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	Comment

	0
	0
	General comment: the document seems to conflate the potential dangers posed by accidental release of microorganisms meant to be used in a contained system with those meant to be released. The latter should be discussed in detail and this is an important dialogue for the communities concerned about biodiversity, safety, and science to have. For the former, we need to be very careful to specify what the concern is. Microorganisms that are grown in containment in a laboratory do not establish themselves outside the laboratory, unless they were designed that way. So that could be an important discussion as well, but only with the specification of what type of modified organism is being discussed.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	13
	4
	“they could disrupt ecosystems and habitats”. This is a concern that is frequently stated, though without describing the mechanism that would lead to it. It is a fair concern, but also worth noting that, e.g., analysts at the Union of Concerned Scientists are not concerned about this particular issue  http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/26/business/energy-environment/26algae.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0

	14
	12
	On “unpredictable, emergent properties”. Reference Garfinkel and Friedman: this is literally true, but the larger point was that this would be a very rare event. It is something that occurs in nature as well. In the laboratory, researchers can watch for such emergent properties. 

	14
	24
	“an engineered mousepox…was unexpectedly virulent” There is still some disagreement in the virology community as to how “unexpected” this actually was. See, e.g.,  http://jvi.asm.org/content/75/18/8353.full

	14
	32
	“A variety of scholars identify SB as holding unspecific but serious risks”  This seems a bit unbalanced, it is easy to list such risks but there are objections to many of them based on known scientific mechanisms, if this would be included might be better to detail these, rather than a generic statement about “unspecific but serious” which can be applied to many technologies.

	15
	30
	“some scientists came to the same decision” Here the word “decision” does not communicate what is in the EGE document. Rather, there were scientists who also proposed the BSL-3 or BSL-4 containment as others did, but no “decisions” were made by them, either for themselves or for other scientists. 

	16
	47
	Reference Moreno: while true that the terms “synthetic”, “synthetic biology” etc., appear in the paper, this is more about constructing a species that does not interbreed with wildtype species than about the primary use of synthetic biology (there is little if any “synthetic biology” as meant by the inquiry by SBSTTA). That is a useful observation in itself, but the idea of altering animals to change the scope of breeding has been discussed before, this is not especially novel here.

	19
	7
	De-extinction. This discussion is far beyond the SB and conservation communities. It is also being discussed in research policy communities with respect to responsible conduct of research, and prioritization of research. This may be worth noting.

	19
	43
	“overwhelmingly popular”. True, but for some time, this was because it was really the only example. As mentioned in the text, it is used now because there are many different issues that provide lessons or questions relevant to others’ analyses, including how to analyze trade-offs.

	25
	25
	“Polio, a controlled virus in the US….”. In fact, poliovirus is not on any US control list, nor as far as can be seen, on any control list in any country. If the virus were to be eradicated, it would no doubt be entered on control/select agent lists. 

	25
	31
	“quick to point out….hospital freezers….” This conflates a number of issues. The “hospital freezers” was a reference specifically to the SARS virus. In fact, controlled viruses can be found in freezers not only in hospitals but in research institutions, universities, etc. “….quick to point out…” seems to indicate dismissing the concerns about synthetic biology, when in fact that is not the intent of that sentence. This could be resolved by striking “quick to”

	27
	13
	“did not trigger any alerts”. As above, the ordering of poliovirus would not have precipitated any suspicions as it was not at that time, nor is it now, on a control/select agent list.

	27
	31
	“strategic move to preempt government oversight”  This is indeed ETC’s view. But in this context it conflates ETC’s view with a more general understanding of self-governance. Post-Asilomar was not a free-for-all for scientists. Rather, in the US, for the most part, scientists are subject to NIH guidelines (which have the effect of law by penalizing transgressors with loss of grants), and most research institutes not subject to NIH guidelines use them anyway because they do not want to be seen as transgressors. NIH has made clear that “synthetic DNA” is no different from “recombinant DNA” in terms of their guidance. Further, there are a number of other laws and regulations that govern scientists generally, molecular biology, microbiology, etc. The idea that synthetic biology is “unregulated” is frequently propagated but it is simply untrue. This entire section seems to be lacking in nuance in the discussion of self-regulation, and those nuances are important in deciding what steps the relevant communities might take next.


	30
	12
	“regrettably”. I understand the intent but I do not think this is the right word here. Change to “potentially”.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Please submit your comments to secretariat@cbd.int. 

