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Introduction

1.  The Administrative and Legal Committee (hereinafter referred to as “the Committee™)
held its thirty-eighth session in Geneva on April 2, 1998, under the chairmanship of
Mr. H. Dieter Hoinkes (United States of America).

2. The list of participants is given in the Annex to this report.

3. The session was opened by the Chairman, who welcomed the participants.

4.  The Chairman extended a special welcome to the Delegations of Trinidad and Tobago,
Bulgaria and the Russian Federation, which had become members of the Union since the
previous session of the Committee; he pointed out that the 1991 Act of the Convention would

enter into force on April 24, 1998, on which date six States (Bulgaria, Denmark, Israel,
Netherlands, Russia Federation, Sweden) would be bound by it.

Adoption of the Agenda

5. The Committee adopted the agenda as appearing in document CAJ/38/1.
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Review, in 1999, of Article 27.3(b) of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual
Property Rights (“TRIPS Agreement”)

6. Discussions were based on document CAJ/38/2.

7.  The Chairman emphasized the prospective, and therefore uncertain nature of the
possibilities for amendment of Article 27.3(b) described in paragraph 9 of document
CAJ/38/2. The possibility described in subparagraph (vi) of the same paragraph (“Confirm
that plant variety protection is a form of intellectual property protection so as to require the
application of the general provisions of the TRIPS Agreement”) seemed interesting, however.
On the other hand, great care should be taken with the texts proposed in paragraphs 13 and 15
(which would impose protection based on the 1978 and 1991 Acts respectively): in the first
case one would be imposing an outdated text, and in the second there was a risk of creating
problems for States that were still applying the 1978 Act. It was nevertheless desirable to
have more precise provisions written into the TRIPS Agreement, and the representatives of
the member States within UPOV should enter into close relations with their counterparts
within the WTO.

8.  The Representative of ASSINSEL wanted protection based on the 1991 Act to be
insisted upon, but conceded that reference could be made to the spirit of the Convention rather
than to a specific Act.

9.  The Representative of CIOPORA considered that the reference to the protection of new
plant varieties according to the principles of the UPOV Convention should appear in Article 1,
not in Article 27.3(b), which should be left as it was. As for a more specific reference to an
Act of the Convention, the breeders of vegetatively reproduced plants, the value of which
manifested itself essentially at the stage of the harvested material, considered that neither Act
provided for effective protection; what those breeders really needed was protection that
related to the harvested material as such, in other words protection that was not subject to the
absence of any reasonable opportunity of exercising the right at propagating material level.
Such protection could be provided for under the 1978 Act, as was illustrated by French
legislation, for instance. A reference to the Convention added to Article 1.3 of the TRIPS
Agreement would therefore enable all UPOV members to promote the introduction of an
effective protection system.

Characteristics Used in Distinctness Testing

10. Discussions were based on document CAJ/38/3.

11. The Delegation of France registered its disagreement with the sentence quoted in
paragraph 9 of document CAJ/38/3, according to which “The actual concept of the phenotype
depends on the observation methods and procedures used.” It added that the Working Group
which met on February 12, 1998, would not have made any distinction between “global tools”
and “specific tools.” In its opinion, there were four options:

(a) outright rejection of molecular tools;

(b) retention of an interpretation of the phenotype concept in a restricted sense;
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(c) broadening of the phenotype concept towards that of the genotype;
(d) complete opening up of the system to include molecular tools.

The Working Group had unanimously rejected options (a) and (d) and had regarded option (b)
as permitting fairly substantial progress. The majority had considered option (c) to be
dangerous.

12.  The Delegation of the United Kingdom subscribed to the opinion of the Delegation of
France. It added that one should also refer to the overriding intentions at the time of the
drafting of the 1991 Act: at the time it was a question of being careful and avoiding a
situation where a rush towards molecular tools might put the very integrity of the plant variety
protection system at risk. The system was based on the classical concepts of the genotype and
phenotype, and it would be somewhat unwise to depart from them before more information
was available on molecular biology in the variety field.

13. The Delegation of the United States of America recalled that the word genotype referred
to the information contained in the genetic material; any physical expression of that
information could be regarded as the phenotype. It had been considered at the first session of
the Working Group on Biochemical and Molecular Techniques, and DNA Profiling in
Particular, that the distinction between the genotype and the phenotype was becoming blurred
as molecular technology progressed. The Delegation of the United States of America looked
forward to being able to resume discussion of the question at the next session of the Working
Group. On a more general level, it considered that there was already a great deal of difficulty
in making a distinction on the basis of traditional morphological and physiological
characteristics, that a decision to rule out the use of molecular tools would force a decision of
the same kind with respect to more classical tools or techniques, and that a decision to freeze
the protection system on the basis of what applied in 1991 was hard to imagine.

14. The Delegation of Germany thanked the Working Group and the Office of the Union for
the amount of work done. It noted that the use of tools applied to the hereditary substance and
of characteristics defined in relation to that substance was becoming increasingly important,
not least among breeders. UPOV was rightly being very cautious in that connection, and the
further development of the situation had to be watched with the utmost care.

15. The Delegation of the Netherlands was disappointed with the late distribution of
document CAJ/38/3. Tt considered that the problem turned not so much on the definition of
the variety concept as on the concept of clear distinctness and the means of establishing it.
The general conclusion could be expressed in two points:

(a) expression is the deciding factor;

(b) the use of molecular tools to establish clearer distinctness is possible.

16. The Representative of ASSINSEL pointed out that document CAJ/38/3 contained three
important conclusions to which ASSINSEL should be able to subscribe:

(a) “Global tools” could be used to confirm a clear difference.
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(b) Until the significance of the information drawn from DNA analysis was better
known, it was not possible for “global tools” to be the main tools used.

(c) Transgenic plants were a special case (see paragraphs 41 to 43 of document
CAIJ/38/3). They could for instance be subjected to simplified examination only.

The Representative of ASSINSEL had three further comments to make:

(a) While it was important to relate Articles 1(vi) and 7 to each other (analysis of the
latter in the light of the former), one should not overlook the links between Article 1(vi) on
the one hand and Articles 8 and 9 (uniformity and stability) on the other.

(b) To interpret the text of the 1991 Act, one should refer to the technical context of
the time of its adoption. If technical developments were such that the concepts adopted in
1991 were no longer valid, then it might become necessary to revise, in due course, certain
provisions of the Act.

(c) Document CAJ/38/3 highlighted the ambiguity of the texts with regard to the
distinctness and essentially-derived variety concepts. This ambiguity, which was due to an
amendment adopted by the Diplomatic Conference which distorted the basic text, would be
difficult to remove.

17. The Delegation of the European Community considered that document CAJ/38/3 was
interesting, and that the statement by the Delegation of France had clarified the situation,
which had been very clearly summarized by the Delegation of the Netherlands. It was able to
accept that the second option—both that of document CAJ/38/3 and that in the statement by
the Delegation of France—was the best one, even though one might wonder, in conceptual
terms, about the possibility of confirming a phenotypic difference with a “global tool” of
hereditary substance testing. In the case of essentially-derived varieties (paragraph 29 of
document CAJ/38/3), it considered that it should be possible to make use in that field of tools
that were not used for ascertaining distinctness.

18. The Representative of CIOPORA considered that the difficulties with the interpretation
of the 1991 Act were due to the obscurity of the text and to the use of inadequate terminology:
it would be better to speak of dependent varieties. In Article 14(5)(b), differences were
mentioned only to determine the border line with varieties that were not clearly distinct. Ata
more general level, the 1991 Act obliged the owner of a right to prove derivation in an
infringement action relating to an essentially-derived variety, whereas in other areas of
intellectual property it was sufficient to prove resemblance.

19. The Delegation of the Netherlands pointed out that the Working Group had not
considered the question of essentially-derived varieties in detail, and that one should
concentrate on defining the concepts of variety and distinctness. It considered moreover that a
decision not to use molecular tools to determine distinctness should not prevent their use to
establish conformity between an initial variety and an essentially-derived variety.

20. The Chairman recalled that the question to be settled had to do with the procedure for
the grant of breeders’ rights, while questions of infringement were the business of the parties
concerned and, where involved, the judiciary. He noted that the discussion had revealed
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differences of opinion, but that the debate was in any event concerned with an evolving
situation, which meant that no firm and final stance could be adopted. It seemed to him that
the following conclusions could be drawn from the documentation and the discussions:

(a) One should not reject the use of molecular tools out of hand in the examination of
distinctness.

(b) It was not possible, at the present stage at least, to allow information obtained
using a molecular tool to serve alone as the basis for a conclusion on the clear distinctness of
two varieties.

(c) The use of molecular tools could only be contemplated if there was a guarantee
that the minimum distances between varieties would not be made smaller.

(d) The risk of “minisystems of protection” evolving from different examination
practices, mentioned at the previous session of the Committee, could not be ruled out, but
everything should be done to avoid them.

(¢) To that end, it was particularly appropriate that the Working Group on

Biochemical and Molecular Techniques, and DNA Profiling in Particular, should continue its
work.

Variety Denominations

Use of Variety Denominations
21. Discussions were based on document CAJ/38/4.

22. The Committee agreed that the suggestions made in paragraphs 9 and 10 of document
CAIJ/38/4 were hardly practicable.

23. The Delegation of France made the point that the confusion that certain business
operators could maintain between the variety denomination and other designations used in
trade carried its own built-in sanction, as trademark law had at all times to contend with
trademarks that became generic. Also, more emphasis should be given to the variety
denomination in the general framework of the protection system, as in German or Community
law for instance, which entitled the breeder to bring an action against any person who failed to
use the variety denomination in trade.

24. The representative of CIOPORA said that his Organization was aware of the problem
presented by certain practices that had more to do with ignorance than with deliberate policy.
CIOPORA would be launching a campaign the following year on the correct use of marks
(and therefore of variety denominations).

Uniqueness of the Variety Denomination

25. Discussions were based on document CAJ/38/6.
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26. The Committee was aware of the fact that the example of the problem described by the
Delegation of New Zealand was not the only one. Quite apart from the mistakes that could
occur, particularly where applications for protection were filed by different people in different
member States, it seemed that certain breeders actually sought to cause confusion. The
Chairman considered that one should perhaps observe greater strictness in the examination of
applications for protection, with the applicant risking rejection of his application in the event
of incorrect information being inadvertently or deliberately given.

The Concept of Tree and Vine in the Provisions on Novelty and Duration of Protection

27. Discussions were based on document CAJ/38/5.

28. The Committee agreed that it would be more appropriate to consider the question—
given its acknowledged complexity—within a Working Group.

29. This report has been adopted by
correspondence.

[Annex follows]
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I. ETATS MEMBRES/MEMBER STATES/VERBANDSSTAATEN/
ESTADOS MIEMBROS

AFRIQUE DU SUD/SOUTH AFRICA/SUDAFRIKA/SUDAFRICA

Martin JOUBERT, Assistant Director of Variety Control, Directorate of Plant and Quality
Control, Registrar of Plant Breeders’ Rights and of Plant Improvement, Department of
Agriculture, Private Bag X258, Pretoria 0001

Elise BUITENDAG (Mrs.), Principal Plant and Quality Control Officer, Directorate of Plant
and Quality Control, Private Bag X11208, Nelspruit 1200

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY/DEUTSCHLAND/ALEMANIA

Rolf JORDENS, Prisident, Bundessortenamt, Osterfelddamm 80, 30627 Hannover
Georg FUCHS, Regierungsdirektor, Bundessortenamt, Osterfelddamm 80, 30627 Hannover

Michael KOLLER, Oberregierungsrat, Bundessortenamt, Osterfelddamm 80, 30627 Hannover

ARGENTINE/ARGENTINA/ARGENTINIEN/ARGENTINA

Raimundo LAVIGNOLLE, Director, Direccion de Registro de Variedades, Instituto Nacional
de Semillas, Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganaderia, Pesca y Alimentacion, Ministerio de
Economia y Obras y Servicios Publicos, Avenida Paseo Colon 922, 1063 Buenos Aires

Andrea REPETTI (Mrs.), Secretario de Embajada, Mision Permanente, chemin de
I’Impératrice 10, 1292 Pregny, Suiza
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AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA/OSTERREICH/AUSTRIA

Reiner HRON, Leiter des Sortenschutzamtes, Bundesamt und Forschungszentrum fiir
Landwirtschaft, Postfach 400, Spargelfeldstrae 191, 1226 Wien

Birgit KUSCHER (Frau), Referentin fiir den Sortenschutz, Rechtsabteilung,
Bundesministerium fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Referat IA2a, Stubenring 1, 1010 Wien

BELGIQUE/BELGIUM/BELGIEN/BELGICA

Francoise BEDORET (Mme), Ingénieur agronome, Service matériel de reproduction,
protection des obtentions végétales et catalogues nationaux, Administration de la qualité des
mati¢res premiéres et du secteur végétal (DG4), Ministére des classes moyennes et de
I’agriculture, WTC 3, Boulevard Simon Bolivar 30, 6éme étage, 1000 Bruxelles

BULGARIE/BULGARIA/BULGARIEN/BULGARIA

Iskra VALTCHEVA (Mrs.), Expert, International Cooperation, State Plant Variety Testing
Commission, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Agrarian Reform, 1A Mednikarska Str.,
1040 Sofia

CANADA/KANADA/CANADA

Glenn HANSEN, Commissioner of Plant Breeders’ Rights, Agriculture and Agri-Food
Canada, Food Production Inspection Branch, Plant Industry Directorate, Camelot Court,
59 Camelot Drive, Nepean, Ontario K1A 0Y9

Quan-Ling SIM, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, 1, rue du Pré-de-la-Bichette,
1202 Geneva, Switzerland

CHILI/CHILE

Enzo CERDA, Sub-Director, Departamento de Semillas, Servicio Agricola y Ganadero,

Ministerio de Agricultura, Avenida Bulnes 140, piso 2, Casilla 1167, Santiago

DANEMARK/DENMARK/DANEMARK/DINAMARCA

Hans Jargen ANDERSEN, Head of Division, The Danish Plant Directorate, Skovbrynet 20,
2800 Lyngby

Gerhard DENEKEN, Head, Department of Variety Testing, Teglvaerksvej 10, 4230 Skaelskeor
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EQUATEUR/ECUADOR

José Antonio RUIZ ENRIQUEZ, Director Nacional Agropecuario, Ministerio de Agricultura
y Ganaderia, Avenida Eloy Alfaro y Amazonas, Piso 11, Quito

Alba CABRERA (Sra.), Responsable del Registro de Variedades, Direccion Nacional

Agropecuaria - Registro de Variedades, Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, Avenida Eloy
Alfaro y Amazonas, Piso 11, Quito

ESPAGNE/SPAIN/SPANIEN/ESPANA

Martin J. FERNANDEZ DE GOROSTIZA, Subdirector General de Semillas y Plantas de
Vivero, Subdireccion General de Semillas y Plantas de Vivero, Ministerio de Agricultura,
Pesca y Alimentacion, José Abascal 4-6,28003 Madrid

Luis SALAICES, Jefe de Aréa de Registro de Variedades, Subdireccion General de Semillas y
Plantas de Vivero, José Abascal 4, 28003 Madrid

ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA/VEREINIGTE STAATEN
VON AMERIKA/ESTADOS UNIDOS DE AMERICA

H. Dieter HOINKES, Senior Counsel, Patent & Trademark Office, Office of Legislative and
International Affairs, Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20231

Alan A. ATCHLEY, Plant Variety Examiner, United States Plant Variety Protection Office,
NAL Building, Room 500, 10301 Baltimore Avenue, Beltsville, Maryland 20705

FEDERATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION/RUSSISCHE FODERATION/
FEDERACION DE RUSIA

Mikhail CHVEDOV, Attaché, Mission permanente, 15, avenue de la Paix, 1211 Geneve 20,
Suisse

FINLANDE/FINLAND/FINNLAND/FINLANDIA

Arto VUORI, Director, Plant Variety Rights Office, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry,
Kaisaniemenkatu 4 A, 00100 Helsinki
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FRANCE/FRANKREICH/FRANCIA

Nicole BUSTIN (Mlle), Secrétaire général, Comité de la protection des obtentions végétales
(CPOV), Ministére de l'agriculture, 11, rue Jean Nicot, F-75007 Paris

Joél GUIARD, Directeur adjoint, GEVES, La Miniére, 78285 Guyancourt Cédex

HONGRIE/HUNGARY/UNGARN/HUNGRIA

Gusztav VEKAS, Vice-President, Hungarian Patent Office, Garibaldi u. 2, 1370 Budapest

Jeno K<->RTTSSY, Deputy Head, Patent Department for Chemistry and Biology, Hungarian
Patent Office, Garibaldi u. 2, 1370 Budapest

Gyorgy MATOK, Technical Adviser, National Institute for Agricultural Quality Control,
P.O. Box 30,93, 1525 Budapest 114

IRLANDE/IRELAND/IRLAND/IRLANDA

John V. CARVILL, Controller, Department of Agriculture and Food, National Crop Variety
Testing Center, Backweston, Leixlip, Co. Kildare

ISRAEL/ISRAEL

Shalom BERLAND, Registrar and Legal Advisor for Plant Breeders’ Rights, Ministry of
Agriculture, Arania St. 8, Hakiria, Tel Aviv 61070

Baruch BAR-TEL, Examiner, Plant Breeders’ Rights Testing Unit, Agricultural Research
Organization, The Volcani Centre, P.O.B. 6, Bet Dagan 50 250

ITALIE/ITALY/ITALIEN/ITALIA

Pasquale TANNANTUONO, Conseiller juridique, Service des accords de propriété
intellectuelle, Ministére des affaires étrangéres, Palazzo Farnesina, 00100 Rome
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JAPON/JAPAN/JAPON

Ryusuke YOSHIMURA, Advisor, Seeds and Seedlings Division, Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100

Tetsuya OTOMO, Assistant Director, Seeds and Seedlings Division, Agricultural Production
Bureau, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku,
Tokyo 100

Koji KANAZAWA, Chief, DUS Test Planning Division, National Center for Seeds and
Seedlings, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 2-2 Fujimoto, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305

Chiemi IITAKA (Mrs.), Examiner, Seeds and Seedlings Division, Agricultural Production
Bureau, Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, 1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku,
Tokyo 100-8950

Yasuhiro HAMURA, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, 3, chemin des Fins,
1211 Geneva 19, Switzerland

Satoshi MORIYASU, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, 3, chemin des Fins,
1211 Geneva 19, Switzerland

MEXIQUE/MEXICO/MEXIKO/MEXICO

Eduardo BENITEZ PAULIN, Director del Servicio Nacional de Inspeccion y Certificacion de
Semillas (SNICS), Lope de Vega No. 125, 2° Piso, Colonia Chapultepec-Morales,
11570 México, D.F.

NORVEGE/NORWAY/NORWEGEN/NORUEGA

Kare SELVIK, Director General, Head of the Plant Variety Board, Royal Ministry of
Agriculture, P.O. Box 8007 Dep., 0030 Oslo

Haakon SONJU, Advisor, Plant Variety Board, Fellesbygget, 1432 As-NLH

NOUVELLE-ZELANDE/NEW ZEALAND/NEUSEELAND/NUEVA ZELANDIA

Bill WHITMORE, Commissioner of Plant Variety Rights, Plant Variety Rights Office,
P.O. Box 24, Lincoln, Canterbury
PARAGUAY

Nelson Enrique MOLAS GONZALEZ, Direccién de Semillas, Ministerio de Agricultura y
Ganaderia, Gaspar Rodriguez de Francia 685, San Lorenzo
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PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS/NIEDERLANDE/PAISES BAJOS

Johan Pieter PLUIM MENTZ, Secretary, Board for Plant Breeders’ Rights, Nudestraat 15,
Postbus 104, 6700 AC Wageningen

Marijke BOOTSMAN (Mrs.), Legal Adviser, Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Management
and Fisheries, Postbus 20401, 2500 EK The Hague

Huib GHIJSEN, Head of DUS Testing, Centre for Plant Breeding and Reproduction Research,
CPRO-DLO, P.O. Box 16, 6700 AA Wageningen

PORTUGAL

Carlos PEREIRA GODINHO, Expert, Centro Nacional de Registo de Variedades Protegidas,
Ministério da Agricultura, Edificio Il da DGPC, Tapada da Ajuda, 1300 Lisboa

José Sérgio CALHEIROS DA GAMA, Conseiller juridique, Mission permanente, 33, rue
Antoine-Carteret, 1211 Genéve 20, Suisse

REPUBLIQUE TCHEQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC/TSCHECHISCHE REPUBLIK/
REPUBLICA CHECA

Ivan BRAN#OVSKY, Head, Working Group for Seed, European Integration Department,
Ministry of Agriculture, TN Jnov 17, 117 05 Praha 1

Jirli SOUEEK, Head, Department of Plant Breeders’ Rights, Central Institute for Supervising
and Testing in Agriculture, Zaopravnov 4, 15000 Praha 5-Motol

ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM/VEREINIGTES KONIGREICH/REINO UNIDO

Aubrey BOULD, Technical Adviser, Plant Variety Rights Office and Seeds Division, Ministry
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, White House Lane, Huntingdon Road,
Cambridge CB3 OLF

SLOVAQUIE/SLOVAKIA/SLOWAKEI/ESLOVAQUIA

Bronislava BATOROVA (Mrs.), Head, Plant Breeders’ Rights Department, Central
Agricultural Controlling and Testing Institute, Velké RiplJany 956 07
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SUEDE/SWEDEN/SCHWEDEN/SUECIA

Karl Olov OSTER, Permanent Under-Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture; President, National
Plant Variety Board, Drottninggatan 21, 103 33 Stockholm

Evan WESTERLIND, Head of Office, National Plant Variety Board, Box 1247, 171 24 Solna

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND/SCHWEIZ/SUIZA

Maria JENNI (Frau), Leiterin des Biiros fiir Sortenschutz, Bundesamt fiir Landwirtschatft,
Mattenhofstralle 5, 3003 Bern

Pierre-Alex MIAUTON, Chef, Service de certification et contréle des semences, Station
fédérale de recherches en production végétale, RAC, Changins, 1260 Nyon

Eva BUCHELI (Frau), Wissenschaftliche Mitarbeiterin, Bundesamt fiir Landwirtschaft,
Mattenhofstral3e 5, 3003 Bern

TRINITE-ET-TOBAGO/TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO/TRINIDAD UND TOBAGO/
TRINIDAD Y TABAGO

Mary-Ann RICHARDS (Ms.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, 37-39,
rue de Vermont, 1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland

UKRAINE/UCRANIA

Victor VOLKODAYV, Chairman, State Commission of Ukraine for Testing and Protection of
Plant Varieties, 9, Suvorova st., 252010 Kyiv

Sergiy LUNOCHKIN, Head, International Relations Department, State Commission of
Ukraine for Testing and Protection of Plant Varieties, 9 Suvorova st., 252010 Kyiv

Volodymyr ZHAROV, First Deputy Chairman, State Patent Office of Ukraine, 8, L’vivska
Square, 254655 Kyiv

Oksana ZHMURKO (Mrs.), Head, International Organizations Division, Department for
International Cooperation, State Commission of Ukraine for Testing and Protection of Plant
Varieties, 9 Suvorova st., 252010 Kyiv

URUGUAY

Gustavo E. BLANCO DEMARCO, Presidente, Instituto Nacional de Semillas (INASE),
Avenida Millan 4703, 12.900 Montevideo

Carlos GOMEZ ETCHEBARNE, Director, Plant Variety Rights Register, Instituto Nacional
de Semillas (INASE), Avenida Millan 4703, 12.900 Montevideo
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II. ETATS OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVER STATES/
BEOBACHTERSTAATEN/ESTADOS OBSERVADORES
BRESIL/BRAZIL/BRASILIEN/BRASIL
Manoel Olimpio VASCONCELOS NETO, Chefe, Servigo Nacional de Prote¢do de

Cultivares, Esplanada dos Ministérios, Bloco D, Anexo A, Térreo-Sala 2 A, CEP 70043-900,
Brasilia D.F.

BURKINA FASO

Der KOGDA, Chef, Service ONU/Institutions spécialisées, Ministére des affaires étrangeres,
03 BP 7038, Ouagadougou 03

INDE/INDIA/INDIEN/INDIA

Neela GANGADHARAN (Mrs.), Minister, Embassy of India, Alternate Permanent
Representative to FAO, WFP and IFAD, Via XX Settembre 5, 00187 Rome, Italy

KENYA/KENIA

Joel K. NG’ENO, Deputy Director of Agriculture, Research Extension Liaison Division,
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock Development and Marketing, Kilimo House,
P.O. Box 30028, Nairobi

REPUBLIQUE DE COREE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA/REPUBLIK KOREA/REPUBLICA DE
COREA

Chong Seo PARK, Deputy Director, Agricultural Production Support Division, Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry, Gwacheon City, Kyong-ki-do

Keun Jin CHOI, Examiner, National Seed Production and Distribution Office, 433 Anyang
6-dong, Anyang City, Kyunggi-do 430-016

ROUMANIE/ROMANIA/RUMANIEN/RUMANIA

Adriana PARASCHIV (Mrs.), Head, Examination Department, State Office for Inventions
and Trademarks, 5 Jon Ghica, Sector 3, P.O. Box 52, 70018 Bucharest
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Dana BURCA (Mrs.), State Office for Inventions and Trademarks, 5 Jon Ghica, Sector 3,
P.O. Box 52, 70018 Bucharest

VENEZUELA

David VIVAS, Attaché, Mision Permanente, 18A, chemin Frangois Lehmann, 1218 Grand-
Saconnex, Suiza

III. ORGANISATIONS/ORGANIZATIONS/
ORGANISATIONEN/ORGANIZACIONES

COMMUNAUTE EUROPEENNE (CE)/
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY (EC)/
EUROPAISCHE GEMEINSCHAFT (EG)/
COMUNIDAD EUROPEA (CE)

Dieter M.R. OBST, Chef d’unité adjoint, Commission européenne, Direction générale de
I’agriculture, 200, rue de la Loi, 1049 Bruxelles, Belgique

-Barteld P. KIEWIET, Président, Office communautaire des variétés végétales (CPVO),
45, avenue de Grésille, 49021 Angers Cedex 02, France

José-Maria ELENA ROSSELLO, Vice-Président, Office communautaire des variétés
végétales (CPVO), 45, avenue de Grésille, 49021 _Angers Cedex 02, France

lain Grant FORSYTH, Legal Adviser, Office communautaire des variétés végétales (CPVO),
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