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Comments on the Technical Series on Synthetic Biology


	Page #
	Line #
	Comment

	2
	Section 6.2.2.
	Perhaps “use of lethality” should read “use of virulence factors”

	2
	Section 7.1
	Perhaps also insert “self-monitoring”

	5
	Line 41
	“call” should read “calls”

	9
	49
	Mostly repetition. Perhaps delete after word “application”

	9
	
	Horseshoe crab blood requirements in the context of the COVID-19 vaccine development could be mentioned here (and quantified later in the report).

	10 
	Key message 5
	The 2017 figure could perhaps be updated.  Further consideration should be given as to how representative such a figure is. For example, much of the Chinese language scientific literature is not reflected in standard global scientific databases. Scope and extent to which the targeted research and relevant literature are captured should be further considered within the context of key identified limitations. The patent documentation at national, regional and global levels could suggest that the figures provided underestimate the scale and scope of application of synthetic biology. The role of industrial secrets and classified government work could be further considered in terms of methodological limitations.

	12
	Key message 12
	Perhaps consider ISO standards, CEN regulations, information on the Belgian Biosafety Server (e.g. for assessment tools, reporting requirements, best practices, GMOs). See https://www.biosafety.be/

	13
	Lines 1-7
	Reference could perhaps be made to BWC and CWC General Purpose Criterion (GPC).

	13
	Key message 16
	Perhaps also include “best practices and shared principles”

	16
	
	Perhaps further text on GMO regulatory frameworks could be incorporated

	17
	
	Actual price offers for custom oligo sequence synthesis could perhaps be included

	18
	Line 13
	“developed by (Wang et al., 2009)” – this phrasing seems incomplete.

	21
	Line 7
	[bookmark: _GoBack]“production titter” should read “production titer” or titre according to preferred spelling

	30
	
	· Propose that the authors review the OPCW Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) reports on implications of S&T developments. See https://www.opcw.org/resources/documents/subsidiary-bodies/scientific-advisory-board 

	31
	Section 3.2.1.d (and page 32 line 5)
	· Possible WHO input vis-à-vis genetic modification of mosquito policy. See https://www.who.int/news/item/14-10-2020-who-takes-a-position-on-genetically-modified-mosquitoes and related]


	33
	Line 35
	Suggest “By 2018, there were” read: “By 2018, there were at least”

	35
	Lines 7-11
	Possible inputs regarding COVID-19 vaccine development and production.

	38
	Lines 1-20
	Possible WHO inputs (e.g. prequalification of medicines procedures, including ethical dimension)

	41
	
	2021 EU-level developments could be checked including with respect to biodiversity and GMOs

	54
	
	Definitions of BW and CW could perhaps be included (from the BWC and CWC). A current key focus on non-standard CW agents are aerosolized central nervous acting chemicals such as fentanyl derivatives. Has any individual or group performed sophisticated scientific research and lab work? It could be useful to consider WHO’s R&D blueprint and disease X in this context.

	56
	Line 3
	Explosively disseminated and aerosol dispersal are perhaps improved phrasing.

	64
	
	The status of implementation of ISO 35001:2019 could perhaps be checked and possible reflected on this page. See also CWA 15793.

	69
	Line 37
	Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 

	69
	
	· See Belgian Biosafety Server (e.g. assessment tools, reporting requirements, best practices, GMOs) – https://www.biosafety.be/ 
· See Canadian government website -- https://www.canada.ca/en/services/health/biosafety-biosecurity.html 
· See UK Parliamentary testimony and reports on biosecurity -- https://committees.parliament.uk/work/316/biosecurity-and-national-security/publications/ 
· WHO Advisory Committee on Developing Global Standards for Governance and Oversight of Human Genome Editing – See Human Genome Editing: A DRAFT Framework for Governance (3 July 2020) (https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/ethics/governance-framework-for-human-genome-editing-2ndonlineconsult.pdf?ua=1 ) E.g. see Box 2: Existing analysis of regulatory status of human genome editing by nos. of countries and nos. of documents according to WHO region [71 countries in total, 80 documents in total]
· NIST work streams on standards setting (quality assurance and harmonization) in the biological sector (see https://www.nist.gov/topics/bioscience/nists-role-bioeconomy and https://www.nist.gov/bioscience )


	109
	Line 30
	Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention

	109
	
	Perhaps add text on proposals for science advice function or body to be considered by the forthcoming Review Conference

	110
	Line 7
	Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention

	110
	
	Perhaps add text on BWC prohibitions

	110
	Line 15
	“Goldblast” should read “Goldblat” [Rotblat and Goldblat both produced useful items. I would propose to include points + reference to Jonathan Tucker’s final book (Innovation, Dual Use, and Security: Managing Risks of Emerging Biological and Chemical Technologies, MIT press, 2012)

	110
	
	2020-2021 outputs of the BWC MSPs and MXs (virtual events) could be checked to update the developments in the current draft report. 


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	





Please submit your comments to secretariat@cbd.int.
