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ORIGINAL: English 

DATE: March 11, 1991 

·1 

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR THE PROTECTION OF NEW VARIETIES OF PLANTS 

GENEVA 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL COMMITTEE 

Twenty-eighth Session 

Geneva, October 12 to 16, 1990 

REPORT 

adopted by the Committee 

Qpening of the Session 

1. The Administrative and Legal Committee (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Committee") held its twenty-eighth session from October 12 to 16, 1990. The 
list of participants is given in the annex to this report. 

2. The session was opened by Mr. J.-F. Prevel (France), Chairman of the 
Committee, who welcomed the participants. 

Adoption of the Agenda 

3. The Committee adopted the agenda as given in document CAJ/28/1. 

4. The Committee noted that the main purpose of the session was to prepare 
a new proposed text for the Convention which, subject to the approval of the 
Council at its twenty-fourth ordinary session, on October 18 and 19, 1990, 
would serve as a basis for discussion for the Diplomatic Conference. This new 
text is hereinafter referred to as "the Final Draft." In view of the said 
purpose, this report is restricted to the main decisions and arguments for or 
against such decisions. 

Working Arrangements 

5. The Committee set up a working group (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Working Group") comprising the delegations of France, Germany, the Nether­
lands, the UI)ited Kingdom and the United States of America to consider the 
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order of the prov1s1ons. The Working Group also suggested some amendments on 
substance and drafting which were subsequently submitted to the Council. 

Substantive Law Provisions 

6. Discussions were based on document IOM/5/2 Rev. (hereinafter referred to 
as "the Draft"). 

Article 1 - Definition 

Item (iv) -Definition of "Breeder" 

7. The text proposed in the Draft was accepted by the Committee. 

8. In reply to the proposal made by the delegation of Sweden to delete the 
second indent, the Secretary-General explained that that indent was necessary 
for those countries where the employer was regarded as the original owner of 
the rights. 

Item (vi) - Definition of "Variety" 

9. The delegation of Italy expressed its preference for the definition of 
"variety" as worded at the twenty-seventh session of the Committee by the del­
egation of Germany and the Office of the Union. 

10. The Committee agreed to replace the phrase "are the result of a given 
genotype" by "are the expression of a given genotype." 

11. The majority of the Committee was against the insertion of "within a 
species or a taxon of a rank lower than species" after the words "a group of 
plants" proposed by the representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) and 
the delegation of Italy with a view to maintaining the possible patentability 
of inventions relating to a group of plants of a rank superior to a variety. 
Several delegations expressed the view that these words might be construed as 
excluding the first interspecific hybrid from the scope of application of the 
Convention because in this case the notions of "variety" and "species" would 
be coextensive, and that they might cause difficulties where the botanical 
classification was complex or uncertain. 

12. Concerning the second sentence of the item, the representative of the EPO 
stated that the proposed Article 12(l)(a)(viii) showed that UPOV intended to 
extend its scope to industrial production, which was basically an area for the 
patent system. He wished that the phrase "unit for purposes of cultivation" 
be reintroduced. Alternatively, he wished that an exception be introduced into 
the definition to the effect that cells and cell lines would not be considered 
varieties. He added that if that second sentence was regarded as a part of the 
definition, a direct contradiction would arise to the second sentence 'of Arti­
cle 53(b) of the European Patent Convention, as that Article provided that 
products of microbiological processes, e.g. cells, were patentable. No dele­
gation of a member State made a proposal for amendment in response to the rep­
resentative of the EPO. Following an explanation by the delegation of Germany, 
the Secretary-General stated, and the Committee agreed, that the records of the 
Diplomatic Conf'erence should indicate that the sentence was not part of the 
definition. To highlight this, the Committee agreed to replace the words "a 
variety" by "a·particular variety" in the English text. 
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(xi) and (xii) - Definition of 
"Authority," "Member of the 

"Contracting 
Union" and 

13. The proposals by the delegation of Germany to delete those definitions 
(the part relating to member States in the case of "territory") as superfluous 
were not seconded. 

Article 2(1) of the Present [1978] Text of the Convention - Forms of 
Protection 

14. The delegations of Belgium, Denmark, Spain and Sweden reiterated their 
preference for the inclusion of a provision corresponding to Article 2(1) of 
the present text in the Final Draft. The delegation of France would have 
preferred that a prov1s1on be inserted in the Final Draft to ensure the 
continuation of the discussions on the relations with the patent system. The 
delegations of Australia, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America variously welcomed the proposed deletion of Article 2(1) of 
the present text of the Convention, on the basis either that there ought not 
to be any exclusionary provision, or that an exclusionary provision, if any, 
ought to appear in patent laws and conventions rather than in the UPOV 
Convention, or that an exclusionary provision might make the accession to the 
Convention impossible to those States in which industrial patents had been 
granted for one or more varieties. The delegation of Japan reserved its 
position. 

Article 2 - Obligations of Contracting Parties 

15. The Working Group proposed to delete the introductory part of the 
provision and to insert a cross-reference to Article 2 in Article 36(2). 

Article 4 - Genera and Species to be Protected 

16.' The Committee did not accept, after a show of hands, any amendments to 
the Draft with a view to reducing the number of plant genera and species 
specified in paragraph (l)(i) and to increasing the period specified in 
paragraph (2)(ii) from three to five years. The delegations of Italy and 
Spain requested that their reservation to the proposed text be recorded in the 
report. 

Article 6 - First Application 

17. The delegation of Denmark stated that the deletion of Article 11(3) of 
the present text ought to be reconsidered in view of the fact that certain 
non-member States made protection on their territory dependent on the protec­
tion obtained in the country of origin of the variety. 

Article 7 ·- Conditions for the Grant of a Breeder's Right 

Paragraph (2) - Novelty 

18. The Committee agreed to delete in this and other provisions the words 
"reproductive and vegetative" and similar language as superfluous. The French 
text would remain unaffected. 
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19. Several delegations pointed out that the sale of the by-products of a 
breeding and testing program should not be regarded as detrimental to novelty. 
The Committee agreed, therefore, to replace the words "for the purposes of ex­
ploitation" by "for purposes of exploitation of the variety" in items (i) and 
(ii) of subparagraph (a). 

20. The delegations of Denmark, Italy, Sweden and the United States of 
America were in favor of deleting the words between the square brackets in 
subparagraph (a). After discussion, the Committee agreed that the reference 
to "any product directly obtained from the harvested material of the variety" 
should be maintained without the square brackets in the Final Draft. 

21. Several delegations proposed to replace the word "may" in subpara­
graph (b) with "shall" to make a transitional limitation of the requirement of 
novelty mandatory rather than optional. The Committee, however, decided to 
maintain the optional character of the provision to facilitate accessions to 
the Convention. 

Paragraph (3) - Distinctness 

22. The following proposals were made in respect of the second sentence, but 
not accepted by the Commit tee, primarily for the reasons set out below in 
brackets: 

( i) to delete the phrase "provided that .•. " or amend it to cover also 
cases where the application had failed e.g. for non-payment of fees (on account 
of the fact that only successful applications should make a variety to be 
deemed a matter of common knowledge as from the date of application); 

(ii) to make the provision optional, it being impossible to take into con­
sideration all varieties being the subject of an application (on account of the 
need for legal security and of the possibility of annulling a breeder's right 
granted erroneously); 

(iii) to insert a reference to commercial exploitation (on account of the 
fact that the insert ion of references to obvious examples would reopen the 
whole issue). 

Article 8 - Right of Priority 

Paragraph (1) 

23. The delegation of the United States of America proposed to extend the 
basis for a right of priority under the UPOV Convention to an application for 
the grant of a title of protection for a plant variety that was not a breeder's 
right. In view of the wide-ranging implications of the proposal and of the 
impossibility of deciding on it at short notice, the Committee agreed to in­
clude, for further discussion at the Diplomatic Conference, in the first sen­
tence of paragraph ( 1) the words ", or an application for another title of 
protection for a variety in," after the words "the authority of" in the second 
line and the words "the grant of a breeder's right for" before the words "the 
same variety," both in square brackets. 

24. The following points, in particular, were raised during the discussion 
of the proposal: 

(i) whether there should be reciprocal treatment (i.e. the possibility of 
using a plant breeder's right application as the basis for a priority claim in 
relation to a patent application); 
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( i i) whether the proposed add it ion should be limited to the industrial 
property titles contemplated in Article 36 (reservations)~ 

(iii) whether the benefit of paragraph ( 3) should be limited to cases of 
priority based on an earlier plant breeder's right application~ 

(iv) whether the proposal would not imply to some extent the acceptance of 
the patentability of plant varieties~ 

(v) whether the proposal would not create uncertainties since priority 
would be based on applications which did not afford as much guarantee as a 
plant breeder's right application in respect of the existence of a variety 
meeting the requirements for protection. 

25. The delegations of Australia and the United Kingdom supported the pro­
posal. 

26. The delegation of Germany observed that the last two sentences of para­
graph (1) could be combined to read: "This period shall be computed from the 
day following the date of filing of the first application." 

Paragraphs (2) to (4) 

27. The Committee decided to replace the words "supporting documents and ma­
terial" by "documents and materials supporting the priority claim, as" in 
paragraph (3). 

28. The delegation of Japan observed that it should be made clear that the 
periods mentioned in paragraphs (2) and (3) should be counted from the day 
following the event. 

29. The Committee accepted the wording of paragraph (4) proposed in the 
Draft, after having replaced the word "facts" by "events." 

30. The delegation of Germany observed that paragraph (4) was not to the 
point. It considered that the effect of priority was that the date of the 
first application served as the reference in the examination of novelty and 
distinctness, and suggested that it should be examined whether further effects 
were contemplated. The proposal was not followed-up. 

Article 9 - Examination of the Application; Provisional Protection 

31. The Committee agreed that the first sentence of paragraph (l) should 
read: "Any decision to grant a breeder's right shall require an examination 

" and that the two subparagraphs of paragraph (1) should be merged. 

32. The Committee agreed to replace the words "decision thereon" by "grant 
of that right" in paragraph (2). The delegation of France opposed that amend­
ment since it considered that there should be provisional protection whatever 
the subsequent fate of the application. It observed that other branches of 
law would regulate reimbursements and possible damages where remuneration had 
been paid in respect of a variety for which the breeder's right was eventually 
refused. 

Article 10 - Duration of the Breeder's Right 

33. The delegations of Australia and Italy proposed that the duration of the 
breeder's right should be counted from the date of filing, taking into account 
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that the breeder would enjoy the provisional protection from that date. The 
Secretary-General explained that the latter was much less than the full pro­
tection under Article 12 and that the Article should therefore remain un­
changed. 

34. The delegations of Italy, Sweden and the United §tates of America were 
in favor of a shorter duration of protection than proposed in the Draft. 
Several delegations spoke in favor of the text proposed in the Draft on account 
of the need to ensure and reward the maintenance of the protected variety, to 
ensure that a successful variety would provide a source of revenue compensating 
investments in varieties that would have been less successful or of the need 
to compensate for the exceptions to the breeder's right introduced for politi­
cal reasons. 

35. The Committee agreed to maintain the wording proposed in the Draft. 

Article ll - Nullity and Forfeiture of the Breeder's Right 

36. For paragraph (l) the Committee agreed to the proposed text in the Draft, 
after having replaced the words "it can be" in subparagraph (iii) by "it is." 

37. For paragraph (2) the delegation of Japan proposed that a refusal to ac­
cept the inspect ion made by the authority on the maintenance of the variety 
should be a reason for cancellation. No proposal for an amended text was made, 
however. The delegation of the Netherlands proposed to make the provisions of 
paragraph (2) compulsory rather than optional. The proposal was supported, but 
it was also recalled that there were instances in which the reason for cancel­
lation could be remedied. The Committee, aware that it had intensively dis­
cussed the problems raised by the above proposals at its preceding session, 
decided not to go into the details and agreed to maintain the text as proposed 
in the Draft. 

Article 12 - Effects of the Breeder's Right 

Paragraph (l) -Acts Requiring the Breeder's Authorization 

38. The Committee agreed that item (ii) should read: "conditioning for the 
purpose of propagation." The delegation of Sweden reserved its position on 
that item. 

39. The representative of the EPO and the delegation of Italy observed that 
item (viii) in paragraph (a) would cause problems because plant cells or cell 
lines could be used in industrial processes, for purposes other than propaga­
tion, and proposed the deletion of that item. The delegation of the Nether­
lands proposed to add the words "as such" after the word "use" in item (viii) 
to solve the problem. The delegation of Germany recalled that the definition 
of the scope of protection should be as broad as possible and that there was 
no conflict with patent protection. The proposal was not seconded. 

40. A number· of delegations wondered whether item (viii) was necessary in 
view of the fact that items (i) to (vii) already covered all areas to be cov­
ered by the breeder's right. The delegation of Canada said that items (vii) 
and (viii) would cause some political difficulty, as the inclusion of these two 
items would reduce the difference between the patent and the plant breeder's 
right. After a long debate and following the statement of the Secretary­
General that a reference to stocking was usual in intellectual property law and 
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offered in effect a convenient point at which a right could be exercised in the 
case of infringement, and that i tern (viii) was a catch-all clause protecting 
the breeder against unforeseen forms of exploitation, the Committee agreed 
after a show of hands to maintain items (vii) and (viii) as proposed in the 
Draft. 

41. Concerning the harvested material and products directly obtained from 
harvested material, the delegations of Australia, Ireland, Japan, New Zealand, 
Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom were in favor of the introduction of a 
notion of "cascading application" of a breeder's right. The delegation of 
France expressly opposed the proposal on account of the fact that the purpose 
of the revision was to strengthen the breeder's right, that other intellectual 
property laws did not specify the point at which the obligation to pay royalty 
was incurred and that since the breeder's right was already subject to a 
limitation for political reasons, the breeder should be given the choice of 
the point of collection. The Secretary-General reminded the Committee that 
the formulation of the notion of a "cascading application" was technically 
difficult and that this was the reason why the present text had been adopted. 
The Committee finally agreed to the inclusion of the notion of cascading as an 
option in the Final Draft by adding in square brackets at the end of 
subparagraph (b) the words "and if, but only if, the breeder has had no legal 
possibility of exercising his right in relation to the propagating material" 
and at the end of subparagraph (c) the words "and if, but only if, the breeder 
has had no legal possibility of exercising his right in relation to the 
harvested material." 

42. On the proposal of the delegation of Sweden, the Commit tee agreed to 
include in the Final Draft the further alternative that there should appear no 
reference to the possible exercise of the plant breeder's right on products 
directly obtained from harvested material. 

Paragraph (2) Acts Requiring the Breeder's Authorization in 
Respect of Essentially Derived and Certain Other Varieties 

43. The Committee accepted the text proposed in the Draft after having 
deleted the words "whether directly or indirectly", replaced the words "result 
of [elements of]" by "expression of" in subparagraph (b)(i), and deleted the 
words "specific or incidental" in subparagraph (b)(iii). 

44. The representative of the European Communities (EC) said that the 
proposed prov1s1on relating to essentially derived varieties would cause 
difficulties for his organization because it went too far. 

Paragraph (4) - Possible "Farmer's Privilege" 

45. For the title of the paragraph, the Committee agreed that the words 
"farmer's privilege" should be replaced by "farm-saved seed," which was thought 
to be neutral and more appropriate. 

46. Concerning the systematic position of the prov1S1on, several delegations 
proposed that it should be combined with paragraph (3) (this was eventually 
done on the suggestion of the Working Group) or with Article 13. 

47. Concerning the text of the provision, the Committee decided to replace 
the phrase "provided that due consideration is given to the need for the 
breeder to obtAin adequate remuneration" by "subject to the safeguarding of the 
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legitimate interests of the breeder" and to delete the last proviso relating 
to the quantitative limitation of farm-saved seed. 

Paragraph (5) - Exhaustion of Right 

48. The delegation of Germany observed that subparagraph (a)( ii) was too 
vague and could give the breeder excessive power over materials of the variety 
put on the market. The delegation of the Netherlands raised the question of 
proof in relation to both the consent and the field of use for which the con­
sent was given. Several delegations were in favor of deletion. The delegation 
of France opposed deletion, in particular on the ground that none of the orga­
nizations had objected to the provision in the fifth Meeting with International 
Organizations. The Committee finally agreed to maintain the item· between 
square brackets for discussion at the Diplomatic Conference. 

49. On the proposal of the delegations of Sweden and Germany, the Committee 
agreed to add the words "except where the export is for consumption purposes" 
at the end of subparagraph (a)(iii). 

50. The representative of the EC observed that the notion of "territory of 
the Contracting Party concerned" would cause problems in the context of the EC. 
He suggested that there should be a specific provision for the EC. 

Administrative Provisions and Final Clauses 

51. Discussions were based on document IOM/5/3. 

Article 16 - Organs of the Union 

52. It was agreed that this Article would read: "The permanent organs of the 
Union are the Council and the Office of the Union." 

Articie 17 - Composition of the Council; Vote 

53. On the suggestion of the Secretary-General, the Committee adopted the 
Article as proposed and noted that the discussion on substance should take 
place in the Diplomatic Conference. 

54. The delegation of Italy, in the name of the 12 member States of the Eu­
ropean Community, requested that the European Community be able to participate 
in the Diplomatic Conference in 1991 in a capacity equal to that granted to 
non-member States of the Union. 

Article 28 - Languages Used by the Office and in Meetings of the 
Council 

55. The delegation of Spain reserved its position on this Article and an­
nounced that it would propose to the Diplomatic Conference that Spanish should 
become an official language of UPOV as the importance of Spanish had increased 
since the last biplomatic Conference in the light of recent developments. The 
delegation of Denmark proposed that the Off ice of UPOV should report on the 
cost implications of the proposal. 
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Article 31 - Ratification, Acceptance or Approval; Accession 

56. The 
remaining 
wish, and 

Committee did not take any decision on this Article in view of the 
uncertainties as to whether an intergovernmental organization might 
be allowed, to become a Contracting Party. 

57. The Secretary-General observed that at present, no intergovernmental or­
ganization fulfilled the conditions laid down in subparagraph (l)(b) to become 
party to the Convention. He added that the fundamental question was whether 
an international treaty in the field of intellectual property rights should 
have a member other than a State. Once an intergovernmental organization be­
came a member, it should pay contributions and have the right to vote. Such 
right to vote would in no way mean that a given State would have two votes. 

58. The delegation of Germany observed that the EC would fulfill the condi­
tions upon the adoption of the proposed Regulation on Community Plant Variety 
Rights. 

59. The Vice Secretary-General explained that the membership of an inter­
governmental organization would have definite advantages for the nationals of 
member States that were not members of that organization: they could for in­
stance enjoy national treatment and the right of priority vis-a-vis that orga­
nization. Furthermore, they would enjoy protection in territories which were 
covered by the legislation of the organization but not by any national plant 
variety protection system. 

60. The delegation of New Zealand expressed its reservation to subpara­
graph (l)(b). 

61. The delegation of Germany proposed to replace the words "Sorge tr~gt" by 
"sicherstellt" in the German text. 

Article 36 of the Present [1978] Text of the Convention - Territories 

62. The delegation of Denmark asked whether it would be possible to include 
in the Final Text a provision corresponding to Article 36 of the 1978 Conven­
tion. The Secretary-General explained that this would present some difficul­
ties in view of the recent trends in this matter and the purpose for which 
territorial clauses had been used in the past. He suggested that this issue 
should be reserved for the Diplomatic Conference. 

Order of the Provisions 

63. Discussions were based on document CAJ/28/2. 

64. The order finally retained for submission to the Council is shown in 
document C/24/11. 

Provisional Agenda of the 1991 Diplomatic Conference for the Revision of the 
UPOV. Convention 

65. The Committee approved the Provisional Agenda of the Diplomatic Confer­
ence as proposed in document CAJ/28/3 for submission to the Council. 

l 
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Provisional Rules of Procedure of the 1991 Diplomatic Conference for the 
Revision of the UPOV Convention 

66. Discussions were based on document CAJ/28/4. 

67. The Committee agreed to recommend to the CounciJ that the Provisional 
Rules of Procedure of the Diplomatic Conference be as contained in the Annex 
of document CAJ/28/4, subject to the following changes: 

(i) Rule 2(3) should read: "The Conference may invite to any meeting any 
person whose advice it may consider useful for the work of that meeting." 

( i i) Rule 13 ( 2) should read: "The Conference, meeting in Plenary, shall 
decide on the number of members of any working group and shall elect them from 
among the Member delegations and, exceptionally, also from among Observer del­
egations." 

(iii) Rule 29(1): The square brackets around the second sentence should be 
removed. 

(iv) Rule 41(1): 
should be deleted. 

The words "it being understood a working group" 

(v) Rule 45: The title of this Rule and its text should also refer to the 
Steering Committee. 

68. The Commit tee agreed that the quest ion of the status of the European 
Community in the Diplomatic Conference should be discussed by the Council at 
its twenty-fourth ordinary session. 

Notes and Letters of Invitation to the 1991 Diplomatic Conference for the 
Revision of the UPOV Convention 

69. Discussions were based on document CAJ/28/5. 

70. The Committee agreed to recommend to the Council that the Notes and let­
ters of invitation to the Diplomatic Conference be as proposed in document 
CAJ/28/5, subject to the following changes: 

(i) Annex I: In (ii), the sentence "those delegations will also be eli­
gible for membership in the working groups which may be established" should 
read "those delegations may, exceptionally, be eligible for membership in any 
given working group." 

(ii) Annex II: This Note should not necessarily be addressed to the 
Minister for Agriculture but to that Minister or all those Ministers whose 
names will be indicated to the Office of the Union by the representatives of 
the countries participating in the twenty-fourth ordinary session of the 
Council, during that session. 

71. This report has been adopted ~ 
correspondence. 

[Annex follows] 



CAJ/28/6 

ANNEX/ANNEXE/ANLAGE 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS*/LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS*/TEILNEHMERLISTE* 

I. ETATS MEMBRES/MEMBER STATES/VERBANDSSTAATEN 

AFRIQUE DU SUD/SOUTH AFRICA/SUEDAFRIKA 

Mr. D.C. LOURENS, Chief Director, Department of Agriculture, Private 
Bag X250, Pretoria 

Dr. S. VISSER, Agricultural Attache, South African Embassy, 59, quai d'Orsay, 
75007 Paris, France 

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY/DEUTSCHLAND 

Herr W. BURR, Ministerialrat, Bundesministerium fur Ernahrung, Landwirtschaft 
und Forsten, Rochusstrasse 1, 5300 Bonn 1 

-Herr D. BROUER, Ministerialrat, Bundesministerium der Justiz, Heinemann-
strasse 6, 5300 Bonn 1 

Dr. E. HEINEN, Ministerialrat, Bundesministerium fur Ernahrung, Landwirt­
schaft und Forsten, Rochusstrasse 1, 5300 Bonn 1 

Herr H. KUNHARDT, Leitender Regierungsdirektor, Bundessortenamt, Osterfeld­
damm 80, Postfach 61 04 40, 3000 Hannover 61 

Dr. H.-w. RUTZ, Regierungsdirektor, Bundessortenamt, Osterfelddamm 80, 
Postfach 61 04 40, 3000 Hannover 61 

AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA/AUSTRALIEN 

Mr. B.J. LOUDON, Acting Registrar, Plant Variety Rights, Plant Variety 
Rights Office, P.O. Box 858, Canberra A.C.T. 2601 

BELGIQUE/BELGIUM/BELGIEN 

M. W.J.G. VAN ORMELINGEN, Ingenieur agronome, Ministere de !'agriculture, 
Manhattan Center, 21, avenue du Boulevard, 1210 Bruxelles 

DANEMARK/DENMARK/DAENEMARK 

Mr. F. ESPENHAIN, Chairman, Plant Novelty Board, Plant Directorate, 
Skovbrynet 20, 2800 Lyngby 

Mrs. P. THORSBOE, Head of Division, Industrial Property Department, Danish 
Patent Office, Helgeshoj Alle 81, 2630 Taastrup 

* In French alphabetical order of the names of the States and the acronyms 
of the organizations/Dans l'ordre alphabetique fran~ais des noms des 
Etats et des sigles des organisations/In franz8sischer alphabetischer 
Reihenfolge der Namen der Staaten und der Akronyme der Organisationen 



ESPAGNE/SPAIN/SPANIEN 
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/ 
Mr. R. LOPEZ DE HARO, Director Tecnico de Certificaci6n y Registro de 

Variedades, Institute Nacional de Semillas y Plantas de Vivero, Jose 
Abascal, 56, 28003 Madrid 

/ 
Dr. J.M. ELENA ROSSELLO, Jefe del Registro de Variedades, Institute Nacional 

de Semillas y Plantas de Vivero, Jose Abascal 56, 28003 Madrid 

ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA/VEREINIGTE STAATEN VON AMERIKA 

Mr. H.D. HOINKES, Senior Counsel, Office of Legislation and International 
Affairs, Patent and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Box 4, Washington, D.C. 20231 

Dr. K.H. EVANS, Commissioner, Plant Variety Protection Office, National 
Agriculture Library Building, 10301 Baltimore Blvd., Beltsville, MD 20705 

Mr. D.R. LAMBERT, Executive Vice President, American Seed Trade Association, 
Executive Office Building, 1030 15th Street, N.W., Washington, DC 20005 

Mr. D.L. PORTER, Lawyer, Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Inc., 700 Capital 
Square, Des Moines, Iowa 50322 

FRANCE/FRANKREICH 

M. J.-F. PREVEL, Directeur du Bureau de la selection vegetale et des 
semences, Ministere de !'agriculture et de la foret, 78, rue de Varenne, 
75700 Paris 

, 
M. F. GOUGE, President, Comite de la protection des obtentions vegetales, 

Ministere de !'agriculture, 11, rue Jean Nicot, 75007 Paris 

Mlle N. BUSTIN, Secretaire general, Comite de la protection des obtentions 
vegetales, Ministere de !'agriculture, 11, rue Jean Nicot, 75007 Paris 

M. J. GUIARD, Directeur adjoint du GEVES, La Miniere, 78280 Guyancourt 

HONGRIE/HUNGARY/UNGARN 

Dr. J. BOBROVSZKY, Head of Legal and International Department, National 
Office of Inventions, Garibaldi u. 2, 1370 Budapest 5 

IRLANDE/IRELAND/IRLAND 

Mr. J.K. 0 DONOHOE, Controller of Plant Breeders' Rights, Department of 
Agriculture and Food, Agriculture House, Kildare Street, Dublin 2 

ISRAEL 

Mr. M. ZUR, Chairman, Plant Breeders' Rights Council, Agricultural Research 
Organization, Volcani Centre, P.O. Box 6, Bet Dagan 50250 

Mr. s. BERLAND, Legal Adviser of Agriculture and Register of Plant Breeders' 
Rights, Ministry of Agriculture, Arania St. 8, Hakiria, Tel Aviv 
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Ministere de l'industrie, du commerce et de l'artisanat, Via Molise 19, 
Rome 

JAPON/JAPAN/JAPAN 

Mr. Y. KOBAYASHI, Director, Seeds and Seedlings Division, Agricultural 
Production Bureau, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 
1-2-1, Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 

Mr. K. NAITO, First Secretary, Permanent Mission of Japan, 10, avenue de 
Bude, 1211 Geneva 19, Switzerland 

Mr. s. TAKAKURA, First Secretary, Permanent Mission of Japan, 10, avenue de 
Bude, 1211 Geneva 19, Switzerland 

NOUVELLE-ZELANDE/NEW ZEALAND/NEUSEELAND 

Mr. F.W. WHITMORE, Commissioner, Plant Variety Rights, Plant Variety Rights 
Office, P.O. Box 24, Lincoln, N.2 

PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS/NIEDERLANDE 

Mr. W.F.S. DUFFHUES, Director, Forestry and Landscaping, Ministry of Agri­
culture and Fisheries, Griffioenlaan 2, P.O. Box 20023, 3502 LA Utrecht 

Mr. B.P. KIEWIET, Chairman, Board for Plant Breeders' Rights, P.O. Box 104, 
6700 AC Wageningen 

Mr. P.H.M. VAN BEUKERING, Secretary, Board for Plant Breeders' Rights, 
P.O. Box 104, 6700 AC Wageningen 

Mr. H. HIJMANS, Legal Adviser, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, 
Bezuidenhoutseweg 73, The Hague 

ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM/VEREINIGTES KOENIGREICH 

Mr. J. ARDLEY, Deputy Controller, Plant Variety Rights Office, White House 
Lane, Huntingdon Road, Cambridge CB3 OLF 

Mr. J. ROBERTS, Senior Executive Officer, Plant Variety Rights Office, White 
House Lane, Huntingdon Road, Cambridge CB3 OLF 

SUEDE/SWEDEN/SCHWEDEN 

Mr. K.O. OSTER, Permanent Under-Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, and 
President, National Plant Variety Board, Drottninggatan 21, 
103 33 Stockholm 

Prof. L. KAHRE, Vice Chairman, National Plant Variety Board, Department of 
Crop Production Science, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, 
Box 7042, 75007 Uppsala 
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Mr. F. VON ARNOLD, Legal Adviser, Ministry of Justice, Rosenbad, 
103 33 Stockholm 

Mrs. R. WALLES, Head of Division, Swedish Patent Office, Box 5055 
102 42 Stockholm 

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND/SCHWEIZ 

Frau M. JENNI, Leiterin des Buras fur Sortenschutz, Bundesamt fur Landwirt­
schaft, Mattenhofstrasse 5, 3003 Bern 

Dr. M. INGOLD, Adjoint de Direction, Station federale de recherche agrono­
mique, Changins, 1260 Nyon 

Frau C. METTRAUX, Juristin, Bundesamt fur geistiges Eigentum, Einstein­
strasse 2, 3003 Bern 

M. P.-A. MIAUTON, Chef du Service des semences, Station federale de 
recherche agronomique, Changins, 1260 Nyon 

Mr. H. SPILLMANN, Wissenschaftlicher Adjunkt, Bundesamt fur Landwirtschaft, 
Mattenhofstrasse 5, 3003 Bern 

II. ETATS OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVER STATES/BEOBACHTERSTAATEN 

ARGENTINE/ARGENTINA/ARGENTINIEN 

~-Sr. H.A. ORDONEZ, Asesor de Gabinete, Ministerio de Economia, Subsecretaria 
de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Pesca, Paseo Colon 982- 1° P., 1063 Buenos 
Aires 

AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA/OESTERREICH 

Herr Dr. R. HRON, Abteilungsleiter, Bundesanstalt fur Pflanzenbau, Post­
fach 64, 1201 Wien 

BULGARIE/BULGARIA/BULGARIEN 

Mr. T. TOSHEV, Deputy Director General, Institute of Inventions and 
Rationalizations (INRA), 52 B, Blvd. G.A. Nasser, 1113 Sofia 

CANADA/KANADA 

Mr. W.T. BRADNOCK, Director, Seed Division, and Commissioner of Plant 
Breeders' Rights, K.W. Neatby Building, 960 Carling Avenue, Ottawa, 
Ontario, KlA OC6 
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Mr. 0. REKOLA, Assistant Director, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 
Hallituskatu 3, 00170 Helsinki 17 

Dr. A. VUORI, Adviser, Department of Agriculture, Ministry of Agriculture 
and Forestry, Hallituskatu 3A, 00170 Helsinki 

NORVEGE/NORWAY/NORWEGEN 

Mr. L.R. HANSEN, Assistant Director, The National Agricultural Inspection 
Service, Moerveien 2, P.O. Box 3, 1430 As 

Mr. T. SKJOLDEN, Senior Executive Officer, Ministry of Agriculture, 
P.B. 8007 Dep., 0030 Oslo 1 

III. ORGANISATIONS INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/ 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS/ 
ZWISCHENSTAATLICHE ORGANISATIONEN 

ORGANISATION MONDIALE DE LA PROPRIETE INTELLECTUELLE (OMPI)/ 
WORLD INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (WIPO)/ 
WELTORGANISATION FUER GEISTIGES EIGENTUM (WIPO) 

Mr. A. ILARDI, Senior Legal Officer, Industrial Property Law Section, 
Industrial Property Division, 34, chemin des Colombettes, 
1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland 

Mr. R. WILDER, Legal Officer, Industrial Property Division, 34, chemin des 
Colombettes, 1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland 

COMMUNAUTE ECONOMIQUE EUROPEENNE (CEE)/ 
EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY (EEC)/ 
EUROPAEISCHE WIRTSCHAFTSGEMEINSCHAFT (EWG) 

M. D.M.R. OBST, Administrateur principal, Commission des Communautes 
europeennes, Direction generale de !'agriculture, 200, rue de la Loi 
(Loi 130-4/155), 1049 Bruxelles, Belgique · 

, 
M. A.A.J. SAINT-REMY, Administrateur, Commission des Communautes 

europeennes, Direction generale de la science, de la recherche et du 
developpement, 200, rue de la Loi, 1049 Bruxelles, Belgique 

OFFICE EUROPEEN DES BREVETS (OEB)/ 
EUROPEAN PATENT OFFICE (EPO)/ 
EUROPAEISCHES PATENTAMT (EPA) 

Mr. R. TESCHEMACHER, Director, Directorate Patent Law, Erhardtstrasse 27, 
8000 Munich 2, Germany 

Dr. c. GUGERELL, Principal Examiner, Directorate General 2, 
Erhardtstrasse 27, 8000 Munich 2, Germany 

Mrs. F. GAUYE WOLHANDLER, Administrator, International Legal Affairs, 
Erhardtstrasse 27, 8000 Munich 2, Germany 
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M. J.-F. PREVEL, President 
Herr H. KUNHARDT, Stellvertretender Vorsitzender 

V. OFFICE OF UPOV/BUREAU DE L'UPOV/BUERO DER UPOV 

Dr. A. BOGSCH, Secretary-General 
Mr. B. GREENGRASS, Vice Secretary-General 
Mr. A. HEITZ, Senior Counsellor 
Dr. M.-H. THIELE-WITTIG, Senior Counsellor 
Mr. M. TABATA, Senior Program Officer 
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