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This report presents findings from a survey conducted by the DSI Scientific Network
between May and June 2026 to gather researchers’ views on capacity-building needs and
opportunities for non-monetary benefit-sharing (NMBS) related to the use, generation, and
sharing of digital sequence information (DSI). The survey was designed to inform policy
discussions under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and related international
agreements.

One hundred and three responses were collected, representing eight world regions, with
Europe (39%) and Latin America and the Caribbean (22%) most strongly represented.
Respondents work across a broad range of disciplines including evolutionary genomics,
conservation genomics, plant science, microbiology, and policy.

Four headline findings stand out:

e Dedicated funding for researchers to provide training is the single factor that
would make the greatest difference to respondents’ ability to share the benefits
of their research. This spans from funding for training to publishing open access
and is closely followed by institutional recognition of open data sharing.


https://www.dsiscientificnetwork.org/
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¢ A clear divide exists between low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) and
high-income countries (HICs). Respondents in Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America,
and Asia consistently rate enablers for greater benefit sharing as significantly more
important, and report receiving fewer of the more interactive, relationship-based
forms of capacity building, than counterparts working in Europe and Northern
America.

e Providing research training is the activity respondents consider most
impactful relative to how many contribute to it, with 69% of contributors rating it
their most impactful activity, yet it remains under-resourced.

e Institutional recognition of NMBS activities lags behind their actual practice.
Around 60% of respondents report on these activities, but often informally and
without standardized frameworks.

1. Background and context

Capacity building and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits from DSl is now the subject
of negotiation under three major international frameworks: the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and
Agriculture (ITPGRFA), and the Agreement under the United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) on Marine Biological Diversity of Areas Beyond National
Jurisdiction (BBNJ Agreement). Each approaches the topic differently, whether
emphasizing financial benefits, technology access, capacity building, or other non-
monetary forms.

While benefit sharing has historically been discussed in monetary terms, the vast majority
of benefits shared today are non-monetary: information exchange, scientific collaboration,
joint publications, and training. A recent survey of 69 countries identified these as the top
three non-monetary benefit types. Yet they remain difficult to define, quantify, and
formalize, partly because they are often embedded in everyday scientific practice.

The DSI Scientific Network carried out this survey to gather information on what
researchers themselves see as the most needed forms of capacity building, what they
already contribute, and what obstacles they face. Findings are intended to inform the
Network’s policy brief and recommendations to negotiators under the CBD.

2. Respondent profiles

Respondents were drawn primarily from public sector research institutions (universities,
national institutes, and intergovernmental research organizations). A smaller share came
from NGOs and charities, with very few from the private sector. Research categories
spanned evolutionary and other genomics (23%), microbiology and molecular biology (18%),
conservation genomics (13%), plant science (10%), and agricultural and breeding genomics
(9%), among others.

Most respondents held senior roles: professors, principal investigators, research directors,
and senior scientists. A minority were early-career researchers (PhD students, postdocs).
Respondents were split almost evenly between high-income countries (52) and low- and
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middle-income countries (51), with LMIC institutions particularly represented in Sub-
Saharan Africa, Latin America, and Asia.

59 respondents identified as men and 41 as women, with a further three preferring not to
say. The balance was closely similar in both income groups (28 men to 21 women in HICs, 31
men to 20 women in LMICs).

Twelve respondents identified as members of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities
(IPLCs), representing a small but important perspective within the sample.

3. Capacity building contributions
What researchers contribute

Respondents were asked which capacity building and non-monetary benefit sharing
activities they contribute to. Publishing in open-access peer-reviewed journals (85%) and
lecturing, teaching, or tutoring (83%) were the most common activities, reflecting their
centrality to academic life. Providing research training in bioinformatics, sequence
analysis, and related methods ranked third (72%), followed by sharing sequence information
via open repositories and openly sharing methods or procedures.

Only five respondents reported not participating in any capacity building activities,
suggesting that the vast majority of active researchers are already contributing in some
form, even if this is not formally recognized or funded.
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Figure 1. Capacity building activities: contribution versus perceived impact (percentage)
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What researchers consider most impactful

A pattern emerges when comparing contribution frequency against perceived impact.
Providing research training stands out: 72% of respondents contribute to it and 69% of
those consider it one of their three most impactful activities. This is the highest impact
ratio of any activity in the survey.

By contrast, open-access peer-reviewed publishing has more contributors (88) but a lower
impact ratio (only 60% of respondents consider it impactful). Activities such as building
infrastructural capacity and research administration capacity have the lowest impact-to-
contribution ratios (around 25%), suggesting they are obligatory rather than transformative
from respondents’ perspective.

4. Factors that would enable greater benefit sharing
Overall enabler scores

Survey gquestion 3 (Q3) asked respondents what would make it easier for them to share the
benefits of their research with other scientists, policymakers, and indigenous peoples, rated
on a scale of 1 (would make no difference) to 5 (would make a substantive difference). This
question focuses on enablers: changes to systems, funding, and structures that would allow
researchers to contribute more.

Funding to publish in open access journals scored highest overall (3.99), in a near-tie with
dedicated funding to provide training (3.97) and institutional policies to recognize open
data sharing (3.95); greater recognition of capacity building in research assessment
followed (3.87). The lowest-scoring enabler was support to transform scientific findings into
products or technologies (3.22).

The top-scoring enablers all point to systemic and structural change (funding,
recognition, and policy) rather than individual skills or access. Researchers are willing
and able to contribute more. What is missing is institutional and financial support to do so.
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Figure 2. Average scores for factors that would enable greater benefit sharing (scale 1-5)
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Overall enabler scores regional variation in responses

A pronounced regional divide is visible across responses. Respondents in HICs consistently
score all enablers lower than the global average. Respondents in Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin
America and the Caribbean, and Asia scored most items significantly higher, indicating that
barriers to benefit sharing are felt much more acutely in lower-resourced settings.

The gap is sharpest for dedicated funding to provide training: Latin America and the
Caribbean averages 4.59, Sub-Saharan Africa 4.45, and Central and Southern Asia 4.25,
compared to Europe’s 3.58. Similar gaps appear for open-access publishing funding.

The most revealing regional contrast concerns support to transform scientific findings into
products or technologies. Globally this scores the lowest of all nine items (3.24), which might
suggest it is a low priority. Disaggregating by region tells a different story: Central and
Southern Asia scores this item 4.00, Sub-Saharan Africa 3.83, Latin America and the
Caribbean 3.77, and Eastern and South-eastern Asia 3.67, while Europe scores just 2.32, the
single lowest regional score for any item in this question. For researchers in LMICs, the
inability to translate findings into usable products and technologies is a significant and
unmet structural need that any DSI benefit-sharing mechanism must address explicitly,
while commercialization does not transpire as a primary pathway to impact for respondents
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Figure 3. Enabler scores by country income: HICs /L MICs (scale 1-5)

5. Benefits already received

Respondents were asked in survey question 4 (Q4) to rate the usefulness of forms of
capacity building they had already benefited from, on a scale of O (do not benefit from this)
to 5 (most useful). Disaggregating Q4 by income group reveals a consistent pattern: LMIC
respondents rate almost every form of capacity building as more useful than their HIC
counterparts do, with the gap being widest for the "softer," skills-based forms of
support. Training on science-policy communication shows the largest divide (HICs: 1.72,
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LMICs: 3.28, a gap of 1.56), followed by technical assistance and advisory support (2.06 vs 3.42)
and participation in learning networks or communities of practice (2.74 vs 3.72). Training on
research skills also shows a substantial gap (3.18 vs 4.02).

By contrast, the two highest-scoring items overall, access to scientific publications and
access to DSl in public repositories, show almost no gap between groups; access to scientific
publications is the one item where HICs score marginally higher (HICs 4.24 vs LMICs 4.06).
Both groups rate these foundational, openly available resources as highly useful,
suggesting that open data and open-access infrastructure have become genuinely global
goods, equally valued regardless of income setting.

Taken together, these results suggest that while open repositories and open-access
publishing are now broadly accessible and valued, more interactive and relationship-
based forms of capacity building (training, technical assistance, peer networks) remain
comparatively scarce for LMIC researchers, and are correspondingly rated as more
valuable when they are accessible. This reinforces the Q3 finding that dedicated funding for
training and skills development is the area where the gap between need and access is
greatest, particularly for researchers in lower-resourced settings.
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Figure 4. Usefulness of benefits already received

Variation by gender

Averaged across all nine enablers in Q3, women scored the listed options higher than men
(3.97 against 3.54). The difference sits almost entirely within high-income countries: HIC
men average 2.98, against 3.87 for HIC women, while in LMICs men and women score
almost identically (4.06 and 4.07). Male respondents in HICs are the only subgroup that
consistently rates these enablers as a lower priority; every other group clusters at the high
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end. These figures are composites across the nine enablers rather than scores for any single
item, though the pattern holds on all nine individually.

The same shape appears in Q4. HIC men report markedly less benefit from the relational,
people-based forms of support: participation in learning networks (1.93, against 3.75 for HIC
women), training on research skills (2.46 against 4.11) and technical assistance (1.48 against
3.00). On the foundational infrastructure items, the difference largely disappears: access to
DSl in public repositories (3.93 against 4.10), access to scientific publications (4.07 against
4.37). This is therefore not a group scoring everything low, but one that seemingly places
comparatively less value on the training and relationship-based side of capacity building. It
mirrors the differences seen between income groups, where agreement is strongest on
open-data norms and infrastructure and divergence greatest on resource- and training-
dependent support.

This analysis is offered as a point of interest rather than a firm conclusion. It could signal
genuine differences in what different researchers find most useful, but establishing
whether it holds would require a more extensive investigation across a larger sample. Two
limitations bear noting: the sample is not evenly balanced by gender (59 men to 41 women),
and male respondents in HICs also skew older, with older respondents scoring lower
throughout. Age and gender cannot be separated at these subgroup sizes. It is possible that
earlier-career researchers would respond differently.

6. Barriers to capacity building

A follow-up question was sent to the survey after the initial round of data collection, asking
respondents to rate how much each of a set of factors limits their ability to participate in
capacity building activities that would benefit them, on a scale of 1 (not a problem) to 5 (a
systemic obstacle). Unfortunately, only a small number of participants replied, so the
findings should be seen as indicative of possible trends or issues to explore further, rather
than as definitive'.

Lack of funding for travel and attendance emerged as the most significant barrier, with an
average score of 3.70. It is also the most unequally distributed: LMIC respondents rated it
4.29 against 3.08 for HIC respondents. Lack of time to participate in trainings, workshops
and other activities ranked second (3.08), and was the only barrier felt slightly more acutely
by HIC respondents (3.23 vs 2.92), consistent with time rather than money being the binding
constraint in better-resourced settings.

A middle tier of barriers reflects institutional and informational gaps: capacity-building
opportunities not being prioritized by respondents' institutions (2.70), a lack of
opportunities to participate (2.59), and a lack of awareness of the opportunities that exist
(2.59). Respondents were least troubled by whether available opportunities matched their
needs (2.22), inconvenient timing or setting (2.15) and — least of all — language barriers
(1.44).

! This question was fielded as a follow-up to the main survey and therefore has a substantially smaller response
base (n=27) than the core questions. Of those who answered, 14 were based in LMICs and 13 in HICs, spanning six
regions (Europe, Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, Eastern and South-eastern Asia, Northern
America, and Central and Southern Asia). Given the small sample, and that respondents to the follow-up were
self-selected from the original pool, these results should be read as indicative rather than representative; the
income-group comparison in particular rests on small cell sizes
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The pattern echoes the rest of the survey. The dominant obstacle is financial, and it falls
hardest on researchers in lower-resourced settings, reinforcing the finding that dedicated
funding — for training, for open publishing, and for participation itself — is the lever most
likely to widen benefit sharing.
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Figure 5. Barriers to capacity building

7. Perspectives on Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities

Survey question 5 (Q5) was only displayed to respondents who identified as IPLC members
in the opening demographic question. Twelve respondents self-identified as IPLC members
and were asked which capacity building activities they consider most beneficial to IPLCs.

Among respondents, the most frequently selected activities were: 1) intercultural research
conducted in IPLC territories with IPLCs recognized as co-authors;, 2) collective
development of long-term intercultural research agendas (rather than one-off
consultations); 3) development of models that recognize IPLC researchers and address
barriers related to funding and formal eligibility criteria; and 4) access to grants and
fellowships specifically targeting IPLC capacity strengthening.

Open-text responses from IPLC respondents emphasized the importance of Indigenous
data sovereignty, meaningful participation in research design from the outset, and
benefit-sharing frameworks that are co-developed with communities rather than
imposed. Several highlighted the need for practical guidance and protocols so that
researchers engaging with IPLCs understand what forms of benefit are genuinely useful.
Given the small number of IPLC respondents (n=12), these findings should be treated as
indicative only.

8. Institutional reporting on NMBS activities
Around 60% of respondents currently report on their capacity building and benefit

sharing activities to their institution or another organization. Of those who report,
mandatory and optional reporting are evenly split (31 mandatory, 31 optional, with a further
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4 doing both). The majority report annually (51%), with smaller shares reporting every 2 to 4
years (16%), per activity (13%), quarterly (9%), twice-yearly (7%), or monthly or more often (4%).

Reporting is unevenly distributed by income. LMIC researchers report at a higher rate than
their HIC counterparts (67% versus 53%). Where they do report, it is more often mandatory
than optional (19 mandatory to 14 optional among LMIC reporters, the reverse of the HIC
pattern of 12 to 17). This could reflect a potentially heavier donor and grant conditionality
attached toresearch in lower-resourced settings and suggests that NMBS reporting is most
institutionalized where funding is most externally dependent.

This suggests that NMBS reporting is already occurring at scale, but it is not yet
standardized or consistently valued. The near-even split between mandatory and optional
reporting, and the prevalence of annual cycles tied to grant or performance reviews, points
to an informal infrastructure that could be formalized to better capture and reward these
contributions.
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Figure 6. NMBs reporting frequency

9. Key findings and implications

The survey results point to four interconnected priorities for policy and practice:
1. Fund the provision of training, not just its receipt.

Dedicated funding to provide training is the highest-scoring enabler in Q3. Q4 data
reinforces this from the recipient side: the forms of capacity building with the largest
usefulness gaps between LMIC and HIC respondents are training-related, indicating that
LMIC researchers are particularly underserved by current training provision. This reflects a
gap that is often overlooked: experienced researchers who want to train others lack the
resources to do so. NMBS frameworks should explicitly fund training provision, not only
consumption.

Training is, in fact, the one activity that tops four separate questions at once: 72% of
respondents provide it, it carries the highest impact-to-contribution ratio of any activity,
dedicated funding for it is the highest-rated enabler, and the widest LMIC-HIC gaps in
benefits received are all training-related.
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2. Formalize recognition of NMBS activities in research assessment.

Researchers are already contributing extensively through teaching, open publishing,
training, and community engagement, but these activities are rarely rewarded in career
progression or grant evaluation.

3. Address the structural HIC/LMICs divide, including on technology transfer.

The gap between HIC and LMIC scores is large and consistent across answers. The starkest
single example is support to transform scientific findings into products or technologies,
which is considered a more pressing need in lower-resourced settings. The follow-up
barriers question reinforces this: lack of funding for travel and attendance was the single
biggest obstacle to participation, and markedly worse for LMIC respondents (4.29 vs 3.08).
The DSI Cali Fund allocations could help address some of these challenges, as well as other
benefit sharing activities envisioned under the CBD DSI MLM. The specific constraints of
lower-resourced research environments should be top of in mind.

4. Develop clearer frameworks for IPLC engagement.

IPLC respondents call for co-designed, long-term research partnerships rather than
extractive or one-off consultation. Recognition of IPLCs as co-authors, dedicated funding
for IPLC-led research, and practical protocols for meaningful engagement are seen as the
most beneficial interventions.

10. Survey methodology

The survey was published online in English, French, Spanish, and Japanese. It comprised six
substantive questions covering: research background and use of DSI; capacity building
activities contributed and their perceived impact; benefits received; and institutional
reporting practices. An additional question was made available for respondents identifying
as members of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs), and a follow-up
guestion on barriers to participation was circulated to the respondent pool (see the “Barriers
to capacity building” section).

Responses were collected from 103 respondents across 8 regions, grouped following the
United Nations M49 (SDG) regional classification. The survey used a mix of closed-ended (5-
point Likert-scale, multi-select) and open-ended questions. Quantitative responses were
aggregated and analyzed by region and research category. Open-text responses were
reviewed thematically but are not quoted in this report to preserve anonymity.

For the purposes of regional comparison, respondents' countries were also grouped into
High-Income Countries (HICs) and Low- and Middle-Income Countries (LMICs), following
the World Bank's country income classification (FY2026, effective July 2025), which
categorizes economies based on Gross National Income (GNI) per capita using the Atlas
method. Countries with a GNI per capita of US$13,935 or above are classified as high income.
All other countries (low, lower-middle, and upper-middle income) are grouped as LMICs for
this analysis. This grouping complements the regional breakdown by highlighting
differences in resourcing and access that may not align neatly with geographic regions
alone.

Important caveats apply: the sample is self-selected and not statistically representative of
the global research population. Sub-groups for Oceania (n=1), Western Asia and Northern

10
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Africa/MENA (n=1), Northern America (h=4) and Central and Southern Asia (n=4) are too
small for robust regional comparisons. Findings from those regions are indicative only.
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Figure 7. Regional distribution of survey respondents
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