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	Comments on the draft documentation on new and emerging issues – deadline 20 September 2013

	Page
	Line
	Comment

	0
	0
	In general the document appears to be of good quality although some improvements are necessary in both content and formatting. The multiple headings are rather confusing and a consistent way of defining them should be followed. It is suggested to use a single system e.g. a numerical system, and suggestion for changes are made below (page 3/lines 8, page 5/line 1, 40, etc.). The title of Part 1, 2, 3, 4 are almost identical and they should be reconsidered and rewritten to illustrate the content of the chapters. There are several statements that are not referenced and some of them appear to be text of the Convention or a statement by the CBD Secretariat, which should be correctly referenced. There are several statements taken out of their context and misinterpreted by the authors. The document is not structured according to the request i.e. positive and negative impacts and the titles of Part 1 and Part 2 are confusing the reader and it should be carefully re-structured.
There is a constant attempt to define although indirectly, the products of synthetic biology while this was not a request in the COP Decision XI/11. "synthetically-modified organisms (SMO)" are not defined by CBD neither are they in this text– the addition is misleading; delete and replace it with "organisms resulting from synthetic biology techniques" or include an appropriate reference. Synthetic biology is not one technique that will generate one type of organisms; it comprises several techniques (genetic modification or not) and their products differ from one another and they may be GMO or not.

The terms "synthetic biology" and "genetic engineering" or "DNA-recombinant technology" have sometimes been intermingled; while there is a continuum from genetic engineering to synthetic biology in some approaches, the terms are not synonymous. The "synthetic biology" techniques and/or their products should be considered on a case-by-case basis.



	3
	2
	Change Part 1: with Part A:

	3
	8
	Change a) with 1 and align to the left

	5
	1
	Change b) with 2 and align to the left

	5
	40
	Change c) with 3 and align to the left

	6
	5
	Change i) with 3.1 and align to the left

	7
	2
	Change ii) with 3.2 and align to the left

	7
	26
	Change iii) with 3.3 and align to the left

	8
	11
	Change iv) with 3.4 and align to the left

	8
	34
	Change v) with 3.5 and align to the left

	9
	7-9
	The sentence appears to be scientifically incorrect as DNA is not identical to XNA; please correct.

	9
	13
	Change d) with 4 and align to the left

	9
	13
	Change i) with 4.1 and align to the left; change for with “for”

	9
	22
	Change reagants with reagents

	9
	35
	Change ii) with 4.2 and align to the left; change from with “from”

	10
	1
	Change 1) with 5 and align to the left

	10
	25
	Change 2) with 6 and align to the left; capitalize first letter of commercial

	11
	24
	"synthetically-modified organisms (SMO)" are not defined by CBD – the addition is misleading; delete and replace it with "organisms resulting from synthetic biology techniques" or include an appropriate reference. Synthetic biology is not one technique that will generate one type of organisms; several techniques (genetic modification or not) are covered by synthetic biology and their products differ from one another and they may be GMO or not.

If it is the case, and the microorganism falls under the GMO/LMO definition(s), “synthetically” should be replaced with “genetically” since the modification is in the genome of the microorganisms; the available modified microorganisms available in the market are GMMs.

	11
	35
	"synthetically-modified organisms (SMO)" are not defined by CBD neither– the addition is misleading; delete and replace it with "organisms resulting from synthetic biology techniques" or include an appropriate reference. Synthetic biology is not one technique that will generate one type of organisms; several techniques (genetic modification or not) are covered by synthetic biology and their products differ from one another and they may be GMO or not.

“synthetically” should be replaced with “genetically” since the modification is in the genome of the organisms;  the modified microorganisms available in the market are very likely and almost all GMOs.

	11
	21-22
	The sentence “Solazyme…..samples.” should be removed from the text unless the information can be confirmed by Solazyme or it is coming from them and not from ETC Group. The statement needs further clarification and drafting; as it is now is not scientifically reliable. 

	11
	42-43
	Delete the reference (Syngenta, 2012) from line 42 and added after “companies” in line 44.

	12
	5-6
	An Arabidopsis carrying foreign genes mentioned in line 3 page 12 would be a GMO. The statement on lines 5-6 is scientifically incorrect since a name cannot be written into the DNA of a plant. Such products unless authorized under domestic legislation may not be placed on the market or transported without regulatory permits. 

Lines 5-6 should be removed unless the scientific correctness of the statement is proven and in accordance with the domestic legislation in force.

	12
	10
	Change Part 2 with Part B

The title is almost identical with the one in page 3, line 2 and it should be changed to illustrate the content of the chapter.

	12
	26
	Change a) with 1; align to the left.

	12
	36
	Change i) with 1.1

	12
	40
	Change 1) with 1.1.1

	13
	32
	Change 2) with 1.1.2

	14
	10
	Change 3 with 1.1.3

	14
	13
	The citation Schmidt and de Lorenzo, 2012 appears to be incorrectly interpreted; please re-evaluate the paper and rephrase the paragraph or delete.

	14
	15
	2199 should be deleted.

	14
	21
	Delete 29.

	14
	24
	Change GE with GMO if it is the case, or use the full name and the acronym in brackets.

	14
	26
	Add 2010 after Savulescu. 

	14
	26-30
	The comment (Fleming, 2006) cannot be relevant to discoveries made in 2009, 2010 and 2011 by the authors mentioned in lines 25-26 of page 14; therefore it should be removed as it appears to be a prediction and not a scientific fact. 

	14
	38
	Change ii) with 1.2

	15
	1
	Change 1 with 1.2.1

	15
	10
	The interpretation in this paragraph is taken out of the context of the original paper; please revisit and re-draft based on the scientific facts presented in the paper and avoid personal interpretation. 

	15
	12
	Remove 2200 or add page before it; otherwise is unclear.

	15
	30
	The scientists should be named or their papers cited; otherwise the statement referenced (EGE 2009, 49) deleted.

	15
	37
	Change 2 with 1.2.2

	16
	30
	Change existant with existing

	17
	10
	Change 3 with 1.2.3

	17
	23
	The interpretation in this paragraph is taken out of the context of the original paper; please revisit and re-draft based on the scientific facts presented in the paper and avoid personal interpretation.

	18 
	1
	Change iii) with 1.3

	18
	3
	Change biorefinery setting with contained conditions because that is the legally and understandable term and not the one used in the text.

	18
	5
	Please give examples in brackets after applications (e.g. …, …., ….)

	18
	6
	Please give examples in brackets after intended uses (e.g. …, …, …) and after  biodiversity (e.g. …, …, …)

	18
	9
	Change 1 with 1.3.1

	18
	17
	Please add a reference after the desertification or otherwise remove phrase/paragraph.

	18
	41
	Change 2 with 1.3.2

	18
	48
	Please check carefully this information as it is unlikely that GMO plants can be distributed and release out of the laboratory unless a regulatory approval is issued for the release. 

	19
	1
	Idem comment 18/48 above.

	19
	5
	Change 3 with 1.3.3

	19
	16
	The genome-driven cell engineering is not a common term and unless is used by Church 2013 as such it should not be used; it may be replaced with GMO if that is the case and the information in the paper allows it or uses it as a synonymous. Please further explain the term based on references.

	20
	4
	Change 4 with 1.3.4

	20
	10
	Change b. with 2

	20
	13
	Change i. with 2.1

	20
	15
	Include a reference after conservation or otherwise remove from phrase/paragraph.

	20
	16
	Remove with before crisis; include a reference after hope  or otherwise remove phrase/paragraph.

	20
	33
	Add a reference after process.

	20
	36
	Change Part 3 with Part C; the title is identical with Part 2 and it should be rephrased to be relevant for the content of the chapter.

	22
	8
	Replace a) with 1.

	22
	29
	Replace Keasling with Ro et all., as he is not mentioned as author in the paper cited. 

	22
	30
	Replace genetic parts with genetic sequence i.e. genes, promoters, etc. since genetic parts is not scientific and is rather jargon.

	22
	31
	The reference ETC 2012a is not relevant since the documented Ro et al, 2006 statement is purely scientific.  

	22
	33
	The footnote 42 is relevant and should be introduced in the main text otherwise the semi-synthetic term used is misleading.

	22
	39
	Idem 22/33

	23
	2
	Clarify and modify if necessary 100,00 with the real number; it appears that is a mistake and it is actually 100,000.

	23
	37
	Change b) with 2.

	24
	8
	Change c) with 3.

	24
	36
	Change Part 4 with Part D; the title is identical with Part 2 and 3 and it should be replaced with language that reflects the content of the paragraph.

	24
	43
	Change a) with 1

	25
	6-7
	The sentence does not make sense in this context and moreover is not referenced; reference correctly if it is in context but reformulate otherwise delete it.

	25
	44
	Change i) with 2

	26
	28
	Add a reference after the ‘pathogens’.

	26
	38
	Change ii) with 3

	26
	42
	Change 1) with 3.1

	26
	20
	Change 2) with 3.2

	28
	6
	Replace ‘(a)t’ with (at)

	28
	10
	Change ‘3.’ with ‘3.3’

	28
	19
	Change b) with 4.

	30
	18
	Change c) with 5.

	30
	25
	Add a reference after ‘biodiversity’.

	30
	27
	Change d) with 6.

	30
	31
	Change reference ‘CBD COP 2010’ with a clear reference to a COPX/… Decision. 

	30
	34-35
	Change reference ‘ibid, Annex A: Section 2(A)) with a clear reference to a COPX/… Decision.

	30
	36
	Change i) with 7.

	31
	10-11
	Add a reference after ‘language’ or otherwise remove the sentence from ‘It is not….to language.’

	31
	13
	Change ii) with 8.

	32
	25
	Change e) with 9.

	32
	40
	Add a reference after ‘(JCVI)’

	32
	40-41
	Is NIH “the US Government”? Being a public governmental institution probably does not make it the “US government” as the paper suggests.

	32
	42
	Add a reference after the ‘sequences’.

	
	
	


Please submit your comments to secretariat@cbd.int. 

