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REPORT

adopted byhe Technical Working Party for Agricultural Crops

Opening of the Session

1. The Technical Working Party for Agricultural Crops (hereinafter referred to as “the
Working Party”) held its thirtieth session in Texcoco, Mexico, from Septeriider7,2001.
The list of participants is reproduced in Annex | to this report.

2. The session was opened by Mrs. Francoise Blouet (France) who welcomed all
participants and, in particular, the new participants to the Working Party.

Adoption of the Agenda

3. The Working Party adopted the agenda as reproduced in document TWA/30/1 Rev.,
after having agreed to change its order, as proposed by the Chairman.
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Short Reports on Special Developments in Plant Variety Protection in Agricultural Crops
(Oral Reports by the Participants)

4. The Working Party received short reports on plant variety protection from a number of
countries. The expert from the Community Plant Variety Office (CPVO) reported on
applications for parental componentshyfbrid varieties of sugar beet. He explained that they
were working with breeders and national experts and that they would like to submit draft test
guidelines for that crop to the Working Party. The expert from Spain mentioned that the
Spanish Plant idgety Office had been incorporated into the Ministry of Agriculture, as it had
been in the past. The expert from Japan reported that the national test guidelines were being
revised to harmonize them with the UPOV Test Guidelines. The expert from Keogteck

that the office of his country was a new one and that their legislation was under revision,
adding that 600 applications had been received to date, 50% of them being for ornamental
crops. He explained that they were working with other UPOV memfmrsooperation in

DUS. The expert from New Zealand reported that in some crops the technical examination
was changing from a breeder testing system to an official testing system. The expert from the
Republic of Korea reported that protection had beetermed to a further 34 plant genera,

that 177 applications had been presented the previous year and that 200 plant breeder’s rights
had been granted to date, most of which were national varieties. The expert from Australia
advised that in his country theyere very interested in the possible use of molecular markers

in the DUS examination and in the assessment of essential derivation. An expert from
Mexico reported that the revision of example varieties was at its final stage for some crops.

Important Decisions Taken During the Last Technical Committee and the Working Parties

5. The Working Party was informed about the implementation of the new structure of the
Office of the Union. It noted that, since its last meeting, the following staff joated the
Office of the Union: Dr. Rolf Jordens as Vice Secret@gneral; Mr. Peter Button as
Technical Director; Mrs. Yolanda Huerta as Senior Legal Officer; Mr. Makoto Tabata as
Senior Counsellor for Asia and the Pacific region and Mr. Paul Sangbd&enior Program
Officer for Africa and the Arab region.

6. The Technical Director reported on the thiggventh Technical Committee meeting,
which was held in Geneva from April 2 to 4, 2001, reporting, in particular, on the following
subjet¢s: the creation of a database of variety descriptions, the development of the
UPOV Code, both of which were linked to the UPEROM, and the development of the new
revised General Introduction to the Examination of Distinctness, Uniformity and Stalmitity a
the Development of Harmonized Descriptions of New Varieties of Plants. The Working Party
noted that the Technical Committee had given priority to the complementary documents
TGP/7 Development of Test Guidelines, TGP/4 Management of Variety Colleci&iR/9
Examining Distinctness and TGP/10 Examining Uniformity. The Technical Committee had
decided to issue a Revised Questionnaire on the Level of Involvement of the Applicant in the
Growing Test and he advised that a report on the replies receivedtpribe session would

be included in item 10 of the agenda. He finally added that the Technical Committee had
proposed, to the Council of UPOV, Mr. Michael Camlin (United Kingdom) and Mrs. Julia
Borys (Poland) as its Chairman and Vi€&airman, respectilg and that the Council would
consider the proposal during its thifijth ordinary session of the Council in October 2001.

7. The Working Party was also informed about the meetingadofhoccrop subgroups on
molecular techniques. This subjeeould be discussed under item 5 of the agenda.
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Report on thedd HocCrop Subgroups on Molecular Technigues

8. The Technical Director provided a summary report (see CAJ/43/3 Add.) on the
meetings of thed hoccrop subgroups on molecular techonés for maize, oilseed rape, rose,
tomato and wheat, which had been established by the Technical Committee at itsitirty
session in April 2000. The fivad hoccrop subgroupmeetings had been held in February
and March 2001:

(@) Maize and WheatNIAB, Cambridge, United Kingdom, February 26 to 28, 2001

(b) Oilseed Rape, Rose and Tomato GEVES, Le Magneraud, France,
March19 to 21, 2001

9. The Technical Director explained that each subgroup had considered the potential for
the use of moleculatechniques on the basis of a work program developed by the Technical
Committee. He added that, in particular, each subgroup had discussed the need for the
development of molecular techniques in DUS testing and had considered various possible
application nodels.

10. The Working Party had noted that, with regard to the need for molecular techniques in
DUS testing, there had been consensus inathdoccrop subgroupshat the greatest need

was in the management of reference collections. Micrd#ateharkers had been identified

as the most suitable, currently available, technique. Single Nucleotide Polymorphism (SNP)
was mentioned as an interesting new technique at an initial stage of development. The
subgroups had agreed that further work skhobé focused on the harmonization of both
markers and methodology.

11. Three approaches for the possible introduction of molecular techniques had been
proposed at thead hoc crop subgroup meetings. Option 1. molecular techniques as
predictorsof traditional characteristics, either with a direct link (gene specific marker) or as
an estimator of the traditional characteristic; option 2, calibration of molecular characteristics
against traditional characteristics, and option 3, the developnfemthew system, followed

by an impact analysis.

12. Further details for each of thed hoccrop subgroup$inked to the Working Party were
provided by the Chairman of each of the hoccrop subgroupgmaize, oilseed rape and
wheat). MrsBeateRicker (Germany), Chairperson of the subgroup for maize, added that
this subgroup had identified the management of the large reference collections of maize and
the assessment of traditional characteristics which were very expensive to assess, as areas
wher molecular techniques were in greatest need. From the methods, the Chairperson
reported that microsatellites were currently considered as the most promising for maize. She
reported that the subgroup identified areas for future development as: themasse®f
essentially derived varieties, the measurement of genetic distances, the assessment of
uniformity and the prediction of traditional characteristics. Mrs. Francoise Blouet (France),
Chairperson of the subgroup for oilseed rape, explained thastiigroup had identified the
management of the reference collections as the area of greatest need, good grouping
characteristics, the lack of traditional characteristics and the strong influence of the
environment in the description of the varieties. Tlleairperson reported that microsatellites
were considered to be the most promising technique and highlighted a study being undertaken
by experts from the United Kingdom, which linked a morphological characteristic (leaf blade:
lobes) to molecular markergshich was an approach within option 1. With reference to the
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other options for possible uses of molecular techniques, the Chairperson reported on a model
linear function which incorporated molecular markers, QTLs related to traditional
characteristics aha calibration of molecular characteristics and traditional ones, all being
developed in France. She also reported on research showing a good correlation with field
trials in the detection of offypes. She noted that further work was needed in the fél
assessment of uniformity and stability. Mdichael Camlin, Chairman of the subgroup for
wheat, reported that the subgroup had identified the management of reference collections and
variety descriptions as the areas where molecular markers migHtrbest help. He noted

that microsatellites were considered as the most appropriate technique and SNP as one that
might be interesting in the future. The Chairman reported that the assessment of essential
derivation and the management of reference catlastusing molecular techniques had been

the focus of most of the work, and mentioned general discussions about the assessment of
uniformity. He observed that the results on the use of STMS techniques, presented by
Australia and the United Kingdom, showeal good level of repeatability and that a
harmonized protocol would be developed.

13. Some experts from Mexico wondered why molecular markers should be treated in a
different way from other characteristics and how the case of a DNA sequencdedaluith

the aim of improving a color would be considered by the UPOV system. The
TechnicalDirector noted that the current UPOV system worked well, and before moving to a
new system, it was necessary to be confident that it would not undermine the ofalue
protection. In relation to the second comment, he explained that the UPOV Convention
required a variety to be clearly distinguishable from any other variety of common knowledge.
He reported that aad hocgroup, formed by experts from the Technicalm@uittee and the
Administrative and Legal Committee (CAJ), had been proposed to discuss the possible use of
molecular techniques in the DU&amination. An expert from Denmark asked about
development in other Technical Working Parties in relation to tieeafisnolecular markers in

the DUSexamination. An expert from Australia said that, in his country, some studies were
being undertaken in sugarcane. He explained that the genetics of this crop were rather
complicated but, nevertheless, they had been abldifferentiate varieties with the existing
markers. He also expressed the interest of his country in taking part in the Working Group on
Biochemical and Molecular Techniques, and DiRfofiling in Particular (BMT) meeting in
November 2001. Experts frofdew Zealand and from the Netherlands mentioned studies on
potato in their countries. An expert from France noted that to date there had been no answer
in relation to the possible use of molecular markers for the assessment of distinctness, and that
the CAJ had stated that the Convention did not prohibit the use of these techniques, but the
CAJ had also highlighted the importance of maintaining the quality of protection. He said
that the concept of essentially derived varieties was a very good concdpe twught that it

would not solve all the problems. The Chairperson of the Working Party stressed the need for
having a weldefined methodology and proof of its reliability before accepting a molecular
technique in the DUS examination.

14. The Working Party considered that it would be useful to introduce a subgroup for a
vegetatively propagated agricultural crop and suggested that either sugarcane or potato might
be appropriate. It was noted that a European Union project on potato was dosamtoence
shortly, but would not produce any results for two to three years. As a first step, the Office of
the Union (hereinafter referred to as “the Office”) requested that members encourage the
submission of papers, covering work on molecular techriqfer these crops, to the
forthcoming BMT meeting, to be held from November 21 to 23, 2001, in Hanover, Germany.
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New General Introduction to the Examination of Distinctness, Uniformity and Stability and
the Development of Harmonized Descriptions of Neariéties of Plants

15. The Technical Director introduced document TC/37/9(a). He explained that the
previous document (TC/36/8), considered by the Working Party during its tvvemnily
session, had been amended according to the comments rebgiedidhe Technical Working
Parties (TWPs) during year 2000 and had resulted in a further version, document TC/36/9,
which had been presented to the CAJ at its fadgond session held in Geneva, in October
2000. In response to comments from the CAdew draft (document TC/37/5, Annex 1) had
been produced by the Enlarged Editorial Committee and considered by the Technical
Committee and the CAJ at their sessions in Geneva in April 2001. At the end of this drafting
process, the Technical Committee agtehat a further version should be produced (document
TC/37/9) and circulated among all the TWPs for a last round of comments.

(@) Draft TG/1/3 (General Introduction)

16. The Working Party considered the draft General Introduction as presentedument
TC/37/9(a), “Working Document for a New Revised ‘General Introduction to the
Examination of Distinctness, Uniformity and Stability and the Development of Harmonized
Descriptions of New Varieties Of Plants™, together with the comments madehby t
Technical Working Party for Automation and Computer Programs (TWC) and the Technical
Working Party for Vegetables (TWV), as presented in document TWA/30/5. The Working
Party went through both documents and proposed the text to be revised as showreinlAn

of this document.

17. It also proposed that the Technical Committee should request each TWP to draft
proposals on how to organize the Table of Characteristics to cope with the “long list” arising
from the criteria for Test Guidelines chataristics as specified in the draft General
Introduction.

(b) Associated TGP Documents

18. The Working Party discussed document TWA/30/7 “Notes for Drafting TGP
Documents”. It was proposed that document TWA/30/7 be updated as shown in Anhoiex
this document.

(c) Draft TGP/7 “Development of Test Guidelines” (document TWA/30/6)

19. An expert from Spain proposed a discussion of the criteria for selection of the
characteristics to be included in the Table of Characteristich@fUPOV Test Guidelines.

He considered that if any characteristic used in any country was to be included, then the
UPOV Test Guidelines would end up with a long list of characteristics. He proposed the
inclusion of only those characteristics which wesed in at least two or three countries and

that were known to be useful. Another option he proposed was to have a limited set of
characteristics in the table and to have an annex to the Test Guidelines with a list of
characteristics used in the differenbuntries. The Technical Director recalled that in
document TC/37/9 it was proposed that a characteristic must have been used to establish DUS
in at least one member, but did not specify the way in which characteristics should be
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presented. An expert fro France proposed to request the advice of the Technical
Committee.

20. The expert from ASSINSEL expressed concern about the proposed Section 4
(Information on the Origin and Propagation of the Variety) of the Technical Questionnaire.
He proposd that this section be optional and confidential. Several experts explained the
situation in their countries, demonstrating different points of view in relation to the legal
status of this information among countries. The Technical Director concludedettd
member of the Union is free to decide on this matter but noted that this item would be
discussed at the CAJ.

21. The Working Party proposed that the Technical Committee be invited to request the
TWPs opinion on how to select and organihe tharacteristics to be included in the UPOV
Test Guidelines.

22. The Working Party also proposed that the standard wording for Test Guidelines, as
presented in document TWA/30/6 Annex |, be amended as shown in Annex IV of this
document and théext for guidance notes for drafters of Test Guidelines, as presented in
document TWA/30/6, be amended as shown in Annex V of this document. However, the
Working Party was unable to consider all of this document and invited members to submit
further writen comments to the Office by the end of November 2001.

(d) TGP/8 “Use of Statistical Procedures in DUS Testing”
Section 4: Types of Characteristics and their Scale Levels

23. Members were invited to submit written comments on document TW=&/36/the
Office, by the end of November 2001.

(e) TGP/9* Examining Distinctness”
Section 3: Examining Distinctness in Different Types of Variety

24. Members were invited to submit written comments on document TWA/30/10 to the
Office, by the end of November 2001.

() TGP/10 “Examining Uniformity”
Section 2: Assessing Uniformity according to the Features of Propagation

25. Members were invited to submit written comments on document TWA/30/11 to the
Office, by the end of Noveiver 2001.

3. Management of Reference Collections

(@) Relationship between varieties of common knowledge and (reference) variety
collections (document TWA/30/17)

26. An expert from France introduced document TWA/30/17. He clarified that the
document represented a personal point of view. He explained that the criteria to consider a
variety a matter of common knowledge, given in the draft TG/1/3, made it clear that this
should be considered on a worldwide basis. This made the list of varietiee considered

very large and presented an onerous practical and financial burden for the examining
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authority. Different interpretation among members of the Union and the permanent evolution
of the lists would produce an even more complicated sitnatibhe aim of the document was

to define a set of criteria to be considered in a given country or region of the world in order to
establish a list of varieties of common knowledge against which the examining authority
would need to check distinctness afyacandidate variety. He concluded that the risk of
making a wrong decision should be minimized, and the criteria proposed in the document
might help the examining offices to limit the risk, which could never be zero.

27. The delegate from ASSISEL expressed concern about point (c) on page 2 of the
document (TWA/30/17) and on the availability of plant material not being a requirement for a
variety to be considered as part of common knowledge. He also asked for harmonization
between the Internatnal Plant Genetic Resources Institute’s (IPGRI) and UPQOV descriptors,
requested information about the database of variety description under development and
wondered about the impact of the definition of variety of the International Treaty on Genetic
Resources for Food and Agriculture. An expert from France clarified that the “availability” to
which the document referred was when a national office could not obtain a sample of the
variety, which did not mean that the variety did not exist. The expert fivew Zealand
advised that, according to the legal situation in his country, someone opposing an application
should be in a position to prove that the candidate variety was not distinct. Several experts
considered that the system should provide for possédsl of checking the result of the
examination, such as publication of data. Other experts expressed their concerns regarding
the practical difficulties in including accessions of plant genetic resource banks in the
examination or on how to handle infoation provided by plant genetic resources centers,
such as those from IRRI. The expert from France explained that the proposal of the
discussion of the document was at the technical level, and the situation might be one where no
decision would be possiblgue to lack of information, but this should be clearly stated. The
expert from CPVO noted that, in their experience, varieties of different origins and
environments tended to provide a safety margin which should not be underestimated.

28. It was agreed that document TWA/30/17 should be revised to clarify that the technical
examination could not always produce a complete examination of distinctness and to explain
that other measures could be taken in these circumstances. It was also propbsesthdiogd

take into account the use of variety descriptions produced usingJRE\V descriptors. An

expert from France agreed to revise the document and, after consultation with a representative
of the TWV and the nominated representative for the TeminMWorking Party for
Ornamental Plants and Forest Trees (TWO), present this document as a draft for TGP/4.1
“General Guidance for the Management of Variety Collections.” This would then be sent to
the Office for circulation to the other TWPs in 2002.

29. An expert from Germany will draft a paper for TGP/3.2 “Developments and
Explanations regarding Varieties of Common Knowledge” for consideration at the next
Working Party.

(b) Plant variety description and environmental effects (Denmark hadJnited Kingdom to
prepare documents on barley and wheat)

30. An expert from Denmark introduced document TWA/30/16 Questionnaire on
Harmonization of Descriptions of Barley. He explained that the aim of the questionnaire was
to analyze the imraction between the expressions of the characteristics of the variety and the
environment and to form the basis for discussion on how to use the descriptions produced
under different environmental conditions in the DUS examination. He concluded that all
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grouping characteristics were recorded with the same state of expression in the different
testing offices, but some data needed careful evaluation to eliminate possible mistakes in
future. Both asterisk and neasterisk characteristics showed variation tire states of
expression between countries for the same variety. He classified the characteristics in three
groups, namely those with harmonized expression, acceptable harmonized expression and
non-harmonized expression. He proposed to use statistisgeaf it would be possible to
eliminate the variation in descriptions due to the “country effect” and to focus more on the
example varieties.

31. An expert from the United Kingdom presented the results of a questionnaire on plant
variety descption and environmental effects for wheat. The aim was similar to the
guestionnaire for barley. From the data obtained, the expert concluded that continuous
characteristics would vary according to local environment, that some grouping characteristics
shaved variation, that some characteristics recorded in the laboratory also showed variation,
and that some characters that might be expected to show variation (lower glume: shoulder
width) showed consistency. Although variation was inevitable, he proptsediscuss
suitable minimum distances, to carry out similar exercises before the revision of each UPOV
Test Guidelines and to consider the lack of consistency in some grouping characteristics when
using them for prescreening.

32. An expert from Spain expressed his concern about differences in qualitative
characteristics for the same variety and proposed including photographs in the UPOV Test
Guidelines. The expert from France considered that it would not be possible to eliminate the
effect of the interaction between genotype and the environment. One expert also highlighted
the effect of the observer, which could sometimes explain the differences between countries.
Experts from Australia and Germany considered that the timing of assessmernswasry
important. The expert from CPVO considered that it was necessary to develop a way to
renew the list of example varieties more often. Some experts considered the results would be
helpful for work on the publication of variety descriptions.

(c) Discrimination power of characteristics in oilseed rape

33. An expert from Germany introduced document TWA/30/12. She explained that the
growing number of varieties in oilseed rape made the management of the reference collections
more difficult. She explained that, in oilseed rape, quantitative characteristics had a higher
discriminative power than qualitative ones and that the discriminative power of a
characteristic was influenced by the location and by the collection grown. She considered
that, on the basis of information from different years and locations, it would be possible to
identify the characteristics with the highest discriminative power. These could be included in
the Technical Questionnaire of the UPOV Test Guidelines in ordeuns® them in the
management of the growing trial.

34. Some experts expressed their concerns about using quantitative characteristics, such as

“Leaf blade: intensity of green color” or “time of maturity”, for grouping purposes, because
they can benighly influenced by the environment.

Summary and Future Action

35. The Working Party considered that the paper on barley (document TWA/30/16), in
particular, demonstrated the need toesamine the procedure for selecting asterisked
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charactestics to achieve useful harmonized descriptions. It also raised the need to consider a
wider range of example varieties and the need for more regular updating of example varieties.
The presentation on wheat suggested that the selection of groupingtehnistacs needed
further consideration since many appeared to have variable states of expression for the same
variety.

36. An expert from Denmark advised that he will be investigating whether it is possible to
develop a statistical procedure ®&iminate the variation in descriptions due to “country
effects.” It was noted that one country effect is likely to be due to variation in recording the
characteristics, and there was recognition of the need to improve the illustration of
characteristicsn the Test Guidelines to minimize this. In particular, it was suggested that
photographs or diagrams should be used to illustrate characteristics, rather than reliance on
example varieties for this purpose. However, it was noted that the example emnatre
important for standardization of descriptions.

37. It was proposed that further studies should be undertaken on other crops and that,
furthermore, a recommendation should be made to the Technical Committee that such a study
should alwaysbe undertaken as a part of the process of revising Test Guidelines. It was
agreed that the Office, in consultation with the expert from Denmark, should draft a model
guestionnaire for use in any further studies.

38. Germany agreed to undertaliestudy on winter oilseed rape (building on a related study
presented in document TWA/30/12), Australia agreed to do the same for spring wheat and the
United Kingdom will further develop its study on winter wheat. Reports will be presented at
the WorkingParty in 2002.

(d) Software using phenotypic distance for distinctness (document TWA/30/15)

39. The “GAIA” system of prescreening varieties in the examination of distinctness, as
developed by France, was presented. The meeting was adveseBrdnce will make this
software available for UPOV members.

40. It was noted that the system would need to be adapted for each species or plant variety
type and that it was important for an “impact analysis” to be undertaken, to study ifetitfer
decisions would have been taken in the past, using such a process.

41. It was agreed that the process should be explained and developed as a draft for TGP/9.3
“Consideration of All Varieties of Common Knowledge in the Examination of Distiessy’

The draft paper will be discussed with the nominated expert from the TWV and the nominated
expert from the TWO before circulation to all Technical Working Parties in 2002.

Process for Establishing Distinctness

42. The expert from theNetherlands introduced the document TWA/30/9 Corr., which
included a theoretical process for establishing distinctness. The expert from ASSINSEL
expressed his concern about the disclosure of the origin. The Office noted that the
UPOQV Convention requiredhe breeder to provide all the information considered necessary
for the examination of the variety.
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43. The expert from Australia introduced document TWA/30/9 Add., which explained the
Australian system for PBR. One expert sought clarificatoout who could be a qualified
person in the Australian system. The expert from Australia replied that qualified experts can
be of various backgrounds, such as scientists or even breeders, but he clarified that around
80% of the qualified persons weretrbreeders. He reported that the percentage of objections
was 12%.

44. It was agreed that an expert from Australia, France and the Netherlands would develop
document TWA/30/9 Corr. and document TWA/30/9 Add.1, respectively, into drafts for
TGP/9.1 “General Procedures for Determining Distinctness,” taking into account the
comments made at the Working Party. The former would be presented as an example
procedure for an “official” testing system and the latter for a “breeder” testing systeme Thes
drafts would be circulated to the nominee from the CPVO and the nominee from the TWO
before sending to all TWPs in 2002.

45. It was also agreed that an expert from France would draft a paper for the use of the
hybrid formula on the basis oflocument TWA/30/13 (Use of Parental Formula for
Examining Distinctness in Hybrids) and any written comments received by the end of
November 2001 and document TWA/28/16 (DUS Testing of Oilseed Rape Varieties).

Example Varieties

46. The Working Rarty noted that the expert from France had received no comments on
document TWA/29/20. The expert from Germany considered that it would be useful to
explain the notion of “available” as used in the document. Some experts considered it would
be useful toexplore the possibility of developing different sets of example varieties for
different agreecological regions. Other experts at the meeting wondered about the need for
example varieties for qualitative characteristics, and one expert from the Unitelidtm
considered that it was necessary to improve the diagrams. The expert from France proposed
to have a chapter explaining the choice of example varieties and how they should be used.

47. It was agreed that an expert from France would preparéegjines for the development
of example varieties for inclusion in TGP/7.

48. Following the proposal from the expert from Sweden, the Working Party decided to set
up a project for exchanging seed of selected varieties between interested spumiite
descriptions to be produced by each or most participants in their countries. These descriptions
would then be sent to a coordinator for a report to be produced.

49. Projects were proposed for spring oats (coordinator: Sweden), lupoegdfoator:
South Africa) and white clover (coordinator: New Zealand). A project for rice may be
established if a coordinator can be identified.

50. The Office will prepare a circular to identify all possible participants for these crops and
then prepare a protocol in conjunction with the coordinators.



TWA/30/20
pagell

Interim Report on the Questionnaire on the Level of Involvement of the Applicant in the
Growing Test (TC/37/7 Rev.)

51. The Office presented an interim report on the results efghestionnaire. The Working
Party had some concern that the presentation of the results did not reflect the degree of
involvement of the breeder in DUS Testing and, in particular, that breeder involvement in
some countries was only for minor species.wls suggested that there should be a form of
weighting based on the level of use in each country.

Draft Test Guidelines to be Presented to the Technical Committee

52. Draft Test Guidelines on the following crops will be sent to the professiona
organizations and then submitted to the Technical Committee for approval in April 2002, on
the basis of the amendments presented in Annex VI of this document.

Cocksfoot (TG/31/7(proj.))

Field Bean (TG/08/5(proj.))

Sugarcane (TG/186/1(proj.))

Turnip RapgTG/185/2(proj.))

Meadow Fescue, Tall Fescue (TG/39/7(proj.))

Tobacco (document TWA/29/14; TG/195/1(proj.))

Oilseed rape (TG/36/6; Revision of Chapter IV; document TWA/30/18)

The list of leading and interested experts is provided in Annex VII.

Dateand Place of Next Session

53. The thirty-first session of the Working Party will be held in Brazil in September 2002.
Offers to host subsequent sessions of the Working Party were received as follows:

2003 Japan

2004 New Zealand
2005 SouthAfrica

Nomination of Chairman

54. The Working Party agreed to nominate Mr. Carlos Gote&zhebarne to the Technical
Committee, for proposal to the Council in October 2002, as the next Chairman of the
Working Party.

Report on the Conclusionsd Future Program

55. The Working Party took note of the Report of the Conclusions (document TWA/30/19)
given by the officials from the Office jointly with the Chairperson, which included the
following agenda:

1. Short reports on special developnts in plant variety protection in agricultural crops
(oral reports by the participants)
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2. Important decisions taken during the last sessions of the Technical Committee and the
Technical Working Parties

3. Report on theAd hocCrop Subgroups on Molecal Techniques

4. New General Introduction to the Examination of Distinctness, Uniformity and Stability
and the Development of Harmonized Descriptions of New Varieties of Plants and the
associated TGP series of documents

TGP-3 VARIETIES OF COMMON KNOWLEDGE

3.2 Developments and Explanations Regarding Varieties of Common Knowledge
(Germany to prepare a paper)

TGP-4 MANAGEMENT OF REFERENCE COLLECTIONS

4.1 Relationship between varieties of common knowledge and reference collections
(document TWA/30/Z and France to prepare a new document)

TGP-6 ARRANGEMENTS FORDUS TESTING
6.1 Summary of options for arranging DUS testing (Australia to prepare a document)
6.2 Arrangements for DUS testing (TC/38/13.)

TGP—-7 DEVELOPMENT OF EST GUIDELINES

7.1 Guidelines for the development of example varieties (document TWA/29/20 and
France to prepare a new document)

TGP—- 9 EXAMINING DISTINCTNESS

9.1 General procedure for determining distinctness (document TWA/30/9 Corr.;
document TWA/30/9 Add.1 and AustraliFrance and the Netherlands to prepare
new documents)

9.3 Software using phenotypic distance for distinctness (document TWA/30/15 and
France to prepare a new paper)

9.5 The use of hybrid formula in DUS assessment (document TWA/30/13 and France
to prepae a new document)

TGP-12 SPECIAL CHARACERISTICS

12.1 Characteristics expressed in response to external factors. Herbicide resistance
(Australia to prepare a document); insect resistance (France to prepare a
document)

12.2 Chemical constituents @/37/7 12E and the United Kingdom to prepare a new
document)
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TGP-13 GUIDANCE FOR NBV TYPES AND SPECIES

13.1 General guidance for new types/36/7: 13A & B and the United Kingdom to
prepare a new document)

13.2 Guidance for new types of variety €/36/7: 13A & B and the United Kingdom to
prepare a new document)

5. Plant variety description and environmental effects (Australia, Germany, United
Kingdom to prepare documents on spring wheat, oilseed rape and wheat)

6. Project for exchanging seed sé¢lected varieties between interested countries (report on
the development of the project)

7. Final discussions on draft Test Guidelines for

- Rice (document TWA/30/14)
— Lotus (TG/193/1(proj.))
—  White Clover (TG/38/6; document TWA/30/4)

8.  Discussion omworking papers on Test Guidelines for:

— Potato (TG/23/5; document TWA/30/3)

— Lupins (TG/66/3; document TWA/30/2)

— Coffee

— Grain Amaranth

- Medicago (excl. sativa)

— Lucerne (Revision)
9. Report of the conclusions of the session and future program
10. Dateand place of next session

11. Closing of the session.

Technical Visit

56. On September 5, the Working Party visited ¥alle de Mexicaesearch center of the
Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales, Agricolas y PecudtiB-AP). The
Working Party was welcomed by Mr. Jesis Moncada de la Fuente, Chief Director of INIFAP,
who explained the objectives and research policy of the institute. Researchers demonstrated
the varieties of barley, grain amaranth, bean, oat and maize develofieslresearch center

as well as the activity at INIFAP in relation to the conservation of plant genetic resources.
Field trials showing the variability in maize were on display.

57. This report has been adopted by
correspondence.

[Annex | follows]
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jesus.m.alcazar@monsanto.gom

Beatriz ALVAREZ DE LUCIO (Ms.), Alvarez De Lucio Asociados, Av. Insurgentes Sur
1337602 Col. Insurgentes Mixcoac, 03920, México, D.F. (tel. +52 5 615 4112, fax +52 5 615
3491, email: alvarezdelucio@prodigy.net.mx)

José Sergio BARRALESProfessorinvestigator Departamento de Fitotecnia, Universidad
Auténoma Chapingo (UACh), Km. 38.5 Carretera Méxitexcoco, 56230 Chapingo, Estado
de México (tel.: +52 595 21642;mail: jbarrales@correoweb.com.mx)

Eduardo BENITEZ PAULIN, Director, Servicio Nacional de Inspeccién y Certificacion de
Semillas (SNICS), Lope de Vega 1-25 Chapultepec Morales, 11570 México D.F. (tel.: +52
5203 9427, fax: +52 5250 6483neail: eduardo.benitez@sagartgmx

Aquiles CARBALLO CARBALLO, Professorinvestigatoy Colegio de Postgraduados (CP),
Km. 35.5 Carretera Méxicel excoco, 56230 Montecillo, Estado de México (tel.: +52 595
20257, email: carballo@colpos.colpgs.mxandaccl@prodigy.net.mx


mailto:acc1@prodigy.net.mx
mailto:carballo@colpos.colpos.mx
mailto:jesus.m.alcazar@monsanto.com
mailto:kephis@nbnet.co.ke

TWA/30/20
Annex |, paged

Héctor CHAGOYA, Becerril, Coca & Becerril, S.C., Thiers 251 Pisos 12 y 14, 11590
México, D.F. (tel. +52 5 254 0400, fax +52 5 255 0302nail: becerril@inetcorp.net.mx

Alejandro ESPINOSA CALDERON, Instituto Nacional de Investigaciones Forestales,
Agricolas y Pecuarias (INIFAP). Serapio Renddn 83, 20 piso, Colonia San Rafael, Delegacion
Cuauhtémoc, 06470, México D.F. (tel.: +52 314661, fax: +52 5246 9021,-mail:
espinoal@inifap2.inifap.conacyt.mx)

Norma Isabel GARCIA(Ms.), Becerril, Coca & Becerril, S.C., Thiers 251 Pisos 12 y 14,
11590 Meéxico, D.F. (tel. +52 5 254 0400, fax +52 5 255 0302mail:
becerril@inetcorp.net.mx

Enriqueta MOLINA (Ms.), Subdirectora, Servicio Nacional de Inspeccion y Certificacion de
Semillas (SNICS), Lope de Vega 125 Chapultepec Morales, 11570 México D.F. (tel.: +52
5203 9667, fax: +52 5250 6483,meail: enriqueta.molina@sagar.gob.mx

Rafael PADILLA RAMIREZ, Productora Nacional de Semillas (PRONASE), Dr. José Ma.
Vértiz Nium. 363, Col. Doctores, 06720 México, D. F. (tel.: +52 58183, fax: +52 5 519
2737, email: spp.pronase@sagar.gobmx

Martin PEREYRA, Area de Variedades Vegetales, Clarke Modet, San Francisco 310 Col. del
Valle 03100, México, D.F. (tel. +52 5 340 2300, fax +52 5 523 641&nad:
info@clarkemodet.com.mx

Guillermo PEREZ JERONIMO, Professofinvestigatoy Universidad Autonoma
Metropolitana Unidad Xochimilco (UAMK), Calzada del Hueso 1100, Col. Villa Quietud,
04960 Coyoacan, D.F. (tel.: +52 5 48230, email: gjeron@servidor.unam.mx

Ma. Teresa RIVERAMSs.), Consultor Técnico de Patentes y Variedades Vegetales, Clarke
Modet, San Francisco 310 Col. del Valle 03100, México, D.F. (tel. +52 5 340 2309, fax +52 5
523 6418, email: trivera@clarkemodet.com.mx

Salvador TAFOLLA, Basham, Ringe@orrea, S.C., Paseo de los Tamarindos-AG® Piso,

Bosques de Las Lomas, 05120 México, D.F. (tel. +52 5 261 0401, fax +52 5 261 0496, e
mail: basham@basham.com.mx)

NETHERLANDS

Henk BONTHUIS, Plant Research International, P.O. Box 16, 6700 AA Wagenifigl.:
+31 317 47 68 23, fax: +31 317 41 80 94ymil: h.bonthuis@plant.wagr.nl)

NEW ZEALAND

Philip RHODES, Plant Variety Rights Office, P.O.Box 130, Lincoln (tel.: +64 3 325 6356,
fax: +64 3 783 3946, -enail: phil.rhodes@pvr.govt.nz)


mailto:gjeron@servidor.unam.mx
mailto:spp.pronase@sagar.gob.mx
mailto:becerril@inetcorp.net.mx
mailto:becerril@inetcorp.net.mx

TWA/30/20
Annex |, pageb

NORWAY
Haakon S@NJU, P.O. Box 3,-M431 As (tel.: + 47 6497 2513, fax: + 47 6494 44 16nail:

haakon.sonju@silt.dep.no; haakon.sonju@landbrukstilsynet.dep.no)

SOUTH AFRICA

Joan SADIE (Mrs.), Directorate, Genetic Resources, Private Bag X5044, Stellanbo3@
(tel..  +27 21 809 1648, fax: +27 21 887 2264;mail: JoanS@nda.agric.za,
joan@pgb4.agric.za)

SPAIN

Cecilio PRIETO, Director Técnico de Evaluacion de Variedades y Laboratorios, Subdireccion
General de Investigacion y Tecnologia, Instituto aal de Investigacion y Tecnologia
Agraria y Alimentaria (INIA), Crta. de la Coruiia, Km. 7.5, 280M@drid (tel.: +34-91-
34769 63, fax: +34-91-347 41 68, anail: prieto@inia.ep

Luis SALAICES, Jefe de Area deldgjistro de Variedades, Oficina Espafola de Variedades
Vegetales (OEVV), Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca y Alimnentacién, Av. de Ciudad de
Barcelona 6, 28007 Madrid (tel.+34-91-34769 21, fax: +34-91-347 69 32, email:
Isalaice@mapya.es)

SWEDEN

Uf KIELLSTROM, Swedish Seed Testing and Cert. Institute, Onsjoévagen, 26881 Svalov
(tel.: +46418 667 420, fax: +4@18 667 408, enail: ulf.kjellstrom@stkontroll.se)

UNITED KINGDOM

Eoin D. BUTLER, National Institute of Agricultural Botany (NIAB), hitingdon Road,
Cambridge CB3 OLE (tel.: +44 1223 342 288, fax: +44 1223 342 287,
eoin.butler@niab.com)

Michael CAMLIN, Department of Agriculture for Northern Ireland, Plant Testing Station,
50 Houston Road, Crossnacreevy, Belfast BT6 9SH (tel.: -2880548000,
fax: +44.02890548001, email: michael.camlin@dardni.gov.uk).


mailto:prieto@inia.es

TWA/30/20
Annex |, pageé

. OBSERVERS

GREECE

Dimitrios BATZIOS, Variety Research Institute of Cultivated Plants, 57400 Sindos,
Thessaloniki (tel.: +30 31 799 684, fax: +30 31 796 34/al: varinst@spark.net.gr)

Apostolina LIOUSSA (Mrs.) Variety Research Institute of Cultivated Plants, 57400 Sindos,
Thessaloniki (tel.: +30 31 796 264, fax: +30 31 796 34kal: varinst@spark.net.gr)

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

KeundJin CHOI, Examinabn Officer, National Seed Management Office, 433 Anyang
6-dong, Anyanesi, Kyonggido (tel.: + 82 343 467 0190, fax: +82 343 448 121énail:
kjichoi@seed.go.kr)

YongWoo LEE, National Seed Management Office, 433 Anyanglofg, Anyanesi,
Kyonggtdo (tel.: +82 343 467 0190, fax: +82 343 448 12186nail: yongwoo@seed.go.kr)

. OBSERVER ORGANIZATIONS

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Dirk THEOBALD, Community Plant Variety Office, B.P. 2141;49021 Angers, France (tel.
+33241 2564 42, fax +32 41 25 64 10, enail: theobald@cpvo.eu.int)

Marcantonio VALVASSORI, rue de la Loi 86 1/07,-B040 Brussels (tel.: +32 2 295 69 71,
fax: + 32 2 296 93 99, marcantonio.valvassori@cec.eu.int)

Anne WEITZ (Mme.), Community Plant Variety Office, B.P. 214148021 Anges, France

(tel. +332 41 25 64 37, fax +32 41 25 64 10, email: weitz@cpvo.eu.int)

ASSINSEL

Patrick HEFFER, ASSINSEL (International Association of Plant Breeders), Chemin du
Reposoir, 7, CHL260 Nyon, Switzerland (tel.: + 41 22 365 4420, fax: +Z4 365 4421,
e-mail: isf@worldseed.org)

IV. OFFICER

Frangoise BLOUET, (Mrs.), Chairperson



TWA/30/20
Annex |, pager

V. OFFICEOFUPQV

Peter BUTTON, Technical Director, 34, chemin des Colombettes, G&leva?0,
Switzerland (tel. +4422-338 8672, fax +41-22-733 03 36, anail: peter.button@upov.int,
Web site: http://www.upov.int)

Raimundo LAVIGNOLLE, Senior Counsellor, 34, chemin des Colombettes, 1211 Geneva 20,
Switzerland (tel. +4P2-338 9565, fax +4P2-733 0336, email:
raimundo.lavignolle@.upov.int)

[Annex Il follows]



TWA/30/20
ANNEX I
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS O DOCUMENT TC/37/94)
1. INTRODUCTION

1. According to Article 7 of the 1961/72 and 1978 Acts and Article 12 of the 1991 Act of
the UPOV Convention, protection can only be granted in respect of a new plastyvafter
examination of the variety has shown that it complies with the requirements for protection
laid down in those Acts and, in particular, that the variety is distinct (D) from any other
commonly known variety and that it is sufficiently uniform dnd stable (S), or “DUS” in
short. The examination, or “DUS Test,” is based mainly on growing tests, carried out by the
authority competent for granting plant breeders' rights or by separate institutions, such as
public research institutes, acting on h#tof that authority or in some cases on the basis of
growing tests carried out by the breetlefThe examination generates a description of the
variety, using its relevant characteristics (e.g. plant height, leaf shape, time of flowering), by
which it can be defined as a variety in terms of Article 1(vi) of the 1991 Act of the
Convention.

2. The purpose of this documefthe “General Introduction”and the associated “TGP”
series of documents is to set out the principles which are used in the examinb@US.

The identification of those principles ensures that examination of new plant varieties is
conducted in a harmonized way throughout the Contracting Parties of UPOV. This
harmonization is important because it facilitates cooperation in DUS ¢eatid also helps to
provide effective protection through the development of harmonized, internationally
recognized descriptions of protected varieties.

8. In addition, the absence of Test Guidelines for the species or variety grouping
concerned will obwusly lead the DUS examiner to resort to this General Introduction, and
there is a specific chapter (Chapter 9, “ConducttdfS Testing in the Absence of Test
Guidelines”) in this document for such an eventuality.

2. THE EXAMINATION OF DISTINCTNESS, WIFORMITY AND STABILITY
(“DUS TESTING”)

2.4 Characteristics as the Basis for Examination of DUS

16. For any variety to be capable of protection it must first be clearly defined. Only after a
variety has been defined can it be finally examined foriffutfent of the DUS criteria required

for protection. All Acts of the UPOV Convention have established that a variety is defined by
its characteristics and that those characteristics are therefore the basis on which a variety can
be examined for DUS.

3. COOPERATION IN DUS ESTING

3.1 Cooperation Between Testing Authorities

! In this document the term “breeder” is as defined in Article 1(iv) of the 1991 Act of the UPOV
Convention
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27. The ultimate form of international cooperation is a “centralized” testing system where
the entire examination is carried out by one authority on behalf of other ContractingsRarti
regardless of the variety concerned or #pplicanbreeder This could for example pe for a
specific regiorferexample or, in the case oflassheustestedplantstested in a controlled

environment (e.qg. greenhouse or laboratoig) most if notall Contracting Parties.

3.2 Cooperation with Breedegnd-Applicants

29. Close cooperation with breeders has always been promoted by UPOV, even in the case
of Contracting Parties with a strict system of governmemducted testing. Some
Contracting Rrties have a system whereby breedarspplicantsare asked to perform the
whole test. They are required to conduct the DUS test and produce a test report in accordance
with the principles contained in this document. The decision on DUS is basedentirthe

test report supplied by the breedsrapplicantalthough the Contracting Party may verify the
results, for example, by independent examination and publication of the variety description.

30. UPOV has drawn up a list of conditions for the exaation of a variety on the basis of
DUS tests carried out by or on behalf abplicants-obreeders. Details of the conditions are
given in document TGP/6, “Arrangements for DUS testing.”

31. Document TGP/6, BUS—testing—by—the-Applicant/Breedérrancgements for DUS
Testing also gives useful information on the different possibilities &bplicanbreeder

involvement in the growing tests.

4. CHARACTERISTICS USEDON DUS TESTING

4.1 Characteristics as the Basis for DUS Testing

4.2 Selection of Charactsstics

35. For inclusion in the Test Guidelines, further criteria are set out in Chapter 4.8,
“Functional Categorization of Characteristics” and in document TGP/7, “Development of Test
Guidelines."Hewever-The characteristics included in the individdadst Guidelines are not
necessarily exhaustive and may be expanded with additional characteristics if that proves to
be useful and the characteristics meet the conditions set out above.

4.4 Types of Expression of Characteristics

4.4.1 Qualitative Cheacteristics

38. “Qualitative characteristitsare those that are expressed in discontinuous states (e.qg.
sex of plant: dioecious female (1), dioecious male (2), monoecious unisexual (3), monoecious
hermaphrodite (4)). These states are -s&lflanatory ad independently meaningful. All
states are necessary to describe the full range of the characteristic, and every form of
expression can be described by a single state. stdies-do-nrot-necessarity-have-anylogical
ordeprder of states is not important As—a—ule In_general,the characteristics are not
influenced by environment.

4.4.2 Quantitative Characteristics
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39 “Quantltatlve characterlstlcs” are thovmese—e*pFes&eﬂ—ean—be—FeeeFded—en—a- one

ethelthat Can show the fuII range of varlatlon from one extreme to the other and whose
expression can be recorded on a-gim@ensional, continuous or discrete, linear scdlee

range of expression is divided into a numhsr states of expression for the purpose of
description (e.g. length of stem: very short (1), short (3), medium (5), long (7), very long (9)).
The division seeks to provide, as far as is practical, an even distribution across the scale. The
Test Guidelirs do not specify the difference needed for distinctness. The states of expression
should, however, be meaningful for DUS assessment.

4.5 Observatiorof Characteristics

45.2 Bulk Samples

42. If it is necessary to examine characteristics in the fasmbulk samples specific
guidance will be considered in document TG, “Use of Statistical Procedures in DUS

- ExaminirgUniormity”

4.6 Special Characteristics

4.6.1 Characteristics Expressed in Response to External Factors

43. Characterists based on the response to external factors, such as living organisms (e.g.
disease resistance characteristics) or chemicals (e.g. herbicide resistance characteristics), may
be used provided that they fulfithe criteria specified in chapter 4.2. Inditilon, because of

the potential for variation in such factors, it is important for those characteristics to be well
defined and an appropriate method established which will ensure consistency in the
examination. More details can be found in document TIQP/Special Characteristics.”

46.2 Chemical Constituents

44. Characteristics based on chemical constituents may be accepted provided that they
fulfil _ the criteria specified in chapter 4.2. It is important for those characteristics to be well
definedand an appropriate method established for examination. More details can be found in
document TGP/12, “Special Characteristics.”

4.6.3 Combined Characteristics

45. A combined characteristic is a simple combination of a small number of characteristics.
Provided that the combination is biologically meaningful, characteristics that are assessed
separately may subsequently be combined, for example the ratio of length to width, to
produce such a combined characteristic. Combined characteristics must bmexkdar
distinctness, uniformity and stability to the same extent as other characteristics. In some cases
these combined characteristics are examined by measegifisticatedechniques such as
Image Analysis. In these cases the methods for appromxaination of DUS are specified

in document TGP/12, “Special Characteristics.”
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4.8 Functional Categorization of Characteristics

Functional Cateqories of Characteristics

Type Function Criteria

Standard 1. Characterists that are approved by| 1. Must satisfy the criteria for use of any
Test UPQV for examination of DUS and from | characteristic for DUS as set out in
Guidelines which Contracting Parties can select Chapter 4.2.

Characteristic

those suitable for their

circumstances.

particular

2. Mugt have been used to develop a
variety description by at least one
Contracting Party.

3. Where there is a long list of such
characteristics and, where considered
appropriate, there may be an indication of
the extent of use of each characteristic.

Asterisked
Characteristic

1. Characteristics that are important for
the international harmonization of variety
descriptions.

1. Must be a characteristic included in
the Test Guidelines

12.  Should always be examined for
DUS and included in the variety
descriion by all Contracting Parties
except when the state of expression of a
preceding characteristic or regional
environmental conditions render this
inappropriate.

23. Accepted as useful for function 1.

34. Particular care should be taken
before selectio of disease resistance
characteristics.

5.

EXAMINING DISTINCTNESS

5.2 Varieties of Common Knowledge

5.2.1

Criteria for a Variety

52. A variety whose existence is a matter of common knowledge must satisfy the definition
of a variety set out in Artile 1(vi) of the 1991 Act of the UPOV Convention, but this does not
necessarily require fulfiment of the DUS criteria required for grant of a breeder’s right under
the UPOV Convention.
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5.2.3 Common Knowledge

54. Specific aspects which should be conseteto establish common knowledge include,
among others:

(b) the filing of an application for the grant of a breeder’s right or for the entering of a
variety in an official register of varieties, in any countmyhich-is deemed to
render that variety amatter of common knowledge from the date of the
application, provided that the application leads to the grant of a breeder’s right or
to the entering of the variety in the official register of varieties, as the case may
be;

5.3 Clearly Distinguishing a Bw Variety

5.3.1 Comparing Varieties

56. Itis necessary to examine distinctness in relation to all varieties of common knowledge.
However, a systematic individual comparison may not be required in relation to those
varieties of common knowledge tharte within a group known to have specific expressions of
characteristics and reliably ensuring that such varieties will be distinct from the candidate
variety. In addition, certain procedures (e.g. publication of variety descriptiorislateral
cooperatbn) may be developed to allow such an approach in some circumstances where there
cannot be absolute certainty that all the varieties within such a group will be distinct from the
candidate variety, bubnly where those supplementary procedures provide féectare
examination of distinctness overall. Such procedures may also be developed to address
varieties of common knowledge for which living plant material is known to exist (see chapter
5.2.2) but where, for practical reasons, material is not readdgsgible for examination. Any

such procedures will be set out in document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.”

58. A Technical Questionnaire, completed by thgphcanbreederand submitted with the
application, specifies characteristics of importancadentifying the varieties most similar to

the candidate. Where necessary those varieties are grown and directly compared with the
candidate.

5.3.2 Clearly Distinguishing Varietieby-FheilUsing Characteristics
5.3.3 The Criteria for Distinctness usj Characteristics

63. The UPOV Convention does not elaborate the term “clearly distinguishable.”
hHowever, in order to provide some guidance on the interpretation of the term, the following
basis has been developed for the use of characteristics ttyalestmguish varieties.

5.3.31 Consistent Differences

64. One means of ensuring that a difference in a characteristic, observed in a growing trial,
is sufficiently consistent is to examine the characteristic on at least two independent
occasions.This can be achieved in both annual and perennial varieties by observations made
on plantings in two different seasons, or in the case of other perennial varieties by
observations made in two different seasons after a single planting. Guidance on thé&eposs
use of other approaches, such as two diffeteattionsenvironmentsn the same year, is
explored in document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.”
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65. However, in some circumstances the influence of the environment is not such that a
second growing asfe is required to provide assurance that the differences observed between
varieties aresufficiently consistent. If the growingnvirenmentconditionsof the cropis-are
controllecoensistentfor example in a greenhouse widlentrolledregulatedtemperatee and

light, it may not be necessary to observe two growing cycles to be confident that any
differences observed could be considetede sufficientlyconsistent in that environment,

although this will also be dependent on the features of propagaiiewing-confidence-inthe
Cococle e e dennie )

66. The individual Test Guidelines specify whether several independent growing cycles are

requwed to show suthlent conssteneéye—g—seve#&l—yeaps—epm—eenam—eases—several

virepmentsy whether for certain species
the growmg test could be made in one growmg cycle.

5.3.3.2  Clear Differences
5.3.3.2.1 QualitativeCharacteristics

68. In qualitative characteristics the difference between twaeties may be considered
clear iftheone or morecharacteristicsshevinaveexpressions that fall into two different states

in the Test Guidelines. Varieties should not be considered distinct for a qualitative
characteristic if they have the same staitexpression.

5.4 Interpretation of Observations for the Assessment of Distinctness Without the
Application of Statistical Methods

73. As explained in Chapter 5.3.3.2.1, “Qualitative Characteristics,” for such characteristics
the difference between twowarieties may be considered clear #he—one or more
characteristicshewhaveexpressions that fall into two different states in the Test Guidelines.

5.5 Interpretation of Observations for the Assessment of Distinctness with the Application
of Statistcal Methods

551 General

77. Document TGP/8, GeoodStatistical Practicesfor BUS Testivge of Statistical
Procedures in DUS Testiffgprovides guidance on good statistical practices for DUS
assessmerand includeskkeys for the choice of methods ielation to the data structurate

given-in-document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.”

5.5.2 Visually Assessed Characteristics

5.5.2.2  Quantitative Characteristics

82. A direct comparison between two similar varieties is always recommended, since direc
pairwise comparisons are the most reliable. In each comparison, a difference between two
varieties is acceptable as soon as it can be assessed visually and could be measured, although
such measurement might be impractical or require unreasonable effort

83. A simple eriterien-statistical basidor establishing distinctness is that ebnsistent
differences—wher@lifferencesof the same sigrbetween varieties in pawise comparisons
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are-of-the-same-sigfe.g. variety A is consistently and sufficientlyeater than B), provided
that they can be expected to recur in subsequent trials. The number of comparisons must be

sufficient to ensure that the varieties are clearly distinguishable.
5.5.3 Measured Characteristics
5.5.3.1  Self-Pollinated and Vegetavely Propagated Varieties

87. UPOV has endorsed several statistical methods for the handling of measured
guantitative characteristics. One method established/dgetativelypropagated-arself
pollinated and vegetatively propagatespeciesvarietiesis that varieties can be considered
clearly distinguishable if the difference between two variegegsals orexceeds the Least
Significant Difference (LSD) at a specified probability level with the same sign over an
appropriate period, even if they aresdelbed by the same state of expression. This is a

relatively simple method but is considered appropriatevigetatively-propagated-arseli-
pollinatedand vegetatively propagatspeciesvarietiesbecause the level of variation within

suchvarieties isrelatively low—e—they-are-guite—uniform Further details are provided in
document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.”

55.3.2 CrossPollinated Varieties

88. UPOV has developed a method known as the Combined Over Years Distinctness
(COYD) analysis, whth takes into account variations between years and is particularly useful
for crosspollinated, including synthetic, varieties. This method requires the size of the
differences to be consistent over the years and takes into account the variation befewsen y

It is explained further in document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.” A refinement to the
COYD analysis is also provided which should be used to adjust the COYD analysis when
environmental conditions cause a significant change in the spacing betagety means in

a year, such as when a late spring causes the convergence of heading dates. It is
supplemented by a further LSD method for cases where few varieties in the growing tests lead
to less than about 2@egrees of freedom for the estimationstdndard error. Its main use is

for measurement in crogmllinated and synthetic varieties, but if desired it can also be used
for measurement irseltpollinated andvegetatively propagatedrseltfertilized varieties.

Where COYD analysis cannot beatsbecause the statistical criteria are not fulfilled, -non
parametric procedures can be considered. For more details on the handling of measured
guantitative characteristics see document TGP/9, “Examining Distinctness.”

5.6 General Guidelines for Deteining Distinctness

89. Individual Contracting Parties may develop their own systematic way of determining
distinctness, based on the principles laid down in this document. However, becagsenthe
qeneral qwdance on determlnlnq distinctness is aprjbcabross manyrest Gwdellnes}e

praeﬂeakappheaﬂen—ef—the—UP@V—anne@eswm-bms |sdeveloped in separatelocumer[t

TGP/9, “Examining Distinctnessgndnot reproduced in the individual Test Guidelines.
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6. EXAMINING UNIFORMITY

6.3 Particular Features of Propagation

92. The UPQV Convention links the uniformity requirement for a variety to the particular
features of its propagation. This means that #bsolute level of uniformity required for
vegetatively propagated varieties, truly sedllinated varieties, mainly seffollinated
varieties, inbred lines of hybrid varieties, crgssllinated varieties, mainly crogsllinated
varieties, synthetic vaaties and hybrid varieties willn generalpe different.

6.3.1 Selt-Pollinated and Vegetatively Propagated Varieties
6.3.1.3  Statistical Basis for Setting Numbers of &ff/pes

96. The acceptable number of dffpes tolerated in samples of vaus sizes is often based

on a fixed population standard and acceptance probability. The population standard can be
expressed as the percentage oftgfies to be accepted if all individuals of the variety could

be examined. The probability of correctaccepting that a variety is uniform is called the
acceptance probability. Based on statistical calculations for population standards and
acceptance probabilities, thecommendegopulation standard and acceptance probability
used—is are stated in the indidual Test Guidelines. The Test Guidelines alstte
recommendthe maximum number of offypes tolerated for a given sample size. More
detailed information can be found in document TGP/10, “Examining Uniformity.”

6.3.1.3.2 Mainly Self-Pollinated Vareties and Inbred Lines of Hybrid Varieties

98. For the purpose of DUS testing, mainly splillinated varieties are those that are not
fully self-pollinated but are treated as selbllinated for testing. For these, as well for as
inbred lines of hybridvarieties, a higher tolerance of difpesis-can beaccepted, compared

to truly selfpollinated and vegetatively propagated varieties. This is explained further in
document TGP/10, “Examining Uniformity”.

6.3.2 CrossPollinated Varieties

99. Crosspollinated varieties, including mainly crogmllinated and synthetic varieties,
generally exhibit wider variations within the variety than vegetatively propagated or self
pollinated varieties and inbred lines of hybrid varieties, and it is more difficuttetiermine
off-types. Therefore, Rrelative tolerance limits, for the range of variation, are set by
comparison with comparable varieties or types already known. This means that the candidate
variety should not be significantly less uniform than the comipleraarieties. For more
detailed information and guidance on setting standards for new types and species, see
documents TGP/10, “Examining Uniformity,” and TGP/13, “Guidance for New Types and
Species.”

6.3.3 Assessment of Uniformity in Hybrid Varieties
6.3.3.1  General
103. The assessment of uniformity in hybrid varieties depends on the type of hybrid, i.e.

whether it is a singkeross hybrid or another type, and whether it is a hybrid resulting from
inbred or vegetatively propagateparent lines orfom crosspollinated parents.
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6.3.3.4  Multiple-Cross Hybrid Varieties

107. For other than singkeross hybrids (e.g. thremay crosses or double crosses), a
segregation of certain characteristics is acceptable if it is compatible with the method of
propagation of the variety.e {ajif the heredity of a cleacut segregating characteristic is
known, it is required to behave in the predicted marbgr If the heredity of the
characteristic is not known, it is treated in the same way as other-podssated varieties, i.e.

the tolerance is set by existing comparable varieties (see Chapi&s)6.

108. {e)For setting a tolerance for the occurrence of inbred parent plants, the same
considerations apply as for a singleoss hybrid variety (see Chap&B.3.2).

7. EXAMINING STABILITY

7.3 Method ofExamination of Stability

7.3.1 General

111. It is not usually possible to perform tests of stability that produce results as certain as
those of the testing of distinctness and uniformity. However, egpee has demonstrated
that, in general, when submitted-samplariety has been shown to be unifortire-materiat

can also be consideréd bestable. Furthermore, if the variety is not stable, material produced
will not conform to the characteristics d¢he variety, and where the breeder is unable to
provide material conforming to the characteristics of the variety the breeder’s right may be
cancelled.

TABLE

ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTS

Planned Title

document

TGP/8 Use of Statistical Procedures in DUSSTiagsood-Statistical
Practicastor DUS Tasting

[Annex Il follows]
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UPDATE OF DOCUMENT WA/30/7, NOTES FOR RAFTING TGP DOCUMENTS
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D
hship
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Ref. Title
TG/O Office List of TGP Documents and Latest Issue Dates
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
TGP/1 Office General Introduction With Explanations
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
TGP/2 Office List of Test Guidelines Adopted by UPOV
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
TGP/3 VARIETIES OF COMMONKNOWLEDGE
(Coordinator: Office of the Unin)
3.1 Office The Notion of Breeder
(Dratft:
CAJ/43/2)
3.2 | (Mrs. Scott,| Developments and Explanations Regarding Varieties of Common Knowledge
(GB)
TWA Mrs Rucker (DE) to draft paper for consideration at the TWA in 2002.
TGP/4 MANAGEMENT OF VARIETY COLLECTIONS
(Coordinator: Mr. Guiard, FR)
TWA COMMENTMay be necessary, in future, to merge with TGP/9 “Examir|
Distinctness”
4.1 General Guidance for the Management of Variety Collections
TWA Mr. Guiard, (FR){Braft—TC/36/7-4A&B)todraftto produce draft for circulation t
TWPs in 2002, based on TWA comments on document TWA/30/17 (Relatio
between varieties of common knowledge and [reference] variety collections
discussions with Mr Green (GB) and TWO representative.
TWV Mr. Green (GB) to participate in development
TWO TWO to participate in development
4.2 TWF Guidance for variety collections which are planted at different times to candidate

varieties (e.g. trees)
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TGP/5 EXPERIENCE AND COOPRATION IN DUS TESTING
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
5.1 | C/27/15, Model Administrative Agreement for International Cooperation in the Testing of
Annex IlI Varieties
5.2 | C/IXVII/9 UPOV Model Form for the Application for Plant Breeders'dRits
Add.
Annexes ||
and IV,
Part |
TWV The TWV proposed that the application form should contain a declaration fromjthe
breeder regarding freedom from factors which may affect the expression of
characteristics (see TC/37/9(a): 2.5.3) and advising of any use of e.g. propagafion
methodswvhich might also affect the expression of characteristics.
1. Comment: The need to move the declaration regarding freedom from such flctors
TWA will depend on the CAJ advice on the legal status of information supplied in thq TQ.
2. Comment: The TQ informain on authorization for release (section 8) may al$o
need to be moved to the application form depending on the status of the infornjation
provided in the TQ.
5.3 | TC/26/6, Technical Questionnaire to be Completed in Connection waithApplication for
Annexll, Plant Breeders'’ Rights
pages 13
TWA Comment: This may need to be modified according to advice from the CAJ gn the
status of the information provided in the TQ.
5.4 | TC/XXV/12 | UPOV Request for Examination Results
Annex,
page6
5.5 | TC/XXV/12 | UPOV Answer to the Request for Examination Results
Annex,
page’
5.6 | TC/XXV/12 | UPOV Report on Technical Examination
Annex,
pagel
5.7| TC/26/6, UPQV Variety Description
Annexl|,
pages 13
5.8 | TC/XXV/12 | UPQV Interim Report on Technicab@&mination
Annex,
page5
TWV/ TWA | Propose the drafting of guidelines for the use of, and arrangements for, interin
reports.
5.9 C/(34)/5 Cooperation in Examination
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For

m

rials

5.10| TC/(36)/4 List of Species in Which Practical Technical Knowledge Has Been Acquired of
Which NationalGuidelines Have Been Established
5.11| Office Notification of Additional Characteristics
(Draft: GB
paper)
TGP/6 ARRANGEMENTS FOR DUSTESTING
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
6.1 Summary of Options for Arranging DUS Testing
TWO TWO to draft propoal
6.2 | C/27/15, Model Administrative Agreement for International Cooperation in the Testin
Annex Il Varieties
6.3 Consideration-ef-Applicat@uidelines for thdnvolvementof Breedersn the
Growing Test
TWA Mr Hossain (AU) to produce revisedatdt of TC/36/7 6B, based on comments frg
TWA in 2000 and responses to TC/37/7 as reported by the Office of the Union
6.4 | C/27/15, Declaration on the Conditions for the Examination of a Variety Based on T
Annex Il Carried Out by or on Behalf of Brelers
6.5 Surveylnformationon the Level of Involvement of thapplicantBreederin the
Growing Test
Office Office to produce report based on responses to TC/37/7Rev.
TGP/7 (Draft: DEVELOPMENT OF TESTGUIDELINES

TC/37/10)

(Coordinator: Mrs. Buitedag, ZA)
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TGP/8

USE OF STATISTICAL RROCEDURES IN DUS TESING
(Coordinator: UPOV Office)

8.1

TWC
TWO

Introduction
(S. Gregoird ER), L. Keizer(NL) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)

TWO to participate in development

8.2

TWC

Validation of Data and Assmptions
(K. KristensenDK), J. ThisserfNL) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)

8.3

TWC

Experimental Design Practices (to cover TGP/7)
8.3.1 Selection of trial site

8.3.2 Size and elements of the trial: plot size and shape, no. of replications, design

etc...
8.3.3 Sampling from the trial
8.3.4 Typeland Type Il errors

(J. Thisser{NL), U. Meyer(DE) to draft by end July 2001)
Office of the Union to circulate, to other TWPs, for comment during 2001.

8.4

TWC

Type of Characteristics and their Scale Level

8.4.1 Ratio scale data
8.4.2 Interval scale data
8.4.3 Ordinal scale data
8.4.4 Nominal scale data
8.4.5 Combined scale data

(U. Meyer to draft by 18 June 2001)

8.5

TWC

Statistical Methods for DUS Examination

(S. Watson, A. RobertgGB) to prepae list of methods, including multivariate
analysis, for TWC meeting in 2002)

8.6

TWC

Examining DUS in Bulk Samples
(K. KristensenDK) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)

TGP/9

EXAMINING DISTINCTNESS
(Coordinator: UPQV Office)

981

TWV
TWA

TWO

Medel-systems&eneral Procedurder Determining Distinctness

Mr Semon (CPVO) to draft paper for presentation to TWV and other TWP’s in 2002.
Mr Guiard (FR) and Mr Hossain (AU) to draft revised paper based on TWA

comments on TWA/30/9 Corr and TWA/30/9d4.1, for “official” and “breeder”

testing system respectively. Revised papers to be sent to Mr Semon (CPVO) 4nd the

TWO representative prior to circulation to all TWP’s in 20B&/A—wish—to
participate-in-development-of proposal

TWO wish to participateri development of proposal
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912 Consideration of the Application of Statistical Methods
(Make reference to TGP/8)
TWA TWA to draft this section only after the development of TGP/8.1 and the completion
of all other sections of TGP/9, in order to prdeia comprehensive summary.
9.23 Consideration of All Varieties of Common Knowledge in the Examinationy of
Distinctness:
9.2.1 Categorization of Varieties (Test Guidelines)
9.2.2 Prescreening using variety descriptions (Destiaps from the
same or different locations)
9.2.3 Organizing the growing trial (Grouping; Randomization)
TWV Mr van Ettekoven (NL) to draft paper for presentation to TWV and other TWPJs in
2002.
TWA 1. Mr Guiard (FR) to develop document on the basis of the GAlstem as
explained in TWA/30/15. This paper to be discussed with Mr van Ettekoven [NL)
and the TWO nominee, followed by circulation to the TWP’s in 2002.
2. TWA propose a link between this section and TGP/4 * Management of Vdriety
Collections”.
TWO TWO wish to participate in development of proposal
9.4 Examining Distinctness in Different Types of Variety
TWC (B. Ruecker(DE) to draft by end July 2001)
TWA TWA to participate in developmeiiity commenting on TWA/30/10 (Draft Section fpr
TGP/9Examining Distinctness).
TWO TWO to participate in development
TWF TWEF to participate in development of section on Rootstocks
9.45 Use of the Parental Formula for Examining Distinctness in Hybrids
TWA PAMAto-draftMr Guiard (FR) to produce revised draft ondim of comments of
TWA/30/13 (Use of Parental Formula for Examining Distinctness in hybrids)|and
TWA/28/16 (DUS Testing of Oilseed Rape Varieties).
9.5 | TWC Use of Multiple Locations in the Examination of Distinctness
(Twc/ (S. Gregoird FR) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)
17/10 and
18/2)
9.67 | TWC Recommended Statistical Methods
(TC/33/7) | 961 covD
(12%?/ 9.6.2 LSD
Annex Probability levels

(S. Watson, A. RobertssB) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)
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lude

97 | PAA
AL
PAOD
TGP/10 EXAMINING UNIFORMITY
(Coordinator: UPOQV Office)
10.1|{ UPOV Considering the Application of Statistical Methods (Make reference to TGP/8)
Office
TWO TWO wish to participate in development
10.2| TWC Assessing Uniformity according to the Features of Propagation (to in
explanation of relative tolance)
10.2.1  Uniformity using Off Types
10.2.2  Uniformity assessment on the basis of Variances
(B. Rucker(DE) to draft by end of July 2001for circulation to TWA, TWO and TWH
for comment in 2001). Revised version to be prepared and circulated to &5Tik\
202.
10.3| TWC Recommended Statistical Methods
(TC/33/7) |10.3.1 COYU
(Twc/ Annex: Probability levels
14/6) 10.3.2 Off-types
absolute
relative— method to be developed
10.3.3 Segregation ratios
(10.3.1/2 S. Watson, A. RobertsB) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)
(20.3.3 J. Law(GB) to draft for TWC meeting in 2002)
TGP/11 EXAMINING STABILITY
TWV CPVO to draft paper for presentation to TWV and other TWP’s in 2002. (To ing

explanation of difference between “verification” and exaation of stability)

lude
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TGP/12 SPECIAL CHARACTERISTCS
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
12.1| (Draft: Characteristics Expressed in Response to External Factors
TC/36/7
12D)
TWV 12.1.1 Disease Resistance
Mr van Ettekover(NL) to draftpaper for presentation to TWV and other
TWP’s in 2002.
TWA 12.1.2 Chemical Response (e.g. Herbicide tolerance)
Mr Hossain (AU) to draft paper for TWA in 2002.
TWA 12.1.3 Insect Resistance
Mr Guiard (FR) to draft paper for TWA in 2002. (Mr Hossain (AU) to
contibute)
12.2 Chemical constituents
TWA 12.2.1 Protein Electrophoresis
Mr Camlin (GB) and Mr Guiard (FR) to draft paper for TWA in 2002,
with reference to TC/36/7 12E.
12.3| (Draft: Examination of combined characteristics using Image ¥sial
TC/36/7
12B)
12.4 Examination of scent and flavor characteristics
TWV TWV to draft
TGP/13 GUIDANCE FOR NEW TYHRES AND SPECIES
(Coordinator: Ms. Scott, GB)
13.1 General Guidance for Nefwpes-andSpecies
TWA Mr Camlin (GB) to produce paper fofWA and TWO in 2002, based on TC/36f7
13A&B, in consultation with TWO representative.
TWO TWO wish to participate in development
13.2 Guidance for New Types of Variety
TWA Mr Camlin (GB) to produce paper for TWA and TWO in 2002, based on TC/B6/7
13A&B, in consultation with TWO representative.
13.2 Guidance for New Multiand Interspecific Hybrids

TWF

TWEF to draft
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TGP/14 GLOSSARY OF TECHNICA, BOTANICAL AND STATISTICAL TERMS
USED IN UPOV DOCUMEN'S
(Coordinators: Office of the Union, Ms. ScaBB + Mrs. Buitendag, ZA, Mr. Law,
GB + Mr.Pilarczyk, PL + Mr.Harsanyi, HU)
14.1| UPOV Technical Terms
Office
(Draft:
TC/36/7
18A)
14.2| 7272 Botanical Terms
(Draft:
TC/36/5)
14.3| Mr. Hossain,| Statistical Terms
(AU)
(Draft:
TWA/29/9)
Ref. Title
TGP/15 NEW TYPES OF CHARACERISTICS
(Coordinator: Office of the Union)
15.1| TC, Molecular characteristics
BMT,
all TWP's

[Annex IV follows]



TWA/30/20

ANNEX IV

UP 0 v TWA/30/19 Annex 3
DRAFT TG/TEMPLATE

ORIGINAL: English

DATE :

INTERNATIONAL UNION UNION INTERNATIONALE INTERNATIONALER UNION INTERNACIONAL
FOR THEPROTECTION POUR LA PROTECTION VERBAND ZUM SCHUTZ PARA LA PROTECCION
OF NEW VARIETIES OF DES QB:FENTIONS VON PFLANZEN- DE LAS OBTENCIONES

PLANTS VEGETALES ZUCHTUNGEN VEGETALES
Main Common Name
(E,F,G&YS)
[types of ] Latin name
UPQV Code see TGP/7 Title Page

GUIDELINES

FOR THE CONDUCT OF TESTS

FOR DISTINCTNESS, UNIFORMITY AND STABILITY

Alternative Latin Name's

Alternative Common Namés

English French German Spanish

! These names were correct at the time of the introduction of these Test Guidelines but may be revised
or updated. Readers are advised to consult the UPOV Code (to be found on the UPOV Web site ?) for
the latest information. (see TGP/7 Title Page)

ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTS

THESE GUIDELINES SH@LD BE READ IN CONJWNCTION WITH DOCUMENT
TG/1/3 “REVISED GENRAL INTRODUCTION TO THE EXAMINATION OF
DISTINCTNESS, UNIFORMITY AND STABILITY A ND THE DEVELOPMENT G
HARMONIZED DESCRIPTONS OF NEW VARIETIESOF PLANTS.”
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NOTE PROPOSAL PR TC TO REQUEST TWE TO DRAFT SCHEME PR HANDLING
LONG LIST OF VARIETIES

1. SUBJECT OF THESE GUWELINES
These Test Guidelines apply to all varieties of [see TGP/7 1.1]

[see TGP/7 1]

2. MATERIAL REQUIRED

2.1 The competent authorities decide on theantity and quality of the plant material required for
testing the variety and when and where it is to be deliverégplicaniBreedes submitting material
from a State other than that in which the testing takes place must ensure that all customsiégrmalit
and phytosanitary requiremerase complied with.

2.2 The material is to be supplied in the form of [see TGP/7 2.2]

2.3 The minimum quantity of plant material to be supplied by #pplicanbreedeiin one or several
samples should be:

[XxxXX]

based on the standard UPQV formula specified in TGP/7 “Development of Test Guidelines”
2.4 The plant material supplied should be visibly healthy, not lacking in vigor or affected by any
important pest or disease [see TGP/7 2.4].
2.5 The plant material stuld not have undergone any treatment unless the competent authorities
allow or request such treatment. If it has been treated, full details of the treatment must be given.
3. CONDUCT OF TESTS
3.1 The minimum duration of tests should normally be [s€&PT7 3.1].
3.2 The tests should normally be conducted at one place. If any characteristics of the variety, which
are appropriate for the examination of DUS, cannot be seen at that place, the variety may be tested at
an additional place.
3.3 The testsBould be carried out under conditions ensuring satisfactory growth for the conduct of
the examination. The size of the plots should be such that plants or parts of plants may be removed for
measurement and counting without prejudice to the observatiorehwiiist be made up to the end of
the growing cycle. Each test should include a total of [see TGP/7 3.3] plants which should be divided
between [see TGP/7 3.3] replicates

3.4 Additional tests for examining relevant characteristics may be established.
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4. METHODS AND OBSERVATONS

4.1 Number of Plants / Parts of Plants to be Examined by Measuring, Weighing or Counting

4.1.1 Unless otherwise indicated, all observations determined by measuring, weighing or counting
should be made on [see TGP/7 4.1] ptaor [see TGP/7 4.1] parts taken from each of [see TGP/7 4.1]
plants.

4.23 Distinctness

It is of particular importance for users of these Test Guidelines to consult [TG/1/3 cefrently
Chapter 5 of TC/37/9] prior to making decisions regarding distiass. However, the following
points are provided for elaboration or emphasis in these Test Guidelines.

4.23.1 Consistency

It is generally recommended that the growing trials are conductecaovess{x] growing
cycle(s) to ensure that any diffels in a characteristic asgfficiently consistent

[see TGP/7 4.2.1]
4.23.2 Clear Differences

Determining whether a difference between two varieties is clear depends on many factors, and
should consider, in particular, the type of expression ofdh&racteristic being examined, i.e.
whether it is expressed in a qualitative, quantitative, or psewdditative manner [quote from
TC/37/9 5.3.3.2]. Therefore, is important that users of these Test Guidelines are familiar with
the recommendations prioled by [TG/1/3 ref— currently Chapter 5 of TC/37/9] prior to
making decisions regarding distinctness

4.3 Uniformity

4.3.1 It is of particular importance for users of these Test Guidelines to consult [TG/1/3 ref
currently Chapter 6 of TC/37/9] prioto making decisions regarding uniformity. However, the
following points are provided for elaboration or emphasis in these Test Guidelines.

[see TGP/7 4.3]
4.3.2 Unrelated and Very Atypical Plants

The test material may contain plants that are veypiaal or unrelated to those of the variety. These
are not necessarily treated as-tfipes, or part of the variety, and may be disregarded, and the test may
be continued, as long as the removal of these very atypical or unrelated plants does nan @asult
insufficient number of suitable plants for the examination, or make the examination impractical. [from
TG/1/3: currently TC/37/9 paragraph 108]

4.4  Stability

It is not usually possible to perform tests of stability that produce results as cestdéimose of the
testing of distinctness and uniformitydowever, experience has demonstrated that, in general, when a
submltted variety has been shown to be uniform it can also be considered to be Hmbtyeif

theuma%enaLea#alseJ@eueensldered—ste{miem TG/1/3 currently TC/37/9 paragraph 111]

[see TGP/7 4.4]
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[4.5 Timing of Observation of Clustered Characteristidg§applicable]

[see TGP/7 4.5]

[4.6 Observation of Color if applicable]

[see TGP/7 4.6]

5. GROUPING OF VARIETIES AND ORGANIZATION OF THE GROWING TRIAL

5.1 The collection of varieties to be grown in the trial and the way in which they are divided into
groups to facilitate the asssment of distinctness is aided by the use of grouping characteristics.

5.2 Grouping characteristics are those in which the documented states of expression, even where
produced at different locations, can be used to select, either individually avnmination with

other such characteristics, varieties of common knowledge that should be included in the growing
trial for examination of distinctness. In addition, they are characteristics in which the documented
states of expression, even where produatdifferent locations, can be used, either individually or

in combination with other such characteristics, to organize the growing trial so that similar varieties
are grouped together. [from TG/1/3: currently TC/37/9 chapter 4.8]

5.3 The following claracteristics have been selected as grouping characteristics:
[see TGP/7 5.3]

5.4 Grouping characteristics and characteristics included in the Technical Questionnaire are those
considered to be particularly useful when arranging for similar varietid®tplaced together in the
trial.

6. INTRODUCTION TO THETABLE OF CHARACTERISTICS

6.1 Cateqories of Characteristics Within the Test Guidelines

6.1.1 StandardTest Guidelines Characteristics

Standard Test Guidelines characteristics are those which areveggd by UPOV for examination of

DUS and from which Contracting Parties can select those suitable for their particular circumstances.
[from TG/1/3: currently TC/37/9 chapter 4.8]

[see TGP/7 6.1.1]

6.1.2  Asterisked Characteristics

Asterisked charactetiss (denoted by *) are those which are important for the international
harmonization of variety descriptions and should always be examined for DUS and included in the
variety description by all Contracting Parties except when the state of expressiopreteding
characteristic or regional environmental conditions render this inappropriate. [from TG/1/3: currently
TC/37/9 chapter 4.8]

[see TGP/7 6.1.2]

6.1.3  Grouping Characteristics

see section 5
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6.2 States of Expression and Corresponding Notes

Staes of expression are given for each characteristic to define the characteristic and to harmonize
descriptions. Each state of expression is allocated a corresponding numerical note for ease of
recording the description.

6.3 Types of Expression

An explanation of the types of expression of characteristics (Qualitative, Quantitative and Pseudo
Qualitative) is provided in TG/1/3 [ref] [currently chapter 4.4 of TC/37/9]

[see Section 4.2.2.1]

6.4 Example Varieties

Example varieties are usually provideddam particular where it is not possible, or practical, to
illustrate the states of expression (in Chapter 8) in a way which applies to all environments in which
the DUS examination may be conducted

The example varieties provided in these Test Guidslaggply to the following regions:

[xxxx]

[see TGP/7 6.4]

6.5 Legend:

* Asterisked characteristiesee 6.1.2

(QL) Qualitative characteristie see 6.3

(QN) Quantitative characteristicsee 6.3

(PQ) PseudeQualitative characteristie see 6.3

[see TGP/7 6.5]

(MS) Measurement of a number of individual plants or parts of plants
(MG) Measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants

(VS) Visual assessment of a number of individual plants or parts of plants
(VG) Visual assessment of a group dépts or parts of plants

(Footnoty Footnote explaining reason why method of observation not provided

+) See Explanations on the Table of Characteristics in Chapter 8.
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7. TABLE OF CHARACTERISTICS

Table of Characteristics/Tableau des caractereg{Malstabelle/Tabla de caracteres

[see TGP/7, Chapter 7]

Stage " Example Varieties
Stade Y English francais deutsch espaiiol Exemples Note/
Stadium Beispielssorten Nota
D Variedades ejemplo
Estadio”
Box Box2 Box3 Box 3 Box 3 Box 3 Box 4 Box
1 5

@ Where appropriate, the optimum stage of development for the assessment of the characteristic is
indicated according to the scale described in chapter 8.

8. EXPLANATIONS ON THETABLE OF CHARACTERISTICS

Ad. [char. no.]: [Heading of Characteristic]

9. LITERATURE

[see TGP/7, Section 9]
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10. TECHNICAL QUESTIONNARE

Reference Number
(not to be filled in by the

applicanbreedey

TECHNICAL QUESTIONNAIRE
to be completed in connection with an applicationgtant breeders’ rights

Subject of the Technical Questionnaire

1.1 Latin Name [see TGP/7 1.1]
1.2 Common Name [see TGP/7 1.1]

Applicant

Name

Address

Tel. No.

Fax No.

E-mail address

Proposed denomination or breeder’s reference
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** **

4. Information on the origin and propagation of the variety

4.1 Origin

o 1=
(¢p]
<
D
g
()
Lo
<<
-
L el

= ide details):
OPTIONS

5. Characteristicof the variety to be indicated (the number in brackets refers to the correspon
characteristic in Test Guidelines; please mark the state of expression which best corresponds).

[see TGP/7 TQ5]

Characteristics Example Varieties Note

ing
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6.

Similar varieties and differences from these varieties

Denomination of Characteristic in which ~ State of expression of  State of expression of
similar variety the similar variety is candidate variety similar variety
different®

0)

considering that the varieties can be clearly distinguished.

In the case of identical states of expressions of both varieties, please indicate the bi

hsis for

7. Additional information
7.1 Additional characteristics which may help to distirigh the variety
+1-1 Resistance-to-pests-and-diseases
— 732 Other
OPTIONS
7.2 Special conditions for the examination of the variety
7.2.1  Are there any special conditions for growing the variety or conducting the examinal
YES [ ] NO [ ]
7.2.2 Ifyes please give details:
7.3 Other information

[see TGP/7 TQ7.3]

tion?
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Authorization for release

(@) Does the variety require prior authorization for release under legislation
concerning the protection of the environment, huraad animal health?

Yes [] No []
(b) Has such authorization been obtained?
Yes [] No []

If the answer to (b) is yes, please attach a copy of the authorization.

Declaration of suitability of material for DUS examination

To the best of my knowledge the material submitted for examination is free from any factq
that may affect the expression of the characteristics of the variety, within the terms of chay
2.5.3 of TG/1/3 “Revised General Introduction to the ExaminatibDistinctness, Uniformity

and Stability and the Development of Harmonized Descriptions of New Varieties of Plants”.

YES [..]
NO [..] (please provide details)

Name Sighature

Date

Irs
ter

[Annex V follows]
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ANNEX V

E

Reference to document TC/37/10,

Rev. 2 (TWC, TWV) TWA/30/19 Annex 4
UPOV ORIGINAL: English
DATE September 7, 2001

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR THE PROTECTION OF NEW VARIETIES OF PLANTS
GENEVA

TECHNICAL WORKING PARTY
FOR
AGRICULTURAL CROPS

Thirtiet h Session
Texcoco, Mexico, September 3to 7, 2001

Proposed Revisions to:
DOCUMENT TC/37/10:DRAFT TPG/7: “DEVELOPMENT OF TEST GUIDEINES”
Resulting from
THE TECHNICAL WORKING PARTY FOR AGRICULURE

Document prepared by the Office of the Union

1. Circular U30932 provided document TC/37/10 (plus annex) as the draft for TGP/7
“Development of Test Guidelines”.

2. Document TC/37/10 has been reviewed by both The Technical Working Party on
Automation and Computer Programs (TWC) and The Technical Workingy Plar
Vegetables (TWV). This document is an amended version of TC/37/10 and Annex showing
their proposed changes.

3. The purpose of showing these proposals is to highlight the discussions which have
already taken place for the benefit of the TWA. Howevduring discussion on this item,
participants will be invited to direct any commeriherto the original TC/37/1@r to this
revised version, whichever is most convenient.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The purpose of this document is to provide guidance ba tevelopment of
standardized UPOV Test Guidelines and it is aimed at the drafters of UPOV and National
Test Guidelines. UPOV has prepared, as Annex |, a standard template “TG/Template” as the
starting point for the development of Test Guidelines.

2. The TG/Template contains the minimum standard wording, which is appropriate for all
Test Guidelines. Drafters of Test Guidelines should start with the TG/Template (Annex I)
and refer to the detailed guidance (Prefixed witbutdance”) set out below wherghis is
indicated in TG/Template. In this way, the template can be completed or further elaborated,
according to the circumstances of the varieties to be covered by the particular Test Guidelines.
Additional standard wording (Prefixed withStandard wordig..”) in this document is
marked between “...” and can be copied directly into the Test Guidelines where it is
appropriate. The section numbering in this document coincides with the numbering in the
template document “TG/Template” for ease of referenck. should be noted that the
TG/Template standard wordingm®t reproduced in the sections below.

3. The standard wording is preferred, wherever possible, because this greatly reduces the
editorial work in considering Test Guidelines. For examp&fain terms have already been
translated into all the UPOV languages in an agreed way and the original reference texts are
more likely to be available to UPOV users. If standard wording is not used in Test Guidelines
it will be highlighted by a # symbolo alert the Technical Working Party, Editorial
Committee and Technical Committee accordingly and perhaps lead to the extension or
modification of this document. [Note: this will only come into operation with the electronic
version of TG/Template]

4. In cases where specific standard wording is not provided, drafters should refer to
AnnexIl which provides some other recognized UPOV terms. It should be noted that, in
general, the use of abbreviations should be avoided in drafting Test Guidelines.

5. The individual Test Guidelines are prepared in a number of Technical Working Parties
specialized in different types of plants (Agricultural Crops, Fruit Crops, Ornamental Plants
and Forest Trees, Vegetables). Once completed, the draft is sent for commethis
international professional organizations and to important institutions working in the field of
the species concerned. On the basis of the comments received, the Draft Test Guidelines are
finalized by the Technical Working Party concerned and preskrio the Technical
Committee for final adoption and publication. Details of the process for introducing or
revising Test Guidelines are set out in Anfldx Document TGP/2 contains a list of all Test
Guidelines adopted by UPOV.

6. This document is, éreafter, set out in the order of the title page and ten chapters
corresponding to those found in TG/Template (Annex 1). At this point readers should go to
TG/Template as the starting point and refer to the following text where advised in the
TG/Template.
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TITLE PAGE

Main Common Name: Guidance:To be presented in all UPOV languages
(bold capital letters)

[Types of] Latin Name: Guidance: [types of] section to be completed where the
coverage of the Latin name is wider than the coverage of the
Test Gudelines
(Latin name in italics)

UPOQV Code: Guidance: (To be developed)

Alternative Latin Names: Guidance: All known alternative Latin names to be

presented (using UPOV code when established)
Alternative Common Names: Guidance: All well-known alternate common names, in

UPOV languages, to be presented (using UPOV code when
established)

1. SUBJECT OF THESE GUWELINES

Standard wording:

“These Test Guidelines apply to all varieties of ..[insert “UPOV Code; [types of] [Latin
name]”™ — as specified o the title page.

Guidance:Iln some cases it is also considered helpful to identify the family (not in italics).

Guidance:Separate Test Guidelines are usually drawn up for each species. It may however
be considered necessary to include two or moeeigs, a whole genus or even a larger unit in
one Test Guidelines document. Alternatively, different groups inside a species can be dealt
with in different Test Guidelines if they can be clearly separated, either botanically or by
other clear grouping chaacteristics.

Standard wording where appropriate:

“Basis for Differentiating Varieties of the Same Species Not Covered by These Test
Guidelines”

Guidance:The Test Guidelines should state the basis for differentiating varieties of the same
species not cgered by these Test Guidelines.
[Standard wording for different options may be developed.]
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Standard wording where appropriate:

“Basis for Differentiating Varieties Covered by Different Sets of Example Varieties”

Guidance: The Test Guidelines should egoh characteristics which allow distinctness for
varieties covered by the different sets of example varieties (e.g. Winter/Spring) or should state
if there is a possibility of overlap i.e. some varieties which need to be considered for
distinctness againstrieties covered by different sets of example varieties.

[Standard wording for different options may be developed.]

2. MATERIAL REQUIRED

2.1

2.2 Guidance:This should specify in what form the material should be provided e.g. seed,
cuttings etc...

[List of standard possibilities to be developed]

2.3 Guidance: Number of Propagules/Seeds (N) = X(p*1/a) #(*1/b,) + Z(1/s*p*1/a)

Formula Input
= Total number of growing trials

p = Number of plants per growing trial [guidance to be developed]

a = Level of plant establishment in growing trial from initial
submitted seed / propagule

Ym = Number of special tests

rmy = Number of plants per tegf[guidance to be developed]

bny = Level of plant establishment in special tegf from initial
submitted seed / propagule

Z = Number of years of stock required for growing trials for
reference sample

s = rate of deterioration in store

Comment: Introduce extra Z factor to allow for the provision of samples to other DUS
examiners

>> Number of Propagules/Seeds Required =
OR

Quantity of Seed (Q) = N/1000 * TSW

TSW= Thousand Seed Weigsee TGP/7 2.2]

>> Quantity of Seed Required =



2.4

2.5

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4
4.

4.1
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Guidance:The thousand seed weight should be that provided by ISTA, where possible,
and the mximum thousand seed weight should be used where a range is given.

Standard wordingrhere-appropriatdor seed

(@) Germination capacity of seed

“The minimum germination capacity of the seatiould be as high as possible awmil

be determined by #tncompetent authority to be at a level to be sufficient for the conduct
of a satisfactory examination of the variety and for satisfactory storage of a reference
sample.”

(b) Health of submitted material

“In particular, the submitted plant material must foee from [insert as appropriate]”.

CONDUCT OF TESTS

Guidance:Refer to TG/1/3 [ref.] (currently document TC/37/9, Chapter 5.3.3.1) for
general guidance and to Test Guidelines covering similar types of varieties.

[Further, more detailedugdelines may be developed.]

Standard wording where appropriate:

The mlnlmum duration of tests should normally be [X] mdependent growmg cycles

(eg—d##e#ent—seasens)lt should be ensured that all reIevant charactenstlcs can be
examined in all cycles.

Guidance: A relevant example should be provided for the species concerned (e.g.
examination of vernalization requirement in wheat)

Standard wording:
“Each test should include a total of [x] plants which should be divided between [y]

replicates.”
[Guidelines to be developed]

METHODS AND OBSERVATONS

Number of Plants / Parts of Plants to be Examined by Measuring, Weighing or Counting

4.1.1 Standad wording:

“Unless otherwise indicated, all observations determined by measurement, weighing or
counting should be made on [x] plants or [y] parts taken from each of [x] plants.”
[Guidelines to be developed]
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“Inthe caseof ............ ”
[Guidelines to be developed for specific tests e.g. laboratory tests, bulk samples etc...]]

4.1.2

4.2 Distinctness
4.2.1 Consistency

Standard wording:

“It is generally recommended that the growing trials are conducted over [x] growing
cycle(s) [as specified in 3.1] to ensure that any differences in a characteristic are
sufficiently consistent.”

Standard wording where appropriate:

“In the case of ¢.g—diseaseresistance-tagtecify any tests other than the qrowmg
trialg] it is recommended that the characteristic(s) should be examined..........
[Standard wording options to be developed]

4.2.2 Clear differences

4.2.2.1 Standard wording where appropriatefor Test Guidelines covering hybrid
varieties:

“TG/1/3 [ref] [currently docuent TC/37/9, Chapter 5.3.3.2] sets out guidance for the
possible use of parental formulae in the examination of DUS of hybrid varieties.”

Hsed—asﬁappﬁepﬁa%e—tepthe—ﬁ@wdemes—eeneeme&tandard Wordlnq where
appropriate: The following wording (a)/(b)/(c) should be used as appropriate
for the Test Guidelines concernedmore than one option can be provided with a
recommendation for specific characteristics

@ | I heroi little variation within varieties]

“Guidance on the interpretation of the observations for the assessment of distinctness
without the application of statistical methods is provided in TG/1/3 [ref] [currently
document TC/37/9Chapter 5.4]"

(b) *“Guidance on the interpretation of the observations for the assessment of
distinctness with the application of statistical methods is provided in TG/1/3 Chapter
[ref.. — currently Chapter 5.5 of document TC/37/9].”
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Standard wording whe appropriate: where measured characteristics are
included in the Test Guidelines:

s e T

(TWA Comment: There is no difference of wording when used for different types

of variety)

Varieties can be awsidered clearly distinguishable if:

Standard wording where appropriate (option 1):

the difference between thepyuals orexceeds the Least Significant Difference
(LSD) at a probability level of [x] with the same sign at least two independent

cyclesevera-period-offy]

Standard wording where appropriate (option 2):

[COYD option— Guidelines to be produced in TGP/9 “Examining Distinctness]

even if they are described by the same state of expression.”
[Guidelines to be produced in TGP/9 “Examining istness]

(c) “Guidance on the assessment of Distinctness is provided in TGP/9 “Examining
Distinctness”

4.3 Uniformity
Standard wording where appropriate:
(a) Sel-Pollinated and Vegetatively Propagated Varieties
“The acceptable number of effpes tolerated in a sample size of [number specified in
section 4.1 of Test Guidelines] is [x] on the basis of a populattandard of [y] and an
acceptance probability of [z].” [Guidance to be developed in TGP/10]
Standard wording where appropriate:
“When uniformity is assessed by COYU the acceptance probability shouldlbefier
2 independent cycles, [P2] after 3 indegdent cycles, or [P3] after 4 independent cycles

." The rejection criterion is [P4] after 2 independent cycles, [P5] after 3 independent
cycles, or [P6] after 4 independent cyc[&uidance to be developed in TGP/10]

b) CrossPollinated Varieties

Standardwording:
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The variability within the variety should natignificantly exceed the variability of
comparable varieties already known.
Standard wording where appropriate:

“When uniformity is assessed by COYU the acceptance probability should be [P]".
[Guidance to be developed in TGP/10]

Standard wording where appropriate:

[Guidance on alternative to COYU, e.g, where insufficient degrees of freedom, to be
developed in TGP/10]

Standard wording where appropriate:

“In the case of uniformity assessed oretbasis of offtypes the variability within
varieties should be based on the variability of comparable varieties already known. The
accepted number of offypes in a sample size of [number specified in section 4.1]
should be calculated using [method to developed] with an acceptance probability of

[P]”. [Guidance to be developed in TGP/10]

COMMENT: alternative options to be sent to the Office for inclusion.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

COMMENT: THE TWA HAD NO FURTHER TIME TODISCUSS THE DOCUMENTIN
DETAIL BEYOND THIS POINT BUT WILL SEND WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE
REMAINDER OF THE DOQJMENT TO THE OFFICEBY END NOVEMBER.

(Separate discussions related to specific sections are reported below:

6.4 Example Varieties

Guidance:

There is a particular need for the Té€atiidelines to provide up to date example varieties
for characteristics included in the Technical Questionnaire. National Authorities and
breeders’ organizations are invited to notify UPOV when these are in need of updating.

example

Standard wording where appropriate:

“Where the example varieties are only applicalie,available,for certan regions a
separate set of example varieties is provided as far as possible”.
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Guidance: [guidelines to be developed on when to establish different sets of example
varieties and how to format the TG’s to provide separate sets of example varieties
be developed by Mr Guiard (FR)

Guidance: For quantitative characteristics, example varieties shewasl far as
possible-be given, at least for a few states of expression (e.g. 3, 5, 7). The minimum
requirement is that states 3, 5, 7 should be indicatetthenTest Guidelines but if it is
required to list example varieties for one or both extremes, then states 1, 3,5, 7 or 3, 5,
7,90r1,3,5,7,9 are to be indicated. Experts very seldom decide to include example
varieties for even states as well buttins case the full range of states 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,

8, 9 should be listed.

Legend:

(+) TWA Comment: Even where there are example varieties illustrations
(photographs, diagrams etc..) should be provided

Standard wording where appropriate: (se&P/8)

(A) Observe characteristic on: spaced plants
(B) row plots
(C) special test

Standard wording where appropriate: (see TGP/8)

(MG) physical measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants

(MS) physical measurement of a number diwvidual plants or parts of plants
(VG) visual assessment of a group of plants or parts of plants

(VS) visual assessment of a number of individual plants or parts of plants

[Annex VI follows]
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Comments on the Test Guidelines made at the TWA

Test Guidelines to be presented at the Technical Committee

TG/31/7(PROJ.) COCRFOOQT,

Il Material Required

To keep the following sentence

1.

The minimum requirements for germination capacity, moisture content and purity should not
be lesstan the marketing standafekcertified-seediccepted in the country. Especially for
storage, which requires a higher standard, the applicant should state the actual germination
capacity which should be as high as possible.

I1l. Conductof Tests

Paragaph 1 to read:
1. The minimum duration of tests should normally be two independent growing cycles.

IV. Methods and Observations

3. Where observations in both spaced plants and row plots, it is likely that the expression of
the characteristic and its iied of recording be different from the single spaced plants, as
plants cannot be examined as discrete units.

VI. CharacteristicandSymbols

Paragraph 1 to read:

1. To assess distinctness, homogeneity and stability, the characteristics and theasstates
given in the three UPOV working languages in the Table of Characteristics should be used.
For each characteristic it is indicated whether ‘spaced plants’a#d/or‘row plots’ (B) or
‘special tests’ (C) should be used.

Paragraph 3 to add:

MG: actual measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants

MS: actual measurement of a number of individual plants or parts of plants

VG: visual assessment by a single observation of a group of plants or parts of plants
VS: visual assessment by obseiwvat of a number of individual plants or parts of plants
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VIl. Table of Characteristics/Tableau des caractéeres/Merkmalstabelle/Tabla de caracteres

Ch. 1, No explanation requires. To add MS

Ch. 2, new wording and to add MS as follows

2. B Fdiage: fineness
(at vegetative
growth stage)

MS
Ch. 3, New wording and to add VS in front of A and VG in front of B:

3. A VS Tendencyto form
B VG inflorescences
(+) without
vernalization
period

Ch. 4, New wording, new states and to add VG:

4. B Leaf: green color
(after
VG  vernalization
period)
light 3)

medium  (5)

dark )

Ch. 5, New wording and to add MS in front of A and MG in front of B:

5. A MS Plant: time of

(*) B MG inflorescence

(+) emergencedfter
vernalization
period)
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Ch. 6, New wording for states (1) and (3) and to add VS:

Ereet upright
(1)

Semierect semtupright
(3)

Ch. 7, becomes Ch. 10, to Add MS

A Flag leaf: length

10. (asor7)
(*) MS

Ch. 8, becomes Ch. 11, to Add MS

8 A Flag leaf: width
11. (same flag leaf as
(*) MS  thatused for 7)

Ch. 9, becomes Ch. 7, to Add MS

97.A Stem: length of
*) longest stem
MS  (inflorescence
included; when
fully expanded)

Ch. 10, become€h. 8, stage of observation (as for 7), to Add MS

10 A Stem: length of
8. upper internode
MS  (asfor7)

(+)
Ch. 11, becomes Ch. 9, stage of observation (as for 7), to Add MS

11 A Inflorescence:

0. length (as for 7)
MS

To delete the example varies Lidacta and Horvat in every characteristic where present.
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VIII. Explanations on the Table of Characteristics

Add. 3 and 5 to modify according to the new wording of the characteristics

X.  Technical Questionnaire

To modify according to the changesthe Table of characteristics.

TG/139/7 (proj.) MEADOW FESCUE, TALL FESCUE

IV. Methods and Observations

3. Where observations can be made also in both spaced plants or row plots,

V. Groupingof Varieties

Toadd Ch.5

VI. CharacteristiceandSynbols

1. To assess distinctnessymogeneityuniformity and stability, the characteristics and
their states.....

3. Legend

to add

MG: actual measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants

MS: actual measurement of a number of individual plantgants of plants

VG: visual assessment by a single observation of a group of plants or parts of plants

VS: visual assessment by observations of a number of individual plants or parts of plants

VIl. Table of Characteristics

Ch. ,1to add (+), MS and moveotnote to Chapter VIl

Ch. 2, to add VG/VS, and “period of” after “vernalization”

2. A VS Plant: tendencyt
B VG form
+) inflorescences
without
vernalization
period
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Ch. 3, to add (+), MS, replace “vegetation” by “growing period”, and to ‘quitiod” after
“vernalization”

3. A Plant: length at the
end of the growing

(+) MS  period before
vernalization periol

only for F.p

Ch. 4, To add (*), VS, to read as follows,

4. A Plant: growth
*) habit (as for 3)
VS  onlyfor F.p.

Ch. 5, To add*), VG, to read as follows,

5. B Leaf: intensity of
* green color in
VG  vegetative growth

Ch. 6, to add VG and to read as follows

6. B Foliage: fineness
(as for 2)only for
VG  Fa

Ch. 7, to add MG and to read as follows

7. B Plant: natural
height after
MG  vernalization
period (about 4
weeks after
beginning of
growth)

Ch. 8, to add MS/MG and to read as follows

8. A MS Plant: time of

(*) B MV inflorescence

(+) emergence after
vernalization
period
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Ch. 9, to add VS

Ch. 10, to add MS

Ch. 11, becomes Ch 13 and to add MS

Ch. 12, becomes Ch 14 and to add MS
Ch. 13, becomes Ch. 11 and to add MS
Ch. 14, become Ch.12 and to add MS

VIIl. Explanations on the Table of Characteristics

Ad. 1 to move from footnote.

Ad. 2: Plant:itendencyto form inflorescences without vernalization

The number of plants showing at least three inflorescences should be recorded for each
variety. To be assessed on one occasion, on the wirigllewhen the varieties are judged to
have reachethei-full expressiorof this characteristic.
Ad. 3: a diagram to be provided
Ad. 12: the explanation from the previous draft to be kept.
The length should be measured, when the internode is fully expanded. The longest upper
internode of each plant should be measurethaslistance between the upper node and the
basis of the inflorescence.

X. Technical Questionnaire

To add Ch. 5.

TG/195/7(proj.) TOBACCO

IV. Methods and Observations

1. All observations for the assessment of distinctness and stability should beom #uke
plot as a whole. In the case of measured characteristics, observations should ersde
at least or?0 plants or parts taken from each of 20 plants.

4. All observations oneaveshe leaf,........
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VIl. Table of Characteristics

New Ch.After Ch.2 (proposed by BR to be checked in a short time by DE. FR and GR)

3. Plant; color of
main stem
*)

Whitish
€

White green
(2)

Green

3)

Dark green

(4)

Ch. 9, to add (*) and to read as follows:

9. Leaf blade: ratio
length/width
*) (without auricles)

very small
small
medium
large

very large

After Ch. 10 add new Ch. (proposed by BR to be checked in a short time by DE. FR and GR,
drawings to be provided by BR)

11. Leaf: shape of
(+) bottom leaves (the
two first harvestable

leaves)

Rounded 1
Elliptical 2
Conical 3

Reverse conical 4
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Ch. 13, to delete the brackets and the content of state 1
Ch. 14, Example variety “Klio” instead of “klio”
Ch. 19, to delete the state of expressivery broad(9)”

After Ch. 20 t add new Ch. (proposed by BR to be checked in a short time by DE. FR and
GR, drawings to be provided by BR)

21. Leaf: midribs angle a
insertion positioning
(across the main vein)

Very acute 1

Moderately acute 2

Right angle 3

Ch. 22, to replace the (*) by (+).

Ch. 24, to add (+) and arrow to the drawing showing the swallow of the tube.
Ch. 30, 31 and 32, to delete “at full flowering time”

Ch. 31, to read example variety “Ptolemaida 63” instead of “Prolemaida 63”

After Ch. 32 to add new Ch. (proposed by BR to be checked in a short time by DE. FR and
GR, drawings to be provided by BR, position of the observation still to be determined)

33. Shape of fruit

(+)
rounded 1
elongated 2
elliptical 3

VIIl. Explanations on the Table of Characteristics

Ad. 6, to delete the figures < 45; 45 and >90

Ad. 26, to add new drawings proposed by BR (the actual ones provided a the meeting have to
be checked by DE, FR and GR)

X. Technical Questionnaire

4.1 to read “ibbred line” instead of “Inbred line”
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5.1, to delete this characteristic and to added in Chapter 7 of the TQ.

7.1to add the following:

Classification of tobacco varietii Note

Flue cured 1 ]
Light air cured 2[ ]
Dark air cured 3[ ]
Sun cured 4 ]
Fire cured 5]
Other (please specify) 6[ ]

7.2, to add “Resistance to pests and diseases”
7.3, to add “Special conditions for the evaluation of the variety.”
7.4 “Other information”

Items still to be considered:

Example varieties, BR will providexample varieties for the types of tobacco and agro
climatic conditions in South America, at least for the quantitative characteristics more
affected by the environment.

TG/08/5(proj.) FIELD BEAN

IV. Methods and Observations

2. or-the-assessment-ohiformity-relative-uniformity-standards-should-be-applickthe
variability within the variety should not exceed the variability of comparable varieties already
known, if not otherwise indicated.

V. Grouping of Varieties

To add
(c) Plant: growth type (chacderistic 13)

VIl. Table of Characteristics

Ch. 1, to be deleted

Ch.3,5, 6, 8, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 19, to add MS
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Ch, 12 and 13, to add VG.

VIll. Explanations on the Table of Characteristics

First explanation to read:

Ad. 9 Wing: melanin spot:

Melanin spot on the flower wing correlates with melanin content of testa. Therefore, this
characterlstlc can also be assessed by usmg the foIIowmg meMHn—eemen{—ef—testa

of tannln should be tested by removing a p|ece of the testa from the seed and placing 1 or 2
drops of the test reagent upon its inner surface. Arhannk color will develop within 1 or 2
minutes in the presence of tannins (Reagent: A 50% ethanol; B 1% vanillin in conc. HCI; A
and B mixed 1:1 for use).

Ad 12: Standard: extent of anthocyanin coloration

To add “The observation has to be done in the inner side of the standard.”

Ad. 20: Dry seed: color of testa.

Seeds that are “yellowish grey” (color to be checked by DE) immediately ladteest will
show brown after aging if contain tannin.
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UNIFORMITY TOLERANCES IN THE TEST GUIDELINES FOR RAPE SEED (Revision
of Chapter IV of TG/36/6)

During the TWA meeting held in Sweden in 2000, it was decided to revise the
paragraph 4 of Chapter I9f the Test Guidelines which concerns the uniformity tolerances.

The abovementioned chapter reads:

3.  For the assessment of uniformity of characteristics on the plot as a whole (visual
assessment by a single observation of a group of plants or pagknts), the number of
aberrant plants or parts of plants should be counted on the total ofi2&as.

4. For the assessment of uniformity of inbred lines a population standa®csé4 2
%with an acceptance probability of at least 95% should be igpl In the case of hybrids,
the population standard should B&4s 10% Wlth the same acceptance probability of at least

aeeeetabte For other types of/arletles the qeneral rules for the testlnq of unlformltv apply

as stated in the General Introduction to the Test Guidelines.

5. In case progenies of unthreshed plants are observed, the tolerance for uniformity in the
progeny rows should be four etffperows in 40. ...”
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TG/186/1(proj.) SUGARCANE

. Material Required

1. The competent authorities decide when, where and in what quantity and quality the
plant material required for testing the variety is to be delivered. Applicants submitting
material fromStates other than that in which the testing takes place must ensure that
all customsand phytosanitarformalities are complied with. As a minimum, the
following quantity of plant material is recommended:

I1l.  Conduct of Tests

1. The tests should normallye conducted over one growing cycle.diftinetness-andfor
unformity-cannot-be-sufficiently-establishtite examination cannot be completed in

one growing period, the test should be extended for a second growing period.

Paragraph 3, to refers to “sta@dlinstead of “plants” and to “a minimum of 6 stalks” instead of
“total of”, and idem for Chapter IV.

IV. Methods and Observations

6. All observations on the leaf blade and leaf sheath should be maflghpaxtenrded

leaves-on-the-upperpartof stalidsvegetative-stagthe TVD leaf (TVD= top visible
dewlap)

V. Grouping of Varieties

(d) Internode colowherenot exposedo sun (characteristic 13)

(e) Internode: zigzag alignment {characteristic 15)
() Node: shape of bud (characteristic 21)

VIl. Table of Characteristics

AU and BR to exchange information to agree in example varieties to be provided to UPOV.
Ch. 7, to add MS

Ch. 8 to add MS and to delete “at mid height”read as follows

8. Internode: length on
the bud side
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Ch. 9, to add (*) (+) (explanation and drawing to be added)and read as follows,

9...... Internode: diameter
* (as for 8)

Ch. 14: to have notes 1, 3 and 7 instead of 1,2 and 3.

Ch.15, to add “expression” and the wording of the ch. And to be deleted from thestates
expression as follows:

15. Internode: expression
* of zigzag alignment

absent or very weak
Weak
Moderate

Strong
After Ch. 24, to add

25. Node: length of the
bud groove

(+)
Short 3)
Meduim (5)
Long @)

Ch. 28, to have states “wide (7)” and “very wide (9)” instead of “broad(7)” and “very
broad(9)”.

Ch. 31, to have MS
Ch. 36, to move the ranges of value to Chapter VIII.

Ch. 37, to delete states “very short(1)” and “very long (9)".
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New Ch. AfterCh. 37

38. Leaf sheath: density
of ligule hairs (group
(+) 61

Absent or very 1

sparse
Sparse 3
Medium 5
Dense 7
Very dense 9

Ch. 44, to add MS and to read as follows

44, Leafblade: width at
(*)  the longitudinal mid
MS  point

narrow

medium

broad

Ch. 45 and 47, to add MS

VIIl. Explanations on the Table of Characteristics

Ad. 7: Stemteaf culm height (base to TVD leaf)

Ad. 12: Internode: color where exposed to sun

With wax, after three days of exposure to the suth wax removed

Ad. 40, AU to provide better drawings.

TG/185/20roj.) TURNIP RAPE

Bottom front page : ... reference to new documenmstead of TG/1/2.
Page 2: Nocomments

| - Subject of these Guidelines

“swollen root” deleted.... for agricultural use
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Il.- Material Required

quantity of seed should be 300grams

Il - Conduct of Tests

1. “two similar growing periods.” may be changed in conjuction with other
guidelines.... “ two independent growing cycles.”

3. Number of plants in test changed from 56B00.

IV. Methods and observations

Toread:

1. Unless otherwise indicted, in the case of playfplant assessment, all observations
should be made on 60 plants or parts of 60 plants.

2. In the case of visual assesment ....... , Observations shoulcide oneach  plot as
arule.

3. For the .... general introduction. Sentense in brackets can be deleted.

For the assessment ....... of parental lires population standard of ....
... 95% should be applied in case of visually observed charactersh&or
assessment of uniformity of hybridsa population standard of 10% ......
should be applied in case of measured characters.

V. - Grouping of varieties

2. (c)deleted

VI. - Characteristics and symbols.

2. last sentence shall read “ Winter vaieés are indicated after the semicolon.”
3. -Legend.

To read:

MG: measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants

MS: measurement of a number of individual plants or parts of plants

VG: visual assessment by a single observation of a groupaoitplor parts of plants
VS: visual assessment by observation of individual plants or parts of plants

C: special test
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VII. Table of characteristics

l.and2. Toadd C (special character)
3.and4. Toadd MS

6. and 7. Stage to change &8-27

8. Toread Leaf: type absent 1 present9
and Stage to change to 23

9. to add MS and Stage to change to-23

10

11.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

19.
20.

22

23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

. to add VS andStage ; Change to23
and 12. Stage to change to-238
to add MS and Stage to change to-273
to add MS and Stage to change to-2273
Check example varieties!; Rex
Kulta ;-
Deleted
+ 18. To be merged into only one characteristic to read:
(*) MG 61-62 Time of flowering(50% of plants with at least one open flower)
No renarks
and 21. To read MS instead of VS
. to add VGand example variety : Kova (instead of Palle)
to add MS
to add M&nd example variety : Palle removed
to add MS
to add M&nd example variety : Palle removed
to add MS
+ 29. 10 merge into only one characteristic :
Toread: VG 00 Seed : ratio of yellow seed
absent or very low (1)
low (3)
medium (5)
high (7)
very high (9)

VIll. Explanations on the table of characteristics.

Ad. 3+4: Cotyledon : Length(3) and width(4):
To takedrawings from Fodder rape or Mustard.

Ad. 10+12: Leaf : depth of incisions(10) and dentation(12):
To produce drawings showing different stages.

To add explanations to characters on the siliquad2y

IX. Literature.

No remarks
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X. Technical Questionaire.

1.1 should read Spring type
winter type

4.1 Presentation and discussion in line with other guidelines.
5.3 Delete character 15 including grouping varieties from TQ.
5.4 Should read : “ Time of flowering”.

5.5 Change “ orange lemon” to fange yellow”.

7.2 toread: a) Grouping :  Spring turnip rape
Winter turnip rape

b) Other conditions : Oil crop

Forage crop

TWA/30/2
WORKING PAPER ON RENSED TEST GUIDELINESFOR LUPINS

Il — Material required

Paragraph 1

To delete “Unlass the competent authorities make an exception, the seed to be supplied for
each examination must originate from the preceding growing season.”

Il - Conduct of the test

Paragraph 3
Third sentence to read:Each test should include at le@€iOplants...”

IV — Methods and observations

Paragraph 2
Second sentence to readn ‘the case of a sample size200 plants, the maximum number of
off-types allowed would bB.”

Paragraph 3
To insert : “All observations on the grain should be made on grain bf fnhture pods.”

V — Grouping characteristics

To delete: cPlant: growth type (characteristic 13)
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VI — Characteristics and symbols

To replace M by:
MG: measurement of a group of plants or parts of plants
MS: measurement of a number of individuddupts or parts of plants

To add species for example varieties:
Lal: Lupinus albud..
Lan: Lupinus angustifoliu.

Llu: Lupinus luteud..

VIl —Table of characteristics

1-toadd VS
2 —deleted
3 —to read: Plant: growth habit at flower but stage
4 —to read: Leaf: green color at flower stage
5 —to read: Stem: anthocyanin coloration at flower stage
6 —to add MG
7 —to add MG and to include states very low (1) and very high (9), provided there are
example varieties
8 —to add MG and to read: Plantight at green ripening stage
9 —to add MS
10 -to add MS
11 —to read: Flower: color of wings.
To refer back to the experts to clarify the colors.
12 —to refer back to the experts to clarify the colors.
14 —to add MS
15 —to be deleted
17 —to delete )
18(a)- state (2) to read: “total with eybrow”
state (3) to read: “total and eyebrow”
18(b)—to delete characteristic
20 —to add MG
to read:Grain: 100 seed weight (harvested seed

VIl — Explanations on the table of characteristics

Add. 1-fourth sentence to read:The GrainCut-Method after v. Sengbusch (1942),
Add. 3—to read: Plant growth habit at flower bud stage
Add. 8 and Add. 22 to be inserted after Add. 3 and to delete “milky ripeness”.
Add. 11 and 12to read:
“Flower: color of wingand color of tips of carinall observations on the flower
should be made at the time of full flowerin@bservations should be made on
flowers at the stage of pollen release.”

Add. 13- new drawings provided by Germany
Add. 19— to change “intensity” t@density”
Add. 21-to read: Time of beginning of flowering:
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“A plant is considered to begin flower when 3 flowers in the inflorescence on
he main shoot are open.”

If observation are made on individual plants, the mean has to be calculated
for the plot.

If observations are made on a group of plants, the date should be recorded
when the flower buds are the main shoot when about 50 % of he plants in the
plot have begun to open.

Add. 23— replace “by” with “with the”
To assess the time of ripening, theelahould be recorded when the grains in
the pods of the main shoot can no longer be dented with the thumbnail.

X - Technical Questionnaire

5. - Characteristics

5.2 to read: Stem: anthocyanin coloration at flower stage
5.3 to read: Flower: color of wings

5.5 to be deleted

To remove lines between 5.5 and 5.6

7 — Additional information

7.2 toadd Seasonal type
spring type [ ]
winter type [1]

The possibility of drafting a key for growth stages to facilitate the moment of
assessment willbe studied.

It is proposed that the example varieties are supplied by Germany and compared
with those from France, Poland, South Africa and probably Australia.

TWA/30/3
WORKING PAPER ON REVSED TEST GUIDELINESFOR POTATO

The expert from Germany woulchd¢orporate all the comments received and
produce a new draft. A ring test in electrophoresis in potato will be set up.

TWA/30/4
WORKING PAPER ON REVSED TEST GUIDELINESFOR WHITE CLOVER

After detailed discussion of the document TWA/30/4, the subgrouplate clover :

(1)  Agreed various editorial changes required throughout Chapters I to X to bring the draft
more into line with the current UPOV model.

(2)  Agreed that, in Chapter I, 1 kg was appropriate as the amount of seed required.



3)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

(8)

9)

(10)

(11)

(12)
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Agreed that referenceot calculated characteristics should be removed from
ChapteiVI, para. 3. It was sufficient to have details of the mathematics of calculated
characteristics included in Chapter VIII.

Agreed to changes in Chapter VIl to-ctassify a number of characterst to ‘MS’.

Agreed to changes in Chapter VIl to the text for several characteristics to include
‘before vernalization’ or ‘duringyegetative growth’ to allow application equally to
both Northern and Southern hemispheres.

Agreed that GB would review thesefulness of characteristic 1, ‘Plant: tendency to
form inflorescences without vernalization’ and report back to the next meeting.

Agreed that, in Chapter VII, characteristic 3, ‘Plant: proportion of plants with cyanid
glucoside’, must be retained, get® causing some difficulties for interpretation of
uniformity. Some changes to the text for the characteristic agreed for clarification.

Agreed that DE and NZ would provide details of suggested changes to the method
outlined for the determination ofyanid glucoside in Chapter VIll. DE a possible
safer cell extraction, NZ a possible scale method.

Agreed that ZA should consider which characteristics were appropriate for use in row
plots.

Agreed that a list of possible new characteristics preglidy NZ should be considered
further by correspondence

Agreed that GB should produce a new draft working paper.
Agreed that the revised working paper should be circulated to those expressing

interest:  Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, New Zealand,thSa\irica,
UnitedKingdom and Uruguay.

[Annex VII follows]
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LIST OF LEADING EXPERTS
Species Basic document Leading experts Interested experts
(countries)
(for name of experts see
List of Participants,
Annex I)
Lotus TG/193/1 (proj.) CarlosGomez- UY DE, FR, NZ
Rice TG/16/6 (proj.). Luis Slaices ES FR, IT, JP, UY, KR
Lupin TG/66/3; TWA/30/2 Joan Sadie ZA DE
) , AR, CA, GB, NL, SE,
Potato TG/23/5; (TWA/30/3 | Beate Riicker DE SP. UY. ZA
White clover TG/38/6; TWA/30/4 Michael Camlin- UK FR, UY, ZA
Lucerne TG/06/4 Joél Guiard FR AU, ES, ZA
Medics (Medicago | ;o Joan Sadie ZA AU, ES, ZA
sp. other than sativa
Coffee first draft Alvaro Viana- BR KE
Grain amaranth First draft Aquiles Carballo CarballoeMX | ZA

[End of AnnexVIl and of document]



