefit sharing, if necessary outside the CBD, the LMMC achieved
an important (if partial) success  the World Summit called for an international regime
on benefit sharing to be developed under the umbrella of the CBD:
 negotiate within the framework of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
bearing in mind the Bonn Guidelines, an international regime to promote and safeguard
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic
resources.
The term regime reflected disagreement about the international legally binding
effect of the ABS rules to be negotiated. Since the word regime is not defined in
international law, it leaves the matter open. Nevertheless, the Johannesburg Plan of
Implementation recognized a regulatory gap in the field of benefit sharing, and the
need to close it with a new instrument.
The Johannesburg decision was strongly criticized by developed countries because
it did not explicitly identify a need for international access standards (as opposed to
benefit-sharing standards). Thus the development of access provisions in ABS laws
was left to each CBD Party in accordance with CBD Article 15(1). In March 2003, at
the Open-Ended Inter-Sessional Meeting on the Multi-Year Programme of Work of
the Conference of the Parties, the developed countries succeeded in changing this. The
meeting decided that:
... the international regime should respond to the different needs and priorities
of Parties to the Convention and should address both access to genetic resources and
benefit sharing.
In December 2003, the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS met in
Montreal to prepare for discussions at COP-7 and to come up with a draft decision.
Developed countries were of the view that before embarking on negotiations for an
international ABS regime, CBD Parties should review the experiences of
implementation of the Bonn Guidelines. Developing countries replied that they were
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unaware that any developed country would actually foster the implementation of these
voluntary guidelines. Therefore, they argued, it would be a waste of time to wait for an
analysis of the experiences, and a legally binding protocol6 needed to be established as
soon as possible.
At COP-7 in February 2004 in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, the same discussion
was repeated. The developed countries objected, saying that they noted that the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation did not refer to an internationally legally binding
protocol and instead made reference to the Bonn Guidelines. The developing countries
argued that the Johannesburg Plan could sensibly be interpreted only if the CBD Parties
agreed on a new quality in the field of benefit sharing, in other words, on a binding
protocol. Further, they noted, the Bonn Guidelines were already voluntary, and there
would be no need for another voluntary instrument.
The result of COP-7s Decision VII/19 did not resolve the dispute. The decision
noted that a regime may contain elements that are binding under international law and
elements that are not. For further clarification, it referred a list of issues to the Working
Group on ABS.
In Kuala Lumpur, positions from previous negotiations resurfaced. While
developed countries tried to introduce references to the WTO at various points,
developing countries consistently rejected this. At the same time, developed countries
blocked all attempts to include obligations for the users of genetic resources into the
negotiation mandate.
Nevertheless, in Kuala Lumpur an outcome emerged with regard to disputed
interpretations of CBD Article 15(2). This understanding would be crucial for the future
course of negotiations. Article 15(2) reads: Each Contracting Party shall endeavour
to create conditions to facilitate access to genetic resources for environmentally sound
uses by other Contracting Parties and not to impose restrictions that run counter to the
objectives of this Convention.
The phrase facilitate access is the crux of the matter. The negotiations in Kuala
Lumpur clarified understanding that there is no obligation to facilitate access and
consequently the word facilitate was deleted from the terms of reference for the
negotiations on the scope of the international regime. The CBD already requires that
Parties shall endeavour to create conditions to facilitate access. The clear emphasis
was thus on securing benefit sharing. Decision VII/19 determined the scope of the
future work of the Working Group as: Access to genetic resources and promotion and
safeguarding of fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization
of genetic resources in accordance with relevant provisions of the Convention on
Biological Diversity.

6

A protocol is a legally binding treaty negotiated and adopted under a parent treaty, in this
case the CBD. In contrast, the regime advocated by developed countries was an attempt to
avoid a dedicated legally binding treaty to deal with benefit-sharing.
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From 2005 to 2010
The WGABS, armed with the negotiating mandate, and co-chaired by Fernando
Casas of Colombia and Timothy Hodges of Canada, held nine meetings between
February 2005 and October 2010.
Developed countries continued to be averse to a legally binding ABS treaty, and
considerable time was spent on reiterating positions and not allowing the process to
produce a structured text that could be the basis of earnest negotiation. They argued
that the mandate of COP-7 was for an international ABS regime that could contain
legally binding and non-legally binding elements, and an analysis of gaps should first
be done. Frustration was evident among many developing countries at the lack of
progress after two WGABS meetings in February 2005 and January 2006. A group of
developing countries, meanwhile, urged the WGABS to consider an international
certificate of origin, source or legal provenance as a tool to ensure compliance, including
in applications for patents.
After some intense discussions, COP-8 in March 2006 decided to establish a
group of technical experts to explore and elaborate possible options, without prejudging
their desirability, for the form, intent and functioning of an internationally recognized
certificate of origin/source/legal provenance and analyze its practicality, feasibility,
costs and benefits, with a view to achieving the objectives of Article 15 and 8(j) of the
Convention. A meeting was held in January 2007 and produced a valuable report that
contributed to the WGABS work on an internationally recognized certificate of
compliance.
To facilitate and catalyze the negotiations which, after another two WGABS
meetings in October 2007 and January 2008, were still at snails pace, COP-9 in May
2008 decided to establish three distinct groups of technical and legal experts on: (i)
compliance; (ii) concepts, terms, working definitions and sectoral approaches; and
(iii) traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
The Group of Technical and Legal Experts (GTLE-1) on Concepts, Terms,
Working Definitions and Sectoral Approaches met in December 2008; GTLE-2 on
Compliance in January 2009, and GTLE-3 on Traditional Knowledge Associated with
Genetic Resources in the Context of the International Regime on Access and BenefitSharing in June 2009.
There was active participation of experts from indigenous and local communities
(ILC), non-governmental organizations (NGOs), academia, industry and international
organizations in all the four expert groups.
In between, the WGABS met for the seventh time in April 2009, followed by the
eighth meeting in November 2009. By this stage, there was growing anxiety among
developing-country delegates, the Co-Chairs and observers that with only one more
meeting mandated for the ABS protocol to be concluded, there was still no coherent
text  the 57-page document that existed by this late stage of the proceedings was a
compilation document of all the proposals of Parties, with stark divergence of positions
and text related to the core issues, including scope, definitions, compliance, the treatment
of traditional knowledge, and the relationship between the protocol and other
international agreements.
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The Co-Chairs began to try innovative ways to break the impasse. With the consent
of the WGABS, two informal meetings were held under the auspices of the Co-Chairs.
The first was a January 2010 meeting of a small group of 28 called Friends of the CoChairs that had regional balance as well as one participant each from ILC, NGOs,
academia and industry. The Co-Chairs submitted a paper on selected key issues for the
discussion, aimed at seeking possible solutions to those issues. This discussion was
open and frank. The second meeting was a Co-Chairs Informal Inter-regional
Consultation in March 2010, with 54 participants (including non-government
participants); a Co-Chairs Guidance Note helped to facilitate discussion and Parties
represented there requested the Co-Chairs to produce a streamlined text for WGABS9 that would take place immediately afterwards. It was titled Draft Protocol on Access
to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising from
Their Utilization.
When WGABS-9 convened, the Co-Chairs non-paper became the basis for
negotiations. Since this was the moment when serious negotiations actually began,
Parties needed more time. To get around the fact that they had only one last mandated
meeting, the solution was to have WGABS-9 convened in three parts (March, July and
October 2010). Parties also created an Interregional Negotiating Group of WGABS-9
that met twice, in September 2010 and again in Nagoya during COP-10.
In Nagoya, WGABS-9 started on October 16 in the hope that an agreed protocol
text would be achieved, but that was not to be. The COP-10 President, the minister of
Japan, established a COP-10 Informal Consultative Group on October 18. With time
running out, the pressure mounted on the delegates. The deep divisions between
developing and developed countries over the key issues were starkly on the table, with
a crisis point reached on October 25 as ministers descended upon Nagoya. The EU,
after days (and many nights) of negotiation on the compliance provisions, refused to
proceed on one of the key components for compliance on that night, i.e. checkpoints in
user countries to monitor potential biopiracy. It was agreed by then that compliance
was at the heart of the protocol that was being forged. Therefore the most time had
been allocated for this topic. By October 28, one day before the close of COP-10, no
consensus was in sight.
The Final Twists in Nagoya (2010)
In the early morning of October 29, 2010, negotiation of the ABS protocol at
COP-10 came to a standstill. After almost six years of difficult and often contentious
negotiations, a clear South-North divide remained over core issues that would determine
the strength and effectiveness of the protocol to address biopiracy and ensure benefit
sharing. These included text on the scope of the protocol (definition of derivatives
and the inclusion, or not, of traditional knowledge that is publicly available but not
attributable to an indigenous or local community), the compliance and monitoring
system to be established, and the relationship between the protocol and other processes
that have an impact on ABS rules and standards.
The two Co-Chairs Casas and Hodges abruptly stopped the Vienna Setting
negotiation mode, which was largely open and most of the time transparent. The
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stoppage came after delegations were unable to find a consensus on central issues that
had been debated at several informal sessions, over four preparatory meetings totalling
21 days, and during 11 days of COP-10 in 2010. The sum of these inconclusive efforts,
a draft text in which 17 out of 26 core and operational articles contained many brackets
(indicating lack of agreement), was passed to the Japanese presidency of the COP for
finalization during the last day of the meeting. [See Annex I: Status of the last negotiated
version of the draft Nagoya Protocol at the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on
Access and Benefit-Sharing (noon of October 27, 2010).]
What exactly happened behind closed doors during the night and last day in
Nagoya is difficult to reconstruct in detail.7 What seems certain is that the EU and
Brazil  using its position as a coordinator of the LMMC  began secret negotiations
with the blessing of the Japanese presidency on October 27. While the official process
continued its struggle for consensus, behind closed doors, Brazil and the EU hammered
out a deal that produced a compromise on the unresolved and contentious core issues
mentioned above. This compromise could undermine the objective of the protocol
and CBD to make fair and equitable benefit sharing a reality.
Brazil appeared to have no mandate for the secret talks from the LMMC or
GRULAC (the Group of Latin American and Caribbean Countries). There was no
reporting and consultation process with the LMMC or other developing countries.
With the exception of Brazil, the developing world appeared to be outside the
negotiations. At the very last moment, Namibia (speaking for the African Group in the
ABS negotiations) was invited  seemingly to ensure that the idea of the multilateral
fund, which was strongly promoted by Namibia, would be included in the draft protocol
in a way that Namibia, at least, could live with. The Like-Minded Asia Pacific Group
(comprising developing countries of the region) that had remained vocal on key
unresolved issues were not brought into this process.
According to various sources in Nagoya, the EU gave the final text to the Japanese
presidency while continuing to have a hand in ensuring its acceptance. After the official
negotiation process later collapsed, the result of the secret negotiation was tabled by
the Japanese presidency as a compromise paper. Asian and Latin American countries
agreed to the proposal with several amendments. These finally were reduced by Brazil
to a single demand: The drafts Article 3, on scope, was changed to read utilization of
genetic resources rather than utilization of genetic material. The EU and other
developed countries approved without further discussion.
The African Group (despite uneasiness among some African delegates and a
firm ministerial-level statement demanding a strong protocol made at the Nagoya COP
meeting) announced that it would support the draft as it stood, creating an apparent
split among the developing world. Africas unconditioned support of the Brazil-EU

7

An account by Gurdial Singh Nijar, one of the lead negotiators and coordinator of the LikeMinded Asia Pacific Group at the ABS negotiations, is available at: biogov.uclouvain.be/

multistakeholder/presentations/Gurdial-Nijar-NagoyaProtocolAnalysis-CEBLAW-Brief.pdf
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proposal was seen by several observers as perhaps resulting from extensive EUsponsored capacity-building activities in African countries in the preceding years that
may have created some misplaced trust in the EU. The idea of an ABS fund sought by
the African Group ended up as a future consideration by the protocol Parties of the
need for and modalities of a multilateral benefit-sharing mechanism. This is in Article
10 that was inserted in the last hours of the Nagoya COP meeting and never negotiated
[Article 7bis in the version adopted on October 29. See Annex II: Synopsis of Article
numbers in the adopted text (October 29, 2010) and the final official edition.]
The rest of the story is simple. Japan announced that it would present the draft to
the plenary of COP-10 as a take-it-or-leave-it text. During these final hours of COP10, the energy among developing countries was sapped. No country felt able to play
the role of breaking the formal consensus achieved under considerable pressure. On
the floor, some negotiators said that the EU-Brazil text was all they could get, others
said they saw the text as a failure but were not in a position to oppose in the plenary
session. Bolivia, Ecuador, Cuba and Venezuela, the members of ALBA (Bolivarian
Alliance for the Peoples of Our America), voiced their disappointment in the plenary
session. They said they disapproved of the protocol, because it would not be a useful
instrument to fight biopiracy; however, they added that they would not oppose the
other CBD Parties.
Whatever the details of what happened behind closed doors, who misled whom,
and whose arms were twisted, one point is clear: the Nagoya Protocol is ultimately not
the result of transparent and inclusive negotiations because of the peculiar, almost
bizarre, way it was concluded. As a result, the document and its articles do not represent
a true balance of interests of all CBD Parties. That is, the EU-Brazil draft upset normal
negotiating balances wherein specific articles were agreed to subject to other articles
being successfully resolved. Rather than following the practice of nothing is agreed
until everything is agreed, the Protocol is instead the result of power play and highly
questionable tactics in the final days and nights of the Nagoya COP meeting.
It is not surprising, therefore, that when the Ad Hoc Open-Ended
Intergovernmental Committee for the Nagoya Protocol (ICNP) met subsequently in
June 2011 and July 2012, the unresolved issues re-emerged as interpretation began of
the uncomfortable compromise contained in core parts of the Protocol. The ICNP had
been established in Nagoya to further clarify and interpret the Protocol and to set the
foundations for its implementation.
It is noteworthy that Namibia, on behalf of the African Group, expressed
dissatisfaction over attempts to prolong a decision on the multilateral benefit-sharing
mechanism under Article 10. It stressed at the July 2012 meeting that the brackets that
disappeared overnight in Nagoya (referring to the contested parts of the Protocol up
until the final days) were key to the Protocols adoption, that we are willing to talk
about our position, but its absolutely unacceptable to the African Group that theres
no need for a global mechanism. It said that Africas flexibility on this was a key
enabler for the adoption of the Protocol in Nagoya, referring to the differences between
Article 10 and the Groups original proposal.
(See Annex III for highlights of the ongoing work of the ICNP.)
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Perhaps the biggest missing piece of the Protocol is the unilateral deletion, by
the select few that produced the compromise, of Article 9(5) of the text of the draft
Protocol as of October 27, 2010 noon. It reads as follows:
[5. Parties shall[, where appropriate,] [encourage][require] the users of [publicly
available] traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources [which has been
obtained by that user from a source other than an indigenous and local community] to
take [all] reasonable measures[, including due diligence,] to enter into fair and equitable
benefit sharing arrangements with the [rightful] holders of [that][such] knowledge
[within their indigenous and local communities].]
This envisaged two situations. First, where the knowledge is publicly available
and attributable to specific ILC, and secondly, where the knowledge is no longer
attributable to specific ILC, in which case the holder is the State that is custodian for
the national heritage of knowledge.
China, India, Malaysia and Nepal especially argued strongly for benefit sharing
from the use of such traditional knowledge. China, India and Nepal are among those
particularly affected as they have ancient traditional knowledge that is widespread but
well documented, relating especially to medicinal formulations and treatments.
Such knowledge continues to be freely accessed and the long available therapeutic
formulations and consequential products are regularly patented in developed countries
as inventions with novelty value. A final attempt by China in the final days of the
Nagoya COP meeting to offer compromise language on Article 9(5) was rejected by
developed countries, and subsequently deleted in the secret negotiations of the select
few.
However, paragraph 25 of the Preamble to the Protocol does recognize the unique
circumstances where traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is held
in countries, which may be oral, documented or in other forms, reflecting a rich cultural
heritage relevant for conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity. This
was a paragraph that had been earlier agreed to by all the negotiating Parties and it
ironically remains in the Protocol with no accompanying operational provision.
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Table 2: Overview of the ABS negotiations 1998-2010
Meeting

Date

Location

Reports & analyses

COP-4

1998, May 04-15

Bratislava

Decision IV/8
http://www.cbd.int/doc?meeting=COP-04

EPABS-1

1999, Oct 04-08

San José

UNEP/CBD/COP/5/8
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSEP-01

EPABS-2

2001, Mar 19-22

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/1/2
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSEP-02

WGABS-1

2001, Oct 22-26

Bonn

UNEP/CBD/COP/6/6
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-01

COP-6

2002, Apr 07-19

The Hague

Decision VI/24
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=COP-06

WSSD

2002, Aug 26Sep 04

Johannesburg Plan of Implementation
http://www.un.org/jsummit/

MYPOW-1

2003, Mar 17-20

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/COP/7/5
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=MYPOW-01

WGABS-2

2003, Dec 01-05

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/COP/7/6
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-02

COP-7

2004, Feb 09-20

Kuala
Lumpur

Decision VII/19
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=COP-07

WGABS-3

2005, Feb 14-18

Bangkok

UNEP/CBD/COP/8/5
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-03

WGABS-4

2006, Jan 30Feb 03

Granada

UNEP/CBD/COP/8/6
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-04

COP-8

2006, Mar 20-31

Curitiba

Decision VIII/4
http://www.cbd.int/meetings/cop8mop3/

GTE-1 on an
Internationally
Recognized
Certificate of
Origin/Source/
Legal
Provenance

2007, Jan 22-25

Lima

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/5/7
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSGTE-01

WGABS-5

2007, Oct 08-12

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/COP/9/5
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-05

WGABS-6

2008, Jan 21-25

Geneva

UNEP/CBD/COP/9/6
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-06

COP-9

2008, May 19-30

Bonn

Decision IX/12
http://www.cbd.int/cop9/
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GTLE-1 on
Concepts,
Terms, Working
Definitions and
Sectoral
Approaches

2008, Dec 02-05

Windhoek

UNEP/CBD/ABSWG/7/2
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSGTLE- 01

GTLE-2 on
Compliance

2009, Jan 27-30

Tokyo

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/7/3
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSGTLE-02

WGABS-7

2009, Apr 02-08

Paris

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/7/8
http://www.cbd.int/wgabs7/

GTLE-3 on
Traditional
Knowledge
associated with
Genetic Resources

2009, Jun 16-19

Hyderabad

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/8/2
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSGTLE-03

WGABS-8

2009, Nov 09-15

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/8/8
http://www.cbd.int/wgabs8/

Friends of the
Co-Chairs
(FOCC)

2010, Jan 26-29

Montreal

Paper on Selected Key Issues submitted by the
Co-Chairs
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABS-FOCC-01

Co-Chairs Informal 2010, Mar 16-18
Inter-regional
Consultation (CIIC)

Cali

Co-Chairs Guidance Note
http://www.cbd.int/doc/Informal?meeting=ABSCIIC-01

WGABS-9/1

2010, Mar 22-28

Cali

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/9/3
http://www.cbd.intwgabs9/

WGABS-9/2

2010, Jul 10-16

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/COP/10/5/ADD4
http://www.cbd.int/wgabs9-resumed/

Interregional
Negotiating Group
(ING-1) of
WGABS-9

2010, Sep 18-21

Montreal

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/9/ING/1
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-ING01

Interregional
Negotiating Group
(ING-2) of
WGABS-9

2010, Oct 13-16

Nagoya

UNEP/CBD/WG-ABS/9/ING/2
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-ING02

WGABS-9/3

2010, Oct 16

Nagoya

UNEP/CBD/COP/10/5/ADD5
http://www.cbd.int/doc/?meeting=ABSWG-093RD

COP-10
Informal
Consultative
Group (ICG)

2010, Oct 18-28

Nagoya

Negotiations in ICG, Small Groups (on specific
topics, articles and paragraphs, some of the
Small Group meetings were closed for
observers), in-session documents only available
in printed form
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COP-10

2010, Oct 27

Nagoya

Last negotiated version of the Draft ABS
Protocol (status as of 12 noon, October 27, 2010)
http://www.cbd.int/cop10/insession/?tab=3

COP-10

2010, Oct 29

Nagoya

Closed-door negotiations between some
delegations resulted in Draft decision submitted
for adoption
UNEP/CBD/COP/10/L.43/Rev.1
http://www.cbd.int/cop10/insession/?tab=0Decis
ionX/1
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CHAPTER 3

ANALYSIS OF THE NAGOYA PROTOCOL8

THIS chapter traces the development of the specific Articles of the Nagoya Protocol
by highlighting the relevant negotiation history and providing some analysis. We hope
that this will contribute to an interpretation of the Articles that enables national and
international implementation to meet the objectives of the Protocol and CBD.
In some instances, our discussion refers to the numbering of the Articles contained
in the version adopted by COP-10 on October 29, 2010 in order to trace the evolution
of those Articles  in these instances the reference is to draft Articles. For ease of
comparison, see Annex II: Synopsis of Article numbers in the adopted text (October
29, 2010) and the final official edition. Some of the Articles that pertain to the standard
provisions in an international treaty are not included in our analysis.
The core provisions can be summarized as follows:
1) The Nagoya Protocol covers genetic resources as defined in Article 2 of the
CBD and derivatives as defined in Article 2 of the Protocol


This means (i) any material of plant, animal, microbial or other origin containing
functional units of heredity, which has actual or potential value, as well as (ii)
naturally occurring biochemical compounds resulting from the genetic expression
or metabolism of biological or genetic resources, even if they do not contain
functional units of heredity.

8

The official title is Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and
Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising from Their Utilization to the Convention on Biological
Diversity.
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2) The Nagoya Protocol requires fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising
from the utilization of genetic resources as well as subsequent applications and
commercialization (Article 5)







The Protocol defines utilization of genetic resources9 that is the trigger for
benefit sharing under Article 15 of the CBD (Access to Genetic Resources) and
Article 5 of the Protocol (Fair and Equitable Benefit-sharing): this means to
conduct research and development on the genetic and/or biochemical composition
of genetic resources, including through the application of biotechnology.
Derivatives are also included through the definition of biotechnology.
In addition to research and development benefit sharing, there is also an obligation
to share benefits from subsequent applications and commercialization with the
Party providing the genetic resource.
With regard to benefit sharing with indigenous and local communities, however,
only benefits from utilization of genetic resources are mentioned explicitly,
apparently leaving it to national legislation to address benefits arising from
subsequent applications and commercialization.
Benefit sharing shall be on mutually agreed terms.

3) The Nagoya Protocol requires prior informed consent (PIC) for access to
genetic resources accessed for their utilization (Article 6)



PIC is required for genetic resources under the jurisdiction of a Party (including
genetic resources in ex-situ collections and when it is a country of origin). A
Party can choose to not require PIC.
Parties must ensure that the PIC or approval and involvement of ILC is obtained
for access to genetic resources over which the ILC have established rights to
grant access.

4) The Nagoya Protocol covers traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources held by ILC (Articles 5 and 7)


Parties to the Protocol must ensure that access to associated traditional knowledge
is based on PIC or approval and involvement of the ILC and that benefit sharing
with the knowledge holders will take place. (Traditional knowledge and its
utilization is not defined.)

9

Article 2 on Use of Terms states: ... Utilization of genetic resources means to conduct
research and development on the genetic and/or biochemical composition of genetic resources,
including through the application of biotechnology as defined in Article 2 of the
Convention...
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5) The Nagoya Protocol establishes a compliance system for genetic resources
and associated traditional knowledge (Articles 15 to 18, Article 30)





Parties must ensure that genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge
utilized under their jurisdiction have been accessed based on PIC and mutually
agreed terms (MAT) as required by the Party providing the genetic resource.
Measures to monitor the utilization of genetic resources (Article 17), but not
associated traditional knowledge, in order to support compliance include:

One or more effective checkpoints relevant to the utilization of the genetic
resource or to the collection of relevant information at any stage of research,
development, innovation, pre-commercialization or commercialization;

The national access permit, providing information on PIC, MAT, and other
items, is rendered into an internationally recognized certificate of
compliance through its publication in the ABS Clearing-House.
Parties need to support the compliance with MAT by providing opportunity to
seek legal recourse and access to justice for the foreign party.

The following is a discussion of the individual Articles of the Nagoya Protocol
and their development at the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS (WGABS)
that was co-chaired by Fernando Casas of Colombia and Timothy Hodges of Canada.
Article 1  OBJECTIVE
Article 1 sets the legal and political frame in which the Nagoya Protocol operates.
In such an article, it is useful to name all critical issues in the objectives, although it is
not necessarily detrimental if some of them are not, as long as they are comprehensively
addressed in the operational articles themselves.
Article 1  OBJECTIVE
The objective of this Protocol is the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising
from the utilization of genetic resources, including by appropriate access to genetic
resources and by appropriate transfer of relevant technologies, taking into account
all rights over those resources and to technologies, and by appropriate funding,
thereby contributing to the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable
use of its components.
Development
During the negotiations, several controversial issues were raised, including
whether and how to reflect:



The wording of facilitate access and environmentally sound uses in CBD
Article 15(2);
Compliance with international and national rules;
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The prevention of misappropriation and misuse of genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge; and
Other topics such as associated traditional knowledge, indigenous and local
communities, specifically including the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP).

Article 1 sends two key messages for understanding and national implementation
of the Nagoya Protocol. First, it clearly connects the three aims of the CBD and stipulates
that all elements of benefit sharing need to contribute to the conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity. Second, it ended the long-lasting dispute on the balance
between access and benefit-sharing rules under international law. While the Nagoya
Protocol defines benefit sharing as its objective, granting appropriate access is regarded
as one of the elements of benefit sharing, but not as an objective of the treaty.
During WGABS-7 in 2009, Article 1 was discussed at length and all the different
options incorporated in the draft text revealed the range of positions of Parties.
On Facilitated Access
The controversy related to the expression facilitate access is rooted in the
language of Article 15(2) of the CBD itself.10
From the start of the ABS negotiations, developed countries used this language
to justify making facilitate access an objective of the Protocol. Developing countries
instead insisted on the phrase regulating access, arguing that Article 15 of the CBD
does not speak of facilitated access in isolation, rather in the context of
environmentally sound uses. The authority for determining an answer to this question
lies with national authorities.
Developing countries also argued that provisions and procedures of national ABS
regulation need to be left to CBD Parties, and that the Protocol should not bind
governments in how they set up national ABS systems. They argued that the CBD
requires that a Party shall endeavour to create conditions to facilitate access and
accordingly the existence of ABS regulation meets this obligation. On the other side,
developed countries argued that international access rules that were too strict would be
burdensome and fail to facilitate access. They thus preferred non-binding guidelines.
This issue was resolved at the second part of the 9th meeting of the WGABS (WGABS9/2) in July 2010, where negotiators resorted to the wording of CBD Article 1, agreeing
that the ABS Protocol would be legally binding and have an objective of enabling
appropriate access to genetic resources.

10
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Article 15(2) on Access to Genetic Resources states: Each Contracting Party shall endeavour
to create conditions to facilitate access to genetic resources for environmentally sound
uses by other Contracting Parties and not to impose restrictions that run counter to the
objectives of this Convention. (emphasis added)

On Environmentally Sound Use
CBD Article 15(2) links access to the condition of environmentally sound use.
While the wording facilitate access was consistently promoted by developed countries
and was contained in all draft texts, environmentally sound uses lacked similarly
enthusiastic backing, and moved in and out of the text. It was deleted in the draft text
of WGABS-7, reintroduced during WGABS-8, and then deleted again in a Co-Chairs
non-paper for WGABS-9/1 of March 2010. At the first meeting of the Interregional
Negotiating Group (ING-1)11 in September 2010 in Montreal, the concept was brought
back, but in the context of draft Article 5 on access to genetic resources:
[1 ter. In accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 15 of the Convention, all
applications for access shall be channelled through the Competent National Authority
of the Party where the applicant is domiciled and shall be accompanied by a full
environmental impact assessment, conducted by an independent third party, certifying
that the access requested is for environmentally sound uses as defined by the providing
country.]
While Article 15(2) does not define how environmentally sound uses are
determined, this new text used Article 14 of the CBD and the related work on
environmental impact assessment (EIA) to specify how Article 15(2) could be
implemented via the ABS protocol as a measure to be taken by users.
At COP-10, the African Group supported this text while developed countries
opposed linking the obligations of users of genetic resources to EIAs. Developed
countries argued that the authorities of user countries are not involved in PIC
negotiations and therefore cannot be responsible for channelling access applications
including an EIA. They further argued that provider countries could conduct such EIA
under their national ABS legislation. The African Group opposed burdening the provider
country with the costs of the EIA. The issue remained unsolved and was finally deleted

11

In order to facilitate the negotiations that were difficult and making very slow progress, the
Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS agreed to set up an Interregional Negotiating
Group in July 2010. It was unique in its inclusiveness, consisting of five spokespersons
self-selected from among the Parties from each of the five UN regions, two representatives
each from Indigenous and Local Communities, Civil Society, Research Institutions and
Private Sector, as well as the then current (Germany) and incoming (Japan) COP presidencies.
These representatives could be replaced, as needed, by each grouping. All other Parties,
non-Parties and observers were also in the room to ensure transparency of the proceedings.
Observers at the table, including the authors of this book, could provide guidance on the
items being negotiated while textual inputs were the prerogative of the Parties. At the request
of the International Indigenous Forum for Biodiversity it was decided that representatives
of the Indigenous and Local Communities could also provide text proposals but these would
then have to be supported by at least one Party to be considered in the negotiations. This
was because the issues of traditional knowledge, prior informed consent and benefit sharing
with these communities are integral parts of the Protocol. The outcome was taken back to
the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS on the understanding that nothing was
agreed until all had agreed.
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from the text during the secret negotiations between the EU and Brazil in October
2010.
On UNDRIP and ILC Rights
In Article 1, representatives of indigenous and local communities sought
recognition of their rights under international law in conjunction with the 2007 United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. ILC wanted deletion of
language that would subject their rights to national law, or that did not fully reflect or
even contravened international and customary rights. ILC looked for affirmation that
ABS related to their genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge must respect
their customary rights, as confirmed in UNDRIP.
At WGABS-8 in 2009, some negotiators proposed reference to UNDRIP in Article
1. Delegates remained divided on how to reflect different national approaches to
recognizing the status of indigenous peoples and their rights, and the reference to
UNDRIP remained in brackets until the end. Some developing countries that do not
follow the concept of indigenous peoples but of local communities instead, insisted
on reference to national law, underlining the importance of national regulations to
guide transactions with local communities.
The final compromise was one preambular paragraph that only notes UNDRIP,
which even then Canada resisted until the final days at COP-10 in 2010.
On Compliance
Developed countries rejected the request of developing countries that the objective
of the Protocol should be to secure compliance with the ABS laws of provider
countries. Developing countries stated that the core objective of the Protocol should
be compliance with ABS rules in the user countries. Developed countries instead said
that because national ABS laws govern access to genetic resources, an international
treaty could not secure compliance with national rules.
On Misappropriation and Misuse
For developing countries, a critical goal of the ABS protocol was prevention of
biopiracy. In the negotiation text, the terms misappropriation and misuse were
used to describe this problem. Developed countries had reservations, and demanded
definitions. The issue was discussed but not resolved at WGABS-7 in 2009, and deferred
to future sessions, because at that stage the negotiators had not made any decisions on
the need for definitions in the Protocol. During WGABS-8 in 2009, four options to
describe the international understanding of misappropriation/misuse were developed
for further negotiation later. This was reflected in a draft text on the objectives as a
compilation of all options put on the table.
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Finalization of Article 1
A non-paper by the Co-Chairs presented at WGABS-9/1 in March 2010 tried to
resolve disagreement on the text of Article 1 by replacing the different options (and
attendant legal and political concepts) by referring to the CBD objective:12
The objective of this Protocol is to ensure the fair and equitable sharing of the
benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources, contributing to the conservation
of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components.
This approach proved frustrating for all because the more specific terms favoured
by different groups could no longer be found in the objectives. During WGABS-9/2 in
July 2010, a further effort to finalize Article 1 saw delegates bringing their issues
back into the text. The meeting finally agreed on an amended version of that proposed
by the Co-Chairs, resolving the controversial issue of facilitate access with the
compromise phrase appropriate access:
The objective of this Protocol is the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits
arising from the utilization of genetic resources, including by appropriate access to
genetic resources and by appropriate transfer of relevant technologies, taking into
account all rights over those resources and to technologies, and by appropriate funding,
thereby contributing to the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use
of its components.
Misappropriation and misuse, compliance, and the rights of ILC did not return to
the objectives. Article 1 wound up as one of the two most controversial Articles among
those that were finalized in the formal negotiations.
Article 2  USE OF TERMS
Article 2 on use of terms addresses the need to clarify the meaning of terms of
central importance in a legally binding text.

12

Article 1 of the CBD states: The objectives of this Convention, to be pursued in accordance
with its relevant provisions, are the conservation of biological diversity, the sustainable use
of its components and the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the
utilization of genetic resources, including by appropriate access to genetic resources
and by appropriate transfer of relevant technologies, taking into account all rights
over those resources and to technologies, and by appropriate funding. (emphasis added)
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Article 2  USE OF TERMS
The terms defined in Article 2 of the Convention shall apply to this Protocol. In
addition, for the purposes of this Protocol:
(a) Conference of the Parties means the Conference of the Parties to the
Convention;
(b) Convention means the Convention on Biological Diversity;
(c) Utilization of genetic resources means to conduct research and development
on the genetic and/or biochemical composition of genetic resources, including
through the application of biotechnology as defined in Article 2 of the Convention;
(d) Biotechnology as defined in Article 2 of the Convention means any
technological application that uses biological systems, living organisms, or
derivatives thereof, to make or modify products or processes for specific use;
(e) Derivative means a naturally occurring biochemical compound resulting from
the genetic expression or metabolism of biological or genetic resources, even if it
does not contain functional units of heredity.
Development
The definition and use of terms occupied CBD Parties attention even before the
2004 mandate by COP-7 to negotiate the ABS protocol at the Ad Hoc Open-Ended
Working Group on Access and Benefit-sharing. This was triggered by the CBD
definitions of the terms genetic resources and genetic material that incorporate the
notion of functional units of heredity.13
There are few if any new drugs and cosmetics in development or on the market
that are directly based on the utilization of functional units of heredity from genetic
resources; the interest of the industries lies in biochemical compounds. A narrow
interpretation of the CBD definitions (that only elements of heredity have value and
that derivatives are not within the CBD scope) would result in severely narrowing
the scope of benefit sharing.
When CBD Parties finalized the voluntary Bonn Guidelines on ABS at COP-6 in
2002, time constraints prevented thorough discussion on definitions and the use of
certain terms. In Decision VI/24A of COP-6, Parties decided to reconvene the Ad
Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Access and Benefit-sharing to advise the
Conference of the Parties on: (a) Use of terms, definitions and/or glossary, as
appropriate.
When WGABS-2 in 2003 discussed the issue, delegates felt that more information
was needed, and called for submissions from Parties and observers. At WGABS-3 in
February 2005, several suggestions for definitions were presented. While developing
countries called for a definition of derivatives from the beginning, the crucial issue
13
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Article 2 of the CBD states: ... Genetic material means any material of plant, animal,
microbial or other origin containing functional units of heredity; Genetic resources means
genetic material of actual or potential value...

of the exact understanding of genetic resources in the context of ABS was only
raised later in the governmental submissions. At WGABS-3, several NGOs stressed
the importance of a sound definition of genetic resources to include derivatives and
showed that some limited interpretations would lead to the exclusion of many typical
ABS cases from a future ABS protocol. Canada, the European Commission and EU
Member States, however, rejected further discussion on definitions and use of terms.
WGABS-3 decided to continue collecting views. WGABS-4 further postponed the
discussion, and WGABS-5 did not discuss it at all. At the centre of these years of
jostling were two opposing views: developing countries argued for definitions that
would maximize the scope of the benefit sharing under the CBD (and later the Protocol)
while developed countries preferred to narrow the scope through definitional constructs.
As can be seen below, the negotiations of the definitions of utilization of genetic
resources and derivative were central to the scope and thus effectiveness of the
Protocol to ensure benefit sharing. The understanding of the CBD definitions of genetic
resources and genetic material with regard to functional units of heredity was part
of this struggle.
Defining the Concept of Utilization
At WGABS-6 in 2008, Peru suggested convening a workshop to discuss the
definition of derivatives. COP-9 decided positively on the idea, and the first meeting
of a Group of Technical and Legal Experts (GTLE-1) took place in December 2008 in
Windhoek, Namibia. The GTLE conducted the first in-depth discussion on the meaning
of genetic resources and derivatives in the ABS context since 2002. The growing
importance of a meaningful interpretation of the term genetic resources was stressed
in the submission of Colombia for the Windhoek meeting:
What is not possible is the interpretation whereby Genetic Resources are
exclusively units of functional heredity. This reductionist interpretation raises a number
of problems. Scientifically speaking, it could reduce the scope to nucleic acids. Such a
view is contradicted by practical experience, which shows that genetic resources have
been isolated and manipulated from time immemorial, independently from the isolation
and direct manipulation of said nucleic acids. Although nucleic acids are a sine qua
non condition, they are not sufficient to obtain genetic material. Furthermore, this
reductionist interpretation would mean that most genetic material, or biological material
containing genetic resources usually provided as the basis for making use of any genetic
trait or property specific to biodiversity, would be excluded from the fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising from access to said materials and their use. This would
prevent the implementation of the CBDs objectives.
The European Commission and EU Member States argued against this
understanding, instead favouring limiting the scope of the future ABS protocol as much
as possible. In its submission, the CBD was interpreted as suggesting that the actual
value of a genetic resource refers only to the elements of heredity  nucleic acids  and
not to the genetic material as such:
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The actual or potential value of genetic resources is therefore determined by the
potential for utilization, i.e. it is the use of the functional units of heredity which will
distinguish them from genetic material of biological resources.
The CBD itself states, however, that genetic resources means genetic material
of actual or potential value. Genetic material is characterized by containing the
units of functional heredity, but the CBD does not state that the value lies exclusively
in the use of the units of functional heredity.
Thus the EUs position aimed to dramatically reduce the scope of the ABS
protocol. Excluding the utilization of biochemical substances from the scope of the
ABS protocol would mean, as Colombia observed, that many typical uses would not
be covered by international ABS rules. Paradoxically, the examples for utilization of
genetic resources in the EU submission included exactly those cases which the EU
wanted to exclude:
Pharmaceutical industry [...] Main forms of utilization of genetic resources:
[...] To meet an increasing demand for new products to address a range of illnesses, the
pharmaceutical industry is one of the most research intensive industries in the world.
Genetic resources have been an important component of that research work.
Fragrance and cosmetics [...] Main forms of utilization of genetic resources:
[...] Genetic resources are used in relation to extraction, identification and synthesis of
new compounds.
A stance similar to the EUs was taken by the International Chamber of Commerce
(ICC) in preparation for GTLE-1:
The IR [international regime on ABS] should also only regulate the relationship
between the provider and party gaining access to genetic resources and not seek to
regulate downstream activities and/or derivatives or products being developed from
them. [...] any IR which tries to regulate downstream activities and products will be
unworkable, unenforceable and extremely costly to implement.
The ICC describes these sorts of products as including bread, wine and wood
products  which very well might be regulated through private contracts. Yet,
contradictorily, industry representatives conceded that other types of downstream
products, such as drugs derived from genetic resources, were typical examples in
which ABS rules could be applied under the protocol, as indicated by the compilation
of case studies distributed at GTLE-1. As we observed at the beginning of this discussion,
biochemical compounds are what interest industry. There are few if any new drugs and
cosmetics that are directly based on the utilization of functional units of heredity
from genetic resources.
The main conclusion of the expert group was that it is neither useful nor
appropriate to redefine or interpret the definitions of genetic resources in the CBD,
and that the ABS protocol would be better based on the concept of utilization of
genetic resources. The group came up with a list of typical uses, based on the
understanding that genetic material contains units of heredity and other substances.
The utilization of all components of genetic material is intrinsic to the ABS protocol
and should thus be subject to ABS rules.
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This consensus at the technical level was not taken up by WGABS-8 in 2009
because definitions were still under dispute due to their implications for the scope of
the protocol. It was decided to accept further submissions. At WGABS-9/1 in March
2010, all Parties supported the creation of a legally binding treaty that would include
an article on use of terms. WGABS-9/2 in July 2010 developed a footnote text on
Utilization of genetic resources based on the understanding developed at GTLE-1:
Utilization of genetic resources includes/means the conduct of research and
development, on the genetic and biochemical makeup/composition of genetic material/
biological resources, including through the application of biotechnology as defined in
Article 2 of the Convention, as well as subsequent applications and commercialization.
ING-1 in September 2010 integrated this footnote into Article 2, adding a
definition on derivatives that was bracketed indicating lack of consensus:
[(c) Utilization of genetic resources means to conduct research and development
on the genetic and biochemical composition of genetic material/biological resources/
genetic resources, including through the application of biotechnology as defined in
Article 2 of the Convention.
Derivative means a naturally occurring biochemical compound resulting from
the genetic expression or metabolism of biological or genetic resources, even if they
do not contain functional units of heredity.
Article 2 of CBD: Biotechnology means any technological application that
uses biological systems, living organisms, or derivatives thereof, to make or modify
products or processes for specific use.]
While on the one hand this text was a breakthrough in a broad understanding of
utilization of genetic resources, on the other it closed the door for regulating use of
genetic resources in industrial processes under international ABS rules through deletion
of the phrase subsequent applications and commercialization (from the WGABS-9/
2 text). Article 2 thus now focused on the utilization of genetic resources for research
and development purposes. This decision reflected the debate under Article 1 (on the
protocol objective), where developed countries demanded exclusion of commodities
in trade from the protocols scope.
During COP-10 on October 28, a final attempt was made by the EU with Brazils
support to revert the understanding developed by GTLE-1 by proposing a definition
that would only include the utilization of units of heredity (genes) and the products of
their expression (proteins). This EU-Brazil text was rejected by other negotiators.
Due to the insistence of many developing countries, subsequent applications
and commercialization was ultimately included in Article 5 of the Nagoya Protocol
that sets out the benefit-sharing obligations.
Defining Derivatives
The final text of the Nagoya Protocol also contains a definition of derivatives, as
sought by developing countries since 2002. Since the operational Articles do not
explicitly refer to derivatives, the value of this definition is not apparent at first sight.
Read together with the other definitions, it becomes clear that the term utilization of
genetic resources includes utilization of derivatives, namely of naturally occurring
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biochemical compounds contained in materials of biological origin. Thus, all provisions
of the Nagoya Protocol related to utilization of genetic resources also apply to
derivatives, specifically the obligations on benefit sharing. While this outcome of the
Nagoya Protocol confirms the approach taken beginning in the 2002 voluntary Bonn
Guidelines, the main controversy is not settled by the adoption of the Nagoya Protocol,
that is, whether access to derivatives which are already extracted from genetic resources
is covered by the access rules of the treaty. Expert opinions are divided on this matter.
Currently, many national ABS laws include such cases into their scope. It remains to
be seen how Parties to the Protocol will deal with this issue in the future.
Article 3  SCOPE
Article 3 determines which utilization rules do and do not apply to types of genetic
resources. It thus should be read together with the definitions (Article 2 on Use of
Terms), and CBD Articles 2 (Use of Terms), 4 (Jurisdictional Scope) and 15 (Access
to Genetic Resources). The scope of the Nagoya Protocol is narrower than that of the
CBD in excluding territories beyond national jurisdiction yet including all types of
genetic resources per CBD Article 15. Areas of national jurisdiction are determined by
the borders of a country. If a country has a coast, this includes the Exclusive Economic
Zone of a country, which can stretch as far as 200 nautical miles (370.4 km) offshore,
including the water column and the seabed. Under specific circumstances, the seabed
(but not the water column) as far as 350 nautical miles (648.2 km) from the coast can
be declared to be under national jurisdiction. In terms of ABS implications, probably
all coral reefs lie within the jurisdiction of a State, whereas biodiversity around hot
springs in the deep seabed generally lies in areas beyond national jurisdiction. Access
to the latter genetic resources is not regulated by the Nagoya Protocol but may be
discussed in the context of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).
Article 3  SCOPE
This Protocol shall apply to genetic resources within the scope of Article 15 of the
Convention and to the benefits arising from the utilization of such resources. This
Protocol shall also apply to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
within the scope of the Convention and to the benefits arising from the utilization of
such knowledge.
Development
Discussions on Article 3 were intense and characterized by deep divisions between
groups of countries. Arguments raised were based on two positions:
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To include all genetic resources in the scope of the Protocol (with the option
perhaps for specific rules under other Articles); or
To exclude as many genetic resources as possible from ABS rules even though
the CBD covers all genetic resources.

The first approach was chosen previously in the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety,
which includes all genetically modified organisms (GMOs) within its scope, with
exclusions for specific GMOs created via specific rules in separate articles.
The initial negotiations revealed a degree of common understanding that certain
types of genetic resources might fall out of the scope of the ABS Protocol, including:




Plant genetic resources for food and agriculture listed in Annex I of the
International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture
(ITPGRFA) and covered by its Multilateral System. The ITPGRFA is recognized
as a specialized ABS agreement by its Parties, although its 127 Parties are fewer
than the 193 of the CBD.
Human genetic resources, based on COP-2 Decision II/11: Access to Genetic
Resources which states that human genetic resources are not included within
the framework of the Convention. In the course of the negotiations, however,
there was discussion that this COP decision could be changed by a new one if
CBD Parties chose to reverse that decision.

At WGABS-6 in 2008, the Co-Chairs Casas and Hodges suggested a rather short
and simple text for scope:
All genetic resources, and associated traditional knowledge, covered under the
Convention on Biological Diversity and the benefits resulting from their use.
WGABS-6 started with six options for scope that varied with regard to the legal
nature of the text, but appeared to be reasonably consistent with regard to the three
central elements of the objectives of the draft text: access, benefit sharing and inclusion
of associated traditional knowledge. During the meeting it became obvious that the
simple suggestion of the Co-Chairs would not lead to a clarification of controversial
issues raised when several developed countries started to exclude more and more genetic
resources from the scope. The draft text on scope was ultimately assembled from seven
options ranging from coverage of all genetic resources to various exclusions.
The discussions also revealed profound differences on the temporal scope of the
draft agreement. Developing countries sought coverage of utilization of genetic
resources accessed prior to the entry into force of the CBD or, at least, from entry into
force of the CBD (December 29, 1993) through benefit sharing on the continuing
uses. Developed countries argued that the Protocol could not cover the utilization of
genetic resources accessed before its entry into force.
The proposed exclusion of genetic resources under the Antarctic Treaty System
launched the debate on the geographical scope.
In addition, some delegations started to discuss special treatment for all genetic
resources covered by the ITPGRFA and the International Convention for the Protection
of New Plant Varieties (UPOV), and/or for animal and other genetic resources for food
and agriculture under the remit of the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources for
Food and Agriculture, or for genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources as dealt with by the World Intellectual Property Organization
(WIPO). Such options were characterized as the political scope of the ABS Protocol,
again aimed at carving out application of the Protocols ABS rules.
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During WGABS-7 in 2009, the controversy on scope peaked, yet it remained
unresolved until the end of the discussion at COP-10 in 2010.
The developed countries proposal that the date of entry into force of the ABS
Protocol determine its temporal scope constituted a further restriction of the draft
agreements scope beyond the options in the draft text. It followed from this suggestion
that benefit sharing on the continuing use of genetic resources would be excluded.
The debate on the political scope was broadened by the suggestion that genetic
resources as commodities in trade should not fall under the ABS Protocol. This idea
was to exclude the application of ABS rules, for example, on pharmaceutical companies
using plant material that needed to be collected or harvested as a source of
phytopharmaceuticals. But developing countries feared that such an exclusion would
incentivize researchers and industry to access commodities marketed for a different
purpose, for example as food, and utilize them to develop new products rather than
accessing them under agreed ABS procedures. This scenario was supported by
contributions at the GTLE-1 meeting in 2008 when industry delegates stated that they
access most R&D materials in the commodity marketplace so as to circumvent ABS
negotiations with countries of origin.
Another element was added with the provision that the exchange of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge by indigenous and local communities
for their own consumption based on their customary practices should not be restricted
by international ABS rules.
The negotiations on scope that were already fraught with difficulties were brought
to a standstill when the EU demanded exclusion of specific uses of pathogens from
the scope. The debate over this demand developed into one of the major points of
conflict between developing and developed countries and is discussed in detail in the
section on Article 8 below.
Finally, negotiators from developed countries introduced language on the
relationship with other international treaties as well as negotiations and developments
under Article 3 (of the draft text, that is now Article 4 of the Nagoya Protocol). These
parts of the negotiations are discussed in the sections on Articles 4 and 8 below.
In their non-paper for WGABS-9/2 the Co-Chairs again suggested a simple scope
article:
This Protocol shall apply to genetic resources within the scope of the Convention
on Biological Diversity and to the benefits arising from the utilization of such resources.
This Protocol shall also apply to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
and to the benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge.
This formulation on the scope of the Protocol clearly states its coverage of both
genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge within the scope of the CBD,
but also separates and distinguishes the subject matter of genetic resources from that
of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
Clarifying the inter-relationship between genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge was an important issue in the negotiations, and the subject of a
meeting of technical and legal experts on traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources in the context of the international regime on access and benefit sharing held
June 16-19, 2009 in Hyderabad, India (see the accompanying box).
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CONCLUSIONS FROM MEETING OF TECHNICAL AND LEGAL
EXPERTS ON TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH
GENETIC RESOURCES, JUNE 16-19, 2009, HYDERABAD, INDIA
ALTHOUGH in most cases genetic resources seem to have associated traditional
knowledge it was also recognized that not all genetic resources have associated traditional
knowledge. In situations where traditional knowledge is associated to genetic resources
however it was highlighted by many experts that traditional knowledge and genetic
resources are inseparable. Another point raised is the fact that there is not always a
relationship between the owners of genetic resources accessed and the holders of
traditional knowledge. In some instances genetic resources may be owned by the
government or a private landowner or indigenous and local communities and the
traditional knowledge held by indigenous and local communities. It was noted that the
relationship between access and use might vary depending on the nature of State
sovereignty. It was highlighted that biological resources is an umbrella term used by
some countries and communities in addressing access and benefit sharing in order to
encompass not only genetic resources but also biochemical properties, organic extracts
and others. There is also a need to address not only traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources that is accessed in situ but also traditional knowledge and genetic
resources accessed ex situ including in databases or libraries and the potential sharing of
benefits. It was also suggested that the International Regime should address the situation
of traditional knowledge found in the public domain. In this respect it was stated that
intellectual property rights couldnt be granted on traditional knowledge found in the
public domain. Some suggested that traditional knowledge found in the public domain
remains the property of indigenous and local communities and therefore should require
prior informed consent before being used. The distinction between public availability
and the public domain was stressed. It was generally agreed, with the exception of one
expert, that indigenous peoples and local communities hold rights to traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources and that their agreement should be obtained before
such knowledge is accessed. As mentioned, such decisions as well as terms for granting
access will often be guided by the indigenous peoples or local communities customary
laws and community level procedures. Given the nature of traditional knowledge
innovations and practices which are collective and intergenerational, it was highlighted
that any conflict with other systems relating to the same issues need to be addressed by
the International Regime. It was noted that there may be different levels of law relevant
to the development of the International Regime incorporating international, regional,
national, sub-national and customary laws and the relationship between and obligations
arising from these different levels of laws may need to be clarified in the International
Regime. National laws should provide for respecting customary laws and community
protocols  whether codified or not  to regulate the process to obtain prior informed
consent and for best practice codes of conduct to be observed by applicants for access.
Protocols and codes of conduct should fully reflect the rights/decisions of indigenous
peoples and local communities concerned.
(Extracted from the meeting report)
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This formal legal separation between genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge in the scope of the Nagoya Protocol is difficult to reconcile with indigenous
customary law and indigenous perspectives, which emphasize inextricable relationships
between biological resources and traditional knowledge. The distinction also paves
the way for distinct treatment of the two, and potential inconsistencies between them
within the Protocol as well as in national policies and laws on traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources, as can be seen in the discussion of the relevant
Articles below.
During subsequent meetings, the delegations of developed countries reintroduced
their list of exemptions, a move that was always countered by a list of corresponding
inclusions put forward by developing countries. At COP-10, it was again suggested
that the negotiation go back to the simple version of scope, as presented in the report
of WGABS-9/3 in October 2010.
The EU and Canada argued that the scope of the ABS Protocol should fit within
the scope of CBD Article 15. The implication of this suggestion is that genetic resources
from outside national territories would be excluded because CBD Article 15 refers to
territories under national jurisdiction. Developing countries and Norway preferred that
the scope of the ABS Protocol be matched to the broader scope of the CBD, thereby
including territories outside of national jurisdiction:
CBD Article 4. Jurisdictional Scope: Subject to the rights of other States, and
except as otherwise expressly provided in this Convention, the provisions of this
Convention apply, in relation to each Contracting Party: ... (b) In the case of processes
and activities, regardless of where their effects occur, carried out under its jurisdiction
or control, within the area of its national jurisdiction or beyond the limits of national
jurisdiction.
Some developing countries and Australia stressed that the scope of the ABS
Protocol needed to be within the scope of CBD Article 8(j) on traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources.
With regard to the temporal scope, Japan suggested that draft Article 3 be silent,
in which case Article 4 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties would apply,
which does not allow the retroactive application of treaties.
Developing countries did not argue that the ABS Protocol should be applied
retroactively on past accesses and utilization but that the benefit-sharing obligations
be applied to ongoing and new utilization. Brazil suggested that the scope should 
after its entry into force  cover the utilization of all genetic resources whether access
happened with or without PIC and MAT. The EU proposed to accept this proposal if
(a) benefit sharing is restricted to the utilization of genetic resources acquired after the
entry into force of the Protocol, and (b) the EUs proposal on the restriction of the
geographical scope is accepted.
Because of the long but fruitless discussion on lists of exemptions and inclusions,
delegations could not reach an agreement on the issue of scope. The closed-door process
of October 29, 2010 led by the EU and Brazil finally put in place a short version of the
scope.
The proposed restriction on temporal scope was shifted to draft Article 4(1) on
benefit sharing (now Article 5 of the Nagoya Protocol), as will be discussed later.
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The conflicts around the temporal, geographic or political scope were resolved
in the following ways:
On Temporal Scope
Article 3 does not explicitly deal with the temporal scope of the Nagoya Protocol.
Articles 5 (Fair and Equitable Benefit-sharing) and 6 (Access to Genetic Resources)
deal indirectly with this issue but do not resolve it. The language of Article 3, however,
has room for additional interpretations. It states that the Protocol shall apply to genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge within the scope of Article 15 of the
CBD. Article 15(7) of the CBD obliges Parties (from the entry into force of the CBD
in December 1993) to take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as
appropriate, ... with the aim of sharing in a fair and equitable way the results of research
and development and the benefits arising from the commercial and other utilization of
genetic resources with the Contracting Party providing such resources.
Additionally, Article 4(4) on Relationship with International Agreements and
Instruments states: This Protocol is the instrument for the implementation of the access
and benefit sharing provisions of the Convention. It could thus be considered obvious
that benefit sharing for continuous use starting from the entry into force of the
Convention falls within the Nagoya Protocols scope. On the other hand, there is no
operational text for this, making national implementation an important step to fulfil
the objective of the Protocol.
On Geographic Scope
The decision to base the Nagoya Protocol on the scope of CBD Article 15 means
its provisions do not apply to genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge
that exist outside of the area of jurisdiction of its Parties. Article 4(2) opens the possibility
to negotiate specialized ABS agreements for extra-territorial areas such as Antarctica
or the high seas. Developed countries, however, introduced these geographic exemptions
in order to prevent the application of ABS rules in those areas. Developed countries
noted that ABS for the excluded areas should be dealt with in other fora, but it cannot
be expected that these countries would actually support such negotiations there. It thus
seems very unlikely that specific ABS agreements under the Antarctic Treaty or
UNCLOS will be achieved in the near future.
Another entry point for negotiations on expanding the geographic scope might
be offered by Article 10 (Global Multilateral Benefit-sharing Mechanism), provided
that Parties of the Protocol agree that situations for which it is not possible to grant or
obtain prior informed consent may refer to such areas. The wording of Article 10
does not give any ground for being optimistic, however, because it obliges Parties to
first consider the need for such a mechanism, again suggesting that it is unlikely that
the geographic scope of the Protocol could be expanded soon.
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On Political Scope
Article 3 does not directly address issues of political scope. The issue was partially
resolved through the definitions in Article 2, which clarify the types of biological
substances falling under the ABS provisions; they exclude commodities from the access
provisions of the treaty. The relationship to other relevant agreements is clarified in
general terms in Article 4, where specialized ABS agreements could be negotiated on
the basis of Article 4(2).
Article 8 indirectly deals with the political scope because it provides for special
considerations in national ABS legislation concerning non-commercial research, cases
of present or imminent health emergencies, and genetic resources for food and
agriculture, without exempting them from ABS rules.
Article 2 that explicitly links the utilization of genetic resources to research and
development activities could be interpreted to exclude trade and commercialization.
Experts views are divided on this, but in any event the benefit-sharing obligations
under the Protocol clearly extend to benefits arising from subsequent applications and
commercialization (as explained below).
While the restrictions on geographical scope obviously cannot be directly
addressed in national access rules, the utilization of genetic resources accessed in extraterritorial or non-Party areas could be covered. This approach, including the use of
benefits for national biodiversity conservation purposes, is recommended because the
establishment of a multilateral mechanism under Article 10 that includes access in
areas beyond national jurisdiction seems unlikely in the near future.
Article 4  RELATIONSHIP WITH INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS AND
INSTRUMENTS
The purpose of Article 4 of the Nagoya Protocol (draft Article 3bis) is to state the
relationship of the Protocol with other international agreements and instruments.
A relationship clause is common in most international treaties to clarify the
status and relative priorities of provisions of international treaties that could address
similar or related fields or that might create conflicting or synergistic obligations for
the Parties concerned.
The applicable general rule of international law is found in the 1969 Vienna
Convention in Article 30(3) (Application of successive treaties relating to the same
subject-matter): When all the parties to the earlier treaty are parties also to the later
treaty, the earlier treaty applies only to the extent that its provisions are compatible
with those of the later treaty.
Therefore the later or newer treaty prevails over an earlier treaty that is still in
force. When a State is not party to the later treaty, then the earlier treaty governs the
relationship. This rule sets up a hierarchy between treaties adopted at different times.
Accordingly, a more specific provision in one treaty prevails over a more general one
in another treaty when both relate to the same subject matter.
Article 4(1) states that the Nagoya Protocol is not intended to create a hierarchy
between itself and other international instruments in relation to the rights and obligations
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of a Party under any existing international agreement, except where the exercise of
those rights and obligations would cause a serious damage or threat to biological
diversity. We submit, however, that for purposes of interpretation of the treaties
concerned, the general rule discussed above would still apply.
Article 4(2) allows for other relevant international agreements, including other
specialized ABS agreements, as long as they are supportive of and do not run counter
to the objectives of the Convention and [the] Protocol.
However, Article 4(3) introduces complications by deviating from the
conventional international law practice for relationship clauses. It states, ... Due regard
should be paid to useful and relevant ongoing work or practices under such
international instruments [relevant to the Protocol] and relevant international
organizations, provided that they are supportive of and do not run counter to the
objectives of the Convention and this Protocol (emphasis added). This is discussed
below.
Article 4  RELATIONSHIP WITH INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS AND
INSTRUMENTS
1. The provisions of this Protocol shall not affect the rights and obligations of
any Party deriving from any existing international agreement, except where the
exercise of those rights and obligations would cause a serious damage or threat to
biological diversity. This paragraph is not intended to create a hierarchy between
this Protocol and other international instruments.
2. Nothing in this Protocol shall prevent the Parties from developing and
implementing other relevant international agreements, including other specialized
access and benefit-sharing agreements, provided that they are supportive of and do
not run counter to the objectives of the Convention and this Protocol.
3. This Protocol shall be implemented in a mutually supportive manner with
other international instruments relevant to this Protocol. Due regard should be paid
to useful and relevant ongoing work or practices under such international instruments
and relevant international organizations, provided that they are supportive of and
do not run counter to the objectives of the Convention and this Protocol.
4. This Protocol is the instrument for the implementation of the access and benefitsharing provisions of the Convention. Where a specialized international access and
benefit-sharing instrument applies that is consistent with, and does not run counter
to the objectives of the Convention and this Protocol, this Protocol does not apply
for the Party or Parties to the specialized instrument in respect of the specific genetic
resource covered by and for the purpose of the specialized instrument.
Development
A central issue in the relationship between international agreements is that of the
trade-and-environment interface.
Since the TRIPS Agreement entered into force in 1995, an international debate
has been ongoing over the relationship between this WTO agreement and the CBD.
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On the one hand, the CBD reaffirms a States sovereignty to regulate access to its
genetic resources and obligates users to share benefits. On the other hand, the TRIPS
Agreement obligates its members to allow for patenting of microorganisms, nonbiological and microbiological processes, and allows them to offer patenting of plants
and animals. With the phrase non-biological and microbiological processes genetic
engineering breeding methods such as a gene-gun or transformation via
Agrobacterium tumefaciens became patentable.
Article 16(5) of the CBD explicitly states that patents and other intellectual
property rights may have an influence on the implementation of this Convention and
accordingly Parties shall cooperate to ensure that such rights are supportive of and do
not run counter to the CBD objectives (fair and equitable benefit sharing being the
third objective).
A central objective of developing countries, therefore, is that international and
national patent law should contribute to the compliance with prior informed consent,
as it is used in ABS, and related contracts between providers and users of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge. In practice, this objective means that
applications for IPRs, especially patents, on genetic resources and/or associated
traditional knowledge would be required to be accompanied by disclosure of origin
and documentation of PIC and MAT. These disclosures would prove that the genetic
resource and, as applicable, associated traditional knowledge had been obtained in
accordance with the CBD and national ABS legislation. Since 2001, such anti-biopiracy
provisions in patent law have been a hot topic at the WTO TRIPS Council, which is
mandated to address the relationship between the TRIPS Agreement and the CBD.
Despite the efforts of developing countries during this decade-long process, disclosure
of origin has yet to be enshrined in international intellectual property law. It has been
the developed countries, notably the USA, which have prevented progress in this regard.
At WGABS-3 in 2005, the first extended exchange of views on the relationship
between the TRIPS Agreement and the CBD ABS regime took place. The position of
developing countries was mirrored in the intervention of the UN Environment
Programme (UNEP) representative as it was noted in the meetings report:
12. While many biotechnologies were already in the public domain, intellectual
property rights (IPRs) had become a key feature in biotechnological development,
which meant for many developing countries the introduction of new or revised
intellectual property protection (IPP) regimes which allowed for the patenting of life
forms. It was important for the present meeting to examine the relationships between
the Convention and international biotechnology transfer, particularly as they exercised
an impact on developing countries and in light of the World Trade Organization (WTO)
Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS). There
were real contradictions in essential points between TRIPS and the Convention that
had to be resolved. Intellectual Property Rights applied to life forms under TRIPS ran
counter to and did not support the objectives of the Convention.
13. Furthermore, the private property regime established by the TRIPS Agreement
would undermine implementation of the access and benefit sharing provisions of the
Convention. Private monopoly could begin only where national or community
sovereignty had been effectively suspended. Therefore, under TRIPS the very genetic
44

resources to which nations and communities were supposed to control access would
be under the control of IPR holders. Governments and communities would have no
means of regulating access or demanding a share of benefits because they would be
subject to private ownership, and that was contrary to the objectives of the Convention.
This clear understanding of the position of developing countries was well received
by the African Group and Brazil but triggered immediate protest by developed countries.
It was later declared that the intervention did not represent the position of the Executive
Director of UNEP and UNEP itself.
In the course of the negotiations, Parties requested more information and studies
dealing with the relationship between IPRs and ABS. Some studies were made available
at WGABS-7 in 2009, and covered the ITPGRFA, WTO, WIPO and UPOV as well as
the Antarctic Treaty System and UNCLOS.
The relationship between the ITPGRFA, more specifically its Multilateral System
of Access and Benefit-sharing, and the future ABS Protocol was considered to be
among the less problematic items. The ITPGRFA recognizes the CBDs ABS provisions
and Parties to the ITPGRFA agree that its objectives are in harmony with the CBD (as
it was the mandate of the FAO members to harmonize the ITPGRFA with the CBD
objectives), although the benefit-sharing system under the ITPGRFA is not yet
effectively implemented.
Ongoing Work or Practices under Other International Instruments and Relevant
International Organizations
At WGABS-9/1 in 2010 in Cali, Colombia, many delegations pointed out that
provisions on relationships with other agreements would be a key issue of the future
ABS Protocol, and the EU suggested a standalone provision. The Co-Chairs nonpaper for the Cali meeting did not contain a provision on relationships. While there
was agreement on the importance of the issue there were deep divisions on the content.
The EU suggested:
The provisions of this Protocol are without prejudice to ongoing work or practices
under relevant international organizations and conventions.
This wording could have undermined the effectiveness of the ABS Protocol. The
idea behind the EU proposal was that if an ABS Protocol were adopted in the future,
its Parties would not be obliged to adhere to its provisions when negotiating or
implementing any other ABS-relevant treaty. It was at the WGABS-9/2 meeting in
2010 when Article 4 was finally introduced (then numbered as Article 3bis). While
paragraphs 2 and 4 of the draft Article stood without brackets from the beginning,
paragraphs 1 and 3 were only resolved at the final closed-door process in Nagoya
among a selected few.
In Nagoya the discussion centred on the EU suggestion to specify the ABS
Protocols relationship not only with other legally binding treaties but also with ongoing
work or practices in other fora. Developing countries replied the latter link would
create a new concept in UN treaties, because ongoing work or practices elsewhere
might be unlinked from Parties obligations under the ABS Protocol. Developing
countries were concerned that the EU suggestion would undermine treaty relationships
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under international law. (The EUs insistence was directly due to the parallel negotiations
at the World Health Organization over access to pandemic influenza viruses and benefit
sharing of vaccines: see accompanying box.)
As a compromise the African Group suggested adding provided that they are
supportive of and do not run counter to the objectives of this Convention and this
Protocol.
Pathogens
The fierce debate on the exclusion of pathogens from the ABS Protocol that started
at WGABS-7 in 2009 overshadowed the discussion on the relationship clause of
Article 4. One strand of the debate dealt with developed countries desire to impose
specific provisions exempting pathogens from the ABS Protocols scope or, at least,
to oblige Parties to grant simplified or immediate access to pathogens under certain
circumstances. As a compromise, the Co-Chairs non-paper developed for WGABS9/1 in 2010 suggested the issue be addressed under the emergency situations
Article, but without naming specific genetic resources. During COP-10, discussions
on a merger of the relationship and emergency situations Articles (Articles 4 and 8,
respectively, in the final text) did not yield an acceptable result. The final language
for Article 8 requires that:
In the development and implementation of its access and benefit-sharing legislation
or regulatory requirements, each Party shall:
(b) Pay due regard to cases of present or imminent emergencies that threaten or
damage human, animal or plant health, as determined nationally or internationally.
Parties may take into consideration the need for expeditious access to genetic
resources and expeditious fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the
use of such genetic resources, including access to affordable treatments by those in
need, especially in developing countries.
The relationship clause in Article 4(3) retains the requirement to pay due regard to
useful and relevant ongoing work or practices under such international instruments
[relevant to the Protocol] and relevant international organizations. The EUs
insistence on this text was predominantly motivated by the pathogens debate at the
World Health Organization, and its final inclusion despite consistent strong objections
by developing countries makes Article 4(3) one of the controversial provisions that
are not the result of full negotiation. Furthermore, developing countries had earlier
agreed in principle to Article 8 subject to the removal of Article 4(3) to which they
had objections.
Pertinent discussions are further described in the section below on Article 8(b), on
the outcome of the World Health Organizations negotiations on the Framework on
Pandemic Influenza Preparedness.
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The EU further insisted that relationships with the WTO should not be addressed
in the ABS Protocol because neither it nor the CBD are trade agreements. The EUs
intent was clear: The ABS Protocol should not touch IPR issues. Developing countries
opposed this and pointed out that developed countries had introduced trade language
in draft Article 5 on access to genetic resources. In the final draft text of October 26,
delegations agreed on language that took up the new concept but at the same time
reduced its legal implications to a minimum:
3. This Protocol shall be implemented in a mutually supportive manner with
other international instruments relevant to this Protocol. Due regard should be paid to
useful and relevant ongoing work or practices under such international instruments
[and international organizations], provided that they are supportive of and do not run
counter to the objectives of the Convention and this Protocol.
The remaining bracket indicating that developing countries still did not accept
the link to international organizations was removed during the closed-door process on
October 29, and the word relevant was added to qualify the words ongoing work or
practices in Article 4(3).
From the above discussion, it can be said that the Nagoya Protocols Article 4(3)
is an aberration of general international law relating to a relationship clause in a treaty,
and could result in problems during the implementation stage.
Relationship and hierarchy in international law is a subject of scholarship. This
includes (a) the general relationship between different sources of international legal
obligations, in particular between treaty and customary international law; (b) the
relationship between different subject matter areas of international law (for example,
trade and environment; development and human rights); and (c) where a treaty obligation
in one field interfaces with a customary norm in another. The basis of the scholarship
and practice is the sources of international law that provide the principles, norms and
rules for the international community.
The widely recognized authoritative statement on the sources of international
law is Article 38 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) that provides
that in deciding disputes, the Court shall apply:





International conventions, whether general or particular, establishing rules
expressly recognized by the contesting States;
International custom, as evidence of a general practice accepted as law;
The general principles of law recognized by civilized nations;
Judicial decisions and the teachings of the most highly qualified publicists of the
various nations, as subsidiary means for the determination of rules of law.

The first three categories (treaties, custom, and principles of law) are referred to
in some jurisdictions as primary sources of international law. The last two (judicial
decisions and the teachings of publicists) are sometimes referred to as secondary
sources or evidence of international law rules.
In recent times the growing role of international organizations is recognized,
including the resolutions and other acts of international governmental organizations,
such as the United Nations, as potential sources or evidence of international law.
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It is clear, however, that there is a hierarchy of the sources of international law.
To ensure legal certainty when States take on legally binding obligations in a treaty,
the relationship clause must be crafted carefully. As such, it is unfortunate that Article
4(3) has introduced legal uncertainty.
First, a relationship clause deals with other international instruments. As argued
by many developing countries up until the final hours of the negotiations in Nagoya,
reference to international organizations is inappropriate as these are not of the same
status as international instruments. Secondly, the reference to any ongoing work or
practices under such organizations is even weaker and thus also inappropriate. There
is legal uncertainty as ongoing work is always in a state of flux and reflects work
that has not been concluded. Furthermore, practices have no status in international
law as a source of law. Practices of international organizations may be created in all
kinds of ways: through use, custom, decisions, and such like. To equate these to the
obligations and commitments of a legally binding treaty would have an adverse effect
on the force of international law.
However, it is important to note that Article 4(3) is worded in a permissive, and
not mandatory, manner: Parties should and not shall or must. Furthermore, the
requirement is to pay due regard and even this is subject to the proviso that the work
or practices concerned are supportive of and do not run counter to the objectives of
the CBD and the Protocol.
Nevertheless, it is hoped that Article 4(3) will not be a precedent for future treaties.
Ongoing WIPO-IGC negotiations
The work of the WIPO Intergovernmental Committee on Genetic Resources,
Traditional Knowledge and Folklore (IGC) will need to ensure consistency with the
provisions of Article 4(2) of the Nagoya Protocol. During negotiation of the Protocol,
CBD Parties agreed that the WIPO IGC work should not prejudice or pre-empt the
outcome of the ABS negotiations. At the time of writing, the WIPO IGC has begun
text-based negotiations on an international legal instrument on genetic resources
and associated traditional knowledge. In a linked process, the IGC is also considering
traditional knowledge in other areas, such as traditional cultural expressions including
music and art. At the IGC, developing countries have placed a strong focus on
creating an international requirement to disclose the origin of genetic resources and
associated traditional knowledge in intellectual property applications. Such a
mandatory requirement is strongly opposed by the United States, Japan, Canada,
and South Korea, and it is unclear if an agreement including a disclosure requirement
will eventually be reached. In these negotiations, CBD Parties need to ensure that
any resulting WIPO agreement is compliant with and supportive of the objectives
and provisions of the CBD and the Nagoya Protocol, and that a mandatory disclosure
requirement, if created, is strong enough to discourage and prevent biopiracy.
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Article 5  FAIR AND EQUITABLE BENEFIT-SHARING
Article 5 of the Nagoya Protocol (draft Article 4) on fair and equitable benefit
sharing is certainly its core article. It builds upon a key provision of the CBD, Article
15(7),14 which developing countries have emphasized since the CBD came into force.
To date no developed country, apart from Norway in its 2009 Act relating to the
management of biological, geological and landscape diversity, has implemented this
obligation by introducing user measures requiring national users to comply with
benefit-sharing obligations under national and international law.
The importance of CBD Article 15(7) was recognized at the World Summit on
Sustainable Development in 2002 in Johannesburg when the Heads of State and
Government agreed to:
 negotiate within the framework of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
bearing in mind the Bonn Guidelines, an international regime to promote and safeguard
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic
resources.
Based on the COP-7 Decision VII/19, the ABS Protocol was also mandated to
include utilization of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources in its
benefit-sharing provisions.
Article 5 defines which Parties are eligible for benefit sharing, and creates an
obligation for Parties to set up legislative, administrative and policy measures to share
the benefits that arise from the utilization of:




Genetic resources;
Genetic resources of ILC; and
Traditional knowledge of ILC associated with genetic resources.

One of the major achievements of the Nagoya Protocol is to clarify that the
negotiation of access to genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge is not
the trigger for benefit-sharing obligations. Rather, it is the utilization of genetic resources
or associated traditional knowledge that triggers this requirement. This concept was
born out of the understanding among developing countries that past and present
biopiracy must not be rewarded by delaying the establishment and implementation of
international benefit-sharing rules.

14

[Parties] shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate, ... with
the aim of sharing in a fair and equitable way the results of research and development and
the benefits arising from the commercial and other utilization of genetic resources with the
Contracting Party providing such resources. Such sharing shall be upon mutually agreed
terms.
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Article 5  FAIR AND EQUITABLE BENEFIT-SHARING
1. In accordance with Article 15, paragraphs 3 and 7 of the Convention, benefits
arising from the utilization of genetic resources as well as subsequent applications
and commercialization shall be shared in a fair and equitable way with the Party
providing such resources that is the country of origin of such resources or a Party
that has acquired the genetic resources in accordance with the Convention. Such
sharing shall be upon mutually agreed terms.
2. Each Party shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as
appropriate, with the aim of ensuring that benefits arising from the utilization of
genetic resources that are held by indigenous and local communities, in accordance
with domestic legislation regarding the established rights of these indigenous and
local communities over these genetic resources, are shared in a fair and equitable
way with the communities concerned, based on mutually agreed terms.
3. To implement paragraph 1, each Party shall take legislative, administrative or
policy measures, as appropriate.
4. Benefits may include monetary and non-monetary benefits, including but not
limited to those listed in the Annex.
5. Each Party shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures as
appropriate, in order that the benefits arising from the utilization of traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources are shared in a fair and equitable way
with indigenous and local communities holding such knowledge. Such sharing shall
be upon mutually agreed terms.
Development
Article 5 does not only formulate international standards for benefit sharing, it
also contains wording that aims at resolving some of the most contentious issues of the
ABS discussions, such as the utilization of products derived from genetic resources
and the utilization of derivatives in the context of traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources. The various WGABS meetings produced a large body of
paragraphs and language on benefit-sharing obligations that were finally condensed in
one article in the Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 in Cali:
1. Parties shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate,
with the aim of ensuring the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the
utilization of genetic resources with the country providing such resources.
2. Benefits shall be shared on mutually agreed terms. Benefits may include
monetary and non-monetary benefits provided for by the Convention in Articles 15,
16 and 19 including but not limited to those listed in the Annex.
3. Parties shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate,
to ensure the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources with the holders of such
knowledge pursuant to mutually agreed terms, taking into consideration the provisions
of Article 9.
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During the WGABS-9/1 and -9/2 meetings this concept was broadened to capture
the mentioned critical aspects; the ING meeting in 2010 in Montreal developed a draft
Article 5 that came close to the final version.
On Legal Nature
The Co-Chairs non-paper tried to accommodate the two positions with regard to
the legal nature of the benefit-sharing provisions.
Parties to the Protocol must be proactive in taking benefit-sharing measures but
can choose among three options as appropriate  legislative, administrative or policy
measures  each with different legal force. Most developing countries favour this
flexibility throughout the Protocol because of various difficulties encountered in
formulating ABS laws, including limited capacity to develop and implement such laws.
That is also one of the main reasons for these countries to seek strong legislative
measures from developed-country Parties to enforce benefit sharing.
On the other hand, the longstanding refusal of the developed countries to agree
on any binding ABS rules is reflected in the words with the aim of ensuring. There is
a distinct difference between this and to ensure. With the former, Parties would have
a low standard to meet as to whether their measures comply with their Protocol
obligations, and benefit sharing need not be guaranteed. This wording is in support of
the consistent parallel attempts of developed countries to weaken the provisions on
compliance as far as possible. Not surprisingly, the EU supported this wording in the
non-paper at WGABS-9/1 in 2010.
At WGABS-9/1 delegations finally deleted the language on aim of ensuring
from draft Article 4(1) and included traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources, thus building further on the provisions of the CBD. In addition, a new Article
4(2) was drafted that dealt with sharing the benefits of the utilization of products,
which used the weaker language of the non-paper. The ING meeting in 2010 finally
decided to deal with the utilization of genetic resources and their products, which are
under the control of the State in draft Article 4(1), establishing a strong and explicit
obligation in the context of benefit sharing. The specific conditions that would make
benefit sharing fair and equitable would eventually be negotiated between the partners
of an ABS contract. The elements and criteria of such ABS negotiations and conditions
could be further guided by national regulation.
On Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge of ILC
The ING meeting in 2010 decided to use the CBD language with the aim of
ensuring in draft Article 4(1)bis on benefit sharing from the utilization of genetic
resources that are held by ILC in accordance with national legislation:
[
Parties shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures, as
appropriate, with the aim of ensuring that benefits arising from the utilization of genetic
resources and/or traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources that are held
by indigenous and local communities, in accordance with national legislation regarding
the established rights of these indigenous and local communities over these genetic
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resources, are shared in a fair and equitable way with the communities concerned,
based on mutually agreed terms.]
Draft Article 4(1)bis was strongly opposed by Canada, which only gave up its
resistance to this new international obligation with regard to genetic resources of ILC
on October 27 after the reference to traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources was deleted. Negotiators agreed to consider access to associated traditional
knowledge in a separate draft Article 4(4). While draft Article 4(4) simply speaks of
ILC that are holders of the associated traditional knowledge  without explaining what
constitutes holders  draft Article 4(1)bis had referred to the established rights of
ILC over their genetic resources in accordance with domestic legislation.
UNDRIP, adopted by the UN General Assembly in 2007, recognizes international
norms regarding the rights of indigenous peoples. Of relevance to the Nagoya Protocol
is Article 31 of UNDRIP, which states:
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop
their cultural heritage, traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions, as
well as the manifestations of their sciences, technologies and cultures, including human
and genetic resources, seeds, medicines, knowledge of the properties of fauna and
flora, oral traditions, literatures, designs, sports and traditional games and visual and
performing arts. They also have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop
their intellectual property over such cultural heritage, traditional knowledge, and
traditional cultural expressions.
2. In conjunction with indigenous peoples, States shall take effective measures
to recognize and protect the exercise of these rights.
Governments, which are committed to delivering benefits to indigenous peoples
and local communities arising from the Nagoya Protocol, are enjoined to enact national
laws, policies and procedures consistent with Article 31 of UNDRIP in the course of
national implementation.
The reference to domestic legislation in the Nagoya Protocol cannot be interpreted
to mean that governments have absolute flexibility with regard to the content of national
laws and policy, but rather, that domestic legislation shall give effect to international
obligations and that established rights  including the rights of indigenous peoples 
shall be recognized and enshrined in national law. Such an interpretation of the Nagoya
Protocol will enable equitable benefit sharing for ILC.
The Protocol now requires Parties to take appropriate measures with the aim of
ensuring benefit sharing with ILC from the utilization of genetic resources that are
held by them under established rights in accordance with domestic legislation in Article
5(2). In contrast Parties shall take appropriate measures in order that there is benefit
sharing from the utilization of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources,
with the ILC holders of such knowledge. The words as well as subsequent applications
and commercialization are also missing from Article 5(2).
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On Subsequent Applications and Commercialization
The utilization of genetic resources can be divided into three phases: research,
development and commercialization. During the Protocol negotiations delegations
agreed that in the context of access provisions the use of genetic resources for certain
purposes such as manufacturing (e.g. wood for furniture production) or human
consumption (e.g. oranges for juice production) should not be included. For that purpose
the definition of utilization of genetic resources only covers the first two stages of
research and development. It was argued by some delegations that since marginal
(monetary) benefits will accrue at that stage, draft Article 4 (now Article 5 in the
Protocol) should ensure that benefits arising in the phase of commercialization should
also be shared.
While the Co-Chairs non-paper did not take this up, some delegations at
WBGABS-9/2 introduced a new Article 4(2) to address this issue. The ING meeting in
2010 decided to merge draft Articles 4(1) and 4(2) and introduced the term benefits
arising from the utilization of genetic resources as well as subsequent applications and
commercialization to capture benefits from the commercialization phase of products
derived from genetic resources. This term stems from deliberations of a small group
during WGABS-9/2 in 2010 at the discussion of the definition of utilization of genetic
resources and reads as follows:
Utilization of genetic resources includes/means the conduct of research and
development on the genetic and biochemical makeup/composition of genetic material/
biological resources, including through the application of biotechnology as defined in
Article 2 of the Convention, as well as subsequent applications and commercialization.
At the ING meeting, delegations decided to shift the last words to the draft Article
4(1) on benefit sharing where they were kept in brackets until the end of the negotiations.
Developed countries knew that without these words, no substantial benefits would
ever reach the provider. They thus bracketed the words as a bargaining chip in their
negotiations with developing countries.
At the same time, developed countries also bracketed the word utilization in
the draft Article 4  as well as everywhere else in the draft text  until the outcome of
the separate discussion on the use of terms was clear. It was only during the closeddoor process on October 29 that it was decided that the Protocol would contain a
benefit-sharing provision that can ensure the inclusion of the main portion of benefits
arising from the utilization of genetic resources. This appears to be part of the tradeoff that the EU and Brazil crafted to offset a much-weakened compliance system and
the removal of publicly available traditional knowledge, among other things.
While the inclusion of the sharing of benefits arising from the commercialization
of genetic resources and their derivatives appeared to be an option preferred by a large
majority of the delegations, wording leading to this similar effect was deleted from
draft Article 4(1)bis on genetic resources of ILC at the ING meeting in Nagoya in
October 2010. Thus, Parties to the Protocol are only obliged to aim at ensuring the
sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources with the ILC
concerned. The words as well as subsequent applications and commercialization do
not appear in the final Article 5(2).
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The Nagoya Protocol seemingly does not establish an international obligation
for its Parties to share the benefits arising from the most lucrative phase of
commercialization of genetic resources of ILC. A similar reference to the benefits
arising from the commercialization phase of associated traditional knowledge in draft
Article 4(4) was finally deleted in the closed-door process on the last day of COP-10.
The exact effect of this deletion is not clear because the Nagoya Protocol does not
define utilization of traditional knowledge. Currently, definitions for traditional
knowledge and its rightful holders are negotiated at WIPO. It would be very important
for Parties to the CBD and Nagoya Protocol to ensure that the outcome of this negotiation
is supportive of the Nagoya Protocol and augments its implementation at the national
level.
On Temporal Scope and Benefit Sharing with the Country of Origin
During WGABS-7 and -8 the applicability of the Protocol to genetic resources
accessed before the entry into force of the CBD or the Protocol itself was under debate.
The Co-Chairs draft Article 3 on scope in their non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010
was based on the understanding that there cannot be a retrospective application of the
Protocol; its draft Article 4(1) proposed ensuring the fair and equitable sharing of the
benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources with the country providing
such resources.
At this meeting, the Like-Minded Asia Pacific Group and the Group of LikeMinded Megadiverse Countries changed this wording of draft Article 4(1) into Party
providing such resources to read as follows:
Users of genetic resources, their derivatives and associated traditional knowledge,
as appropriate, must share benefits arising from every utilization of such resources,
their derivatives and associated traditional knowledge in a fair and equitable way with
the Contracting Party providing the genetic resource, their derivatives and associated
traditional knowledge, that is the country of origin of such resources or by Parties that
have acquired the said resources in accordance with the Convention on Biological
Diversity.
The crucial question of the temporal scope of the Nagoya Protocol is not resolved
by explicit provisions in Article 3 (Scope) nor Article 5 (Benefit-Sharing). Several
articles of the Protocol, however, indicate that the scope of the Nagoya Protocol should
be the same as the scope of the CBD, such as Article 4(4), which states, This Protocol
is the instrument for the implementation of the access and benefit-sharing provisions
of the Convention, or Article 5(1), which states, In accordance with Article 15,
paragraphs 3 and 7 of the Convention,  Therefore the scope of the Nagoya Protocol
should not be narrower than the scope of the Convention.
Some have argued that the Protocol cannot have any retroactive effect. As there
is no explicit provision relating to this question, Article 28, on retroactivity, of the
Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties applies: Unless a different intention appears
from the treaty or is otherwise established, its provisions do not bind a party in relation
to any act or fact which took place or any situation which ceased to exist before the
date of the entry into force of the treaty with respect to that party. In applying the
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Vienna Convention it is evident that there is no obligation to share benefits from
utilization that took place or which ceased to exist before the entry into force of the
Protocol. But  taking up the same argument  there would be an obligation to share
the benefits of new or ongoing utilizations, even if access has taken place before the
Protocols entry into force, because the trigger for the benefit-sharing obligations is
the act of utilization and not the act of access.
The way in which this issue is resolved in national laws implementing the Nagoya
Protocol will determine the impact and usefulness of the Protocol. Sharing only benefits
arising from the utilization of genetic resources which were acquired after the entry
into force of the Protocol may mean refusing to share the largest part of the benefits
arising from the use of genetic resources.
Before the Nagoya Protocol was agreed upon, several stakeholders had already
taken a decision on the question of temporal scope. The principles of Botanic Gardens
Conservation International state: Share benefits arising from the use of genetic
resources acquired prior to the entry into force of the CBD, as far as possible, in the
same manner as for those acquired thereafter.
Moreover, botanical gardens working together in the International Plant Exchange
Network (IPEN) have agreed to use a material transfer agreement which includes the
following provision: By signing this Agreement the recipients commit themselves to
act in compliance with the CBD and its agreed provisions on Access and BenefitSharing. This includes a new Prior Informed Consent (PIC) of the country of origin for
any uses not covered by terms under which it has been acquired (such as
commercialization).
The ITPGRFA also does not differentiate between genetic resources accessed by
CGIAR Centres (or other seed banks) before or after the coming into force of the
CBD. This is the currently widely adopted practice of public ex-situ collections.
Article 6  ACCESS TO GENETIC RESOURCES
While developing countries wanted a legally binding benefit-sharing treaty under
the CBD, developed countries did not. When it was evident that there would be
intergovernmental negotiations launched on an international benefit-sharing regime
resulting from the political direction of Heads of State and Government at the 2002
World Summit on Sustainable Development, developed countries tried to establish
international access rules on at least an equal footing with any benefit-sharing outcome.
The negotiated mandate for the Protocol included access, but developing countries
argued that access was a matter of national sovereignty and the principle of prior
informed consent included the right to allow or deny access. On the other hand, the
thrust and objective of the negotiations were to secure benefit sharing.
To understand the long-drawn controversy over the access provisions of Article
6 and the debates on international access standards and facilitated access, it is
important to remember that the CBD in Article 15(1) recognizes:
the sovereign rights of States over their natural resources, the authority to
determine access to genetic resources rests with the national governments and is subject
to national legislation.
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Developing countries argued that the ABS Protocol should contain no or at least
no substantive provisions on national access rules going beyond CBD Article 15(2),
which states:
Each Contracting Party shall endeavour to create conditions to facilitate access
to genetic resources for environmentally sound uses by other Contracting Parties and
not to impose restrictions that run counter to the objectives of this Convention.
Developed countries argued that the Protocol should set international access
standards if not to harmonize national access rules, then at least to ensure better
compliance across jurisdictions.
The final Article 6 imposes additional obligations on Parties that provide genetic
resources.
First, Article 6(1) sets out the conditions under which access to a genetic resource
is granted by a Party to the Protocol and requires domestic ABS legislation or regulatory
requirements to be in place for prior informed consent.
Article 15(5) of the CBD, however, creates a clear obligation for those seeking
access to genetic resources to first obtain prior informed consent but does not specifically
require national ABS regulations as a pre-condition to consent being granted. It states:
Access to genetic resources shall be subject to prior informed consent of the Contracting
Party providing such resources, unless otherwise determined by that Party.
This raises a concern that in the absence of a national law, some may argue that
PIC is not required. Another concern is that without specific access regulation, a Party
may not be able to require other Parties to undertake user measures or ensure compliance
with the rights of providers (Parties or ILC) even though these are in the CBD and
Nagoya Protocol.
Secondly, the Protocol in Article 6(3) goes further than the CBD by requiring
additional obligations that will need to be incorporated into national legislative,
administrative or policy measures. Despite the reaffirmation of national sovereignty,
Article 6(3) describes in strong language the elements and procedures to be adopted in
national access measures, considerably reducing the national autonomy under the CBD.
It would be necessary now for countries to formulate national ABS legislation or
regulatory requirements as a matter of priority if they decide to be Party to the Protocol.
Based on the COP-7 mandate for the negotiations, the Nagoya Protocol also
covers access to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources. It sets up
rules for access to genetic resources of ILC in Article 6(2), and access to traditional
knowledge associated to genetic resources in the separate Article 7.
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Article 6  ACCESS TO GENETIC RESOURCES
1. In the exercise of sovereign rights over natural resources, and subject to
domestic access and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory requirements, access
to genetic resources for their utilization shall be subject to the prior informed consent
of the Party providing such resources that is the country of origin of such resources
or a Party that has acquired the genetic resources in accordance with the Convention,
unless otherwise determined by that Party.
2. In accordance with domestic law, each Party shall take measures, as appropriate,
with the aim of ensuring that the prior informed consent or approval and involvement
of indigenous and local communities is obtained for access to genetic resources
where they have the established right to grant access to such resources.
3. Pursuant to paragraph 1 above, each Party requiring prior informed consent
shall take the necessary legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate,
to:
(a) Provide for legal certainty, clarity and transparency of their domestic access
and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory requirements;
(b) Provide for fair and non-arbitrary rules and procedures on accessing genetic
resources;
(c) Provide information on how to apply for prior informed consent;
(d) Provide for a clear and transparent written decision by a competent national
authority, in a cost-effective manner and within a reasonable period of time;
(e) Provide for the issuance at the time of access of a permit or its equivalent
as evidence of the decision to grant prior informed consent and of the establishment
of mutually agreed terms, and notify the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House
accordingly;
(f) Where applicable, and subject to domestic legislation, set out criteria and/
or processes for obtaining prior informed consent or approval and involvement of
indigenous and local communities for access to genetic resources; and
(g) Establish clear rules and procedures for requiring and establishing mutually
agreed terms. Such terms shall be set out in writing and may include, inter alia:
(i)
A dispute settlement clause;
(ii) Terms on benefit-sharing, including in relation to intellectual
property rights;
(iii) Terms on subsequent third-party use, if any; and
(iv) Terms on changes of intent, where applicable.
Development
As with the development of Article 5, Article 6 prompted contentious discussions,
for example, on temporal and political scope of the Protocol, access to derivatives or
products derived from genetic resources, the option for a Party to not require PIC as
well as the inclusion of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources. Lengthy
debates related to Article 6 also included discussion of international access standards
and non-discriminatory access rules.
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The attempt by the EU and Canada to introduce the trade notions of nondiscrimination and national treatment so that foreign and domestic requesters for
access should be treated the same, sparked intense debate over several meetings of the
negotiations.
It is important to be clear that non-discrimination in certain WTO agreements
and bilateral free trade agreements generally means most favoured nation (MFN)
and national treatment. Countries cannot normally discriminate between their trading
partners under these two notions. However, in each WTO agreement the principle is
handled slightly differently. Some exceptions are allowed under specific conditions.
National treatment in trade law means that foreigners and locals are to be treated
equally. So, for example, imported and locally produced goods should be treated equally
after the foreign goods have entered the market. The same should apply to foreign and
domestic services, and to foreign and local trademarks, copyrights and patents. It is
important to note that national treatment only applies once a product, service or item
of intellectual property has entered the market. Therefore, charging customs duty on
an import is not a violation of national treatment even if locally produced products are
not charged an equivalent tax.
Thus, there is a substantive legal difference between non-discrimination or
non-discriminatory way and fair and non-arbitrary.
The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 brought together the debates on these
various items in the following text:
1.

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

2.
3.
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In the exercise of their sovereign rights over their natural resources, Parties shall
take the necessary legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate,
to provide for legal certainty, clarity and transparency of their national access
and benefit-sharing requirements. Such measures shall inter alia:
Set out clear and fair rules and procedures on accessing genetic resources that do
not arbitrarily distinguish between national and foreign users;
Provide for accessible information on domestic access and benefit-sharing
requirements, in particular, on how to apply for prior informed consent;
Establish clear criteria against which applications for prior informed consent are
judged and for a written decision by a competent national authority to be notified
to the applicant within a reasonable period of time;
Provide for the issuance of a permit or certificate as evidence of the decision to
grant prior informed consent;
Establish clear rules and procedures for requiring and establishing mutually agreed
terms at the time of access. Such terms shall be set out in writing and include: (i)
a dispute settlement clause; (ii) terms on benefit-sharing; (iii) terms on subsequent
third-party use; and (iv) terms on changes of intent.
Parties shall inform the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House established
under Article 11 of their decisions to grant prior informed consent.
A Party that determines that access to its genetic resources will not be subject to
prior informed consent shall inform the Access and Benefit-sharing ClearingHouse accordingly.

4.

Subject to national legislation, access to traditional knowledge associated with
genetic resources shall be subject to the prior informed consent of the holders of
such knowledge and based on mutually agreed terms, taking into consideration
the provisions of Article 9. Mutually agreed terms shall provide for the fair and
equitable sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge with
the holders.

This draft was accepted as a template for further negotiations and is still
recognizable in the final Article 6 of the Nagoya Protocol. At WGABS-9/1 in March
2010, delegations decided to use draft Article 5(1) to define the conditions for access
to genetic resources, while access standards would be dealt with in a separate paragraph.
In line with the guidance of the Group of Technical and Legal Experts from its
2008 meeting in Windhoek, the Nagoya Protocol does not regulate access to genetic
resources as such. GTLE-1 suggested that rather than renegotiating the imprecise
definitions of the CBD, a more practical approach should be taken: the Nagoya Protocol
should regulate distinct categories of typical utilization of genetic resources, based
on a more deductive approach. Article 6 in combination with Article 2 covers utilization
of genetic resources for research and development, which would also cover changes in
utilization of genetic resources that had been originally acquired outside of the scope
of the Nagoya Protocol, e.g. as commodities.
On Derivatives
While CBD Article 15 does not provide for the application of its ABS rules on
derivatives, the Bonn Guidelines adopted in 2002 recognized that there could be benefit
sharing with respect to the utilization of derivatives. While for example the inclusion
of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources  which is also not dealt
with under CBD Article 15  was incorporated in the mandate to negotiate the Nagoya
Protocol, CBD Parties could never agree on broadening the scope of the access rules
of the Nagoya Protocol to include derivatives. Developing countries have always
included respective wording in the different versions of the draft text, developed
countries have put it in brackets. The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in March
2010 in Cali tried to accommodate the position of developing countries through its
wording for draft Article 5(1) when it used the expression natural resources that
could include derivatives:
In the exercise of their sovereign rights over their natural resources, Parties
shall take the necessary legislative, administrative or policy measures, as appropriate,
to provide for legal certainty, clarity and transparency of their national access and
benefit-sharing requirements.
WGABS-9/1 using the expression genetic resources changed this text. Reacting
on this change, developing countries at WGABS-9/2 brought back the word
derivatives, but already at ING-1 in September 2010 in Montreal it ultimately
disappeared from the text of draft Article 5(1). At the same meeting, a definition for
the term derivatives was for the first time included in the draft text but negotiators
could never agree on using the term in the definition of utilization. Thus, it was
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essentially decided that the access rules of Article 6 of the Nagoya Protocol do not
mention derivatives as such, which would leave this topic to be regulated under national
legislation  as is the case in many countries already. In combination with the definitions
provided by Article 2, some experts argue that access to derivatives could still fall
under the rules of the Nagoya Protocol, while other experts reject this interpretation.
One of the prominent examples of establishing an ABS system on the basis of
access to derivatives is the InBIO case of Costa Rica. The extracts which InBIO makes
available to its clients are due to the applied extraction methods free of functional
units of heredity, namely DNA and RNA. Although this case has meanwhile reached
worldwide recognition as a pioneering ABS case implementing the CBD, it actually
has always been outside of the scope of the CBD and probably also the Nagoya Protocol.
At the same time it shows the importance to capture access to derivatives under national
ABS regimes in order to benefit from increased national capacities in research and
development and moving beyond the state of merely providing raw materials for the
industries of developed countries.
On Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge of ILC
Based on the COP-7 mandate, access to traditional knowledge associated with
genetic resources was an element in the draft provisions on access from the beginning.
The WGABS-9/1 Co-Chairs non-paper suggested a specific paragraph on the issue in
the access draft:
4. Subject to national legislation, access to traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources shall be subject to the prior informed consent of the holders of
such knowledge and based on mutually agreed terms, taking into consideration the
provisions of Article 9. Mutually agreed terms shall provide for the fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge with the holders.
This formulation did not recognize a right of ILC to PIC if a user wants to access
their traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources as such. Rather, it subjected
ILCs PIC rights to provisions of national legislation. Representatives of ILC said the
wording was inconsistent with UNDRIP, and a similar discussion ensued under draft
Article 5bis (now Article 7 of the Nagoya Protocol: Access to Traditional Knowledge
Associated with Genetic Resources).
WGABS-9/1 included the issue under access standards, and WGABS-9/2 finally
linked access to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources with access
to genetic resources under draft Article 5(1). When the delegations informally agreed
to comparably treat genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge, ING-1
created a new draft Article 5(1)bis, with three options, as an attempt to better capture
the different legal and customary law concepts with regard to the ownership of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge.
These three options included reference to genetic resources owned by ILC, a
new concept not previously contained in the CBD or the Bonn Guidelines. This concept
is a logical application of the principle of sovereignty over natural resources as confirmed
in the CBD. With the adoption of UNDRIP, indigenous peoples have the right at the
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international level to determine over their genetic resources and traditional knowledge.
Consequently, governments should formally recognize these customary rights in national
legislation, including the right to PIC in cases where access to ILC genetic resources
or traditional knowledge is sought.
While the Nagoya Protocol fails to fully acknowledge the customary rights of
ILC and obliges the Parties to formalize them in positive law, its preamble states that
nothing in this Protocol shall be construed as diminishing or extinguishing the existing
rights of indigenous and local communities.
The three options mentioned above reflected different governmental approaches
to recognizing traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources, and for the
legal rights of ILC under their jurisdiction. During COP-10, delegates debated how to
approach the integration of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
into access and benefit-sharing provisions in the context of draft Article 4(1)bis (see
comments in the earlier section on Article 5 of the Nagoya Protocol). It was thought
that when a solution was found for Article 5 (on benefit sharing), Article 6 (on access)
could be resolved on the same basis.
On Access to Genetic Resources Limited to Country of Origin
As noted before, at WGABS-9/1 the Like-Minded Asia Pacific Group and the
Group of Like-Minded Megadiverse Countries linked access provisions to the country
of origin in draft Article 5(1) [now Article 6(1) of the Nagoya Protocol]:
Every access shall be with the prior informed consent of the Contracting Party
providing the genetic resources and their derivatives that is the country of origin of
such resources, or by a Party that has acquired the genetic resource and their derivatives,
unless a Party otherwise determines under Article 15(5) of the Convention on Biological
Diversity and taking into account Article 5(3) of this Protocol.
This proposal builds upon three definitions from the CBD itself.15
Consequently, genetic resources provided by a Party to the Protocol would
encompass wild and agricultural genetic resources that were developed or bred in that
country, as well as genetic resources from ex-situ collections. The implication of the
combined application of all three definitions is that a Party to the Protocol could not
give access to genetic resources from other countries which it itself keeps in ex-situ
collections  unless they were acquired in accordance with the CBD.

15

CBD Article 2 on Use of Terms: Country providing genetic resources means the country
supplying genetic resources collected from in-situ sources, including populations of both
wild and domesticated species, or taken from ex-situ sources, which may or may not have
originated in that country.
In-situ conditions means conditions where genetic resources exist within ecosystems and
natural habitats, and, in the case of domesticated or cultivated species, in the surroundings
where they have developed their distinctive properties.
Country of origin of genetic resources means the country which possesses those genetic
resources in in-situ conditions.
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The intention of the like-minded groups was that this complemented an
accompanying submission on draft Article 4(1) on benefit sharing. This addition invoked
CBD Article 15(3) limiting the application of ABS provisions to genetic resources
accessed in the country of origin. While the submission for draft Article 4(1) took up
accepted CBD text and concepts, the submission for draft Article 5(1) had strong
implications for access to genetic resources worldwide. The submission implied that
Parties that are not the country of origin for a specific genetic resource would be unable
to grant PIC to users requesting access to that genetic resource.
The effect of the proposal would be, to take an example, that if Country A held,
in a genebank, microbial cultures originating in Country B, Country A could not provide
PIC and access to those cultures to a requester from a third country. Instead, Country A
would refer such requests to Country B, the origin of the genetic resource.
While this wording is in line with CBD Article 15(3), given the far-ranging
consequences of such a provision for ex-situ collections (seed banks, botanical gardens,
culture collections, and others), the wording on countries of origin remained in
brackets until the negotiations were stalled on October 29. The issue was only resolved
during the closed-door process on October 29.
A second issue was some countries announcement that they would not require
PIC for access to genetic resources already included in the draft provisions at WGABS7 in 2009. This was carried along in the various text versions. This underscored that
the Nagoya Protocol was not to set substantive access standards, as developing countries
at WGABS-9/2 included the wording that they be subject to national law. This addition
was bracketed by developed countries and also was only to be resolved during the
closed-door process on October 29.
The final version of draft Article 5(1), before October 29, recognized all positions
and aimed to prevent overly prescriptive language on access via the proviso unless
otherwise determined by that Party, which applies to all provisions of draft Article
5(1) (now Article 6 of the Nagoya Protocol).
On Ex-Situ Collections
A further topic presenting difficulty for ABS rules are the many ex-situ collections
of plant, microbial and animal genetic resources, such as botanical gardens, microbial
collections, and zoos. A vast number of the accessions in ex-situ collections stem from
pre-CBD times and, to further complicate matters, some were acquired after the CBD
entered into force but without respecting the treatys ABS requirements.
As a result of the unresolved status of these collections and the inactivity of most
national governments (especially those that house these collections) in setting ABS
norms, the institutions that manage many ex-situ collections started developing their
own ABS guidelines at an early stage. Prominent examples are the International Plant
Exchange Network (IPEN), Botanic Gardens Conservation International (BGCI) and
the Micro-Organisms Sustainable Use and Access Regulation International Code of
Conduct (MOSAICC) guidelines. The 147 members of IPEN and the 28 botanical
gardens and institutes that have endorsed the BGCI Principles on Access to Genetic
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Resources and Benefit-Sharing declare that any new accessions will be acquired on
the basis of PIC and that they will develop policies on how to deal with accessions
present in their collections that were not.
IPEN members agree to seek new PIC when accessions are sold for commercial
purposes; however, members of BGCI consider themselves free to sell their accessions
without PIC, provided they have a clear policy on commercialization. The MOSAICC
guidelines, first published in 2000, also advise ex-situ collections to acquire new
resources with PIC and MAT and to clarify utilization and IPR issues. In cases where
no PIC is available, MOSAICC recommends that the country of origin be determined,
and ex-situ collections are cautioned to only exchange samples with PIC or an identified
country of origin.
Interestingly, the topic of ex-situ collections never took on a prominent role in
the ABS negotiations. At the ING meeting in October 2010, the question of how to
address them was marked as an outstanding issue in a footnote. Ex-situ collections
then disappeared altogether during the final closed-door process. Based on the provisions
of Articles 5 and 6 of the Nagoya Protocol it can be concluded that ex-situ collections
are to be regarded as like any other source of genetic resources in a Party of the Protocol.
Access to those genetic resources is possible when the provider country is the country
of origin or has acquired them in accordance with the CBD.
On International Access Standards
At WGABS-6 in 2008, the EU launched a debate on international access standards
which was met by strong opposition from developing countries. It was eventually
agreed that such standards should be regarded as tools to encourage compliance.
WGABS-7 and -8 elaborated extensively on the topic with the understanding of the
need for a balance between access and compliance standards in order to offer legal
certainty to both users and providers. The Co-Chairs non-paper based its draft Articles
on this debate. WGABS-9/1 put all the access standards under draft Article 5(2) [now
Article 6(3) of the Nagoya Protocol]. Many substantive issues were resolved at WGABS9/2.
Two issues, however, remained highly controversial: non-discriminatory access
rules in draft Article 5(2)(a)bis and appeals procedures in draft Article 5(2)(g).
On Fair and Non-Arbitrary Access Rules and Procedures
Whether and under which circumstances access rules could differentiate between
users, for example between domestic and foreign requests for access, was a matter of
debate from WGABS-1 in 2001 when the Bonn Guidelines were drafted. Developed
countries worked to include trade language in the text, for example introducing the
concept of non-discriminatory access. In Bonn, they argued that all potential users,
domestic or from other Parties, should enjoy the same status (rights and duties) in
access to genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge.
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During WGABS-2 in 2003, developed countries revived non-discriminatory
access, and by the time of WGABS-3 in 2005, they had linked it to the issue of
facilitated access in the draft text for scope:
Facilitate access to genetic resources in a non-discriminatory fashion.
The EU proposed that Parties ensure that national access rules apply in a nondiscriminatory way. Canada became a vocal proponent of this at WGABS-7, arguing
that foreign applicants for access should be treated in the same way as nationals, and
that nationals of one foreign country should always be accorded the same treatment as
those of another. Developing countries considered the introduction of a concept used
in trade negotiations to be inappropriate, and consistently stressed its inconsistency
with the sovereign right of States to determine access conditions.
A group of developing countries made a counter-proposal to use the term nonarbitrary. This reflected the recognition by many delegations that there are many
reasons to treat requesters differently, for example national research institutions versus
foreign multinational companies, yet there was also broad agreement that rules should
be implemented in a non-arbitrary manner:
[(g) [Appropriate] administrative or judicial appeals procedures in respect of
prior informed consent[, including for failure to act and [arbitrary and unjustifiably]
discriminatory access practices];]
In an attempt to resolve the controversy the WGABS-9/1 Co-Chairs non-paper
did not use either term. Canada, however, insisted on adding the trade language to the
provisions on access standards. Developing countries strongly opposed Canadas
proposal. When it became clear that Canada was not willing to change its position, the
negotiations on this issue broke down and little subsequent progress was made until
Nagoya.
For the debate at COP-10, a third option was added:
[Provide for fair and non-arbitrary rules and procedures on accessing genetic
resources]
An intense debate over this option ensued when some developing-country
delegates opposed it, prompting the EU to ask if they would instead prefer unfair and
arbitrary rules. Developing countries made it clear that they did not reject the concept
of fair and non-arbitrary but the context. They observed that while the EU demanded
non-arbitrariness in national access rules, it rejected the same concepts in the context
of compliance, leading to an unbalanced Protocol at the expense of providers. Many
developing countries opposed the paragraph as such and preferred to see it as an element
of the preamble. No compromise could be reached, and the closed-door process on
October 29 ultimately selected option 3 mentioned above.
It is noteworthy that in the final hours of the negotiations at Nagoya in October
2010, the EU confirmed that this requirement as worded in option 3 is all about
procedural justice. This means that it does not interfere with the prerogative of States
to make the substantive decision on whether or not to grant access. Therefore a provider
Party is entitled in its national law to establish different classes of applicants, such as
local researchers, foreign researchers, public research institutions or foreign research
institutions. The rules and procedures for dealing procedurally with applications for
access may differ according to any such classification. This would be consistent with
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Article 8 of the Nagoya Protocol on Special Considerations where paragraph (a)
distinguishes simplified measures on access for non-commercial research purposes.
Article 7  ACCESS TO TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH
GENETIC RESOURCES
While the CBD did not link access and benefit sharing in Article 15 to traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources, the COP-7 negotiating mandate regarded
genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge together, stating in Decision
VII/19:
... to elaborate and negotiate an international regime on access to genetic
resources and benefit sharing with the aim of adopting an instrument/instruments to
effectively implement the provisions in Article 15 and Article 8(j) of the Convention
and the three objectives of the Convention;
Delegations judged it essential to articulate the link with a separate article (Article
7 of the Nagoya Protocol, or draft Article 5bis) to address international and national
obligations for Parties related to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
The implications of this article for national ABS regulations also depend on the results
of ongoing WIPO negotiations on traditional knowledge and genetic resources of ILC.16
The Nagoya Protocol has introduced new obligations for governments to respect
and support the rights of ILC, as expressed in UNDRIP, but does not offer any related
definitions and concepts, thereby placing the WIPO negotiations in the spotlight.
In the WIPO negotiations, however, governments tend to view their objective
not as that of enshrining new rights for ILC but rather to guide patent offices to ensure
that they do not permit theft of ILCs traditional knowledge. Developing countries
argue for mandatory rules requiring full disclosure of the origin of genetic resources
and associated traditional knowledge in intellectual property applications. These
countries say that this will serve to identify and prevent misappropriation of traditional
knowledge (and genetic resources). On the other hand, developed countries favour
weaker measures for protection, with some, including the United States and Japan,
opposing any new rules at all. This discussion remains unresolved.
A priority for ILC is to address intellectual property claims on traditional
knowledge that has been disseminated in scientific and other publications, for example,
ethnobotanical journals. Under current intellectual property law, this knowledge is
regarded as freely accessible, even if it was published without ILCs consent. ILC
understandably do not accept such free appropriation of their knowledge, especially
when it was made public without their agreement.
Attempts to deal with this contentious topic under the Nagoya Protocol ended
inconclusively. At WIPO, indigenous and local communities insist that PIC and MAT
should be required if intellectual property claims are made that include appropriation
of published traditional knowledge. Some governments oppose this idea and say that
16

See box on Ongoing WIPO-IGC negotiations in the discussion on Article 4 (Relationship
with International Agreements and Instruments).
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published traditional knowledge may be freely utilized in patent claims, even if it was
disseminated without the consent of its developers.
Related to this is an unresolved debate in WIPO over the meaning of associated
traditional knowledge. ILC and many developing countries, especially African
countries, view genetic resources that have evolved under the influence of breeding,
selection, and other activities by ILC as being inherently intertwined  the material
and knowledge are conceptually inseparable. Some others, however, especially
developed-country governments and industry, wish to draw black-and-white distinctions
between the physical material of genetic resources and knowledge about them. This
conceptual difference in the understanding of associated traditional knowledge is
unresolved.
While developed countries are likely to continue to resist large-scale change to
the existing intellectual property legal framework to accommodate concern over
misappropriation of traditional knowledge, including published traditional knowledge,
the adoption of strong measures for the disclosure of origin of genetic resources claimed
in patent applications may at least help facilitate identification of these types of biopiracy
cases.
Article 7  ACCESS TO TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH
GENETIC RESOURCES
In accordance with domestic law, each Party shall take measures, as appropriate,
with the aim of ensuring that traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
that is held by indigenous and local communities is accessed with the prior and
informed consent or approval and involvement of these indigenous and local
communities, and that mutually agreed terms have been established.
Development
The debate on ABS rules for associated traditional knowledge started during
WGABS-8 in 2009. Suggested options treated PIC from ILC as analogous to the
government PIC under CBD Article 15, raising questions about how governments
would comply with this obligation. There was strong support for representatives of
ILC who called for the establishment of international standards for ABS involving
associated traditional knowledge. Also at this meeting, contentious options for language
emerged that placed such rules as either subject to or in accordance with national
legislation.
Parties on one side supported the establishment of general international standards,
while on the other [depending on the wording of Article 8(j) of the CBD] others insisted
that any detailed provision needed to be based on practices, decisions, and laws at
national and community level. The representatives of ILC opposed the wording subject
to national law, as they felt the Protocol must acknowledge universal rights expressed
in UNDRIP, and set rules beneficial for ILC, including situations where no national
law applies. ILC felt this would be better captured in the wording according to national
law rather than subject to national law.
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When the Co-Chairs non-paper was distributed at WGABS-9/1 in 2010, the
draft Article 1 on Objective of the Protocol was devoid of reference to associated
traditional knowledge and the rights of ILC. In Article 5(4) on access to genetic
resources, the non-paper chose a more restrictive wording, subject to:
4. Subject to national legislation, access to traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources shall be subject to the prior informed consent of the holders of
such knowledge and based on mutually agreed terms, taking into consideration the
provisions of Article 9. Mutually agreed terms shall provide for the fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge with the holders.
WGABS-9/1 decided to deal with the issue in a self-standing Article 5bis (now
Article 7 of the Nagoya Protocol) that more closely reflected the position of ILC:
Parties shall take legislative, administrative, or policy measures, as appropriate,
with the aim of ensuring that traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
held by indigenous and local communities is accessed with the prior and informed
consent/approval and involvement of indigenous and local communities, and is based
on mutually agreed terms.
A second severe crisis of the WGABS-9/1 meeting (following that regarding the
non-discriminatory debate) was started when New Zealand declared it could not
accept the term prior informed consent in the context of associated traditional
knowledge due to national legislation and debates the New Zealand government had
with the Maori people. Delegations eventually agreed to insert the wording approval
and involvement suggested by New Zealand and contained in CBD Article 8(j), with
the understanding that there is essentially no different meaning between that and PIC.
WGABS-9/2 in 2010 amended the draft text with three new paragraphs dealing
with compliance in the context of associated traditional knowledge. At the meeting of
the ING in 2010, New Zealand presented a compromise text reading in accordance
with domestic law. In a last attempt to weaken a new obligation for ABS rules covering
associated traditional knowledge, at COP-10, the EU said it could not support the
treatment of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge at the same legal
level. The EU claimed that negotiations could not go forward until WIPO defined
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
Canada used the opportunity opened by the EU to support the wording subject
to domestic law, then also demanding the deletion of the word measures in order to
keep the text as general as possible. After additional negotiations, the delegations agreed
on a compromise text and to create a separate draft Article 12bis (now Article 16 of the
Nagoya Protocol) on compliance with national rules on ABS for traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources.
Article 8  SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS
Article 8 (draft Article 6) was introduced to find a compromise on the following
highly controversial issues:
a. Simplified procedures for access to genetic resources and traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources for non-commercial research;
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b. Simplified access to pathogens and specifically viruses; and
c. Address the issue of access to genetic resources for food and agriculture.
Delegates decided that these topics that had been discussed under exemptions
from the scope, sectoral approaches and international access standards should be kept
as issues in the Nagoya Protocol. Nevertheless, the measures and procedures and how
to address them have to be developed at national level.
Article 8  SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS
In the development and implementation of its access and benefit-sharing legislation
or regulatory requirements, each Party shall:
(a)
Create conditions to promote and encourage research which contributes
to the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, particularly in
developing countries, including through simplified measures on access for noncommercial research purposes, taking into account the need to address a change of
intent for such research.
(b)
Pay due regard to cases of present or imminent emergencies that threaten
or damage human, animal or plant health, as determined nationally or internationally.
Parties may take into consideration the need for expeditious access to genetic
resources and expeditious fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the
use of such genetic resources, including access to affordable treatments by those in
need, especially in developing countries.
(c)
Consider the importance of genetic resources for food and agriculture
and their special role for food security.
Development
On Non-Commercial Research
Simplified access rules for non-commercial research were proposed at WGABS6 in 2008 by several developed countries supported by some developing countries,
while many others argued that the distinction between commercial and non-commercial
research was artificial at worst and blurred at best. With so many contentious and
difficult issues confronting the negotiators, and all options could be tabled and compiled,
the next meeting proceeded to discuss how to integrate potential simplified access
procedures, with the general access obligations applicable to other circumstances. This
caused discussion of non-commercial research, and the potential creation of different
access rules for it, to become entangled with the question of how to address the language
of CBD Article 15, which says that Each Contracting Party shall endeavour to create
conditions to facilitate access to genetic resources.
While developed countries insisted that the ABS Protocol must facilitate access,
developing countries said such decisions should be left to national regulations and not
be specifically addressed at the international level. Addressing the disagreement, the
Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 supported the position of developing
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countries by suggesting the issue be placed under national regulations and by omitting
the word facilitate. The paper also suggested that any kind of research  noncommercial and commercial  should be dealt with equally and proposed the wording
biodiversity-related research:
In the development and implementation of their national legislation on access
and benefit-sharing, Parties shall pay due regard to:
(a) Avoiding or minimizing impediments to biodiversity-related research,
important for the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its
components;
During WGABS-9/1 two delegations reintroduced both the concepts of
facilitating access and non-commercial research. The controversy was not resolved
until the 2010 ING in Nagoya, when it was decided that the ABS Protocol should not
facilitate access but rather provide for appropriate access. While delegations agreed
that Parties should promote and encourage biodiversity-related research, they linked
the issue of simplified access measures to non-commercial research specifically.
On Emergency Situations
As discussed in the sections on Articles 3 and 4 above, there was a debate on the
exclusion of pathogens, including viruses, from the scope of the ABS Protocol. This
underlay a second discussion on simplified access rules for genetic resources, in this
case in the context of preventing or dealing with emergency situations. Developed
countries took the position that ABS rules should be relaxed or waived for genetic
resources that might be needed in order to respond to emergency situations, for example,
the appearance of a new strain of a dangerous infectious disease. WGABS-8 in 2009
introduced a preambular paragraph as follows:
Stressing the importance of facilitating access to genetic resources in emergency
situations when public health, food security or the biological diversity are seriously
threatened 
The Co-Chairs non-paper for ABSWG-9/1 in 2010 included chapeau language
on emergencies in its draft Article 6 [now Article 8(b) of the Nagoya Protocol]:
In the development and implementation of their national legislation on access
and benefit-sharing, Parties shall pay due regard to:
(b) Emergency situations including serious threats to public health, food security
or biological diversity.
This issue was fuelled by a contentious debate at the World Health Organization
(WHO) that began in 2007. At WHO, a number of developing-country Member States
sought changes to WHOs system to collect and share influenza viruses, which was
collecting viruses and then giving them to industry (for research and vaccine production)
without any benefit sharing with the countries of origin. Proponents of reform insisted
that the WHO influenza network needed a benefit-sharing framework consistent with
the objectives and principles of the CBD.
Developed countries were resistant to applying CBD principles to the collection
and sharing of influenza viruses. They advanced an oversimplified argument holding
that because pathogens are bad biodiversity, the rules for them should be different.
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Until 2007, exchange of influenza viruses in effect took place based on an antiquated
(pre-CBD) understanding of viruses as a common heritage-type genetic resource on
which State sovereignty should not be asserted.
Although they resisted application of CBD ideas to influenza, industry and wealthy
governments were also very worried that developing countries might pull out of WHOs
system, cutting off access to influenza viruses, particularly potentially pandemic H5N1type strains. Although a compromise to implement CBD principles at WHO was
eventually reached (see the section CBD Principles Shape WHO Pandemic Influenza
Framework below), during negotiation of the Nagoya Protocol and in the WHO
negotiation, the EU took the position that access procedures under the CBD should not
be applicable to pathogens.
Delegations debated the issue intensively. Developing countries stressed that the
concept of emergency situations was unclear, noting that users might use this vague
concept to pressure countries to simplify access to a very wide range of genetic
resources. Further, they underlined that all Parties to the CBD are bound to the benefitsharing obligations regardless of specific circumstances of emergency. At WGABS-9/
2 the controversy heightened when developed countries demanded immediate access,
thereby linking the pathogen debate to the concept of sectoral approaches discussed
under scope. The report of WGABS-9/3 reflected the disagreement, and contained two
options for draft Article 6(b).
During the negotiations at COP-10, delegations again discussed what would define
emergency situations and which other fora draft Article 6(b) might relate to. Developed
countries such as New Zealand suggested replacing the term emergency situation
with serious and immediate threat, another broad and ill-defined phrase. Switzerland
mentioned that genetic resources for biological control purposes and all kinds of pest
organisms would fall under the provisions of draft Article 6(b). Both countries stressed
that the ABS Protocol must look beyond the narrow case of specific rules for pathogens.
Developing countries argued that the provisions of the ABS Protocol needed to
be applicable in emergency situations. Japan supported their call to define which
emergency situations would fall under draft Article 6(b). The EU suggested that while
the ABS Protocol would be on global goods there was a need for a specific article on
global bads; the discussion on immediate access to pathogens should not be linked
with the issue of emergency cases. To complicate matters, the EU and Canada suggested
dealing with food security and pathogens together:
 establish to provide continuing and facilitated access for appropriate genetic
resources for food and agriculture for the purpose of contribution to the reestablishment
of agricultural systems, in emergency disaster situations as identified by appropriate
intergovernmental organizations, in coordination with disaster relief coordination;
Developing countries questioned whether there were officially recognized
emergency situations for all kinds of pathogens and warned against mixing draft Article
6(b) with issues of food security.
During negotiations at COP-10, developing countries were able to secure
agreement that draft Article 6(b) would address access rules and benefit-sharing rules
on an equal level, and that the language of facilitated access  which had been deleted
from Article 1 since WGABS-9/2  would be replaced. For the time being, then, the
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conclusion was that draft Article 6(b) would address four issues: emergency situations,
public health, expeditious access, benefit sharing:
Pay due regard to public concern health emergencies according to the applicable
international and national law which threaten or damage the health of humans or animals
or that would cause a serious damage or threat to biological diversity. In these situations
take into consideration, as appropriate, the need for expeditious/simplified measures
on access provided that there is fair and equitable sharing of benefits including by
means of access to the distribution of affordable treatments to those in need especially
in developing countries.
The next round of negotiations resulted in a shorter version of this text, into
which the EU inserted the additional issue of plant health. Further, Australia, Canada,
and the EU wanted the scope of draft Article 6(b) to refer not only to emergency but
also pre-emergency situations. Developing countries countered that pre-emergency
situations would apply to all situations on any normal day and that this was an
unacceptably vague concept. The negotiations at COP-10 ended with two bracketed
alternatives for draft Article 6(b) of which the following version led to the final text
decided upon in the closed-door process:
[(b) Pay due regard to cases of [present or imminent] emergencies[, including
those of international concern,] that threaten or damage human, animal or plant health,
as determined in accordance with applicable national and international law [including
under relevant international organizations]. Parties may take into consideration the
need for expeditious access to genetic resources and expeditious fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising out of the use of such genetic resources, including access to
affordable treatments by those in need, especially in developing countries.]
Article 8(b) of the Nagoya Protocol, after the long and intense debate, was
ultimately not agreed to in a full negotiation mode and instead became part of the
take-it-or-leave-it package.
CBD Principles Shape WHO Pandemic Influenza Framework
The CBD and ABS Protocol negotiations were meanwhile asserting influence
over a parallel track at WHO, where developing countries were engaged in an intense
and contentious debate, from 2007 to 2011, over biopiracy of pandemic influenza
viruses by developed-country research centres and multinational pharmaceutical and
vaccine corporations. The negotiation sought to overcome the weaknesses of the WHO
Global Influenza Surveillance and Response System (GISRS), which includes National
Influenza Centres, WHO Collaborating Centres on Influenza, and a number of other
regulatory and reference laboratories. A group of developing countries, in accordance
with their CBD obligations, insisted on a system that was consistent with the CBDs
third objective and ABS provisions. The experience of the International Treaty on
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture also provided guidance to the WHO
negotiations.
On May 24, 2011 WHOs governing World Health Assembly adopted the
Pandemic Influenza Preparedness (PIP) Framework containing terms and conditions
that now govern the sharing of influenza viruses (sourced mostly from developing
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countries), and the sharing of resulting public health benefits including vaccines and
diagnostic kits. The Framework is:
... to improve pandemic influenza preparedness and response, and strengthen
the protection against the pandemic influenza by improving and strengthening the
WHO global influenza surveillance and response system, with the objective of a fair,
transparent, equitable, efficient, effective system for, on an equal footing:
(i) The sharing of H5N1 and other influenza viruses with human pandemic
potential; and
(ii) Access to vaccines and sharing of other benefits.
The agreement is a milestone as it puts in place for the first time in WHO a
Framework and two accompanying contractual instruments in the form of Standard
Material Transfer Agreements (SMTAs) to govern the sharing of influenza viruses
and benefits. The agreement is also precedent-setting as it obligates the pharmaceutical
industry and other entities that benefit from the WHO virus-sharing scheme to share
benefits as a condition of access to influenza viruses of pandemic potential. The first
SMTA is to be used when sharing PIP biological materials within the WHO GISRS,
while the second SMTA is to be used when the WHO GISRS shares biological materials
with entities outside the WHO GISRS (e.g. a vaccine company).
Despite being a significant agreement, the PIP Framework and the accompanying
SMTAs have shortcomings that can inform the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol.
The Framework does not go far enough to secure a reasonable level of benefits from
industry and other entities. The $25-30 million annual monetary contribution required
of manufacturers plus a 10% set-aside of vaccines and anti-viral medicines is a first
step that is unprecedented, but remains far too little to meet the needs of developing
countries (which account for 80% of world population) in the event of a pandemic
outbreak. These benefits should have been set at higher levels.
Furthermore, because users of influenza viruses under SMTA-2 can choose
between different benefit-sharing options, the granting of non-exclusive licences at
affordable royalties or royalty-free to developing countries for the production of patented
vaccines and other products to respond to influenza outbreaks is only a voluntary
benefit-sharing option. This should instead have been listed as a standalone mandatory
benefit to facilitate the sharing of knowledge, technology, and know-how which
developing countries need in order to counter an influenza pandemic.
During the negotiations, developing countries sought greater benefits.
The outcome was disappointing, however, due to the resistance by developed countries,
in particular the United States. This significantly diluted the benefit-sharing obligations
and protected industrys profits and intellectual property. As the final outcome is based
on many compromises, there is an inbuilt review that will take place by 2016 with a
view to proposing revisions reflecting developments as appropriate, to the World Health
Assembly in 2017.
The PIP Framework also establishes an oversight mechanism that includes the
World Health Assembly, the WHO Director-General and an independent 18-member
Advisory Group of internationally recognized policy makers, public health experts
and technical experts in the field of influenza, selected from the WHO regions. Broadly,
the Advisory Group will assist the Director-General in monitoring the implementation
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of the Framework in accordance with its agreed terms of reference. The Advisory
Group will also present an annual report to the Director-General on its evaluation of
the implementation of this Framework.
The first SMTA-2 was signed in December 2012 with one of the three largest
manufacturers of influenza vaccines, GlaxoSmithKline. It legally binds the company
to give WHO access to 10% of its total production of pandemic vaccines as they are
produced. In addition, six companies have together made financial contributions, called
partnership contributions, of more than $18 million. These funds will be invested to
strengthen pandemic preparedness and response capacities, in line with
recommendations from the Advisory Group, according to the WHO Director-General.
This is regarded as a first step and questions remain over the transparency of the
negotiations with the users (mainly industry) and the adequacy of the benefit sharing,
in the sense of whether it meets the criterion of being fair and equitable.
With regard to Article 8(b) of the Nagoya Protocol, where national legislation or
regulatory requirements provide for expeditious access, these must also be based on
expeditious fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the use of such genetic
resources, including access to affordable treatments by those in need, especially in
developing countries.
On Food Security
Representatives of the UN Food and Agriculture Organization, agricultural
research institutions and agriculture ministries were always present at the ABS
negotiations. They stressed the importance of the ITPGRFA in guaranteeing facilitated
access to genetic resources, therefore contributing to food security, and at WGABS-2
in 2003 it was noted that the work of the FAO Commission on Genetic Resources and
the CBD ABS negotiations needed to stay in harmony. While most delegates seemed
to agree that the Multilateral System of the ITPGRFA is the appropriate specialized
ABS system for access to those genetic resources described in the treatys Annex 1,
there was some disagreement on how to treat plant genetic resources for food and
agriculture that are not contained in Annex 1. Representatives from agricultural
institutions present at the meeting were of the opinion that it would best be dealt with
outside of an ABS Protocol. Many of them also sought to exclude animal and microbial
genetic resources for food and agriculture from the scope of the ABS Protocol, although
for these genetic resources there is no specialized ABS system harmonized with the
CBD and equivalent to the ITPGRFA.
WGABS-8 in 2009 mentioned the issue of food security in the preamble:
Stressing the importance of facilitating access to genetic resources in emergency
situations when public health, food security or the biological diversity are seriously
threatened.
It also linked the issue of facilitated access to emergency situations with regard
to food security.
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The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 maintained these references.
Developing countries underlined the need to ensure food security without undermining
the ABS Protocol. WGABS-9/2 finally drafted Article 6(c):
Consider the importance of genetic resources for food and agriculture and their
special role for food security and climate change adaptation and mitigation.
This formulation remained intact through the next negotiation rounds. The wording
of Article 8(c) of the Nagoya Protocol does not formulate any obligations or concrete
tasks for the Parties when developing and implementing their national ABS systems.
One possible aspect that certainly would benefit from national consultations would be
access to wild or domesticated resources in-situ with the intent of adding them to the
collection of national or international ex-situ collections that are part of the Multilateral
System.
Article 9  CONTRIBUTION TO CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABLE USE
Article 9 aims to integrate the first two objectives of the CBD on conservation of
biodiversity and sustainable use of the components of biodiversity with the
implementation of its third objective, fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising
from the utilization of genetic resources.
Article 9  CONTRIBUTION TO CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABLE USE
The Parties shall encourage users and providers to direct benefits arising from the
utilization of genetic resources towards the conservation of biological diversity and
the sustainable use of its components.
Development
Applying the benefits gained from utilization of genetic resources to finance
protection and sustainable use of biological diversity is a central theme of the CBD,
and was quickly reflected in the Nagoya Protocol negotiations. WGABS-4 in 2006
included a provision that:
[Benefits should be directed in such a way as to promote conservation and
sustainable use of biological diversity [in countries of origin of genetic resources.]]
The issue was parked in later negotiations as a component for further
consideration. The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 took the concept
and developed it into a standalone article:
Parties shall encourage users and providers to direct benefits arising from the
utilization of genetic resources towards the conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity in support of the objectives of the Convention.
This drafting was accepted at WGABS-9/2 in 2010.
While the content of Article 9 deals with the linkage of the three CBD objectives,
it is unfortunate that it remains very vague. Parties shall only encourage users and
providers to direct a share from the profits they gain through the utilization of genetic
resources to finance activities for conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. In
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coming years it will be interesting to monitor how Parties to the Nagoya Protocol
implement this central feature of ABS policies.
Article 10  GLOBAL MULTILATERAL BENEFIT-SHARING MECHANISM
Article 11  TRANSBOUNDARY COOPERATION
Article 10 (inserted on October 29 from a closed-door process without any
negotiation) and Article 11 (draft Article 8) are discussed together here. Their primary
purpose is to overcome shortcomings of the bilateral approach under the CBD when
setting up national ABS regimes and negotiating contracts.
In practice, differing implementations of the Nagoya Protocol in neighbouring
countries sharing the same genetic resources, and traditional knowledge associated
with them, will likely lead potential users to approach the country with less stringent
ABS obligations. A frequently suggested way to avoid such a race to the bottom is
the establishment of (sub)regional agreements to address transboundary ABS issues, a
possibility offered in Article 11. In addition, the multilateral approach of Article 10,
the genesis of which was proposed by the African Group, aims to develop solutions for
several controversial issues of temporal, political and geographical scope that are not
explicitly resolved by the final Protocol text.
Article 10  GLOBAL MULTILATERAL BENEFIT-SHARING MECHANISM
Parties shall consider the need for and modalities of a global multilateral benefitsharing mechanism to address the fair and equitable sharing of benefits derived
from the utilization of genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated with
genetic resources that occur in transboundary situations or for which it is not possible
to grant or obtain prior informed consent. The benefits shared by users of genetic
resources and traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources through this
mechanism shall be used to support the conservation of biological diversity and the
sustainable use of its components globally.
Article 11  TRANSBOUNDARY COOPERATION
1. In instances where the same genetic resources are found in-situ within the
territory of more than one Party, those Parties shall endeavour to cooperate, as
appropriate, with the involvement of indigenous and local communities concerned,
where applicable, with a view to implementing this Protocol.
2. Where the same traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is
shared by one or more indigenous and local communities in several Parties, those
Parties shall endeavour to cooperate, as appropriate, with the involvement of the
indigenous and local communities concerned, with a view to implementing the
objective of this Protocol.
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Development
By the time of WGABS-2 in 2003 it was widely believed that the ABS Protocol
needed elements to take into account the fact that the occurrence of genetic resources
often does not align with political borders. Developing countries and representatives
of ILC explained the problems that might arise when a strictly bilateral approach is
taken. At first the issues were dealt with under scope; WGABS-6 in 2009 discussed
them as benefit-sharing components for further consideration: multilateral benefitsharing options when origin is not clear or in transboundary situations; and establishment
of trust funds to address transboundary situations.
When the issues were elaborated further at WGABS-7 in 2009, traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources entered into the discussion of
transboundary measures. The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 then
offered the following draft on Transboundary Cooperation:
In instances where the same genetic resources are found in-situ within the
territory of neighbouring Parties, those Parties shall cooperate, as appropriate, with a
view to implementing this Protocol.
The idea of establishing multilateral benefit-sharing options was dropped and
WGABS-9/1 agreed on the suggested text while replacing shall with are
encouraged.
Developing countries brought back the issue of a multilateral mechanism during
WGABS-9/2 in 2010. After informal discussions during ING-2 in 2010 in Nagoya, at
COP-10, the African Group introduced the idea of a multilateral fund, with an October
25 informal paper explaining the concept as a new and innovative financial mechanism
that would put in place a multilateral approach in parallel to the dominant bilateral
ABS modalities currently being negotiated. The African Group had in fact floated
this idea since 2007 at WGABS-5.
During the closed-door process on October 29, Article 10 was created in response
to the African proposal; however, rather than adopting it, the text is far from the African
proposal. It is also about a mechanism in general and not a fund, and is a subject for
future consideration. The language to do this was adapted from CBD Article 19(3)
(Parties shall consider the need for and modalities of ...). Once the ABS Protocol has
entered into force Parties will likely face lengthy negotiations on the need for and
modalities of such a mechanism. Article 10s language will give some Parties room to
delay any real decision. It took the CBD Parties three years to decide on the need to
negotiate a biosafety protocol but only due to the strong pressure of developing countries
and the growing public concerns about the risks of genetically modified organisms in
Europe. It remains to be seen if such a political constellation builds up in the context of
the further ABS negotiations.
The scope of a future multilateral mechanism would cover two areas:
1.
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Genetic resources that occur in transboundary situations: Since all genetic
resources can be of a transboundary nature and are already covered by the ABS
Protocol, careful clarification will be needed of which genetic resources would
be covered by a multilateral mechanism.

2.

Genetic resources for which it is not possible to grant or obtain prior informed
consent.

The second area refers in an abstract manner to several issues debated during the
negotiation of the scope of the ABS Protocol but which ultimately were not covered by
operational text, such as:





Marine genetic resources outside of the areas of jurisdiction of Parties;
Genetic resources in Antarctica;
Genetic resources in ex-situ collections with unclear provenance and without
PIC and MAT; and
Continuing utilization that does not follow the principles of the CBD and the
Nagoya Protocol, namely being based on PIC and MAT.

Particularly with respect to ex-situ collections, the idea of covering these
utilizations that fall outside of the scope of the Protocol has raised questions about
whether they need to be stopped and newly negotiated, or if financial compensation
would remedy the absence of PIC and MAT.
Article 12  TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH GENETIC
RESOURCES
While the 2004 mandate from COP-7 integrated the topic of traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources into the negotiations of the ABS Protocol, the exact
meaning of the term traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources remained
unclear. A widely recognized definition of associated traditional knowledge in the
context of ABS did not exist in 2004 and was still lacking at the time of COP-10 in
2010.
During negotiations it became clear that the ABS Protocol should deal with
associated traditional knowledge in a cross-sectional approach and in standalone
paragraphs. This was termed a tandem approach. Article 12 (draft Article 9) is a
standalone provision that aims to clarify understanding of traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources at the international level and give guidance for national
implementation of core issues such as recognition of customary laws and practices but
without strong obligations for Parties.
Another controversial issue that is perhaps the biggest missing piece of the Nagoya
Protocol relates to publicly available traditional knowledge. Proposals were put forward
by developing countries to address two special situations: (a) where the traditional
knowledge was not obtained directly from ILC and can be in an oral or documented or
other form; and (b) where the original holders of the traditional knowledge are not
identifiable, e.g. knowledge that is diffused in a society and handed down over
generations, such as Chinese traditional medicine or the Indian Ayurvedic system.
These were draft Article 9(5) and 9(5)bis respectively. Developed countries were
strongly opposed to including this in the Protocol for benefit sharing and on the final
day, the closed-door process deleted the last version of draft Article 9(5) in its entirety.
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National ABS legislation, however, can regulate this important area, and CBD Parties
should do so already.
Article 12  TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH GENETIC
RESOURCES
1. In implementing their obligations under this Protocol, Parties shall in
accordance with domestic law take into consideration indigenous and local
communities customary laws, community protocols and procedures, as applicable,
with respect to traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
2. Parties, with the effective participation of the indigenous and local communities
concerned, shall establish mechanisms to inform potential users of traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources about their obligations, including
measures as made available through the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House
for access to and fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of
such knowledge.
3. Parties shall endeavour to support, as appropriate, the development by
indigenous and local communities, including women within these communities, of:
(a)
Community protocols in relation to access to traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising
out of the utilization of such knowledge;
(b)
Minimum requirements for mutually agreed terms to secure the fair
and equitable sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources; and
(c)
Model contractual clauses for benefit-sharing arising from the utilization
of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
4. Parties, in their implementation of this Protocol, shall, as far as possible, not
restrict the customary use and exchange of genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge within and amongst indigenous and local communities in
accordance with the objectives of the Convention.
Development
WGABS-3 in 2005 took up the issue when it suggested that the certificate of
origin/source/legal provenance for compliance purposes could include traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources, and rules of customary law among other
additional elements that could be considered later in the negotiations. In discussing
compliance, WGABS-6 in 2008 listed Measures to ensure compliance with customary
law and local systems of protection as one possibility. In light of Article 31 of UNDRIP,
in 2009 WGABS-7 developed draft paragraphs on the recognition of the rights of ILC
to their genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated with them. This also
addressed ILCs participation in compliance, for example:
Contracting Parties [shall][should]: ... With the full and effective participation
of the indigenous and local communities concerned support and facilitate local, national
and/or regional community protocols regulating access to traditional knowledge
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associated with genetic resources taking into consideration the relevant customary
laws and ecological values of indigenous and local communities in order to prevent
the misappropriation of their associated traditional knowledge and to ensure the fair
and equitable sharing of benefits arising from the utilization of such associated
traditional knowledge;
The meeting also focused on how compliance with customary law could be
promoted, including the new issue of community protocols.
In 2009, WGABS-8 introduced the issues at various other places in the draft
text. The Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9/1 in 2010 compiled these many
suggestions, placing them in a standalone draft Article 9 (now Article 12 of the Nagoya
Protocol). The essence of the first four paragraphs were agreed upon at WGABS-9/2
and ING meetings.
Draft Article 9(5) of the non-paper, however, provoked highly controversial
discussions that continued until Nagoya:
Parties shall encourage the users of publicly available traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources to take all reasonable measures, including due
diligence, to enter into fair and equitable benefit-sharing arrangements with the holders
of that knowledge.
It was this issue that was the last item on the agenda of the COP-10 negotiations
before the unfinished draft Protocol text was passed to the closed-door process on
October 29. Draft Article 9(5) was deleted with no discussion among all other Parties.
The only legacy in the Protocol is a preambular paragraph that had been agreed to
earlier by the negotiators: Further recognizing the unique circumstances where
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is held in countries, which
may be oral, documented or in other forms, reflecting a rich cultural heritage relevant
for conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity 
On Publicly Available Associated Traditional Knowledge
Traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is not only held by
individuals as sacred knowledge or by distinct groups as specialized knowledge  with
whom PIC and MAT could be negotiated. It also can be widely spread and used as
communal knowledge by many different users  even on a commercial basis  who are
not the original creators and holders of this knowledge. Prominent examples of
communal traditional knowledge that is highly aggregated and very successful are
Chinese traditional medicine and the Indian Ayurvedic system. Delegations from these
two countries especially felt that the ABS Protocol needed provisions on how to deal
with ABS and publicly available traditional knowledge.
The term publicly available further implies that traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources published in scientific articles would fall under ABS rules or
that applicants for patents dealing with traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources need to comply with PIC and benefit-sharing obligations.
These classes of traditional knowledge are relevant to the negotiations at WIPO
on traditional knowledge and genetic resources. Existing intellectual property (IP) law
and legal instruments, however, cannot protect publicly available knowledge. Since
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developed countries  together with the representatives of their industries  prefer to
protect traditional knowledge within the existing IP framework and do not support the
creation of sui generis options for communal traditional knowledge, they strongly
opposed the establishment of any rules for such knowledge in the context of the Nagoya
Protocol.
Negotiations on draft Article 9(5) at COP-10 started with a debate on who might
be the rightful holder in the context of PIC and benefit sharing when publicly available
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is to be accessed, and what
obligation users should have to locate these rights holders.
A group of developing countries proposed the following draft Article 9(5):
Parties shall take appropriate legislative, administrative or policy measures so
that users of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources, whether oral or
documented or in other forms, obtained from a source other than directly from ILCs,
to enter into fair and equitable benefit-sharing arrangements with the rightful holders
of such knowledge as may be determined by the provider Party.
They also proposed draft Article 9(5)bis:
Where traditional knowledge is held by a Party on behalf of ILCs and the original
holders within these communities cannot be identified, such Parties may take legislative,
administrative or policy measures, as appropriate, so that users of such traditional
knowledge enter into fair and equitable benefit-sharing arrangements with that Party
for the benefit of the ILCs.
These two strongly worded proposals addressed two sets of circumstances of
publicly available knowledge that is widely utilized but without benefit sharing. These
faced tremendous opposition from developed countries.
After an extensive debate among the Parties the following text was proposed:
Parties shall encourage the users of traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources which has been obtained by that user from a source other than an indigenous
and local community, to take reasonable measures to enter into fair and equitable benefitsharing arrangements with the rightful holders of such knowledge within the indigenous
and local communities.
At this stage, the EU, New Zealand and Australia rejected the entire paragraph.
China and the Philippines insisted on including the concept of publicly available
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources. This was supported by Canada
but with the proviso that the language has no IPR relevance.
The next text proposed by some developing countries tried to accommodate the
concerns:
Parties shall take legislative, administrative and policy measures, as appropriate,
for users of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources obtained from a
source other than an indigenous and local community, inter alia traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources, whether oral or documented or in other forms, to
enter into fair and equitable benefit-sharing arrangements with the rightful holders of
such knowledge.
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The EU would not agree to the obligatory character of the paragraph. Canada
pointed out that the mentioned forms of traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources would be better covered through copyright, and China opposed the reference
to rightful holders because of its inconsistency with many forms of publicly available
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources.
After more lengthy discussions, China suggested a compromise text on October
28 to resolve its own and Canadas problems:
Parties shall take legislative, administrative or policy measures so that users of
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources obtained from a source other
than directly from an indigenous and local community in different forms, enter into
fair and equitable benefit-sharing arrangements with the rightful holders as may be
defined in domestic law considering the uniqueness of these circumstances.
While the GRULAC delegations agreed to this solution, the EU proposed to
replace shall with are encouraged to. South Korea insisted that the basic concept
of the draft article on benefit sharing that refers to the rightful holder of traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources as agreed in draft Article 4(4) (now Article
5 of the Nagoya Protocol) must also apply to draft Article 9(5).
The debate on draft Article 9(5) turned out to be the final round of transparent
debates between governments. When it became apparent that the compromise offered
by China was not accepted by all others as a basis for further negotiation, the CoChairs of the Informal Consultative Group stopped the negotiations in the early morning
of October 29. In the closed-door process that followed, draft Article 9(5) was deleted.
The ABS Protocol thus does not deal with traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources that is dispersed in a society or even worldwide through publications, in
many cases without the PIC of the original creators and holders or the Party to the
CBD or Nagoya Protocol in cases where the holder is the country.
Article 13  NATIONAL FOCAL POINTS AND COMPETENT NATIONAL
AUTHORITIES
National Focal Points as set up by Article 13 (draft Article 10) serve as contact
points to foster the relations of a national government with the secretariat of an
international treaty to which it is a Party. They might also have functions in the process
of the national implementation of that treaty, for example, giving technical information
on ABS procedures for potential users. The Competent Authority is a governmental
institution that fulfils certain functions which a Party to this treaty needs to perform. In
the case of the Nagoya Protocol such functions could be setting rules and standards for
PIC and MAT negotiations or deciding on the completeness of applications and correct
procedures when negotiating for PIC and MAT.
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Article 13  NATIONAL FOCAL POINTS AND COMPETENT NATIONAL
AUTHORITIES
1. Each Party shall designate a national focal point on access and benefit-sharing.
The national focal point shall make information available as follows:
(a) For applicants seeking access to genetic resources, information on procedures
for obtaining prior informed consent and establishing mutually agreed terms,
including benefit-sharing;
(b) For applicants seeking access to traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources, where possible, information on procedures for obtaining prior informed
consent or approval and involvement, as appropriate, of indigenous and local
communities and establishing mutually agreed terms including benefit-sharing; and
(c) Information on competent national authorities, relevant indigenous and local
communities and relevant stakeholders.
The national focal point shall be responsible for liaison with the Secretariat.
2. Each Party shall designate one or more competent national authorities on access
and benefit-sharing. Competent national authorities shall, in accordance with
applicable national legislative, administrative or policy measures, be responsible
for granting access or, as applicable, issuing written evidence that access requirements
have been met and be responsible for advising on applicable procedures and
requirements for obtaining prior informed consent and entering into mutually agreed
terms.
3. A Party may designate a single entity to fulfil the functions of both focal point
and competent national authority.
4. Each Party shall, no later than the date of entry into force of this Protocol for
it, notify the Secretariat of the contact information of its national focal point and its
competent national authority or authorities. Where a Party designates more than
one competent national authority, it shall convey to the Secretariat, with its
notification thereof, relevant information on the respective responsibilities of those
authorities. Where applicable, such information shall, at a minimum, specify which
competent authority is responsible for the genetic resources sought. Each Party
shall forthwith notify the Secretariat of any changes in the designation of its national
focal point or in the contact information or responsibilities of its competent national
authority or authorities.
5. The Secretariat shall make information received pursuant to paragraph 4
available through the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House.
Development
During WGABS-7 in 2009 in Paris, the first elements on National ABS Focal
Points were introduced in the text section on access; WGABS-8 in 2009 in Montreal
expanded these elements. The Co-Chairs non-paper of WGABS-9/1 in Cali created a
self-standing article on these Focal Points that was adopted with some amendments at
WGABS-9/2 in 2010 in Montreal. The debate on the functions of a Competent Authority
in the PIC and MAT procedures started at WGABS-4 in 2006 in Granada in the context
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of the international certificate. WGABS-6 in 2008 in Geneva saw Competent Authorities
as essential in the context of the compliance debate; WGABS-8 in 2009 in Montreal
foresaw several different functions for such a Competent Authority. Although the topic
featured prominently in the reports so far, the Co-Chairs non-paper and the following
meeting reports did not mention the term in the context of compliance and the certificate
any longer.
Since no tasks related to compliance or benefit sharing were assigned to the
National Focal Point and the Competent Authority, the negotiations on the final Article
13 went rather smoothly. Instead of concentrating the administrative tasks at these two
established bodies, the negotiators of the Nagoya Protocol set up so-called checkpoints
under Article 17 to deal with matters related to compliance without describing their
relationship to the bodies under Article 13.
Interestingly, ABSWG-9/1 introduced  and ABSWG-9/3 in 2010 in Nagoya
accepted  the term competent authorities of indigenous and local communities as
one item that could be included in the information presented in the ABS ClearingHouse according to Article 14. This wording seemed to be taken from the meeting of
the Group of Technical and Legal Experts on Traditional Knowledge Associated with
Genetic Resources in 2009 in Hyderabad while the intention of the expert group was
quite different. This expert group elaborated extensively on the role of a Competent
National Authority in the context of effective and fair rules and procedures. The meeting
identified a competent authority at the level of indigenous and local communities
with a statutory authorization/mandate as competent authorities of indigenous and local
communities as a desirable element of the ILC PIC procedure.
Article 14  THE ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING CLEARING-HOUSE
AND INFORMATION SHARING
The CBD has an established clearing-house mechanism that is an Internet-based
information tool on various aspects of the Convention. While there is no treaty obligation
for Parties to post information, the CBD clearing-house was given a new role in the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. Cartagena Protocol Parties are obliged to post certain
legal and administrative information at the Biosafety Clearing-House to assist national
decision-making on the transboundary movement of genetically modified organisms.
Article 14 establishes an ABS Clearing-House with functions similar to the CBD
clearing-house. A pilot phase is underway at the time of writing and the debate has
already started on what types of information would be helpful for Parties and to support
the Protocols information needs. Developing countries would like, among other things,
to see the Clearing-House provide information that can help to monitor the utilization
of genetic resources, and information that can assist in decision-making, as in the
Biosafety Clearing-House. Most developed countries prefer a general information role,
with more focus on access-related information for users.
A contentious issue that emerged in 2011 at the Intergovernmental Committee
for the Nagoya Protocol (ICNP) centres on some proposals made by the Expert Meeting
on the Modalities of Operation of the Access and Benefit-Sharing Clearing-House
(document UNEP/CBD/ABS/EM-CH/1/4  paragraph 7 of the Annex) which did not
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get included in the pilot phase due to lack of agreement among the Parties at the first
ICNP meeting. The issues include: notification of permits or its equivalent; the updating
of the internationally recognized certificate of compliance, including information on
third-party transfers; tracking the utilization of genetic resources across sectors;
identification of subject matter on genetic resources covered by the certificate in the
light of possible changes in its nomenclature; and examining how the ability of the
Clearing-House may be developed to keep confidential information and keep it
confidential until confidentiality may no longer be required. A group of developingcountry Parties are continuing to insist on this. See Annex III on the ongoing work of
the ICNP on this debate.
Article 14  THE ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING CLEARING-HOUSE AND
INFORMATION SHARING
1. An Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House is hereby established as part
of the clearing-house mechanism under Article 18, paragraph 3, of the Convention.
It shall serve as a means for sharing of information related to access and benefitsharing. In particular, it shall provide access to information made available by each
Party relevant to the implementation of this Protocol.
2. Without prejudice to the protection of confidential information, each Party
shall make available to the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House any
information required by this Protocol, as well as information required pursuant to
the decisions taken by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to this Protocol. The information shall include:
(a) Legislative, administrative and policy measures on access and benefitsharing;
(b) Information on the national focal point and competent national
authority(ies); and
(c) Permits or their equivalent issued at the time of access as evidence of the
decision to grant prior informed consent and of the establishment of mutually agreed
terms.
3. Additional information, if available and as appropriate, may include:
(a) Relevant competent authorities of indigenous and local communities, and
information as so decided;
(b) Model contractual clauses;
(c) Methods and tools developed to monitor genetic resources; and
(d) Codes of conduct and best practices.
4. The modalities of the operation of the Access and Benefit-sharing ClearingHouse, including reports on its activities, shall be considered and decided upon by
the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Protocol at
its first meeting, and kept under review thereafter.
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Development
The concept of an ABS-specific clearing-house was aired at WGABS-7 in 2009.
The 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper proposed an article to create an ABS clearing-house.
Delegations debated the type of information and to what extent information generated
in the PIC procedure should be made available. Issues included provision of information
on and from ILC, and how to reflect private ABS contracts in the public ABS clearinghouse. At ABSWG-9/3 in October 2010, outstanding matters were resolved apart from
the information related to the PIC procedure, which remained as follows:
2. The information shall include: ...
(c) [When access is granted, decisions related to prior informed consent][Decisions
to grant prior informed consent] [for access to genetic resources, as appropriate and
where applicable].
This contested obligation was the only provision in draft Article 11 that dealt
with revealing substantial information on concrete ABS cases. Other provisions cover
technical information or are of a non-binding nature. It was developed countries that
were reluctant to accept an obligation to use the ABS Clearing-House to post substantive
information. This position reflected the strategy of developed countries to weaken the
compliance provisions of the draft text as much as possible.
In Nagoya, on the final day of the negotiations open to observers, a compromise
language for draft Article 11(2)(c) was found:
2. The information shall include: ...
(c) Permits or their equivalent issued at the time of access as evidence of the
decision to grant prior informed consent and of the establishment of mutually agreed
terms.
The Protocol is not really clear if the permits or their equivalent issued at the
time of access and the international certificate as introduced by Article 17 are actually
the same or different documents. While Article 17 describes a list of minimum
information of the international certificate, the content of permits as elements of the
national decision-making procedure is left to national legislation. The debates at ICNP1 in June 2011 in Montreal could not advance this issue.
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OVERVIEW OF COMPLIANCE ISSUES (ARTICLES 30, 15-18)
Development until WGABS-8
Compliance was at the centre of the negotiations because ABS rules, enforceability
and potential sanctions are the elements that constitute the difference between voluntary
guidelines and binding treaties. The negotiations on compliance covered three levels:
a.
b.
c.

Compliance with the rules of the Nagoya Protocol
Compliance in user countries with national ABS legislation and regulatory
requirements of provider countries
Compliance with the mutually agreed terms of ABS contracts.

The negotiations were complex and developed slowly. Discussions gelled in five
final Articles that cover the three levels (Article 30; Articles 15, 16, 17; and Article
18). This section starts with a common analysis of the compliance debate as such and
breaks down the different issues later on, each of which became increasingly complex
in its own right as the negotiations drew to an end.
When the Bonn Guidelines were adopted at COP-6 in 2002, developing-country
Parties to the CBD already called for a process to address the obvious gaps, among
which the main one was compliance with PIC and MAT. Developing countries argued
that even if their national ABS laws were strong and implemented, the transboundary
nature of users and the utilization outside their territory rendered those laws ineffective.
As a result, COP Decision VI/24 included compliance in the mandate for the 2nd
meeting of the WGABS:
8.c. Measures, including consideration of their feasibility, practicality and costs,
to support compliance with prior informed consent of the Contracting Party providing
such resources and mutually agreed terms on which access was granted in Contracting
Parties with users of genetic resources under their jurisdiction;
WGABS-2 subsequently recommended various measures to support compliance
with PIC, including the controversial issues related to IP, through disclosure of origin
in patent applications, and the relationship to the idea of an internationally recognized
certificate of origin/source/legal provenance as evidence of compliance. With continued
resistance from developed countries to discussing IPRs in the CBD, however, COP-7
in 2004 agreed to invite WIPO and the UN Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD) to examine and address the relationships between IPRs and ABS.
COP-7s Decision VII/19 that mandated Parties to negotiate an international
regime on ABS (which became the Nagoya Protocol) also required a report to COP8 in 2006, on eight out of the 23 specific measures Parties shall consider are directly
related to the issues of compliance and the IPR-ABS relationship, as follows:
(viii) Measures to facilitate the functioning of the regime at the local, national,
subregional, regional and international levels, bearing in mind the transboundary nature
of the distribution of some in-situ genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge;
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(ix) Measures to ensure compliance with national legislations on access and
benefit-sharing, prior informed consent and mutually agreed terms, consistent with
the Convention on Biological Diversity;
(x)
Measures to ensure compliance with prior informed consent of indigenous
and local communities holding traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources,
in accordance with Article 8(j);
(xi) Measures to ensure compliance with the mutually agreed terms on which
genetic resources were granted and to prevent the unauthorized access and use of
genetic resources consistent with the Convention on Biological Diversity;...
(xiii) Internationally recognized certificate of origin/source/legal provenance
of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge;
(xiv) Disclosure of origin/source/legal provenance of genetic resources and
associated traditional knowledge in applications for intellectual property rights;...
(xx) Monitoring, compliance and enforcement;
(xxi) Dispute settlement, and/or arbitration, if and when necessary;
Future negotiations on compliance were shaped by WGABS-5 in 2005, when
delegates settled on three issues for further consideration:
(a)
(b)
(c)

Measures to support compliance with prior informed consent and mutually agreed
terms;
Internationally recognized certificate of origin/source/legal provenance;
Monitoring, enforcement and dispute settlement.

Negotiations then focused on (b) and (c) above, while (a), a matter of compliance
with the rules of the treaty itself, was put aside until later. WGABS-6 in 2008 entered
into more detailed discussion in order to provide a comprehensive report to COP-8,
but division between developing and developed countries became apparent. This
division caused tensions over the meaning of the international access standards
proposed by the EU as a tool for compliance.
WGABS-6 moved to a two-tiered approach, marking agreed issues as bricks
and those which needed further consideration as bullets. Three compliance bricks
were identified as components to be further elaborated with the aim of incorporating
them in the international regime on ABS. The uncontroversial measures underlying
these bricks were:
1)
2)
3)

Development of tools to encourage compliance: Awareness-raising activities;
Development of tools to monitor compliance: Mechanisms for information
exchange, and internationally recognized certificate issued by a domestic
competent authority;
Development of tools to enforce compliance.

WGABS-6 also suggested a set of 17 further measures to bring life to the three
bricks. These essentially shaped the entire ABS negotiation on compliance until
COP-10 in 2010 when negotiations ended. WGABS-7 and WGABS-8 worked on
upgrading other issues identified as bullets into bricks and finally delivered a
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template for the negotiations until Nagoya that listed four compliance issues with 19
measures (see Table 3 below).
At WGABS-8, Mexico reintroduced the idea of a compliance committee to
oversee the implementation of the ABS Protocol. Delegates agreed to this idea but
postponed substantial discussions to a next meeting. The final result is Article 30 of
the Nagoya Protocol (Procedures and Mechanisms to Promote Compliance with this
Protocol) that does not itself establish a compliance committee, but leaves it to the first
Meeting of Parties when the Protocol enters into force to decide on institutional
mechanisms to promote compliance. Since the package of compliance issues was
ultimately a major part of the standstill in negotiations at COP-10, and brokered in a
closed-door process by the EU and Brazil, the road ahead to clarify and implement the
Protocol promises to be rocky. (See the debate on this at the Intergovernmental
Committee for the Nagoya Protocol, reported in Annex III.)
Structuring the Negotiations at WGABS-9/1
Five of the 19 measures identified at WGABS-8 related to an effective tracking
system, including for the utilization of genetic resources and compliance with PIC and
MAT. Sanctions were not taken up in the crucial 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper, while the
highly controversial issue of a disclosure requirement related to IPR applications was
deleted from the draft text on the way to COP-10 in Nagoya. The linkage between
publicly funded research and compliance with ABS requirements was skipped in the
final closed-door process.
As Table 3 shows, all four compliance issues (development of tools to encourage
compliance, to monitor compliance, to enforce compliance, as well as to ensure
compliance with customary law and local systems of protection), including 12 of the
measures, suggested by WGABS-8 were eventually reflected in the final Articles of
the Nagoya Protocol. How the individual measures were directed to different parts of
the Nagoya Protocol follows a certain logic. Measures under the issue tools to
encourage compliance found their way into Articles 6(3), 14, 19, 20 and 21. Measures
under the issue tools to monitor compliance are taken up in Articles 14 and 17, while
measures related to tools to enforce compliance formed the basis of Article 18.
Suggested measures for compliance related to customary law are dealt with indirectly
in Articles 12 and 16.
The Co-Chairs non-paper in addition drafted three new Articles dealing with
compliance on more general grounds:

Article 30 on compliance with the Protocol itself;

Article 15 on compliance with domestic ABS legislation concerning genetic
resources;

Article 16 on compliance with domestic ABS legislation concerning traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources.
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Table 3: WGABS-8 suggested issues and measures for compliance and their
reflection in the Nagoya Protocol
Issues and Measures

Reflection in Nagoya Protocol

1) Development of tools to encourage compliance
(a) Awareness-raising activities

Art. 21

(b) International understanding of misappropriation/misuse

Not taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper

(c) Sectoral menus of model clauses for material transfer
agreements

Art. 19

(d) Codes of conduct for important groups of users

Art. 20

(e) Identification of best-practice codes of conduct

Art. 20

(f) Research funding agencies to oblige users receiving
research funds to comply with specific access and benefitsharing requirements

Co-Chairs non-paper draft Art.13(1)
(a) (Later deleted in final closed-door
process on October 29, 2010 at COP10 in Nagoya)

(g) Unilateral declaration by users

Not taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper

(h) International access standards (that do not require
harmonization of domestic access legislation) to support
compliance across jurisdictions

Art. 6(3)

2) Development of tools to monitor compliance
(a) Mechanisms for information exchange
(b) Internationally recognized certificate issued by a
domestic competent authority
(c) Tracking and reporting systems
(d) Information technology for tracking
(e) Disclosure requirements
(f) Identification of checkpoints

Art. 14
Art. 17(2)-(4)
Art. 17(1)(b)&(c)
Not taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper
Taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper
(Later abandoned during WGABS-9/3)
Art. 17(1)(a)

3) Development of tools to enforce compliance
(a) Measures to ensure access to justice with the aim
of enforcing ABS arrangements

Art. 18(3)a

(b) Dispute settlement mechanisms

Art. 18(1)&(2) as well as Art. 30

(c) Enforcement of judgments and arbitral awards across
jurisdictions

Art. 18(3)(b)

(d) Information exchange procedures between national focal
points for access and benefit-sharing to help providers obtain
relevant information in specific cases of alleged
infringements of prior-informed-consent requirements

Not taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper

(e) Remedies and sanctions

Not taken up in Co-Chairs non-paper

4) Measures to ensure compliance with customary
law and local systems of protection

Art. 12 in combination with Art. 16
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The following discussion deals with Articles 30, 15 and 16 while the specific
measures in Articles 17 and 18 will be discussed after these.
Article 30  PROCEDURES AND MECHANISMS TO PROMOTE
COMPLIANCE WITH THIS PROTOCOL
The establishment of a strong compliance committee according to Article 30 is
an urgent task due to the obvious gaps in the Nagoya Protocol that must be addressed
for it to effectively stop and prevent biopiracy. For example, in several cases documented
in 2011 and 2012 as part of a research project to contribute to the implementation of
the Protocol and national ABS legislation, it was shown that there was disregard for
proper ABS agreements among bioprospectors and disrespect for traditional knowledge
and developing-country science. In one case, Rutgers University (USA) claimed patents
on African plants with no material transfer agreements and blatantly appropriated
traditional knowledge. Nestle, the Swiss food giant, was found to lay claim to uses of
a Middle Eastern medical plant that are widely documented in traditional medicine
and studies by scientists from the region. In yet another case, microbes found in Malaysia
by an academic bioprospector were conveyed to a biotechnology company in California
without knowledge of the authorities. These and other cases also show the
indistinguishable line between non-commercial and commercial research. They
also underscore the importance and urgency for mandatory disclosure requirements in
patent applications that involve genetic resources and/or associated traditional
knowledge.17
A compliance committee under the Protocol can address different interpretations
that exist on some provisions and anticipate challenges posed by the complex nature
of access and benefit sharing, in particular the transboundary dimension.
Article 30  PROCEDURES AND MECHANISMS TO PROMOTE
COMPLIANCE WITH THIS PROTOCOL
The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Protocol
shall, at its first meeting, consider and approve cooperative procedures and
institutional mechanisms to promote compliance with the provisions of this Protocol
and to address cases of non-compliance. These procedures and mechanisms shall
include provisions to offer advice or assistance, where appropriate. They shall be
separate from, and without prejudice to, the dispute settlement procedures and
mechanisms under Article 27 of the Convention.

17
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Edward Hammond, Biopiracy Continues: A Compilation of Some Recent Cases (2012),
Third World Network, Malaysia. This is the first of a series. Available at: www.twn.my/
title2/biotk/misc/TO%20PRINT%20Biopiracy%20Compilation_10%20Dec2012.pdf

Development
The 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper took up Mexicos suggestion at WGABS-8, and
included a draft Article 25 on compliance. It opted not to create an international dispute
resolution mechanism as was suggested during WGABS-7. Rather, the non-paper opted
for a provision leaving the issue to be decided at the first Meeting of Parties (MOP) of
the Nagoya Protocol. Parties accepted the draft text during the ING meeting in
September 2010.
Several fundamental issues on the interpretation of Article 30 have emerged at
the Intergovernmental Committee for the Nagoya Protocol that met in 2011 and 2012
to prepare for the entry into force of the Protocol. See Annex III for more information.
Article 15  COMPLIANCE WITH DOMESTIC LEGISLATION OR
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ON ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING
The development of effective user measures to prevent biopiracy  or misuse
and misappropriation  was a core demand of developing countries from the time that
the Bonn Guidelines were developed. User measures mean national rules applied to
users of genetic resources within the countries where users are located. In the context
of the negotiations, this often meant laws in developed countries that apply to companies
located there, requiring those companies to follow the ABS rules adopted by the
developing countries where they access genetic resources.
It was due to the initiative of developing countries at COP-6 in 2002 that the
draft text of the Bonn Guidelines was amended to include recommendations on user
measures. Article 15 of the Nagoya Protocol is its core article with regard to user
measures. It obliges a Party to ensure compliance with the ABS system of other Parties
by users acting in its territory and provides for a system to address non-compliance.
Further details are left to national implementation.
Article 15  COMPLIANCE WITH DOMESTIC LEGISLATION OR
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ON ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING
1. Each Party shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate legislative,
administrative or policy measures to provide that genetic resources utilized within
its jurisdiction have been accessed in accordance with prior informed consent and
that mutually agreed terms have been established, as required by the domestic access
and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory requirements of the other Party.
2. Parties shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate measures to address
situations of non-compliance with measures adopted in accordance with paragraph
1.
3. Parties shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, cooperate in cases of alleged
violation of domestic access and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory
requirements referred to in paragraph 1.
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Development
The ABS Protocol as an instrument to support compliance in the user country
with national or domestic ABS legislation of the provider country was a topic from the
beginning of negotiations. Delegations at WGABS-3 in 2005, for example, listed this
issue as a potential element of the objectives. In 2009, WGABS-7 developed the idea
of the Protocol requiring provider countries to issue certificates of compliance with
national regulation. These would be published in the ABS Clearing-House as a means
to enable monitoring and prevent misappropriation. Another issue discussed at WGABS7 and -8 dealt with the cross-border aspects of compliance in this context, for example,
recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments.
The 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper developed a draft Article 12 (now Article 15 of
the Protocol) on user measures that was delinked from the debate over tools for ensuring
compliance, with suggestions of international instruments and mechanisms such as
the internationally recognized certificate of compliance or the ABS Clearing-House.
This reads as follows:
1. Parties shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate measures to ensure
that genetic resources utilized within their jurisdiction have been obtained in accordance
with the national legislation on access and benefit-sharing of the country providing
such resources.
2. Parties shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate administrative, civil
and/or criminal measures to sanction or remedy situations of non-compliance with
measures adopted in accordance with paragraph 1.
3. Parties shall cooperate in cases of alleged violation of the national legislation
of the country providing genetic resources.
This suggestion did not take up the detailed provisions developed with regard to
the enforcement of foreign jurisdiction or other tools to ensure compliance by the
Group of Technical and Legal Experts. Instead it provided very general language in its
paragraphs 2 and 3 (see above). During WGABS-9/1 developing countries (but also
Switzerland and Norway) sought for the ABS Protocol to provide for internationally
recognized tools to monitor compliance with national legislation. These calls and further
efforts, which aimed to use the draft Article 12 as the place to define the term
misappropriation, remained unsuccessful. Instead, the breadth of draft Article 12(1)
significantly contracted when compliance with all provisions of national legislation
was replaced by the narrower obligation of ensuring compliance with PIC and MAT.
The ING meeting in September 2010 concluded substantive discussions on this Article
with wording only slightly altered from that suggested in the non-paper.
During COP-10 the narrow scope of draft Article 12(1) gave rise to debate but
the text was not changed. A larger debate ensued on the relationship between draft
Articles 12 and 13. Developing countries argued that draft Article 13 (now Article 17
of the Protocol on monitoring utilization of genetic resources) be used to set up binding
standards and tools for implementing draft Article 12, without which the latter Article
would remain an empty promise. Developed countries including the EU and New
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Zealand stressed that they had agreed to a strong obligation to create user measures
but insisted on considerable flexibility in how to implement them. Therefore
international standards and tools would not be helpful, they claimed. Some brackets
remained until the negotiations were stalled. These reflected unresolved issues under
other Articles.
Article 15 obliges Parties to ensure the lawful utilization of genetic resources for
research and development within their jurisdiction. To implement Article 15
meaningfully, the installation of effective checkpoints at the level of research and
development seems to be inevitable. The compliance obligations of a Party relating to
the phase of subsequent applications and commercialization are covered later, in
Article 18.
Article 15 can be regarded as the central anti-biopiracy article of the Protocol,
although it does not use the term misappropriation. Efforts of Parties to include this
term in draft Article 12 stalled at WGABS-9/2 in July 2010. Nevertheless, Article
15(2) obliges Parties to take appropriate, effective and proportionate measures and
these could include sanctions or remedies in situations of non-compliance. As soon as
a country becomes a Party to the Nagoya Protocol it is obligated to take actions on the
utilization of genetic resource biopirated from other Parties. The language of this Article
covers utilization of those genetic resources brought into the country before it became
a Party to the Protocol. The implementation of Article 15 will thereby be a litmus test
for the political will of a Party to fight biopiracy and to ensure fair and equitable
benefit sharing on a broad basis, targeting users in their countries, and not just vis-àvis other Parties.
Article 16  COMPLIANCE WITH DOMESTIC LEGISLATION OR
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ON ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING
FOR TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH GENETIC
RESOURCES
As the ABS Protocol aims to address genetic resources and traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources at a comparable level in the core issues of access,
benefit-sharing and compliance, Parties agreed that the Protocol needed an Article on
compliance with national requirements with obligations analogous to those of Article
15. Article 16 (draft Article 12bis) is essentially a duplication of Article 15.
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Article 16  COMPLIANCE WITH DOMESTIC LEGISLATION OR
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS ON ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING
FOR TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE ASSOCIATED WITH GENETIC
RESOURCES
1.
Each Party shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate legislative,
administrative or policy measures, as appropriate, to provide that traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources utilized within their jurisdiction
has been accessed in accordance with prior informed consent or approval and
involvement of indigenous and local communities and that mutually agreed terms
have been established, as required by domestic access and benefit-sharing
legislation or regulatory requirements of the other Party where such indigenous
and local communities are located.
2.
Each Party shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate measures to
address situations of non-compliance with measures adopted in accordance with
paragraph 1.
3.
Parties shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, cooperate in cases of
alleged violation of domestic access and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory
requirements referred to in paragraph 1.
Development
Although the debate and provisions on tools to ensure compliance with national
ABS legislation in all previous meetings always made reference to traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources, the Co-Chairs non-paper did not contain such
provisions. During WGABS-9/2, delegations amended draft Article 12 accordingly
and the additional text on traditional knowledge remained in brackets until COP-10.
During the initial COP-10 debate on draft Article 5bis (now Article 7 of the
Nagoya Protocol), Norway objected to deleting paragraphs 2 to 4 of Article 5bis that
dealt with compliance issues with regard to traditional knowledge associated with
genetic resources. Canada suggested creating a draft Article 12bis (Article 16 of the
Nagoya Protocol) on the basis of these three paragraphs. Delegations quickly agreed,
but Canada would only accept the new Article with the addition of as appropriate in
the first paragraph. As in Article 12 (Article 15 of the Nagoya Protocol), Article 12bis
contained brackets on derivatives. These words were later deleted in the closed-door
process on October 29.
Obligations under Article 16 follow the logic used in the context of benefitsharing: ILC need to be entitled through national legislation to grant PIC and negotiate
MAT before the utilization of their associated traditional knowledge triggers compliance
issues in a user country. This is a limitation, however, if a Party to the Protocol only
acted to end biopiracy of associated traditional knowledge if the provider country had
entitled its ILC to grant PIC. This might create unjust situations. As many countries
have not yet codified these rights of ILC, a strict implementation of Article 16 could
entrench the current situation of wide utilization of biopirated traditional knowledge.
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Since the Nagoya Protocol also does not explicitly require its Parties to enact such
ILC-related laws, the creation of a fair and just system for the utilization of associated
traditional knowledge could be shifted into the far future, though it would be better if
this does not happen.
In contrast to Article 15, obligations under Article 16 only come into effect when
associated knowledge is used that has been accessed from ILC under the jurisdiction
of a Party, meaning that Article 16 does not deal with continuing utilization of associated
traditional knowledge accessed in the past. This is odd when one considers that the
benefit-sharing obligations under Article 5(5) do not contain a similar limitation on
temporal scope. As in other cases, the potential effects of Article 16 point to the fact
that the Nagoya Protocol was finalized in too rushed a manner, and that too much time
was spent on tactics and unfruitful debates, largely to undermine or dilute the Protocol
as it was formulated.
Article 18  COMPLIANCE WITH MUTUALLY AGREED TERMS
In Article 18, governments undertake to encourage genetic resource providers
to include dispute resolution provisions in access contracts that are enforceable in the
event of disputes, and to ensure as appropriate that disputes are heard and settled
properly.
In principle, the details of an ABS agreement are up to the provider and user.
However, given limited negotiation capacity, many developing countries argued that
the ABS Protocol and national legislation needed to establish a framework for private
ABS contracts in order to support fair and equitable outcomes.
Article 18  COMPLIANCE WITH MUTUALLY AGREED TERMS
1. In the implementation of Article 6, paragraph 3(g)(i) and Article 7, each Party
shall encourage providers and users of genetic resources and/or traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources to include provisions in mutually
agreed terms to cover, where appropriate, dispute resolution including:
(a) The jurisdiction to which they will subject any dispute resolution processes;
(b) The applicable law; and/or
(c) Options for alternative dispute resolution, such as mediation or arbitration.
2. Each Party shall ensure that an opportunity to seek recourse is available under
their legal systems, consistent with applicable jurisdictional requirements, in cases
of disputes arising from mutually agreed terms.
3. Each Party shall take effective measures, as appropriate, regarding:
(a) Access to justice; and
(b) The utilization of mechanisms regarding mutual recognition and
enforcement of foreign judgments and arbitral awards.
4. The effectiveness of this article shall be reviewed by the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Protocol in accordance with
Article 31 of this Protocol.
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Development
WGABS-3 in 2005 first discussed measures to ensure compliance with MAT
elements of the ABS Protocol. The following year, WGABS-4 identified access to
justice (such as the right to a hearing in domestic courts, support for legal representation,
etc) and dispute settlement mechanism as necessary tools. The core ideas in Article 18
were developed at WGABS-6 in 2008 as part of the discussion on tools to enforce
compliance. This was elucidated as Development of tools to enforce compliance as
follows: (a) Measures to ensure access to justice with the aim of enforcing ABS
arrangements; (b) Dispute settlement mechanisms (inter-State, private international
law, alternative dispute resolution); (c) Enforcement of judgments and arbitral awards
across jurisdictions; (d) Information exchange procedures between national focal points
for access and benefit-sharing to help providers obtain relevant information in specific
cases of alleged infringements of prior-informed-consent requirements; and (e)
Remedies and sanctions.
This framework for the Article had further provisions added at WGABS-7. The
Co-Chairs used this work in proposing a draft Article in their 2010 non-paper. They
also made partial use of the discussions on tools effective in a cross-border manner.
The draft Article included measures to facilitate mutual recognition and enforcement
of foreign judgments and arbitral awards. It also contained a review clause for future
evaluation of its effectiveness.
While the drafts paragraphs on compliance in private ABS contracts and on
recourse possibilities under national law were agreed upon in substance during WGABS9/1, the EU opposed the suggestion that national law must facilitate access to justice
and enforcement of foreign judgments. Developed countries also rejected the future
review clause.
Delegations agreed that national law should only promote mutual recognition
and enforcement of foreign judgments. The controversy on the review clause, however,
could not be solved until COP-10, when a more general review clause in draft Article
25 (now Article 31 of the Nagoya Protocol on periodic reviews of the effectiveness of
the Protocol) was agreed upon. The EU maintained its opposition to facilitating
access to justice until negotiations were stalled in Nagoya, and the wording was finally
deleted during the closed-door process.
While the second and third paragraphs of Article 18 address issues related to
enforcement of private contracts under foreign jurisdiction and access to justice, they
were carefully drafted not to create any specific obligations for user countries. As is
the case with many other articles of the Nagoya Protocol, effective implementation
will depend on the commitment of individual Parties and pressure from public interest
groups.
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Article 17  MONITORING THE UTILIZATION OF GENETIC
RESOURCES
Article 17 (draft Articles 13 and 13bis) sets up a system to monitor the utilization
of genetic resources (research and development) in order to support compliance, in
which use of the term compliance refers to national ABS legislation. The main features
of the monitoring system are checkpoints that collect information on PIC, MAT and
utilization, as well as the internationally recognized certificates of compliance
constituted when Parties publish national ABS permits in the ABS Clearing-House.
Article 17 does not directly deal with IPRs and disclosure, although these issues
are linked to certificates, checkpoints and compliance. In stark contrast to the other
articles of the Nagoya Protocol, Article 17 does not include associated traditional
knowledge in the monitoring system.
The structure and content of Article 17 and its unclear relationship with other
Articles is emblematic of problems stemming from the closed-door deal that led to the
final text of the Nagoya Protocol. This was among the most contested Articles in Nagoya,
and a list of mandatory checkpoints including IPR offices was deleted, leaving a
requirement to designate one or more checkpoints at the discretion of the Party
concerned. However, the requirement that checkpoints must be effective remains
and this can be scrutinized by the MOP.
Article 17  MONITORING THE UTILIZATION OF GENETIC RESOURCES
1. To support compliance, each Party shall take measures, as appropriate, to
monitor and to enhance transparency about the utilization of genetic resources.
Such measures shall include:
(a)The designation of one or more checkpoints, as follows:
(i) Designated checkpoints would collect or receive, as appropriate, relevant
information related to prior informed consent, to the source of the genetic resource,
to the establishment of mutually agreed terms, and/or to the utilization of genetic
resources, as appropriate;
(ii) Each Party shall, as appropriate and depending on the particular
characteristics of a designated checkpoint, require users of genetic resources to
provide the information specified in the above paragraph at a designated
checkpoint. Each Party shall take appropriate, effective and proportionate
measures to address situations of non-compliance;
(iii) Such information, including from internationally recognized certificates
of compliance where they are available, will, without prejudice to the protection
of confidential information, be provided to relevant national authorities, to the
Party providing prior informed consent and to the Access and Benefit-sharing
Clearing-House, as appropriate;
(iv) Checkpoints must be effective and should have functions relevant to
implementation of this sub-paragraph (a). They should be relevant to the utilization
of genetic resources, or to the collection of relevant information at, inter alia,
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any stage of research, development, innovation, pre-commercialization or
commercialization.
(b) Encouraging users and providers of genetic resources to include provisions
in mutually agreed terms to share information on the implementation of such
terms, including through reporting requirements; and
(c) Encouraging the use of cost-effective communication tools and systems.
2. A permit or its equivalent issued in accordance with Article 6, paragraph 3(e)
and made available to the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House, shall
constitute an internationally recognized certificate of compliance.
3. An internationally recognized certificate of compliance shall serve as evidence
that the genetic resource which it covers has been accessed in accordance with
prior informed consent and that mutually agreed terms have been established, as
required by the domestic access and benefit-sharing legislation or regulatory
requirements of the Party providing prior informed consent.
4. The internationally recognized certificate of compliance shall contain the
following minimum information when it is not confidential:
(a) Issuing authority;
(b) Date of issuance;
(c) The provider;
(d) Unique identifier of the certificate;
(e) The person or entity to whom prior informed consent was granted;
(f) Subject-matter or genetic resources covered by the certificate;
(g) Confirmation that mutually agreed terms were established;
(h) Confirmation that prior informed consent was obtained; and
(i) Commercial and/or non-commercial use.
Development
On Monitoring and Tracking
The notion that monitoring should be a crucial element of compliance was part of the
deliberations since 2002. All along, monitoring was discussed in the context of access
agreements, utilization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge, and
the implementation of ABS legislation. At WGABS-7 in 2009, developing countries
suggested an Internet-based tracking and reporting system to identify breaches of
contractual obligations or misappropriation of genetic resources and traditional
knowledge, in order to bring such breaches to the attention of the rights holders and
stakeholders. WGABS-8 expanded on such a tracking system, including monitoring
of the IPR system and development of ABS-related labels for consumer information.
Delegates also called for suitable information technology for tracking the utilization
of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge and to ensure compliance
with domestic ABS legislation, PIC and MAT.
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The WGABS-9 Co-Chairs non-paper combined the various measures to monitor
utilization of genetic resources that had been discussed, into a draft Article on tools
for monitoring compliance. A tracking system was not included in the draft Article;
rather, it simply called upon users and providers to use Internet-based systems. This
suggestion reflected developed countries opposition to creating administrative
structures capable of actually tracking the fate of a specific genetic resource on its path
through the value chain.
Although associated traditional knowledge was included as an option in the
previous negotiation texts, the Co-Chairs deleted the issue from their draft, a decision
that met with strong criticism from ILC.
On Checkpoints
The concept of checkpoints first appeared in the negotiations at WGABS-3 in
2005 in the context of an internationally recognized certificate of compliance.
Checkpoints were conceived as institutions monitoring the research and development
process (including product approval) and intellectual property, and making use of
such a certificate accompanying genetic resources. WGABS-7 developed text on
checkpoints, which mentioned customs controls, IP offices, market approval entities,
funding organizations and scientific journals. These suggestions were taken up in the
Co-Chairs non-paper, which proposed:
(a) The identification and establishment of checkpoints and disclosure
requirements including at:
(i) Research institutions subject to public funding;
(ii) Entities publishing research results relating to the utilization of genetic
resources;
(iii) Patent examination offices; and
(iv) Authorities providing regulatory or marketing approval of products
derived from genetic resources.
As much as this suggestion was in line with the position of developing countries,
developed countries opposed binding language that implied a minimal list of checkpoints
to be established.
This list was deleted in the closed-door process.
On Internationally Recognized Certificate of Compliance
The internationally recognized certificate of compliance of the Nagoya Protocol
has roots that reach back to early CBD negotiations. At COP-3 in 1997, a study by the
CBD Secretariat on the relationships between the CBD and WTO TRIPS Agreement
mentioned certification of prior approval of the use by the source country or
community as a tool that could support the disclosure of origin of genetic resources
in patent applications. The function of a certificate as a link between the CBD ABS
requirements and patent law implementing the TRIPS Agreement was firmly established
in a German government study published in 2001, when the Bonn Guidelines were
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drafted. Discussing possible ways of proving origin in patent applications, the study
suggested:
In all, two options seem feasible: to demand evidence of the origin of the genetic
material used (proof option) or to simply publish such information (publication option).
The first option is to make the granting of a patent dependent on some form of proof
that the relevant genetic resources have been legally used. The evaluation of such
proof could be simplified by creating international standardized certificates of access
to genetic resources. But it might suffice to rely solely on the publication of the
information provided by the patent applicant. In this constellation, it would remain
within the responsibility of the owner of the resource right to check the information
and make his own claims. Though the two options have different effects, they would
both create a more or less strong incentive only to use genetic resources which have
been acquired legally.
After a long and contentious debate between developing and developed countries,
in 2004 COP-7 decided that future ABS negotiations would discuss an international
certificate of origin/source of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge/
certificate of legal provenance/declaration of origin of genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge. Some developed countries and especially their industries, which
advocated a further strengthening of the IP system, opposed the certificate as an
unjustified intervention in the IP system that they regard as operating in isolation from
environmental justice and human rights issues.
Developed countries could not prevent discussion on the certificate but worked
to centre talks on the need for a certificate, potential costs, efficacy and similarly
decelerating topics. The discussion moved forward at COP-8 in 2006 to the
recommendation of WGABS-4 that decided to establish a group of technical experts
to explore and elaborate possible options, without prejudging their desirability, for the
form, intent and functioning of an internationally recognized certificate of origin/source/
legal provenance and analyze its practicality, feasibility, costs and benefits, with a
view to achieving the objectives of Articles 15 and 8(j) of the Convention.
The experts meeting was held in 2007 in Lima. It concluded that certificates
were indispensable to a future international ABS regime: National legal systems
alone are not sufficient to guarantee benefit-sharing once genetic resources have left
the provider country. In this respect, the certificate as part of a broader access and
benefit-sharing regime could be an important tool to reduce this limitation.
The expert group saw difficulties in applying the concept of a certificate to
traditional knowledge and recommended further discussions on that topic. Possible
objectives were developed and lists of the minimum information for a certificate that
the group agreed would serve to provide evidence of compliance with national access
and benefit-sharing legislation, as may be required at specific checkpoints to be
established in user countries. These checkpoints may be established to monitor
compliance in relation to a range of possible uses. The certificate, in accordance with
national law, could establish specific uses of the resources accessed.
The expert group also suggested that checkpoints use the certificate to monitor
the utilization of genetic resources, e.g. market approval, IP and plant variety offices
for commercial utilization and research funding organizations, publishers and ex-situ
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collections for non-commercial utilization. This suggestion on checkpoints was later
taken up by WGABS-7 and in the Co-Chairs non-paper for WGABS-9.
A long debate on the certificate took place at WGABS-7, for example on whether
or not it should be called a certificate of compliance, as suggested by some delegates.
Based on the report of the 2007 expert group, developing countries developed detailed
provisions, including for associated traditional knowledge. Developed countries aimed
to avoid international standards and for the certificate to be limited to certifying
compliance with national ABS regulations only with regard to the genetic resource.
The 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper followed the approach of developed countries
by suggesting that national governments provide a permit or certificate as evidence for
PIC without further detail.
Developed countries also opposed any binding provisions in the draft Article
and did not want any compliance provision to apply to continuing utilization of genetic
resources that were acquired without following the ABS requirements.
On Disclosure of ABS Compliance in IP Applications
The suggestion to create a certificate of origin with respect to compliance with
ABS law, was a central element of the debate in international IP fora to include
mandatory disclosure requirements in IP laws.
In their first substantive decision on ABS, at COP-4 in 1998, CBD Parties asked
the first meeting of the ABS expert group they established to address reference to the
country of origin, where available, in relevant publications and patent applications as
one possibility for creating CBD-compliant ABS systems.
As a result of the early discussions, in 2002 COP-6 invited WIPO to conduct a
technical study on methods consistent with obligations in treaties administered by
WIPO for requiring the disclosure within patent applications. In 2004, COP-7 again
invited WIPO to provide information on disclosure, this time with a more concrete
request for a report on issues regarding the interrelation of access to genetic resources
and disclosure requirements in intellectual property rights applications. This request
presented examples of model provisions that could be integrated into international or
national IP laws. COP-7s request was also extended to UNCTAD and other
organizations.
The call triggered responses by several organizations at WGABS-3 in 2005,
including the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) and the International Seed
Federation. These industry groups warned against CBD decisions exerting any influence
on the IP system. The ICC for example stated, This exaggerated focus on the patent
process as an ABS tool may actually inhibit progress on ABS. The reason is that it
invites the ABS process to become a forum for a broader range of potentially divisive
issues. This is already evident in efforts by some countries to migrate concerns relating
to genetic resource IPR from primary intergovernmental institutions responsible for
IPR, WIPO and the WTO TRIPS Council, into the CBD. This not only threatens to
undermine global forums charged with IPR responsibility, but threatens to mire access
and benefit-sharing in intractable debate.
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Studies by WIPO, UNCTAD and others were presented at WGABS-4 in 2006.
These prompted the drafting of a series of provisions dealing with disclosure issues.
The next round of substantive deliberations on disclosure took place at WGABS7, which also elaborated on sanctions in the case of missing or inaccurate statements
on disclosure in IP applications. Developing countries continued at WGABS-8 to expand
provisions on disclosure, while developed countries announced they were unwilling to
talk about disclosure and other IP-related issues as part of ABS negotiations. Instead,
they proposed that IPR issues only be mentioned in the preamble of an ABS agreement
and offered the following text to do so:
Recognizing that patents and other intellectual property rights may have an
influence on the implementation of the Convention in accordance with Article 16(5),
Parties may encourage providers and users to include contract clauses relating to
intellectual property, as appropriate, in mutually agreed terms.
The 2010 Co-Chairs non-paper tried to balance the contrasting views in a draft
Article stating that Parties shall take appropriate measures such as disclosure
requirements at patent offices. These would not require substantial changes in IP laws
in order to implement the ABS Protocol. Parties to the Protocol only need to request IP
applicants to submit national ABS permits when applying for IP protection on inventions
related to genetic resources as a means to monitor their utilization. Further detail was
left to national IP legislation. Developed countries and their industries would not accept
the Co-Chairs proposed Article on this matter, regarding it as an unjustified interference
with the IP system.
On Confidential Information
The issue of confidentiality of data was brought into the negotiation text during
WGABS-7 in relation to discussion on the internationally recognized certificate of
compliance. There were concerns about a possible requirement for government
institutions to publish details contained in private contracts and that ILC might not
want to make certain provisions public. The issue of confidentiality was exploited by
opponents of compliance provisions to make the provisions as weak as possible. During
WGABS-8, confidentiality was raised for practically all provisions dealing with
information sharing. In its draft Article on the ABS Clearing-House, the Co-Chairs
non-paper provided for protection of confidential information, but without further
specification of what this might be and who determines the need for secrecy:
Without prejudice to the protection of confidential information, each Party shall
make available to the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House any information
required by this Protocol, as well as information required pursuant to the decisions
taken by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this
Protocol.
The non-paper did not refer to confidential business information which at least
is a relatively established concept, but rather to confidential information which is a
comparatively broad and unspecific term.
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The final provision is in Article 17(4) of the Nagoya Protocol that lists nine
items of minimum information that must be in the certificate when it is not confidential
 as seen from the text of this paragraph above, such information includes the issuing
authority, date of issuance, the provider, the person or entity to whom PIC was granted,
etc. If such information can be successfully claimed to be confidential it would make
a mockery of the certificate and the Protocol. It is thus crucial for the MOP to clarify
this provision in favour of transparency and for national ABS legislation to set out
clearly what is NOT confidential.
Finalization of Article 17
When negotiations on the Co-Chairs non-paper started at WGABS-9/1, the EU
rejected the draft Article in its entirety and, indeed, opposed any international standards
on monitoring. Norway took a different position and added text on sanctions in cases
of non-compliance with national ABS legislation and IP disclosure obligations.
Switzerland supported legally binding elements in the international compliance
provisions. Developing countries accepted the draft Article as a basis for further
negotiations but stressed that improvements were necessary. At the end of the meeting,
the draft Article was maintained, and developing countries succeeded in bringing back
detailed provisions on the certificate of compliance.
At WGABS-9/2 in July 2010, the scope of the eventual Article 17 was extended
to cover associated traditional knowledge. Its provisions were amended in several
variations, including a provision making confidential all elements of the list of minimum
requirements for the certificate of compliance. Norway brought suggestions on sanctions
in cases of non-compliance with disclosure requirements, which were bracketed in a
draft Article 13bis.
Subsequent meetings could not resolve the contentious issues contained in the
heavily bracketed text. During the ING meeting in October 2010 in Nagoya, Parties
confirmed their contrasting positions with regard to the legal nature of the provisions,
international standards, inclusion of associated traditional knowledge, and disclosure
in IP applications. The EU, for example, said its acceptance of strong user obligations
meant there was no need to include international compliance standards in the Protocol.
Developing countries replied that international standards were the only way in which
transboundary cases of misappropriation could be tackled effectively. They also
questioned how far the EU had actually come, maintaining that the CBD already required
effective user measures and that the draft protocol merely clarified the obligation.
Developed countries rejected the indicative list of checkpoints, especially Canada.
At several instances Canada complained that it would need to change its laws if such
provisions were adopted in the Nagoya Protocol. Some developing countries and
observers questioned how earnest Canadas concern was, because they viewed Canada
as unlikely to ratify the ABS Protocol, just as it had declined to ratify the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety.
Another strand of discussions concerned the tasks that checkpoints were to
perform. Should they wait to receive information or actively collect it? Should they
check submitted information for completeness or verify the content of PIC and MAT
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agreements? Developed countries dug deep into these issues while developing countries
reminded them that checkpoints typically gather responses to questions rather than
verify information. An example used was the question Have you visited a farm in the
last 14 days?, something asked of travellers arriving on international flights in the
country hosting the CBD Secretariat.
On IP-related issues, Brazil, Norway and Switzerland stated that their intellectual
property laws had been amended with disclosure requirements, and this had not caused
serious problems or triggered complaints by the WTO or WIPO. Discussing market
approval offices, the EU and New Zealand admitted that they had no experience at all
with such checkpoints in relation to ABS matters and hardly any experts. They said
they could not judge the implications of this provision in the draft Article and therefore
rejected it.
WGABS-9/3 did not result in substantial progress in matters of developing tools
to monitor compliance.
The first week of COP-10 continued to debate the certificate of compliance.
Colombia proposed to include basic elements and initial ideas but to leave the rest for
the first meeting of Protocol Parties (MOP-1). This idea gained approval from many
delegations.
Confidentiality again proved to be a controversial point. Many developing
countries noted that most of the listed elements of the certificate are not confidential to
begin with, while the EU said it needed a discussion with stakeholders to decide which
elements of the list are likely to be confidential and which not. The first weeks
discussion seemed to establish a compromise by which the Protocol would contain an
obligation to create checkpoints and a list of their functions rather than a list of
institutions.
At the beginning of the second week of COP-10 hopes faded when the Co-Chairs
of the group negotiating compliance stated that the discussions were in a deep crisis.
Additional talks on the IP-related issues in a very small circle could not bring the
opposing delegations together, while the EU continued to demand strict separation of
IPRs and ABS, as requested by its industrial interests. On October 27 the Co-Chairs
presented a compromise text that beforehand was only discussed in small private
meetings. In parallel and in anticipation of the failure of the negotiations, a closeddoor ministerial meeting started to prepare the Protocol text in a green room manner
that would later be imposed on all Parties (green room is a reference to the precedent
started by the WTO of having selected small groups of negotiators decide on a deal
and then getting other members to agree without having a say). This group excluded
delegations from the Asia-Pacific Group, some of which were the EUs strongest
opponents on the issue.
After these meetings, Article 17 did not move beyond the draft previously
presented by the Co-Chairs.
Left in an immature and partly confusing state, Article 17 neither applies to
traditional knowledge nor tackles IP-related issues, two major desires of developing
countries. The language in many parts is chosen in such a way as to avoid concrete
activities and obligations, and does not even specify which of the three levels of
compliance that guided the negotiations18 should be supported.
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While the Article offers a list of functions that the checkpoints need to fulfil, it
leaves to the discretion of the Parties whether to appoint one or more checkpoints but
this checkpoint(s) must be effective. It is interesting to note that while the first
paragraph of the Article at (a)(iv) states that checkpoints should have functions at all
stages of the value chain, including commercialization, this obviously contradicts the
scope of Article 17, which is restricted to the phase of research and development. Such
is the contradiction again of provisions caused by the process of the final days.
The Norwegian proposal for measures addressing situations of non-compliance
was incorporated in the first paragraph at (a)(ii), but in vague language lacking guidance
or standards on the nature of such measures.
Paragraphs 2 through 4, elaborating on the certificate of compliance, appear
delinked from the rest of the Nagoya Protocol. The certificate takes effect through
publication of national ABS permits in the ABS Clearing-House, yet the Article does
not specify the exact relationship between the national permit and the international
certificate. While the Protocol leaves the details on the content of a permit to national
ABS legislation, minimum requirements for the international certificate appear in Article
17(4). Since the EU could not consult its stakeholders on the question of confidential
information, Article 17(4) states that all nine items of minimum information could be
declared as confidential, including the provider, the date of issuance or the number of
the certificate. If the potential confidentiality claims permitted under this provision
were fully applied, this would have the effect of turning the international certificate
into an empty piece of paper.
Article 19  MODEL CONTRACTUAL CLAUSES
Article 20  CODES OF CONDUCT, GUIDELINES AND BEST PRACTICES
AND/OR STANDARDS
Both Articles 19 and 20 stem from a long debate over whether the ABS Protocol
should develop a common regulatory approach for all groups of genetic resource users,
or take a sectoral approach (for example, treating one industry differently than another).
The proponents for the latter approach were the various industrial users and noncommercial research entities. They argued that the mode of utilization of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge varied greatly between the groups,
hence they required different ABS rules that they considered more appropriate for
themselves. Agricultural interests called for plant genetic resources for food and
agriculture to be excluded from the ABS Protocol because the ITPGRFA establishes a
separate model. Agricultural sectors also called for the exclusion of microbial and
animal genetic resources from the ABS Protocol, arguing that FAO would develop
comparable ABS treaties for those resources when used for food and agriculture.

18

Compliance with the rules of the Nagoya Protocol, compliance in user countries with national
ABS legislation and regulatory requirements of provider countries, and compliance with
the mutually agreed terms of ABS contracts.
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Article 19  MODEL CONTRACTUAL CLAUSES
1. Each Party shall encourage, as appropriate, the development, update and use
of sectoral and cross-sectoral model contractual clauses for mutually agreed terms.
2. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this
Protocol shall periodically take stock of the use of sectoral and cross-sectoral model
contractual clauses.
Article 20  CODES OF CONDUCT, GUIDELINES AND BEST PRACTICES
AND/OR STANDARDS
1. Each Party shall encourage, as appropriate, the development, update and use
of voluntary codes of conduct, guidelines and best practices and/or standards in
relation to access and benefit-sharing.
2. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this
Protocol shall periodically take stock of the use of voluntary codes of conduct,
guidelines and best practices and/or standards and consider the adoption of specific
codes of conduct, guidelines and best practices and/or standards.
Development
Sectoral approaches were discussed by the Group of Technical and Legal Experts
(GTLE-1) in 2008. Representatives from various sectors agreed that they use different
operating models, but the forms of benefit sharing they highlighted did not extend
beyond those compiled in the 2002 Bonn Guidelines or those suggested as Annex I in
the Co-Chairs non-paper of 2010. Sector representatives also stressed different modes
of accessing genetic resources: while non-commercial research mainly accesses genetic
resources in in-situ conditions, the agricultural and industrial sectors mainly access
ex-situ collections or the resources of the non-commercial research sector or simply
purchase the needed genetic resources as commodities on the open market. Apart from
the ITPGRFA no specific access models within the framework of the Nagoya Protocol
were cited.
Industry and non-commercial interests suggested that the ABS Protocol provide
only a default framework that could be amended or replaced by more specific approaches
developed by those users themselves. Both interest groups favoured voluntary
agreements over binding rules. Negotiators rejected this conception during WGABS9/1 when they agreed to negotiate a legally binding protocol that would set specific
ABS rules applicable to all sectors. In accepting draft Article 15 of the Co-Chairs
non-paper (the eventual Article 19 of the Nagoya Protocol) the negotiators agreed that
the preferences of different sectors should be reflected in the MAT. Despite the legally
binding character of the Protocol, the negotiators also accepted draft Article 16 (Article
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20 of the Nagoya Protocol) obliging Parties to encourage, as appropriate, the
development, update and use of voluntary codes of conduct, guidelines and best practices
and/or standards.
One explanation why this contradictory approach is retained in the final Protocol
could be to keep the door open for the establishment of a general ABS framework
system. Parties might opt for a national ABS system that allows various user sectors to
apply their own ABS models to avoid ABS requirements in a national system that do
not fit their purposes.
Article 24  NON-PARTIES
As an international treaty, the Nagoya Protocol cannot impose obligations on
non-Parties. The main purpose of an Article on non-Parties ideally is to oblige Parties
to treat non-Parties using principles and rules comparable to those applied to Parties.
The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, for example, prescribes that the transboundary
movement of GMOs between Parties and non-Parties shall be consistent with the
Protocols objectives. The intended effect is to avoid free riding and offer an incentive
for non-Parties to become a Party. The ABS Protocol, however, did not take this
approach. It does not specifically encourage similar treatment of non-Parties; rather, it
only provides for non-Parties to be encouraged to adhere to the Protocol.
Article 24  NON-PARTIES
The Parties shall encourage non-Parties to adhere to this Protocol and to contribute
appropriate information to the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House.
Development
The issue of non-Parties to the Nagoya Protocol was first addressed late in the
negotiations. The 2010 and previous meeting documents did not include a reference to
an Article on non-Parties. It was during WGABS-9/1 that the LMMC, Like-Minded
Asia Pacific Group, GRULAC, African Group, and Saudi Arabia asked for inclusion
of such a text. The short paragraph as agreed upon in WGABS-9/1 remained intact
through the adoption of the Protocol in Nagoya.
Article 27  SUBSIDIARY BODIES
Article 27 provides for the possibility of creating subsidiary bodies under the
Protocol. Subsidiary bodies should be established for those tasks and issues with greatest
potential for disputes during the implementation and which thus require specific
attention and expertise.
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Article 27  SUBSIDIARY BODIES
1. Any subsidiary body established by or under the Convention may serve this
Protocol, including upon a decision of the Conference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to this Protocol. Any such decision shall specify the tasks to
be undertaken.
2. Parties to the Convention that are not Parties to this Protocol may participate
as observers in the proceedings of any meeting of any such subsidiary bodies. When
a subsidiary body of the Convention serves as a subsidiary body to this Protocol,
decisions under this Protocol shall be taken only by Parties to this Protocol.
3. When a subsidiary body of the Convention exercises its functions with regard
to matters concerning this Protocol, any member of the bureau of that subsidiary
body representing a Party to the Convention but, at that time, not a Party to this
Protocol, shall be substituted by a member to be elected by and from among the
Parties to this Protocol.
On Ombudsperson
One pertinent issue debated during the ABS negotiations is the imbalance of
legal, financial, and political power of ILC during negotiation and execution of ABS
contracts. In order to support ILC in ABS matters, the establishment of an
ombudspersons office was suggested as an appropriate means to address this imbalance.
Such an office could be established as a subsidiary body. The idea of an ABS
ombudsperson was first launched at the meeting of the Group of Technical and Legal
Experts on Traditional Knowledge associated with Genetic Resources (GTLE-3) held
in Hyderabad in 2009:
51. It was suggested that the International Regime could establish a legal aid
body, such as an ombudsperson, that includes representatives of indigenous and local
communities that could assist in addressing imbalances in legal capacity between
providers and users of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge in order
to create a level playing field. This authority could be empowered to take action on
behalf of indigenous and local communities and provide evidence of customary law
and practices, as and where appropriate.
The recommendation of GTLE-3 was taken up in the compilation of options by
WGABS-8 in 2009 in Montreal. The concept of an ombudsperson was dropped in the
Co-Chairs non-paper of March 2010. During WGABS-9/2 in July 2010 in Montreal,
GRULAC and the African Group could successfully reintroduce language on an
ombudsperson in the draft Article 14bis (International Access and Benefit-sharing
Ombudsperson):
[An office of an access and benefit-sharing ombudsperson shall be established
to support developing countries and indigenous and local communities to identify
breaches of rights and to provide technical and legal support in ensuring effective
redress of such breaches. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to this Protocol shall implement this provision no later than two years after
entry into force of this Protocol.]
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During COP-10, a small negotiating group on compliance suggested that the
ombudsperson be retained somewhere in the text, a call supported at the last minute by
GRULAC, shortly before the negotiations were stalled on October 28. The Article
(14bis) was deleted in the closed-door process, however, making this another issue
that did not get the benefit of a thorough round of negotiation to consider its merits.
The concept of an ombudsperson could be considered in the implementation of
Article 21(c), which includes Establishment and maintenance of a help desk for
indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders among potential national
measures to raise awareness. This would be at the national level. At the same time,
Parties also have the authority, if there is political willingness, to adopt a MOP decision
to establish an ombudsperson at the international level.
Article 31  ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW
The Nagoya Protocol has an in-built provision for evaluation of its effectiveness
that is to take place four years after the entry into force of the Protocol. With the gaps
and lack of certainty shadowing many of the provisions, this is an important opportunity
to take steps that are necessary to bring the objectives of the Protocol and CBD to
fruition. Periodic review is also to take place as decided by the MOP.
There is nothing, however, to prevent Parties from already rectifying the imbalance
and gaps that resulted from the closed-door process which gave birth to the Protocol.
The work of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Nagoya Protocol that has met
twice and will meet again in 2014 can be a crucial first step towards that end.
Article 31  ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW
The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Protocol
shall undertake, four years after the entry into force of this Protocol and thereafter
at intervals determined by the Conference of Parties serving as the meeting of the
Parties to this Protocol, an evaluation of the effectiveness of this Protocol.
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CHAPTER 4

DEVELOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE ABS SYSTEMS

4.1

Overview

THE core articles of the Nagoya Protocol on access, benefit-sharing, traditional
knowledge and compliance contain a mix of provisions ranging from obligatory to
non-binding. Many fall somewhere in between, in the sense that they may be subject
to national legislation or applicable only in specific circumstances.
Table 4 is the authors classification of the core provisions of the Protocol
according to their level of obligation: strong, medium or weak.
Table 4: Core provisions of the Nagoya Protocol and their level of legal
obligation
(Shading indicates the level of obligation: strong , medium , weak )
Issue

Level of obligation

Art. 5 Fair and Equitable Benefit-sharing (BS)
5(1) BS of utilization of genetic resources (GR) Obligatory
based on mutually agreed terms (MAT)
5(3) Different types of measures (legislative,
administrative or policy) for BS of GR
utilization

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate

5(2) Different type of BS measures for
utilization of GR of indigenous and
local communities (ILC)

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate
With the aim of ensuring BS with ILC
and based on MAT, according to
domestic legislation

5(5) Different types of BS measures for
traditional knowledge associated with
GR (ATK)

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate

Art. 6

Access to Genetic Resources

6(1) Access to GR based on prior informed
consent (PIC)

Obligatory, unless otherwise
determined by Party providing GR
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6(2)

Measures for PIC or approval and
involvement of ILC for access to
GR of ILC

Obligatory, but as appropriate
according to domestic law

6(3)

Measures for access standards

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate

6(3)(f) Criteria and processes for PIC or
approval and involvement of ILC
for access to GR of ILC

Subject to domestic legislation

6(3)(g) Terms of MAT

Non-binding open list

Art. 7 Access to Traditional Knowledge Associated with Genetic Resources
Measures for PIC and MAT for ATK
of ILC

Obligatory, but as appropriate,
and in accordance with domestic law

Art. 8 Special Considerations
(a)

Access for non-commercial research
purposes

Obligation at domestic level to create
conditions to promote and encourage
research, particularly in developing
countries

(b)

Cases of present or imminent
emergencies that threaten or damage
human, animal or plant health as
determined nationally or
internationally

Obligation at domestic level to pay
due regard to such cases
May take into consideration need for
expeditious ABS

(c)

GR for food and agriculture

Obligation at domestic level to consider
importance of GR for food and
agriculture

Art. 10 Global Multilateral Benefit-sharing Mechanism
BS of utilization of GR and ATK
occurring in transboundary situations
or for which PIC is not possible

Obligatory but to consider the need for
such a mechanism

Art. 12 Traditional Knowledge Associated with Genetic Resources
12(1)

Take into consideration ILCs
customary laws, community
protocols and procedures

Obligatory but as appropriate, in
accordance with domestic law

12(2)

Information mechanisms for potential
users

Obligatory with effective participation
of ILC concerned
At domestic level and through ABS
Clearing-House of the Protocol

12(3)

Support ILC development of
community protocols of ABS, MAT
minimum requirements for BS and
model contractual clauses for BS

Obligation to endeavour, as appropriate
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Art. 15 Compliance with Domestic Legislation or Regulatory Requirements on ABS
15(1)

Different types of measures by Party
in whose jurisdiction GR is used, so
that such utilization is in
accordance with PIC and MAT is
established, as required by
providing Party

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate
Measures to be appropriate, effective
and proportionate

15(2)

Measures to address non-compliance

Obligatory, and measures to be
appropriate, effective and proportionate

15(3)

Parties cooperation in cases of
alleged violation of legislation or
regulatory requirements of Party
providing GR

Obligatory, but as far as possible and as
appropriate

Art. 16 Compliance with Domestic Legislation or Regulatory Requirements on ABS for
TK Associated with GR
16(1)

Measures by Party in whose
jurisdiction ATK is used, so that
such utilization is in accordance with
PIC or approval and involvement of
ILC and MAT is established, as
required by Party where ILC is located

Obligatory, but type of measures as
appropriate

16(2)

Measures to address non-compliance

Obligatory, and measures to be
appropriate, effective and proportionate

16(3)

Cooperation in cases of alleged
violation of legislation or
regulatory requirements of Party where
ILC is located

Obligatory, but as far as possible and as
appropriate

Art. 17 Monitoring the Utilization of Genetic Resources
17(1)

Measures to support compliance

Obligatory, but as appropriate
Obligatory indicative list in 17(1)(a) to
(c)

(a)

Designated checkpoint(s)

One or more

(i)

Collect or receive relevant information
As appropriate
related to access and/or utilization of GR

(ii)

Require user to provide information
in 17(1)(a)(i)

As appropriate and depends on
characteristics of checkpoint

(ii)

Measures to address non-compliance

Obligatory

(iii)

Provide user information to relevant
national authorities, Party providing
PIC, ABS Clearing-House

Recipients, as appropriate
Dependent on (a)(i) and (a)(ii)
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(iv)

Checkpoints must be effective
Relevant to utilization of GR or
collection of information at any stage
of research, development, innovation,
pre-commercialization or
commercialization

Obligatory

(iv)

Functions to be relevant to (a)(i) 
(a)(iii)

Qualifications in (a)(i) to (a)(iii)

(b)

Information-sharing requirements
in MAT

Not obligatory (encourage)

(c)

Using cost-effective communication
tools

Not obligatory (encourage)

17(2)

National permit (as evidence of PIC
and MAT) published in ABS ClearingHouse, constitutes internationally
recognized certificate of compliance

Obligatory

17(3)

Function of internationally recognized
certificate

Obligatory

17(4)

List of minimum information in
internationally recognized certificate
of compliance

Obligatory when not confidential, and
yet the required information should not
be confidential at all

Art. 18 Compliance with Mutually Agreed Terms
18(1)

Dispute settlement clauses in MAT

Parties shall encourage providers and
users to include clauses in MAT

18(2)

Opportunity to seek recourse in
domestic legal systems

Obligatory

18(3)

Effective measures on access to justice
and enforcement of foreign judgments

As appropriate

18(4)

Review of Art. 18

Obligatory

Art. 23 Technology Transfer, Collaboration and Cooperation
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Collaborate and cooperate in research
and development

Obligatory

Access to technology by, and
technology transfer to, developingcountry Parties and Parties with
economies in transition

Promote and encourage

Collaborative activities to take place in
and with provider Party/Parties

Where possible and appropriate

This classification may vary based on the interpretation of different readers of
the Nagoya Protocol. In essence, however, it shows that many provisions of the Protocol
are weak or impose no international obligation on the Parties, especially with respect
to compliance and the rights of ILC. Since these and other underlying issues of
importance need to be clarified in order to create effective ABS systems, responsive
provisions in national ABS legislation and decisions by the Parties to the Protocol and
to the CBD will be needed to meet the Protocol objective.
As detailed in Chapter 3, basic issues concerning the definition of traditional
knowledge and its utilization, how to treat publicly available traditional knowledge
not attributable to ILC, and disclosure in patent applications are not resolved within
the Protocol. These require further discussion and decisions that are consistent with
the Protocol at other international fora, too, including WIPO and the WTO TRIPS
Council.
When drafting national ABS legislation, Parties also need to understand that a
strict dichotomy of provider and user countries does not reflect the growing reality
in many countries. The South-North equity principle remains relevant as reflected in
the Protocols provisions on technology transfer and finance, and the bulk of the genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge covered by the Protocol come from
developing countries. The Protocol, however, was constructed with the knowledge
that many countries are providers and users at the same time, and that they may also
benefit from a fair ABS system to govern domestic situations. In the course of
negotiations, countries, especially the more advanced developing countries, became
aware that only seeing the providers perspective would not match future interests.
Their willingness to accept obligations related to users and a strong compliance system
was a challenge to those industrialized-country Parties that were reluctant to undertake
such obligations. Further, it is obvious that any ABS system needs to capture two
categories of economic value of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge:



Utilization based on ABS agreements agreed at the time of (first) access; and
Continuing and new utilization based on unregulated (earlier) access for which
benefit-sharing agreements have to be negotiated.

When drafting national ABS legislation, the full range of potential users in and
outside the country needs to be considered. Several sectors are typical users of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge in research and development as well
as in commercialization. One group of products is based on the utilization and
commercialization of biochemical compounds contained in the genetic resource. These
include:





Phytopharmaceuticals, based on complex plant extracts;
Pharmaceuticals, based on single active ingredients;
Cosmetics, based on natural extracts or using specific natural compounds; and
Neutraceuticals, based on natural extracts or using specific natural compounds.
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A second group of products is based on the utilization of the genes contained in
genetic resources or their proteins, developed through biotechnology, and often also
through the application of genetic engineering, for example:



Enzymes for industrial, processing or household utilization, produced by
optimized or genetically engineered microorganisms, using specific genes from
natural sources; and
Organisms under the scope of the CBD and their genes used for breeding purposes.

A further important activity within the process of creating national ABS legislation
is to take stock of existing utilization and commercialization of genetic resources and
associated knowledge inside the country and abroad. It would be useful to screen
domestic and foreign patents to ascertain if they are based on genetic resources and
associated knowledge coming from the country, and to assess the catalogues of ex-situ
collections to identify accessions from a country.
The following sections present general recommendations for the development of
national ABS systems and how to advance international ABS discussions. These are
based on the analysis in Chapter 3 and State practice since the entry into force of the
CBD, including since the adoption of the Nagoya Protocol.
4.2

Scope and Definitions

The scope of the Nagoya Protocol exhibits gaps. Provisions that are unclear include
those relating to benefit sharing for genetic resources and traditional knowledge accessed
before the entry into force of the CBD. Nevertheless it is clear that the benefit-sharing
obligations of Article 5 apply to genetic resources accessed before the entry into force
of the Nagoya Protocol. While the Nagoya Protocol does not mandate retrospective
regulation of individual access acts, national ABS systems should not reward biopirates by exempting from ABS regulation the continuing and new utilization and
commercialization of genetic resources and traditional knowledge accessed earlier.
Parties should aim to bring all utilization and commercialization of genetic resources
and traditional knowledge under a broad benefit-sharing system irrespective of the
date of access.
National ABS systems also must decide on regulating access to derivatives that
do not contain functional units of heredity and are thus not genetic resources according
to the CBD. The definition contained in the Protocol clarifies this point in Article 2 on
Use of Terms that states in paragraph (e): Derivative means a naturally occurring
biochemical compound resulting from the genetic expression or metabolism of
biological or genetic resources, even if it does not contain functional units of heredity.
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When this is read together with the definitions of utilization of genetic resources
in Article 2(c)19 and biotechnology in Article 2(d)20, the Protocol also clarifies that
access to derivatives can be addressed in national ABS legislation, though it does not
expressly require it in Article 6 as an international obligation. Benefit-sharing under
Article 5 clearly covers derivatives through the definition of utilization of genetic
resources.
Several pre-Nagoya Protocol national and regional ABS systems have already
included derivatives in their scope and provisions. This would be the logical step for
all ABS systems to take.
The recommendations that follow are based on the analysis in Chapter 3.
Recommendations for the National Level










19

20

All genetic resources of a country should fall under the ABS system.
Derivatives as defined by the Nagoya Protocol should be included in the scope
and provisions of national ABS systems.
A definition for traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources and its
utilization needs to be developed, consistent with the objectives of the CBD and
Nagoya Protocol.
Benefit-sharing for the continuing and new utilization and commercialization of
genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge should be ensured,
including benefit-sharing for the utilization and commercialization of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge accessed without PIC and MAT
and/or accessed before the entry into force of the CBD.
The utilization and commercialization of genetic resources accessed in territories
beyond national jurisdiction should come under the benefit-sharing provisions.
Effective monitoring and tracking systems should be built to ensure that utilization
and commercialization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge
accessed outside the scope of the Nagoya Protocol is captured by ABS rules
when a change in utilization occurs.
Ex-situ collections need to be brought under the national ABS system, where
generally the same rules should apply.

Utilization of genetic resources means to conduct research and development on the genetic
and/or biochemical composition of genetic resources, including through the application of
biotechnology as defined in Article 2 of the Convention.
Biotechnology as defined in Article 2 of the Convention means any technological
application that uses biological systems, living organisms, or derivatives thereof, to make
or modify products or processes for specific use.
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Recommendations for the International Level









Specialized ABS systems that are supportive of and do not run counter to the
objectives of the CBD and Nagoya Protocol for territories beyond national
legislation should be discussed internationally, e.g. UNCLOS and the Antarctic
Treaty System.
The representation of CBD negotiators, regulators and stakeholders needs to be
ensured when other international fora discuss ABS matters.
The WIPO IGC negotiations related to genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge need to be supportive of the objectives of the CBD and Nagoya
Protocol.
The Nagoya Protocol MOP should discuss specialized ABS agreements with
regard to their supportiveness of the objective and provisions of the Nagoya
Protocol and establish mechanisms for ensuring such supportiveness.
The MOP should negotiate and agree on a global multilateral benefit-sharing
mechanism in a timely manner to address those cases that cannot be resolved
otherwise.
The MOP should decide on effective cooperation with regard to monitoring and
tracking.
The MOP should decide on cooperation with international ex-situ collections on
ABS matters.

4.3 Access to Genetic Resources of States and ILC and to Associated
Traditional Knowledge of ILC
The access provisions of Articles 6 and 7 of the Nagoya Protocol cover three
cases:




Access to genetic resources;
Access to genetic resources of indigenous and local communities; and
Associated traditional knowledge held by indigenous and local communities.

Although the Nagoya Protocol builds upon the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples, which recognizes the universal rights of indigenous peoples over
their genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge, national recognition of
these rights in ABS legislation is necessary in order for them to have effect. UNDRIP
Article 31(1) states that indigenous peoples have the right to control and protect
their traditional knowledge and genetic resources. Without the national implementation
of this Article, ABS legislation in countries with indigenous peoples would be
incomplete. The provision reads as follows:
Indigenous peoples have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop
their cultural heritage, traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions, as
well as the manifestations of their sciences, technologies and cultures, including human
and genetic resources, seeds, medicines, knowledge of the properties of fauna and
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flora, oral traditions, literatures, designs, sports and traditional games and visual and
performing arts. They also have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop
their intellectual property over such cultural heritage, traditional knowledge, and
traditional cultural expressions.
Article 7 of the Nagoya Protocol should be used in implementing this right at the
national level in accordance with UNDRIP Article 31(2) that reads as follows:
In conjunction with indigenous peoples, States shall take effective measures to
recognize and protect the exercise of these rights.
National ABS systems should develop procedures to assess whether the planned
utilization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge is environmentally
sound as required in CBD Article 15(2). This could be done by using established
procedures of environmental impact assessment (EIA).
Furthermore, implementation and monitoring of international access standards
should receive further guidance from MOP decisions and potentially the Protocols
compliance committee.
Recommendations for the National Level







National legislation needs to enable ILC to exercise their rights over genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge in giving PIC and negotiating
MAT.
National legislation should be able to prohibit utilization of genetic resources
accessed in countries that are not countries of origin, and require remedial action
from the user.
National legislation should enable PIC to be linked to the existence of effective
user measures in the country where the genetic resource or associated traditional
knowledge will be utilized.
EIA procedures should be explored as a possible element in the PIC procedure in
order to confirm environmentally sound use of the genetic resource in accordance
with Article 15(2) of the CBD.
Access rules for traditional knowledge that is not held by any distinct groups of
ILC but spread in society should be discussed and, where possible, established.
A national ombudsperson to give support to ILC on access procedures and
effective agreements should also be discussed.

Recommendations for the International Level



The MOP should take a decision clarifying that accessing genetic resources outside
the country of origin contravenes the Nagoya Protocol.
The MOP should discuss a decision on what information and documentation is
necessary for users utilizing genetic resources from Parties that have waived
PIC.
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4.4

Benefit-Sharing

Article 5 of the Nagoya Protocol differentiates among three cases of utilization
in which benefit sharing is obligatory:




Utilization of genetic resources as well as subsequent applications and
commercialization;
Utilization of genetic resources held by ILC; and
Utilization of associated traditional knowledge held by ILC.

In view of the history of negotiations and the definitions in Article 2, it is obvious
that the term subsequent applications and commercialization was introduced to capture
a wide range of activities that is consistent with the Protocol objective. Article 5,
therefore, covers the benefits arising from the application of biotechnology and/or
digital techniques to DNA and protein sequence data, as well as other molecular
information.
There are two asymmetries. In the case of genetic resources and traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources of ILC, the Nagoya Protocol requires
benefit-sharing but does not prescribe any international standards. This is an asymmetric
treatment of the central obligation of CBD Article 15 when compared to the
establishment of international access standards in the Protocol. The Protocol also does
not state explicitly how Parties should handle their benefit-sharing obligations in cases
where the providing Party has waived PIC.
The Nagoya Protocol requires that ILC have established rights over their genetic
resources in accordance with domestic legislation before a Party must consider them
as benefit-sharing recipients. The Protocol does not, however, oblige its Parties to
grant such rights when joining the treaty. Therefore, as is the case with Article 7
(discussed above), national implementation of UNDRIP Article 31 is indispensable to
making Article 5 effective for ILC.
A second asymmetry is that the benefit-sharing obligation in Article 5(1) of the
Protocol includes the attractive monetary benefit phase of subsequent applications
and commercialization of genetic resources belonging to the State but this is not
explicitly stated in the benefit-sharing obligation concerning genetic resources belonging
to ILC in Article 5(2).
In general, any new and/or continuing utilization and commercialization of genetic
resources and/or associated traditional knowledge that was acquired between the entry
into force of the CBD and that of the Protocol needs to come under benefit-sharing
rules and this should be included in national ABS systems.
When implementing Article 9, Parties will need to develop stronger obligations
on users and providers to ensure that benefits are applied for the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity. An effective approach to this issue will be necessary to
prevent diversion of benefits from the purposes consistent with the objectives of the
CBD, for example, to prevent ABS agreements between foreign users and national
research institutes that solely aim at enriching institutions. Such agreements have
become common practice and are even promoted as best practices for ABS agreements.
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Article 10 presents two problems and one, albeit vague, opportunity. Those Parties
who intend to minimize or avoid benefit-sharing obligations in their national
implementation can use this Article as a basket to deposit elements of the Protocol that
they reject. That is, Parties with an only vague interest in fighting biopiracy can use
the Article as a backdoor to enable them to escape their benefit-sharing obligations by
pointing at unresolved problems that need to be addressed by the global multilateral
benefit-sharing mechanism. The wording of this text, which was not negotiated but
imposed as a deal-breaker to get the Protocol adopted, requires that Parties first
consider the need for the mechanism, if they agree to this, then consider the modalities.
Therefore, countries of origin and provider countries should cooperate to generate
political momentum for the mechanism to be established. At the same time, they should
fill the gaps of the Nagoya Protocol to the maximum through national legislation,
specifically with regard to the continuing and new use of genetic resources from exsitu collections.
Article 11 appears to be a promising tool. Transboundary cooperation could be
useful not only for complying with the Protocol but also for practical reasons. In cases
where a genetic resource and/or the holders of the associated traditional knowledge
are located in more than one Partys territory, providers can work together in a concerted
manner in their responses to potential users, thereby avoiding a race to the bottom.
Recommendations for the National Level








21

National legislation needs to enable indigenous people and local communities to
partake in benefit-sharing.
National legislation should prevent utilization of genetic resources accessed in
countries that are not countries of origin.
The continuing utilization and commercialization of genetic resources and
associated traditional knowledge acquired before the entry into force of the CBD
until the entry into force of the Protocol should come under similar benefitsharing rules.
Benefit-sharing rules should be established for traditional knowledge that is no
longer held by distinct groups of ILC but spread in society or documented as
recognized in the Nagoya Protocol.21
Benefit-sharing for utilization and commercialization of genetic resources
acquired beyond the borders of national jurisdiction should be addressed.
National legislation should ensure that benefit sharing is directed to support the
conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components
(CBD objectives).
Nagoya Protocol preambular paragraph 25 states: Further recognizing the unique
circumstances where traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources is held in
countries, which may be oral, documented or in other forms, reflecting a rich cultural heritage
relevant for conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity. The operational Article
9(5) in the text of the draft Protocol as of October 27, 2010 noon was deleted in the secret
negotiations of a select few, making this the biggest missing piece of the Protocol.
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Appropriate means, e.g. taxes, should be established to ensure that a share of
commercial profits arising from the utilization and commercialization of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge is redirected to support the CBD
objectives.

Recommendations for the International Level





4.5

The MOP should decide on guidance on benefit-sharing standards.
The MOP should decide on guidance for situations where benefits accrue from
the utilization and commercialization of genetic resources provided by Parties
that have waived PIC.
Regional cooperation should be undertaken to prevent and resolve potential
conflict, including a race to the bottom, in transboundary ABS cases.
The MOP should negotiate and agree on a global multilateral benefit-sharing
mechanism in a timely manner to address those cases that cannot be resolved
otherwise.
Associated Traditional Knowledge

Omission of reference to the rights of ILC in the Protocols objectives is a major
shortcoming, and inconsistent with both the COP-7 mandate and the content and spirit
of the Protocols operational articles. National ABS systems need to recognize the
customary rights of ILC over their genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge. Without such recognition, the rights of ILC related to ABS will not be
realized at the national level.
Nevertheless, it is a step forward that the Nagoya Protocol holds ILCs customary
laws, community protocols, and procedures as an appropriate legal basis for the
development of ABS arrangements. Parties to the Protocol should, through their
legislation and implementation of Article 12(2) and 12(3), secure recognition and
enforcement of customary laws and instruments relevant to ABS.
The customary rights of ILC do not cease to exist when genetic resources and
associated traditional knowledge are made available publicly. Thus, in their national
ABS legislation, it is highly recommended that Parties address ABS for publicly
available traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources that can be attributed
to specific ILC. Processes for the full and effective participation of ILC to develop the
rules and mechanisms should be established.
Recommendations for the National Level
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National legislation needs to enable ILC to exercise their rights over genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge in the context of ABS and
recognize customary rights and practices.
Establishment of ABS rules for traditional knowledge that is no longer held by
distinct groups of ILC but spread in society should be addressed by Parties with
the effective participation of ILC.



A comprehensive information system to document and monitor potential users
of associated traditional knowledge needs to be developed.

Recommendations for the International Level




4.6

The work of the WIPO IGC should be aligned to ensure that it is supportive of
and contributes to the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol.
The MOP should decide on a clarification on the scope of CBD Article 8(j).
The MOP should decide on ABS rules for traditional knowledge that has been
made public, with such a decision predicated on the respect of customary laws,
community protocols and procedures.
Compliance
The compliance provisions of the Protocol make reference to three distinct levels:





Compliance of Parties with the Nagoya Protocol (Article 30);
Compliance of users and providers with national ABS legislation (Articles 15,
16, 17); and
Compliance of users and providers with MAT in private ABS contracts (Article
18).

On Article 30, the ABS compliance committee that will be established should
learn from the experience of the Biosafety Compliance Committee under the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety, also a treaty under the CBD. It is suggested that an ABS
compliance committee should be specifically mandated to:



Consider submissions by Parties, ILC and stakeholders residing within the
jurisdiction of Parties; and
Address issues under Articles 24 (Non-Parties) and 29 (Monitoring and Reporting)
on a regular basis.

Although Articles 15 and 16 contain a strong obligation to set up user measures,
they do not give guidance on which tools should be developed and used nationally.
Likewise, they oblige Parties to cooperate in cases of alleged violations of ABS
legislation but leave open how this is to be done.
To overcome the lack of clear and obligatory international provisions, national
ABS legislation should establish a comprehensive monitoring system with checkpoints
at all levels of the value chain.
Special regard should be paid to the implementation of Article 18(3) on access to
justice and mutual recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments and arbitral awards
related to compliance with MAT. National ABS legislation or other measures should
establish the procedures for access to justice and enforcement of foreign judgments,
especially for foreign plaintiffs in cases of biopiracy.
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Recommendations for the National Level


National legislation needs to contain provisions that enable ILC to exercise their
rights over genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge in the context
of ABS.
ABS regulations and procedures that affect ILC should be discussed and approved
by them.
ABS rules and procedures should be able to stop the utilization and
commercialization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge
accessed without PIC or MAT, as well as continuing utilization and
commercialization in the absence of a benefit-sharing agreement.
The checkpoint system needs to go beyond one checkpoint (the minimum required
under Article 17) in order to cover the entire value chain and be able to detect
changes in utilization that would bring the utilized genetic resources or associated
traditional knowledge under the rules of an ABS system.
Existing and possible checkpoints such as intellectual property offices, drug and
other product registration offices, customs controls, sanitary and phytosanitary
offices, the CITES system (Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Flora and Fauna), public research approval systems and others
should be used in ABS monitoring and tracking.
A checkpoint system to monitor privately funded research and development should
be considered.
Tracking systems should be developed that follow the value chain of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge used both domestically and abroad.
Disclosure requirements (origin of GR and ATK, PIC and MAT) for intellectual
property applications should be mandated in national legislation in support of
the ABS legislation.












Recommendations for the International Level


A MOP decision on confidential information under Article 17(4) is needed that
favours disclosure and transparency in relation to internationally recognized
certificates, by clearly stating the information that cannot be claimed as
confidential.22
The obligations of Parties to the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information,
Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental
Matters need to be checked against the far-reaching confidentiality clause of the
Nagoya Protocol Article 17(4).



22

The information that could be claimed as confidential under Article 17(4) is as follows:
issuing authority; date of issuance; the provider; unique identifier of the certificate; the
person or entity to whom prior informed consent was granted; subject matter or genetic
resources covered by the certificate; confirmation that mutually agreed terms were established;
confirmation that prior informed consent was obtained; and commercial and/or noncommercial use.
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4.7

Parties should work internationally (WIPO, WTO) to create requirements for the
disclosure of origin of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge in
intellectual property applications, and ensure mutual supportiveness of these
treaties with the Nagoya Protocol.
A MOP decision should give guidance on addressing cases of alleged
misappropriation by non-Parties or users under their jurisdiction.
The compliance committee of the Nagoya Protocol should accept suggestions
and complaints from non-governmental institutions.
The compliance committee of the Nagoya Protocol should be able to address
cases where genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge from a Party
are utilized and commercialized in non-Parties.
A MOP decision should identify the most favourable ways for developing
countries and ILC for dispute settlement procedures, and alternatives to expensive
private arbitration.
The compliance committee needs to address issues related to non-Parties (Article
24) and monitoring and reporting (Article 29) on a regular basis.
Sectoral Approaches and Guidelines under the National Law

From numerous cases that are being documented, there is a cautionary tale as
countries move to implement the Nagoya Protocol in which Article 8(a) calls on Parties
to adopt simplified measures for access to genetic resources when the access is for
non-commercial research purposes.
A considerable part of academic or educational work on its face suggests a
non-commercial purpose. However, in reality, as documented cases reveal, academic
bioprospectors are usually linked to commercial aims  either through established
relationships with companies or, increasingly, a personal and institutional intent to
patent and profit.
It would thus be quite short-sighted for countries implementing the Nagoya
Protocol to make any presumption in law or policy that academic-affiliated
bioprospectors have a non-commercial purpose. Indeed, the opposite should be the
case. Academic bioprospectors should be presumed to have a commercial intent, unless
they expressly disavow intellectual property claims and can convincingly demonstrate
that the knowledge and materials they collect will not be patented by themselves, their
institution, or any onward recipient. Failing such guarantees, academic bioprospectors
must be treated as commercial entities.
Recommendations on Non-Commercial Research
If a Party decides to establish simplified access conditions for non-commercial
research under Article 8(a), two critical issues need to be clarified:



Criteria for non-commercial research purpose;
The monitoring and tracking system to survey utilization and detect changes of
the intended use.
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In the ABS negotiations, criteria for non-commercial research were developed in
2008 by the international workshop on Access and Benefit-sharing in Non-Commercial
Biodiversity Research convened by the CBD Secretariat. The participants decided that
non-commercial research is characterized by six elements:
1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

Results of research must be made public so that other members of the research
community can:
 test and confirm the results
 use the results as a basis for future research;
Willingness of the user to accept the terms of standardized documents that:
 require the open dissemination of research results
 prohibit patenting or other retention of intellectual property rights over the
research results that are not acceptable to the provider country;
Requirements for the involvement of a recognized research institution in the
user country (or countries), as well as cognizant researchers, in the ABS
agreement;
Requirements for the involvement of research institutions and/or researchers in
the provider country, with the understanding that these institutions and researchers
will represent the provider countrys interests in identifying and protecting the
potential commercial opportunities that may result from the research project;
Assurances that any manuscripts that result from the research and are submitted
for publication will also be provided to the provider country in advance of
publication. Pre-publication access to these manuscripts will allow the provider
country the opportunity to file patent applications to protect any intellectual
property prior to its release in the public domain; and
Restrictions on the supply of samples of the genetic resources to third parties.
Standard clauses in ABS documents will need to accommodate international codes
of taxonomic nomenclature which do not allow for restriction of access by third
parties.

Furthermore, effective checkpoints with relevance to the funding of research
and the publishing of its results should be established. The information gained through
these checkpoints needs to be checked against the information of checkpoints working
at higher levels of the value chain.
Recommendations on Emergency Situations and Pathogens
The WHO Pandemic Influenza Preparedness (PIP) Framework adopted in May
2011, after the conclusion of the Nagoya Protocol negotiations, has the objective of a
fair, transparent, equitable, efficient, effective system for, on an equal footing:
(i)
(ii)
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The sharing of H5N1 and other influenza viruses with human pandemic potential;
and
Access to vaccines and sharing of other benefits.

The Framework does not apply to seasonal influenza viruses or other noninfluenza pathogens or biological substances that may be contained in clinical specimens
shared under the Framework.23 At the same time, the weaknesses and gaps of the
Framework are already evident in its implementation so far. These include: (i) lack of
transparency of the negotiations between WHO and the users; (ii) inadequate benefitsharing considering the scale of need in situations of an influenza pandemic, raising
the question of whether the sharing is fair and equitable; (iii) largely voluntary benefit
sharing by the vaccine/diagnostic/pharmaceutical manufacturers; (iv) benefits accruing
to research entities and from licensing of intellectual property are not captured for
sharing; and (v) lack of a monitoring and tracking mechanism of intellectual property
claims over accessed genetic materials without benefit sharing.
Parties to the CBD and Nagoya Protocol also need to pay attention to the lack of
consensus during the WHO PIP Framework negotiations to include a reference in the
document on the relationship between the Framework and the CBD.
It is clear therefore that the CBD and Nagoya Protocol remain the international
ABS legal instruments for pathogens.
We recommend the following:
At the national level





23

National ABS legislative, administrative or policy measures must include
microorganisms, including pathogens.
Article 8(b) states that Parties to the Protocol may take into consideration the
need for expeditious access in cases of health emergency situations when
developing or implementing ABS legislation or regulatory requirements and if it
is decided to do so, Parties should always still require PIC and MAT. If expeditious
access is provided, there must be provision for expeditious fair and equitable
sharing of benefits arising out of the use of genetic resources, including access to
affordable treatments in cases of emergencies, in accordance with Article 8(b).
Parties to the Protocol in developing their national legislative or administrative
or policy measures do not have an obligation to take into account any ongoing
work or practice in WHO or other fora relating to pathogens. They need only to
pay due regard, i.e. consider taking into account any such work or practices,
and even then, only if these are supportive of and do not run counter to the
objectives of the CBD and Protocol according to Article 4(3).

whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2011/9789241503082_eng.pdf
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At the international level








The CBD COP and Protocol MOP should ensure that the ABS provisions of the
CBD and Nagoya Protocol continue to apply to pathogens.
The CBD COP, pending the entry into force of the Nagoya Protocol, should
request for regular submission of information from the WHO Secretariat on the
implementation of the PIP Framework, for example, the annual report from the
Advisory Group to the WHO Director-General on its evaluation of the
implementation of the Framework.
The MOP should consider on a regular basis the implementation of the Framework
to ensure that it is supportive of, and does not run counter to, the objectives of
the CBD and Nagoya Protocol.
Parties to the CBD and Protocol should cooperate to develop common positions
that safeguard the objective of the Protocol in other international fora, such as
WHO. They can ensure that any material transfer agreement or obligation must
include fair and equitable benefit-sharing from the utilization of the
microorganisms, access to and the transfer of relevant technologies to develop
vaccines and other medical products. Developing countries, in particular, can
cooperate to ensure access to affordable treatments.
Parties to the CBD and Protocol should cooperate to participate effectively in the
review of the PIP Framework that is scheduled to take place by 2016 and that
will propose revisions to the Framework reflecting developments in this area.

Recommendations on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture
The negotiators of the Nagoya Protocol agreed that there is one specialized ABS
agreement outside of the Protocol, the International Treaty for Plant Genetic Resources
for Food and Agriculture. The list of species in ITPGRFA Annex 1 defines which
plant genetic resources are under that treatys scope, when those resources are accessed
for food and agriculture purposes.
ABS competency for all other genetic resources lies with the CBD and its Nagoya
Protocol, including for species in ITPGRFA Annex 1 when they are accessed and
utilized for purposes other than food and agriculture.
Access to genetic resources that are governed by the ITPGRFA is regulated by
an SMTA building up a benefit-sharing mechanism that so far has not yielded the
expected benefits. It seems to be evident that any new specialized systems should
examine the experience of the ITPGRFA. Similar activities have been initiated by
FAO for animal genetic resources, among others, and caution is needed. National
approaches can learn from, and inform, international systems that are being implemented
or are to be negotiated to ensure effective benefit sharing.
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Recommendations on Model Contractual Clauses or Guidelines
Parties should set up a comprehensive legally binding ABS system covering all
ABS-related activities. While model contractual clauses or guidelines might be useful
in specific cases it needs to be ensured that this additional measure is used to implement
the national ABS system in a coherent and supportive manner.
4.8

ABS-Related Institutions

Recommendations on National Focal Point and Competent Authority
Article 13 of the Nagoya Protocol creates National Focal Points and Competent
Authorities. While under Article 13 the Competent Authority only plays a role in access,
it is recommended that this institution also cover issues of benefit sharing. The creation
of a Competent Authority with meaningful functions in the execution and review of
PIC and MAT negotiations is highly recommended to avoid a situation where unequal
parties negotiate the terms of access and MAT. It is also essential that the Competent
Authority and the checkpoints established under the Nagoya Protocol be linked in a
clear relationship in national ABS legislation, thus giving the Competent Authority a
coordinating role in the compliance system.
In addition, the concept of the competent authorities of indigenous and local
communities discussed by the 2009 Hyderabad Expert Group should be taken up in
instruments and procedures to guarantee the rights and interests of ILC in PIC and
MAT negotiations on their genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge.
Parties should discuss also the possibility to introduce a national ombudsperson for
ILC. All regulative provisions and administrative processes concerning ILC issues
need to be developed with and approved by them.
Recommendations on the ABS Clearing-House
The role of the ABS Clearing-House would have been of crucial importance for
compliance if an obligatory international ABS certificate for a specific genetic resource
and/or associated traditional knowledge had been required under the Nagoya Protocol.
Under Article 14, however, the ABS Clearing-House does not inform decision making
in a manner as effective as that of the Biosafety Clearing-House of the CBDs Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety, for example, in the case of importations of genetically modified
organisms for food and feed purposes.
As is the case with the CBD Clearing-House, the functions of the ABS ClearingHouse are very limited. Information on the permits provided to the ABS ClearingHouse could be almost zero if the provisions of Article 17 on confidential information
are overbroadly interpreted and applied. The Nagoya Protocol does not set international
minimum standards for what details in access permits must be public. The potential
lack of detail in certificates may drastically reduce the value of the ABS ClearingHouse as an instrument for compliance or monitoring, preventing it from playing the
role of a checkpoint.
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Therefore, we recommend that when the pilot phase of the ABS Clearing-House
is reviewed, this shortcoming should be overcome. Meanwhile, national legislation
can explicitly state which information cannot be claimed as confidential and require
that certain information including those in the list in Article 17(4) be publicly available.
When Parties implement the ABS Protocol it will be critical to create national
and regional mechanisms to ensure publication of essential information on ABS cases
in order to enable monitoring of genetic resources and compliance with ABS agreements.
When creating such mechanisms, the posting of a summary of PIC and MAT in analogy
to a similar specific minimal standard of the Biosafety Clearing-House should be made
obligatory. If such information is provided and made public, it would significantly
enhance the transparency and effectiveness of the monitoring of compliance. In contrast,
secrecy would benefit the biopirates.
At the ICNP and the MOP, appropriate decisions on the role of the ABS ClearingHouse and the elements of the national permit and the internationally recognized
certificate of compliance are needed.
4.9

Capacity Building and Technology Transfer

The CBD built upon a decade of scientific and political discussion about how to
link nature conservation and development issues. During the 1980s when biodiversity
came into focus, many experts propagated the idea that a countrys biodiversity and
associated traditional knowledge of ILC is an abundant and cheap resource that could
be used to foster the creation of domestic industries. This would, the argument went,
make developing countries more independent by, for example, reducing the need for
imports of expensive drugs from the North.
Others argued that market-based mechanisms would facilitate the exchange of
genetic resources from developing countries for technologies from developed countries.
This model was predominantly used during the negotiations of the CBD because it
seemed to offer a relatively quick and easy path to development and industrialization,
especially in the context of the popularity of market-based policy approaches in the
late 1980s and early 1990s.
It is noteworthy to mention that Article 22 of the Nagoya Protocol on capacity
building takes up this early debate linking biodiversity to development. Article 23 on
technology transfer also suggests that research and development based on genetic
resources should preferably be undertaken in the country of origin or providing Party.
Therefore, at the national level and MOP, the forms of capacity building and technology
transfer that can best foster endogenous development should be discussed, in particular,
how MAT could be used effectively to enable such measures. In this respect the model
for rewarding innovation should be clear  this could be based on intellectual property
claims in which case the ABS agreement should provide for automatic free access or
title to the outcomes for the provider; or on a non-proprietary basis where the parties
involved have a fair and equitable share of the results of the research and development.

130

CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

WHEN the Nagoya Protocol was adopted, a lengthy negotiation process came to an
end. But this end was, in its most crucial aspects, shaped by the unusual (and unfortunate)
process of the closed-door negotiation of the final text. CBD Parties had the choice of
either taking or leaving a draft text with final choices of far-reaching consequences
made mainly by EU officials. Parties accepted this text, with many reasoning that it
was the best that could be achieved, and leaving behind many items for which they had
fought hard during the negotiations. Others felt cheated as the process until then had
been welcomed as an admirable example of multilateralism and participation of
governments and civil society. The formalized participation of representatives of
indigenous peoples and local communities in treaty-making that directly affected them
was also unprecedented.
It is unsurprising that the compromise tailored by the EU reflects its own
perspective more than that of developing countries that more often are providers of
genetic resources. A central problem for provider countries is that the CBD provides
insufficient means to track utilization of genetic resources and to initiate proceedings
in user countries to stop and prevent misappropriation. This gap could not be closed by
national legislation, and the CBD was too weak to overcome the resistance of user
countries to vigorously and in good faith implementing its ABS provisions. This created
the need for an instrument to prevent biopiracy, leading to the negotiation of the Protocol.
From a provider-country perspective, the core of the new instrument should have been
strong and effective user measures that would deter biopirates and, in cases of noncompliance, create concrete sanctions and provide redress. The Protocol should also
have unambiguous provisions to create mechanisms that ensure fair and equitable benefit
sharing that in turn would energize the other two CBD objectives of conservation and
sustainable use.
But the Nagoya Protocol is altogether too vague or weak on key points, especially
user measures. The initial idea was, in a nutshell, to have an internationally recognized
certificate confirming compliance with PIC and MAT that would be obligatory for
patent applicants or market approvals, as a minimum. The outcome is much weaker.
The main gaps are inadequate requirements for certificates of compliance and the lack
of an obligation to include patent offices as checkpoints. As a result, the certificate is
no longer an instrument to control use, although it can serve users as a tool for proving
compliance with the national ABS law of the provider country. That gap remains to be
filled.
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Moreover, the Nagoya Protocol creates no explicit obligation for its Parties to
sanction or penalize biopirates. Even in cases where an intellectual property claimant
has failed to obtain PIC and MAT, the Nagoya Protocol has no provision obliging
Parties to reject the application or revoke the claim. And, further protecting a users
interests, even where the Nagoya Protocol requires provision of information, authorities
are not obliged to make this information public and there is no clarity on how
confidentiality claims will be assessed. A users claim for confidentiality could be
sufficient to convince the authorities to avoid transparency  a crucial element for
fighting biopiracy. From the providers perspective, the Nagoya Protocol is
unsatisfactory when compared against the initial idea to create strong and effective
user measures.
The same is true with the lack of justice that providers have suffered since the
coming into force of the CBD. On one hand, according to Article 4(4), the Nagoya
Protocol is the instrument for the implementation of the access and benefit-sharing
provisions of the CBD. But on the other hand, there is still insufficient obligation
requiring concrete action, when it is user countries failure to implement CBD provisions
that led to the Nagoya Protocol in the first place. The new agreement fails to create a
clear path out of this dilemma. For example, on continuing and new uses of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge accessed without ABS agreements,
providers are essentially still left with the CBD. The user, in many cases a biopirate,
may be allowed to continue to enjoy his unlawful but privileged situation.
The Nagoya Protocol clearly privileges users and user countries  and at the
same time disadvantages provider and provider countries, which now have additional
obligations related to the granting of access, having surrendered part of their sovereign
autonomy that is in the CBD. This is also true with respect to ILC and their traditional
knowledge. While there has been progress in a more explicit treatment of the rights
and interests of indigenous peoples and local communities, this has not translated to
concrete implementation when it comes to the Protocols treatment of compliance with
those rights. In this regard, some developed and developing countries had shared
concerns that rights for ILC independent of national law could be harmful to national
sovereignty and integrity, and this is reflected in the inadequate protection of those
rights when biopiracy moves in.
Thus, exercising the rights of ILC in access and benefit sharing is still dependent
on national legislation. ILC only practically enjoy their rights as providers of genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge to the extent that those rights are
acknowledged by the national legislation of the country where they reside. This leaves
an unsettled and potentially unsettling situation on if and how traditional knowledge
should be subject to PIC and MAT.
In that regard, solutions are available in the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples that almost all UN Member States have endorsed. The Nagoya
Protocol process provided a valuable opportunity for Parties, ILC and civil society
organizations to grapple with how to implement the Declaration in the context of ABS.
We hope that from this experience, Parties can explore ways to implement UNDRIP in
national legislation, thereby protecting the rights of indigenous peoples in matters
related to the Nagoya Protocol. This would improve the basis for developing benefit132

sharing solutions, for example, in cases of continuous and new utilization of associated
traditional knowledge. As the rights of indigenous peoples are human rights, they are
not bound by temporal limitations and there are important principles to draw from this
for implementing the Protocol and other ABS systems.
The impact of the Nagoya Protocol on the fight against biopiracy to a large extent
depends on thorough implementation of well-designed user measures in user countries.
In this context, many of the Protocols obligations prescribe minimum standards to
achieve the ultimate objective: fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from
the utilization of genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge. Achievement
of the objective remains subject to the political will and good faith of user countries.
National implementation in provider countries also plays a crucial role, especially
with respect to the provisions related to compliance (Articles 15 and 16). The standard
of compliance will be shaped in large part by the national legislation of the provider
country. Consequently, in the absence of national legislation non-compliance (biopiracy)
cannot be effectively addressed. Therefore, strong national legislation for a start (as
described in Chapter 4) is crucial for provider countries if they aim to stop biopiracy
and secure fair and equitable benefits.
Because the Nagoya Protocol only provides minimum standards, national
legislation in provider countries is free to take stronger and additional steps. Nothing
in the Nagoya Protocol prevents a Party from addressing issues such as publicly
available traditional knowledge that is not held by ILC, continuing use of genetic
resources, transboundary cooperation, clearly defining derivatives, ensuring
transparency and rejecting secrecy in the name of confidentiality, and so on. In national
legislation, provider countries are encouraged to implement strong national standards
while they engage in developing a global multilateral benefit-sharing mechanism. This
mechanism may not become a reality and, if it does, may not be friendly to provider
countries. To turn the mechanism described in Article 10 of the Nagoya Protocol from
an empty promise to a fair and just benefit-sharing tool will take time and resolve.
Thus the Nagoya Protocol represents more of a milestone than a finish line in the
fight against biopiracy. Much work remains, in both national implementation and the
further development of international law. The litmus test of the processes ahead will
be the same as it was in the negotiations of the Nagoya Protocol: The question will
always be what contributes to stopping biopiracy and promotes equity and justice,
versus what does not.
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Annex I: Status of the last negotiated version of the draft Nagoya Protocol at
the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on Access and Benefit-Sharing
(noon of October 27, 2010)
Without brackets

With brackets
Preamble

Paragraphs 1-16
Paragraph 21
Paragraphs 24-30

Paragraph 17 (Access to pathogens)
Paragraph 18 (Effect on IPRs)
Paragraph 19 (Work on other related
forums)
Paragraph 20 (ITPGRFA)
Paragraph 22 (Other rights/obligations of
Parties)
Paragraph 23 (Relation to other treaties)

Article 1 Objective
Article 2 Use of terms
(a)
(b)

(c) utilization of genetic resources,
derivatives, and biotechnology
Article 3 Scope
Paragraph 1 with bracketed words referring
to temporal scope and definitions
Paragraph 2 in brackets relating to
geographic, political scope
Paragraph 3 in brackets relating to temporal,
political scope
Paragraph 4 in brackets relating to Paragraph
3
Paragraph 5 in brackets relating to temporal
scope

Article 3bis Relationship
Article 4 Fair and equitable benefit-sharing
Paragraph 1bis
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 3

Paragraph 1 with brackets relating to
temporal scope
Paragraph 4 with brackets relating to use of
terms
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Article 5 Access to genetic resources
Paragraph 2 except (a)bis and (g)
Paragraph 3

Paragraph 1 with brackets relating to the
characteristics of the providing country
Paragraph 1bis in brackets on PIC of ILC
Paragraph 1ter in brackets on
environmentally sound use
Paragraph 2(a)bis in brackets on nonarbitrary/equal treatment
Paragraph 2(g) in brackets on access to
justice

Article 5bis Access to traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources
Article 6 [Considerations relevant to [non-commercial]
research and emergency situations] [Special considerations]
Paragraph (a)

Paragraphs (b) - (d) in and with brackets
on content as such

Article 7 Contribution to conservation and
sustainable use
Article 8 Transboundary cooperation
Article 9 Traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources
Paragraph 1

Paragraph 2 with brackets relating to use
of terms
Paragraph 3 with brackets relating to use
of terms
Paragraph 4 with brackets relating to use
of terms
Paragraph 5 with brackets relating to
benefit-sharing when using publicly
available associated traditional
knowledge and content as such

Article 10 National focal points and
competent national authorities
Article 11 The Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House
and information-sharing
Paragraph 1
Paragraph 2(a) and (b)
Paragraph 3
Paragraph 4
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Paragraph 2(c) in brackets on decisions
related to PIC

Article 12 Compliance with domestic legislation or
regulatory requirements on access and benefit-sharing
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 3

Paragraph 1 with brackets on use of terms
and the specifications of the providing party

Article 12bis Compliance with domestic legislation or regulatory
requirements on access and benefit-sharing for traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources [and derivatives]
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 3

Paragraph 1 with brackets relating to
use of terms
Article 13 Monitoring, [tracking] and
reporting the [utilization] of genetic
resources [and associated traditional
knowledge]
Paragraph 1 with brackets relating to
use of terms, legal nature and content as
such
Paragraph 2 with brackets relating to
Articles 5 and 11
Paragraph 3 with brackets relating to
use of terms, specification of providing
country and legal nature
Paragraph 4 in brackets on content as
such
Paragraph 5 in brackets on content as
such
Article 13bis Non-compliance with
mandatory disclosure requirement
In brackets on content as such
Article 14 Compliance with mutually agreed terms

Paragraph 1
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 3(b)
Paragraph 4

Paragraph 3(a) with brackets relating to
access to justice

Article 14bis International access and
benefit-sharing ombudsperson
In brackets on content as such
Article 15 Model contractual clauses
Article 16 Codes of conduct, guidelines
and best practices and/or standards
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Article 17 Awareness-raising
(a) - (i)

Chapeau with brackets relating to use of
terms

Article 18 Capacity
Article 18bis Technology transfer
and cooperation
With brackets relating to specification of
providing country and legal nature
Article 18ter Non-Parties
Article 19 Financial mechanism and resources
Paragraph 1
Paragraph 2
Paragraph 5
Paragraph 6
Article 20 Conference of the Parties
Article 21 Subsidiary bodies
Article 22 Secretariat
Article 23 Monitoring and reporting
Article 24 Procedures and mechanisms
to promote compliance with the Protocol
Article 25 Assessment and review
Article 26 Signature
Article 27 Entry into force
Article 28 Reservations
Article 29 Withdrawal
Article 30 Authentic texts
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Paragraph 3 with brackets relating to new
and additional financial resources
Paragraph 4 with brackets relating to new
and additional financial resources

Annex II: Synopsis of Article numbers in the adopted text
(October 29, 2010) and the final official edition
Article

Preamble
Objective
Use of terms
Scope
Relationship with international agreements
and instruments
Fair and equitable benefit-sharing
Access to genetic resources
Access to traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources
Special considerations
Contribution to conservation and
sustainable use
Global multilateral benefit-sharing
mechanism
Transboundary cooperation
Traditional knowledge associated with
genetic resources
National focal points and competent
national authorities
The Access and Benefit-sharing
Clearing-House and information-sharing
Compliance with domestic legislation or
regulatory requirements on access and
benefit-sharing
Compliance with domestic legislation
or regulatory requirements on access and
benefit-sharing for traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources

Numbering as
Numbering in
adopted by COP-10 final edition
(Referred to in
Chapter 3 as draft)

Article 1
Article 2
Article 3
Article 3bis

Article 1
Article 2
Article 3
Article 4

Article 4
Article 5
Article 5bis

Article 5
Article 6
Article 7

Article 6
Article 7

Article 8
Article 9

Article 7bis

Article 10

Article 8
Article 9

Article 11
Article 12

Article 10

Article 13

Article 11

Article 14

Article 12

Article 15

Article 12bis

Article 16
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Monitoring the utilization of genetic
resources
Compliance with mutually agreed terms
Model contractual clauses
Codes of conduct, guidelines and best
practices and/or standards
Awareness-raising
Capacity
Technology transfer, collaboration
and cooperation
Non-Parties
Financial mechanism and resources
Conference of the Parties shall serve as the
meeting of the Parties to this Protocol
Subsidiary bodies
Secretariat
Monitoring and reporting

Article 13

Article 17

Article 14
Article 15
Article 16

Article 18
Article 19
Article 20

Article 17
Article 18
Article 18bis

Article 21
Article 22
Article 23

Article 18ter

Article 24

Article 19
Article 20

Article 25
Article 26

Article 21
Article 22
Article 23

Article 27
Article 28
Article 29

Procedures and mechanisms to promote
compliance with this Protocol
Assessment and review
Signature
Entry into force
Reservations
Withdrawal

Article 24

Article 30

Article 25
Article 26
Article 27
Article 28
Article 29

Article 31
Article 32
Article 33
Article 34
Article 35

Authentic texts

Article 30

Article 36
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Annex III
The work of the Ad Hoc Open-Ended Intergovernmental Committee for the
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing (ICNP)1

THIS Committee was established at COP-10 in Nagoya, Japan, and is tasked with
undertaking the preparations necessary for the first meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity serving as the Meeting of the Parties
to the Protocol (COP-MOP). At the time of writing, the ICNP has met twice (June 610, 2011 in Montreal and July 2-6, 2012 in New Delhi) and will meet again on February
3-7, 2014. The Co-Chairs are Fernando Casas (Colombia) and Janet Lowe (Canada).
The June 2011 ICNP-1 meeting considered the following issues:
(i)

Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House;

(ii)

Capacity building, capacity development and strengthening of human resources
and institutional capacities in developing countries and countries with economies
in transition;

(iii) Awareness raising of the importance of genetic resources and associated traditional
knowledge and related access and benefit-sharing issues; and
(iv) Cooperative procedures and institutional mechanisms to promote compliance
with the Protocol and to address cases of non-compliance.
The July 2012 ICNP-2 meeting considered the following issues:
(i)

The development of a programme budget for the biennium following the entry
into force of the Protocol;

(ii)

The elaboration of guidance for the financial mechanism and resource mobilization
for the implementation of the Protocol;

(iii) Consideration of the rules and procedures for the COP-MOP;
(iv) Elaboration of the draft provisional agenda for the first meeting of the Parties (of
the Protocol);

1

This section is based on reports of the ICNP meetings written by Chee Yoke Ling and
Edward Hammond.
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(v)

The need for and modalities of a global multilateral benefit-sharing mechanism;
and

(vi) Continued consideration of items taken up at the first meeting of the ICNP in
June 2011.
A.

Global Multilateral Benefit-Sharing Mechanism
Article 10  GLOBAL MULTILATERAL BENEFIT-SHARING MECHANISM
Parties shall consider the need for and modalities of a global multilateral benefitsharing mechanism to address the fair and equitable sharing of benefits derived
from the utilization of genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources that occur in transboundary situations or for which it is
not possible to grant or obtain prior informed consent. The benefits shared by
users of genetic resources and traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources through this mechanism shall be used to support the conservation of
biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components globally.

At ICNP-2 there was lengthy discussion on Article 10 of the Protocol that was
not a negotiated outcome but rather a deal breaker introduced by the COP-10
presidency (Japan) in the final stages of the 2010 COP in Nagoya. The genesis was an
informal proposal floated by the African Group during the Protocol negotiations at the
WGABS-5 meeting in 2007 in Montreal, with the aim of establishing a global ABS
mechanism to capture the benefits including from the use of genetic resources where
prior informed consent is not possible to obtain, and uses of resources from areas
beyond national jurisdiction. The final text was not negotiated as it was part of the
package that Parties ultimately accepted as a political compromise even though there
was widespread dissatisfaction among many developing-country Parties.
Namibia on behalf of the African Group stressed at the July 2 plenary discussion
of ICNP-2 on Article 10 that the brackets that disappeared overnight in Nagoya (referring
to the contested parts of the Protocol up until the final days of COP-10) were key to
(the Protocols) adoption, that we are willing to talk about our position, but its
absolutely unacceptable to the African Group that theres no need for a global
mechanism. It said that Africas flexibility on this was a key enabler for the adoption
of the Protocol in Nagoya (referring to the differences between Article 10 and the
Groups original proposal).
The EU favoured more discussion and broad consultation to obtain views on the
need for and modalities of such a global mechanism. Brazil said that the Protocol
Parties should undertake consideration of the need for a mechanism.
The Republic of Korea raised the need to consider Article 11 on transboundary
cooperation, to which Sudan said the two Articles address different scope.
A contact group was set up that conducted intense discussion and produced a
clean text approved by ICNP-2. The recommendation to COP-11 is to request the
Executive Secretary to conduct broad consultation on Article 10 of the Protocol, and
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to invite CBD Parties, other governments, relevant international organizations,
indigenous and local communities, and all interested stakeholders to submit their
targeted views on Article 10 guided by an indicative list of questions that was prepared
by the Delhi meeting.
The results of such consultation will be synthesized by the Executive Secretary,
who will then, subject to availability of funds, convene a regionally balanced expert
group to meet and review the synthesis and identify potential areas of common
understanding as well as areas that could be further examined. The expert group is to
submit the outcomes of its work to the first COP-MOP meeting.
The recommendation contains an annex with two parts. Part A is an indicative
list of nine questions to consider in the submission of views on the need for and
modalities of a global multilateral benefit-sharing mechanism. Part B comprises 20
Additional questions raised by Parties at [ICNP-2] on access to genetic resources and
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from their utilization.
These were not negotiated, and are issues and questions tabled by the Parties in
the contact group. They are also not exhaustive and Parties can add to these, prompting
some developing-country Parties to remark that this could be an exercise that goes on
for considerable time, rendering the actual benefit sharing a distant reality.
B.

Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House and Information Sharing
Article 14  THE ACCESS AND BENEFIT-SHARING CLEARING-HOUSE
AND INFORMATION SHARING
1. An Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House is hereby established as part
of the clearing-house mechanism under Article 18, paragraph 3, of the Convention.
It shall serve as a means for sharing of information related to access and benefitsharing. In particular, it shall provide access to information made available by
each Party relevant to the implementation of this Protocol.
2. Without prejudice to the protection of confidential information, each Party
shall make available to the Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-House any
information required by this Protocol, as well as information required pursuant
to the decisions taken by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of
the Parties to this Protocol. The information shall include:
(a) Legislative, administrative and policy measures on access and benefit-sharing;
(b) Information on the national focal point and competent national authority(ies);
and
(c) Permits or their equivalent issued at the time of access as evidence of the
decision to grant prior informed consent and of the establishment of mutually
agreed terms.
3. Additional information, if available and as appropriate, may include:
(a) Relevant competent authorities of indigenous and local communities, and
information as so decided;
(b) Model contractual clauses;
(c) Methods and tools developed to monitor genetic resources; and
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(d) Codes of conduct and best practices.
4. The modalities of the operation of the Access and Benefit-sharing ClearingHouse, including reports on its activities, shall be considered and decided upon
by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this
Protocol at its first meeting, and kept under review thereafter.
Developing countries wanted a separate and independent ABS Clearing-House
to serve the Nagoya Protocol. On the other hand, the EU wanted to stress the importance
of developing the Clearing-House as an integral part of the CBD clearing-house
mechanism.
The final agreed text is that the ICNP stressed the importance of developing the
Access and Benefit-sharing Clearing-house as an integral part of the operations of the
Nagoya Protocol and the clearing-house mechanism of the Convention on Biological
Diversity, serving as a means for sharing information related to access and benefitsharing, in accordance with Article 14 of the Protocol, and without prejudice to its
operational independence and efficacy.
A pilot phase that was authorized by ICNP-1 in June 2011 is underway at the
time of writing.
ICNP-2 recommended to COP-11 to establish an informal advisory committee
to assist the CBD Executive Secretary on the implementation of the pilot phase of the
ABS Clearing-House and to provide technical guidance with respect to the resolution
of technical issues arising from the ongoing development of the said pilot phase.
There was also agreement negotiated in a small group by the Philippines, for the
group of Like-Minded Megadiverse Countries (LMMC), with Canada, Uganda (for
the African Group) and the EU on July 5 on how COP-11 may take forward the matter
of reaching common understanding on several unresolved issues of the ABS ClearingHouse.
This is a matter that arose in ICNP-1 in 2011 when the Philippines urged Parties
to develop specific proposals in time for ICNP-2 on how to deal with the unresolved
issues of the Clearing-House. These are proposals made by the Expert Meeting on the
Modalities of Operation of the Access and Benefit-Sharing Clearing-House (document
UNEP/CBD/ABS/EM-CH/1/4  paragraph 7 of the Annex) which did not get included
in the pilot phase due to lack of agreement among the Parties in ICNP-1. The issues
include: notification of permits or its equivalent; the updating of the internationally
recognized certificate of compliance, including information on third-party transfers;
tracking the utilization of genetic resources across sectors; identification of subject
matter on genetic resources covered by the certificate in the light of possible changes
in its nomenclature; and examining how the ability of the Clearing-House may be
developed to keep confidential information and keep it confidential until confidentiality
may no longer be required.
At the Delhi meeting, this issue was taken up by the LMMC group. The
Philippines, speaking on behalf of the LMMC at the discussion of the draft
recommendation document on the Clearing-House, proposed a process to be sent to
the COP-MOP wherein a common understanding can be reached on the unresolved
issues, taking into account the results of the pilot phase of the ABS Clearing-House. It
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reiterated that the issue was from the expert meeting and ICNP-1 had asked for this to
be dealt with.
The final adopted recommendation is a request from COP-11 to the first meeting
of the COP-MOP to take into account the points that may require further consideration
for the ABS Clearing-House, and for COP-MOP 1 to suggest ways of reaching common
understanding of these points, informed by lessons learned from the pilot phase of the
ABS Clearing-House. A footnote indicates that the points are in paragraph 7 of the
Annex to the expert meeting report.
In a side event organized by the Berne Declaration, EED (German Development
Service), Ecoropa and Third World Network on July 4, several researched cases of
biopiracy through patents and patent claims related to genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge from Asia and South America were presented. This prompted
several delegates to remark on how such information should be part of the ABS ClearingHouse.
C.

Resource Mobilization for the Implementation of the Protocol
Article 25  FINANCIAL MECHANISM AND RESOURCES
1. In considering financial resources for the implementation of this Protocol, the
Parties shall take into account the provisions of Article 20 of the Convention.
2. The financial mechanism of the Convention shall be the financial mechanism
for this Protocol.
3. Regarding the capacity-building and development referred to in Article 22 of
this Protocol, the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties
to this Protocol, in providing guidance with respect to the financial mechanism
referred to in paragraph 2 above, for consideration by the Conference of the
Parties, shall take into account the need of developing country Parties, in particular
the least developed countries and small island developing States among them,
and of Parties with economies in transition, for financial resources, as well as the
capacity needs and priorities of indigenous and local communities, including
women within these communities.
4. In the context of paragraph 1 above, the Parties shall also take into account the
needs of the developing country Parties, in particular the least developed countries
and small island developing States among them, and of the Parties with economies
in transition, in their efforts to identify and implement their capacity-building
and development requirements for the purposes of the implementation of this
Protocol.
5. The guidance to the financial mechanism of the Convention in relevant decisions
of the Conference of the Parties, including those agreed before the adoption of
this Protocol, shall apply, mutatis mutandis, to the provisions of this Article.
6. The developed country Parties may also provide, and the developing country
Parties and the Parties with economies in transition avail themselves of, financial
and other resources for the implementation of the provisions of this Protocol
through bilateral, regional and multilateral channels.
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The Delhi recommendation on resource mobilization recalls the relevant
provisions of the Protocol and the CBD as well as the Strategy for Resource Mobilization
in support of the achievement of the three objectives of the CBD (2008-15). The three
objectives are: conservation of biodiversity, sustainable use of biodiversity, and fair
and equitable benefit sharing from that use.
Article 25(1) of the Protocol provides that: In considering financial resources
for the implementation of this Protocol, the Parties shall take into account the provisions
of Article 20 of the Convention.
The recommendation reaffirms the commitments of Parties to meet the obligations
in Article 20 of the CBD on Financial Resources. Malaysia, India and Senegal on
behalf of the African Group had asked for explicit reference to Article 20.
[Article 20(1) of the CBD provides that: Each Contracting Party undertakes to
provide, in accordance with its capabilities, financial support and incentives in respect
of those national activities which are intended to achieve the objectives of this
Convention, in accordance with its national plans, priorities and programmes.
[Article 20(2) of the CBD provides that: The developed country Parties shall
provide new and additional financial resources to enable developing country Parties to
meet the agreed full incremental costs to them of implementing measures which fulfil
the obligations of this Convention and to benefit from its provisions and which costs
are agreed between a developing country Party and the institutional structure referred
to in Article 21, in accordance with policy, strategy, programme priorities and eligibility
criteria and an indicative list of incremental costs established by the Conference of the
Parties. Other Parties, including countries undergoing the process of transition to a
market economy, may voluntarily assume the obligations of the developed country
Parties
Contributions from other countries and sources on a voluntary basis would
also be encouraged. The implementation of these commitments shall take into account
the need for adequacy, predictability and timely flow of funds and the importance of
burden-sharing among the contributing Parties included in the list.]
The recommendation also emphasizes that any new and innovative financial
mechanisms are supplementary to and do not replace the financial mechanism
established under the CBD and Protocol.
This is significant, as Bolivia supported by some CBD Parties had strongly
objected to a draft decision on new and innovative financial mechanisms at COP-10 in
Nagoya in 2010. The concern was that such mechanisms could divert from the CBD
financial commitments of developed countries and open the door to biodiversity being
turned into an asset for speculative financial instruments. That draft decision was
subsequently withdrawn and a COP-mandated experts workshop was held in Quito,
Ecuador, in April 2012 to further discuss this topic. This issue would be on the
Hyderabad COP meeting agenda in October 2012.
In line with part of this concern, the Philippines, for the LMMC, and supported
by Brazil, reiterated its position at the closing ICNP-2 plenary on July 6 that the brackets
be maintained in paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation that encourages Parties to
include those resources generated through the successful implementation of access
and benefit-sharing agreements as part of the domestic resources that Parties should
direct towards the implementation of the Protocol.
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The European Union insisted on the inclusion of this phrase and wanted the
brackets removed. (In the initial discussion on July 2, Norway and Switzerland expressed
the view that access and benefit agreements can contribute to resource mobilization
for achieving the CBD objectives but did not support the EU in this particular context.)
The Philippines explained that this constituted a rolling back of the obligations
of developed-country Parties to provide resources and technology transfer to enable
developing-country Parties to implement their CBD obligations, as already laid out in
Article 20(4) of the Convention, stressing that the extent that developing countries
undertake actions depends on the implementation of commitments of developed
countries. The LMMC insisted that this issue should be left for decision by the COP in
October.
[Article 20(4) of the CBD reads: The extent to which developing country Parties
will effectively implement their commitments under this Convention will depend on
the effective implementation by developed country Parties of their commitments under
this Convention related to financial resources and transfer of technology and will take
fully into account the fact that economic and social development and eradication of
poverty are the first and overriding priorities of the developing country Parties.]
The only paragraph with brackets in the resource mobilization recommendation
from the Delhi meeting thus reads as follows: Encourages also Parties to direct domestic
resources, in accordance with national circumstances, [including those generated
through the successful implementation of access and benefit-sharing agreements] as
well as through other new and innovative financial mechanisms, towards the
implementation of the Protocol; 
The recommendation also encourages Parties, other Governments [i.e. nonParties], relevant organizations, the private sector and financial institutions to provide,
in accordance with their capabilities, financial resources, including through new and
innovative financial mechanisms, for the implementation of the Protocol and to include
support to the implementation of the Protocol as a priority area for funding.
The CBD Executive Secretary is requested to prepare a synthesis of the
information received regarding experiences related to the mobilization of resources to
support the implementation of the Protocol and to provide an overview of the status
and trends in funding for the consideration of the next meeting of the COP-MOP.
The Executive Secretary is also requested to prepare a document on possible
relevant sources of international funding to support the efforts by Parties to mobilize
additional international financial resources for the implementation of the Protocol.
Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund
The ICNP-2 recommendation in Annex II on guidance by the CBD COP to the
Global Environment Facility (GEF) addresses a new fund operated by the GEF, the
Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund (NPIF). There was considerable discussion on
this topic, with especially the African Group expressing disappointment and frustration
over difficulties in accessing the funds, and that the GEF seems more inclined towards
supporting bioprospecting activities.
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In a discussion on July 3 on capacity building, Namibia said there is a very close
link between guidance to the financial mechanism and capacity building. It added that
the only funding available for early ratification is the NPIF but this is not available
because the former CEO of the GEF decided by herself to use the fund for bioprospecting
partnerships (referring to Monique Barbut).
The Fund was proposed by Japan as host of the CBD COP in 2010 as a new
voluntary fund at the GEF, with a pledge of 1 billion yen (about $12 million) announced
at the COP meeting. It was then established in May 2011, with the World Bank as
trustee (the Bank acts as trustee for the GEF). Japan, Switzerland, Norway, the United
Kingdom and France have made financial contributions.
According to the CBD Secretariats press release dated June 3, 2011, The fund
is specifically designed to support countries looking to build enabling activities to
ratify the protocol as well as finance projects at the national and regional levels that
will promote technology transfer, private sector engagement, and the conservation and
sustainable use of traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources. [It] will
also help Parties build capacity to ensure appropriate access and use of traditional
knowledge with genetic resources.
According to the GEFs own literature, The [Fund] supports signatory countries
and those in the process of signing the Nagoya Protocol, and that intend to ratify the
Protocol in order to accelerate the ratification and implementation of the Protocol. [It]
supports, among others, existing opportunities leading to development and
implementation of concrete ABS agreements with involvement of the private sectors.
The projects funded
encourages [sic] the engagement with private sector entities
interested in exploring the economic potential of genetic resources and facilitate the
transfer of appropriate technologies.
The Delhi meeting agreed for the COP to recommend that funds from the NPIF
be used to support projects to assist the early entry into force of the Protocol and to
create enabling conditions at the national and regional levels for its effective
implementation. The COP is also asked to recommend to the GEF to expedite procedures
for access to funds from the NPIF.
Peru on behalf of GRULAC during the final plenary queried the implications of
paragraph 5 of Annex II that reads: Invites donors and the private sector to contribute
to the NPIF with a view to ensuring continued support for the early entry into force
and implementation of the Nagoya Protocol. The Group was concerned about the
continuation of the NPIF, where text to that effect from an earlier draft was no longer
included.
(Many developing countries were unsure whether the next GEF replenishment
will include contributions from developed countries to the NPIF. Several have also
informally expressed concerns over the emphasis on the private sector.)
The ICNP Co-Chair Fernando Casas of Colombia said that the Committee had
accepted the paragraph and Annex II as a whole and it would not be possible to reopen
it for discussion, and that it was up to the GEF to decide.
Peru then said that due to the ambiguity created this was something it would pick
up at the COP, to which Casas said this concern would be reflected in the report.
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Jordan, Ghana, Cameroon (for the African Group), Thailand, Senegal, St Lucia,
Ecuador and Cuba all supported Peru and requested to have their concerns included in
the ICNP report. Many expressed the need for clarification at the next COP meeting.
Casas further reminded Parties that the ICNP in its guidance recommendation
also invites the GEF to provide the COP in October 2012 with a report on the progress
made under the NPIF to support the ratification and implementation of the Protocol.
D.

Compliance
Article 30  PROCEDURES AND MECHANISMS TO PROMOTE
COMPLIANCE WITH THIS PROTOCOL
The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to this Protocol
shall, at its first meeting, consider and approve cooperative procedures and
institutional mechanisms to promote compliance with the provisions of this
Protocol and to address cases of non-compliance. These procedures and
mechanisms shall include provisions to offer advice or assistance, where
appropriate. They shall be separate from, and without prejudice to, the dispute
settlement procedures and mechanisms under Article 27 of the Convention.

The draft recommendation on the Cooperative Procedures and Institutional
Mechanisms to Promote Compliance with the Protocol and to Address Cases of Noncompliance under Article 30 of the Protocol was the most contentious document
negotiated at ICNP-2.
An expert meeting was held in February 2012 in Montreal, Canada, and this
produced an annex with a set of procedures and mechanisms that was accepted by
ICNP-2 as its basis for work, with additional options and text included over the week.
The resulting six-page document that would be submitted to COP-11 was heavily
bracketed (indicating no agreement), and the contact group on this topic managed to
have a second reading only up to Part C of the document when it finished its last
meeting at 11pm on July 5.
Part A was on objectives, nature and underlying principles, Part B on institutional
mechanisms, Part C on functions of the Compliance Committee, Part D on procedures,
Part E on information for and consultation by the Compliance Committee after the
triggering of the procedures, Part F on measures to promote compliance and address
cases of non-compliance, and Part G on the review of procedures and mechanisms.
The African Group introduced an additional part as follows: [Part F(bis) The Committee
shall establish the office of an ABS ombudsman to provide assistance to developing
countries and ILCs to identify instances of non-compliance and make submissions to
the Committee.] The whole part was bracketed.
The ICNP-2 recommendation to COP-11 was to forward the document with its
myriad brackets and options to the first meeting of the COP-MOP or a future meeting
of the ICNP to enable the first meeting of the Protocol Parties to approve it. This will
now be considered at ICNP-3 in February 2014.
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[The meeting was attended by five experts per region from Brazil, Cameroon,
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Ethiopia, the European Union, Grenada, Hungary, India,
Japan, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, the Republic of Korea, the Republic of Moldova,
South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Uganda and the United Kingdom. The
expert from Argentina, who had been selected and invited, could not attend the meeting.
Experts from the following organizations participated as observers: the Commission
on Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture of the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization, the International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity, the
Secretariat of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and
Agriculture (ITPGRFA), and the United Nations University-Institute of Advanced
Studies.]
Scope of Article 30
The Protocol addresses compliance in Articles 15 (compliance with domestic
legislation or regulatory requirements on access and benefit-sharing), 16 (compliance
with domestic legislation or regulatory requirements on access and benefit-sharing for
traditional knowledge associated with genetic resources), 17 (monitoring the utilization
of genetic resources to support compliance), 18 (compliance with mutually agreed
terms on access to genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge) and 30
(procedures and mechanisms to promote compliance with the Protocol).
A fundamental difference between developing and developed countries is whether
Article 30 on Procedures and mechanisms to promote compliance with this Protocol
also covers the compliance provisions under the other Articles.
At the first ICNP meeting in June 2011 a heated debate took place between the
African Group and the former CBD Executive Secretary over an information document
by the latter that drew a clear distinction between Article 30 and the other Articles on
compliance. The African Group, represented by Egypt, expressed deep concern that
the Secretariat was interpreting the Protocol and thereby prejudging the issue. The
Group strongly asserted its right to have its formal statement in the closing plenary
reproduced verbatim in the report of the meeting (see https://www.cbd.int/absicnp1/
documents/).
When the agenda item on Article 30 was first discussed at the June meeting, the
African Group, supported by China, had pointed out that Articles 15 to 18 provide for
mandatory actions by Parties to the Protocol, and as such Parties compliance or noncompliance with those obligations would logically fall within the scope of Article 30.
At the Delhi meeting, the European Union maintained its position that the
compliance mechanism under Article 30 should not deal with compliance by private
individuals and entities with national access and benefit-sharing legislation. Since the
Protocol deals directly with indigenous and local communities, it was willing to explore
ILC involvement in the mechanism.
Japan also wanted the compliance mechanism to focus on compliance by Parties,
and not address users and traditional knowledge holders.
The preambular paragraph of the document after the first round of discussion
was as follows: The following procedures and mechanisms are developed in accordance
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with Article 30 of the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair
and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising from Their Utilization, in view of the rights
and obligations set in the Protocol, in particular Articles 15, 16, 17 and 18, and are
[separate][independent] from, and without prejudice to, the dispute settlement
procedures and mechanisms established by Article 27 of the Convention on Biological
Diversity.
The EU objected to the explicit references to Articles 15 to 18 and to the word
independent. Mexico proposed Article 30 and related Articles to replace the
references to other Articles but this still did not gain consensus.
The current text thus reads: The following procedures and mechanisms are
developed in accordance with Article 30 [and related articles] of the Nagoya Protocol
on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising
from Their Utilization.
Objectives, Nature and Underlying Principles
The objective is agreed:  to promote compliance with the provisions of the
Protocol and to address cases of non-compliance. These procedures and mechanisms
shall include provisions to offer advice or assistance, where appropriate. They shall be
separate from, and without prejudice to, the dispute settlement procedures and
mechanisms under Article 27 of the Convention on Biological Diversity.
There was wide divergence among Parties over the nature of the compliance
system under Article 30, as evident from the bracketed options currently in paragraph
2: The compliance procedures and mechanisms shall be non-adversarial, [non-judicial,]
cooperative, simple, expeditious, advisory, facilitative, flexible,[ preventive,] costeffective, [voluntary,] [positive, ] [and legally non-binding][and legally binding] in
nature. Some developing countries have concerns over a legally binding mechanism
due to their lack of capacity to comply with the Protocol. Several developed countries
prefer a non-legally binding option for different reasons. Malaysia proposed a
differentiated approach. Noting that Article 30 deals with measures to promote
compliance and address cases of non-compliance, it said that there are two facets in
addressing cases of non-compliance. The first is due to lack of capacity and inadequate
funding which requires facilitation to enable compliance, taking into account the
common but differentiated responsibilities of Parties. Secondly, where there is persistent
refusal to comply, this would require a set of stronger measures, otherwise it will not
make any sense.
According to Malaysia, on the issue of binding or voluntary mechanism, where
promotion of compliance due to lack of capacity is concerned, the approach can be
soft. But it is difficult to deal with persistent violators in a voluntary way, at least with
regard to the nature of the mechanism, since the mechanism will be ignored at will if it
will not at least be binding.
Meanwhile, the principles for the compliance system set out in paragraph 3 have
multiple brackets: The operation of the compliance procedures and mechanisms shall
be guided by the principles of fairness, due process, [rule of law], flexibility, [nonconfrontation,] non-discrimination, transparency, accountability, predictability,
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[consistency,] good faith, [supportiveness,] [effectiveness] [and expeditiousness,]
[recognizing the common but differentiated responsibilities of Parties][recognizing
that all obligations apply equally to all Parties]. [It shall pay particular attention to the
special needs of developing country Parties, in particular the least developed countries
and small island developing States among them, and Parties with economies in
transition, [and indigenous and local communities,] and take into full consideration
the difficulties they face in the implementation of the Protocol.]
Differences are among different countries, both developing and developed.
The Philippines inserted text on including compliance and other sui generis
mechanisms of indigenous and local communities taking into account their customary
laws, norms and practices in accordance with their national legislation, wherever
possible in the application of the compliance system. There was no support for this
and so the proposal is also bracketed.
ILC In or Out of the Compliance Committee
It is agreed that a Compliance Committee will be set up under Article 30 and Part
C of the ICNP-2 recommendation sets out the functions, of which only one out of 11
has been agreed. Whether the Committee members should serve in their personal and
individual capacity or as representatives of Parties is not agreed. (Members of the
Compliance Committee of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, the other CBD protocol,
serve in their individual capacity.)
Part B of the document, Institutional mechanisms, deals with the establishment
of the Committee, and in paragraph 2 there is an option to include one representative
of indigenous and local communities as a full member of the Committee. Some Parties
support this option while several other Parties prefer to confer an observer status instead,
while yet others do not support either of these though they could agree to some role.
The issue was intensely debated at length at ICNP-2. The observer and representative
options are both in brackets.
Paragraph 41 of the report of the expert meeting also reflects the divergence on
this issue: There was a discussion about whether it was appropriate for indigenous
and local communities to be able to nominate members to the committee, or serve on
the committee and if so, whether as a full member or as an observer. The procedures
for nominating representatives of indigenous and local communities were also discussed.
A range of views were expressed, with some suggesting that given their prominence in
the Protocol, indigenous and local communities should have representation on the
committee, while others noted that current global precedents suggested that compliance
of Parties with their obligations is appropriately assessed by nominations of such Parties,
although a Party could choose to nominate a representative of indigenous and local
communities.
In an attempt to provide a solution, and bearing in mind that the Protocol deals
directly with the rights of indigenous peoples to their biological resources and associated
traditional knowledge, Malaysia at the last night session of the contact group on July 5
proposed the following new sub-paragraph (k) to be included in Part C, paragraph 1 on
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the Functions of the Committee: Consult with relevant body or bodies of ILCs as
may be identified by ILCs.
Malaysia explained that it is important for the Committee to consult ILC on
issues that fall squarely within the scope of the Protocol and where ILC expertise is,
and that the Committees decision-making will be greatly enhanced by such consultation.
It added that this would be better than having one representative on the Committee.
The co-chair (Switzerland) of the contact group on compliance welcomed the
proposal as having merit.
Peru and the EU found the proposal attractive but said it fitted better under
Part E on Information for and consultation by the Committee after the triggering of
the procedures. Peru referred to an option on the Committee choosing to seek expert
advice.
In response, Malaysia said that the paragraph in Part E is about seeking ad hoc
experts advice, for example when the Committee needs inputs on a matter of
international law on dispute settlement. However, the paragraph proposed by Malaysia
is about ILC given rights at the core of the Protocol that recognizes traditional knowledge
associated with genetic resources. So ILC are not ad hoc, they have rights, and the
cases that arise will be about them. Malaysia stressed that genetic resources and
associated traditional knowledge is about ILC and therefore its whole proposal is largely
about ILC.
Reiterating that there are Parties that are attached to the proposal to bring ILC
onto the Committee, Malaysia said that if there is some consultative process some
Parties may be willing to drop the paragraph B.2 option (on ILC representation on the
Committee).
Norway said it appreciated the spirit of the proposal and could have it included
in Part C in brackets.
India disagreed, and suggested that the proposed paragraph could be placed in
some other section, such as Part E. It said that the Malaysian proposal is not a core
function of the Committee.
Uganda (on behalf of the African Group) said it also had sympathy with the
substance of the proposal, and that placing it in Part E is quite attractive. Noting that
the title of Part E refers to information and consultation but the current draft is all
about the Committee seeking information, it said that the Malaysian proposal would
fill the gap (i.e., by introducing consultation by the Committee).
The contact group co-chair indicated that he was attracted to picking the paragraph
up and placing it as sub-paragraph (k) in Part C, paragraph 2.
The EU did not agree, and said it was misplaced. But it added that it did not want
to lose the paragraph. While I appreciate what Malaysia said about the independent
advice paragraph in [Part] E, but we have not come to that [part] yet, said the EU
representative.
Still trying to help resolve the issue, Malaysia suggested that the proposed
paragraph be parked in Part C with an asterisk or footnote to indicate that its placement
was to be decided. Malaysia added that almost all the paragraphs (in the entire document)
were bracketed anyway.
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Peru then suggested it be a footnote to paragraph B.2.
Clearly frustrated by now, Malaysia said, Maybe we should place it in the closet.
I am very disappointed.
Since the next step was still uncertain at that time  whether COP-11 will decide
on a third meeting of the ICNP or some intersessional meeting (between COP-11 and
COP-12 in 2014)  and the composition of the next group of negotiators may be different,
there was some support in the contact group for having the Malaysian proposal included
in the document.
(Note: COP-11 subsequently decided that there will be an ICNP-3 in 2014.)
Uganda (for the African Group) expressed disappointment that we are losing
this attractive proposal. Because of placement we lose it, and we do not know what the
next process will be.
The co-chair made another attempt but there was no agreement as to where to
place the proposed paragraph. He then suggested that perhaps Malaysia could table
the proposal again in future, to which the Malaysian representative said that he would
not do so. He added that he did not understand this doublespeak  some Parties
talked of attraction to the proposal but then they were not willing to accept it in Part B.
The option for ILC to be in the Committee will be maintained because they are at the
core of the Protocol, he concluded.
Paragraph B.2 currently reads as follows: The Committee shall consist of 15
members nominated by Parties, endorsed by the respective regional group of the United
Nations [and [could] include representatives of indigenous and local communities [as
observers]][as well as one representative of indigenous and local communities as a
member of the Committee] and elected by the Conference of the Parties serving as the
meeting of the Parties to the Protocol (COP-MOP) on the basis of three members from
each of the five regional groups of the United Nations.
The issue, as with all the outstanding or unresolved issues, will be taken up again
at ICNP-3.
When Confidentiality Becomes Secrecy
An issue that briefly surfaced in the compliance contact group was the potential
for secrecy in the Compliance Committee. This idea was supported by the United
States (which is a non-Party to the CBD but under UN procedures can participate fully
except for voting), which sought to retain bracketed language on confidentiality, arguing
that it would increase accountability. According to some observers, however, applying
confidentiality provisions to the Committees work is risky, because rather than
increasing the Committees accountability, it could have the opposite effect.
As noted by Malaysia in the plenary discussion, a Compliance Committee under
Article 30 will have distinct tasks including a) promoting compliance, b) addressing
non-compliance due to inability, and c) addressing refusal to comply with the Protocol.
For each distinct task, there are distinct arguments against confidentiality.
In the first case, effectiveness of measures to promote compliance would certainly
suffer from secrecy. It would be counterproductive for efforts to encourage Parties to
comply with the Protocol to be shrouded in secrecy, observed an expert at the meeting.
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The second instance is that of non-compliance due to inability. This is a
circumstance more likely to be encountered by smaller and less developed Parties, and
a problem that is essentially one of capacity building. Such issues can be resolved in
the non-confrontational manner favoured by most CBD Parties through specific, targeted
capacity-building efforts. While these need not be advertised, there is no reason  and
it would impair the transparency of capacity-building efforts across the Protocol  to
make the Committees consideration of them, or the resulting activities, secret.
The third instance is that of cases of wilful non-compliance, and it is here that
the US preoccupation with secrecy is apparently most focused, despite the fact that the
process is generally envisaged as being non-judicial and non-confrontational, according
to the expert who is familiar with bioprospecting activities of US-based entities.
Surrounding these possible non-compliance cases with secrecy could cause problems
for the Protocol, because limiting access to information about them makes learning
from them difficult. Without clear lessons learned, repetition of problems is more likely.
Secrecy could also interfere with the Committees fact finding by limiting the
involvement of experts and the provision of outside inputs to the Committee for its
consideration.
Secrecy could also interfere with the anticipated participation of ILC in the
Compliance Committee, and would limit public awareness of its activities. All of these
effects could limit most developing countries, and have a tendency to favour large
countries with experienced dispute resolution capacity. Confidentiality thus finds
particular favour among developed-country Parties, who may confuse accountability
with a predisposition to resolve problems in their own favour, according to the expert.
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