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First Session

Ceneva, February 25 to 2&, 1975 .

DRAI'T REDPORT

repared by the Office of the Union
pPreg

sii of the Committee of Experts on the Interpretatimn and Revi-
LS

: on (hereinafter referred to as "the Commitiee") was held in
from rFechruary 25 to 28, 1975.

2. The

non~member Staces '
Belgium, Ita b i vite th ssion. All, with the
c N

exception of uaﬁy, were revresentce - of participants is attached to

3. The session was openad by Mr. H. Skov (Denmark), Chairman of the Committec.

Adoption of th: agenda

b

4. The agenda was adopted as appearing in docwnent IRC/I/L.
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r States could be allowed
luding the testing of plant
fzom the legal standpoint.

7. The question whether the zoccoion of »
when those States did not perf: an examination
material was discussed in relaticn to policy and

8. As far as policy aspects con

sion of new member States which

cerned, it was pointed cut that the admis-
tied othew ination systems would be an
sration

obstacle to the envisaged clo tveon member States in the tech-
nical field. The exchange of it sults, =nvisaged by the Committee of Ex-

in Examin
Stat
and

perts on International Cooperat
the present member States and s
instance a system whereby one applic
for a plant breeder's right to be
less conceivable if member States w;
admitted. Technical cooperation of
than any change in the examination raeguirements.

.on, wculd not be possibkle between

ing systems, for

examination would be sufficient
U0V memier States,; would bhe even

amination systems were to be

13 make UPOV more attractive

tion

9. On the other hand, it was pointed out that the admission of States with other
examination systems would lead at present to a faster increase in the number of
momber Stotcs and an cnlargemenc ol UPOV's finauciel pussivilities, thereby per-
mitting thc carrying out of further tasks. In that case, close technical coopera-
tion had to be restricted to the group of member States performing an examination
which included the %testing of plant material. Some experts considered that the
danger here would be that pressure might be exerted on present member Stotes to
make them reduce their examination Jevels too. It was further mentioned that any
system embodying two groups of member States could only he introduced zccording to
rules clearly set out in the Convention.

10. With regard to legal aspects, the euperts unanimously adopted the view that
examination under Article 7 should include an investigation of the reproductive
naterial, oxr of plants of a variety, to ensure that the variety fulfilled the con-
ditions of Article 6 of the Convention. It was therefore ruled out that this
examination should be based =zo’ely on indications given by the breeder to his
application, as this would not constitute a test of the new plant variety. This
conclusion was drawn from the fact that Article 7(1) expressly provided that an
exanination "of the new plant vari=sty"” had tc be performed, and that the examina-
tion had to extend to the guesticn of stal:ilily, which made it necessary for an
official of the competent authority to investigate the material personally. Tur-
thermore, it was held tbhat the drafters of the Convention had, without any doubt,
envisaged a system of examination including an inspe on of the plant material in
the field, though no evidence could be tound of this in the "Actes" of the Interxr-
naticnal Conferences.

11. The Committee felt unabie to judge, for want of sufficient information,
whether the examination pericrmed in the United States of America fulfilled the
requirements cf Articlc 7. t underliinsd the necessity to send a mission to the
United States of America, according to the decision already taken by the Council,
to learn more about the Zuarerican system on the spot. The Office of the Union
was asked to prepave, on the basis of the outcome of the present session, a list
of questions to ke discussed with the auvthorities of the United States, which
ought to be sent to those authorities in advance.

3

12. 'The Committez also discussed ithe ] jion of Article 7 from other
angles. In this connection, it debated whether Article 7 permitted, in the case

of hybrids, the extensicn of the ex hereditary comporents, or whether
it would even ke sufficient to examine heredLLdLJ compenents and the
formula, and not the hvbhrids themscives. mittee took the view that under
Article 7 the Cffice could proceed, for the exami ion of certain hybride, accord-
ing to technical reguircments, which would mcan ?stabl*qhinq a short description
of the hybrid variety to be accompanied by a full description of the hereditary
conponents and the formula., However, the Committee felt that the problem needed
further ccacideration by technical experts.

Discussion of Article 13 of the Convention

riticle and the Guidelines for Variety
Republic of Germany reported that,

, amending itg Plant Variety rrotection Act,

13. In the course of t“— discu
Denominations, the Deleg
according to the Law of D




combinaticns of letters and figurc: and combi of words and figures were
accepted &z denominations in its ¢ v.e Xt : mher of proposals on how
to adjust the Guidelines to, this 3 uation, and erpecially on how to apply
the basic principles of the Guidelines to variety Jdenominations consisting of
combinatlons of letter or words and fjguves. The Delegation of the
Federal Republic of G to submit iTs sals in writing, in crder

to enable the Committee igion at a ming session.

many promi
to takw

14, The Delegation of the United
ing Article 13(9) might be discus

lom asked tirat its former promosals concern-
; - the n~=»t session of the Comwittee. The
Committee asked the Office of the union to re ribuie the relevant documents.
The Delegation of the United Kinc also ment ed 1he necd for a further dis-
cussion of the problem of the usc of previxes, and the use of combinations of
letters and figures for special species such as vootstocks for fruit crops

15. It was pointed out during the discussion that the preference of breeders for
trademark protection was part]y aue to the fact that the majority of member States
did not extend the Convention fast enough to a sufficient numbzr of species--for
exawple, iun the [1cld of vogeotahloo-—therehy forcing the brseders to look for
other means of protection. Another possibility for preventing the breeder from
proposing letter~figure combinations as variety denominations would be to allow
him tc use the same name as a variety denomination in one member State, and es a
trademark in another wember State where he wag unable to obtain plant variety
protection for the species in question. It was pointed out, however, that a
tradenark of that kind could be put into jcopardy by the fact that the same name

was uscd in another State as the generic name for a plant variety.

16. The question was raised whether it was justified to force the breeder to

renounce his right to a trademark for the whole class of trademarks (Article 13(3))

in view of the fact that the protection of the variety denomination was restricted
to the same or to a closely related hotanical spe 2s (Article 13, paragraph (2j,
second subparagraph, second sentence). In this bonncctJon, the question was also
raised whether it was at all nccessary to force the breeder to renounce his right
to a trademark when using the same name for a warlety denomination since, accord-
ing to the second subparagraph of Article v 3, he could not assert his

right to the trademark. It was poi that an express renunciaticn
of th= right to the mark had the advantage that the rrdoomark could be cancelled
in the trademark register.

Discussion of further Articlcs of the Convention

. 17. The discussion was based on document XRC/I/3.

i8. On the proposal of the United States of america that member States should,
contrary to the wording of Article 2(1), second sentence, be free to provide both
possible forms of protection of new plant varieties (special title or patent)
side by side for varieties belonging to the same genus or species (paragraph 4(a)
of document IRC/1/3), it was decided that the practical effect of protecting the
same variety according to two svstems, which under exceptional circumstances is
possible in the United States of America, would be cstudied during the envisaged
mission of a UPOV delegation to that country.

ada and the
enera and
¢t in Arti-

iwous in considering, on proposals by Can
Netherlands (paragraph 4(b - document IRC/T/3), that the list of ¢
species annexed to the Convention, as well as the mention of that 1i
cle 4(3) and (4) should be deleted.

19. The Comnittee was una

/1

20. The Committee discussed the preoposai of the United States of Awmcrica on
Article 5(1) to protect the bieeders of asexually reproduced plants against un-
authorized reproduction of the variety for purposes other than commercial market-
ing of the propagating material as such (paragraph 4(c) of document IRC/I/3)

The Office of UPOV was asked to i S - for the next meeting in
which this question would be dealt with, s - i particular, the provisions
of the laws of Denmark and the United King on the subject (Schednle 3 and Sec-
tion 4, 6{b) cf the United Xingdom Plant Varicties and Seeds Act 1964 and Sec—
tion 14(a) ¢f the Danish Plant Variety Dreeders (Protection of Rights) Law. In
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this connection, it was mentioncd that under
cle 5(1), last sentence, the reproduction
plants of a protected variety, on B
flowers at a later date, required
variety. On the question whe
for instance a community, of plea
regarded as "commercial'" use and
three delegations cxpressed nc de
commercial character of such acui

nvention, according to Arti-

ercial firm of ornamental

with a view to producing cut

the owner of the protected

ep1 ol i by a non—-commercial entity,

be usod in public parks also had to be

: i authorization by the owner,

the others disputed the

by

21. The proposal of the United Sia
cle 6(1) (a) (paragraph 4(d) of
ard for determining the novelty
rejected.

lea, in connection with Arti-
‘3, to abandon the worldwide stand-
of plant varieties was unanimously

22. The Committee was not able to approve the proposal of the United States of
America in connection with Article 6 (1) (b) (paragraph 4(c) £ document IRC/I/3),
that member States be obliged to introduce a veriod of grace of one year during
which the variety could be commercialized in a member State without affecting its
ncvelty. The question whether member States should he given the

possibility of providing for such & grace period in the riational law should be
discussed during the mission of the UPOV delegaticn to the United States of America.
The further proposal of the United States of America concerning the period of four
years during which the variety could have been commercialized in a foreign State’
without affecting the novelty was not accepted. The Committee even

thought it justified to extend this period for certain species, especially the
species falling under Article 8(1), third sentence. This question, however, will
have to be discussed in detail with the breeders

23. 1In connection with the proposal of the United States of America on Arti-

cle 6(1) (paragraph 4(f) of document IRC/I/3), that the breeder be allowed to
release seed or oth sexually wroduccahie plent material for experimentation
without this being interpreted as cowmercializetion, Section 102 of the U8 Plant
Variety Protection Act was discus neu The Cow cee decid to clarlfy the exact
neaning of this rule during the Ol the T delega to the U :
The Committee was unanimous in cons ring tl ~he release of any re
material for testinag only would not, under normal conditions, be comn
in so far as the material remained the property of the hreeder. Tt was also men-
tioned that no practical problems existed in the me ha >5 of UPOV since test-
ing on a large scale, which might give rise to doubts as tce ils non-commercial
character, was usually not performed hefore the application was filed.

n Ctates.

Guctive
rcial use,

24, The Delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, in supwnort of its pro-
posal to harmonize the wording of Article 6(1)(z2), and Article 6(1){d) ("important
characteristics” in paragraph (1) {a) and "e ial characteristics" in para-

graph (1) (d): see paracraph 4(g) of document 1ixC/1/3), suggested that para-

graph (1) (a) should be clarified in the sense that the new variety would have to

be clearly distinguishable by "at least one srphological or physiclogical charac—
teristic which is important for its identification and capable of precise descrip-
tion and recognition." It was pointed out that the term "important o scteristic”
should not be interpreted to mean only functional characteristics. The charac-
teristic did not need to have any importance for the value of the piant in guestion.
On the other hand, one delegation saw a danger in allowing all charact tstics
essential for identifying the plant to be sufficient for distinction. 1t was also
merticned that the Technical St 20 already considerad thwat important
characteristics meant “"character "

cring Commiti

istics important for distinction.

»d States of America

25. With regard to the proposals of Denmark and of the Unit
on Article 7(1) concerning examination {paragy:
Chairran noted that the suggestions of the United
been discussed, while he himself, in his capacity of Danish de
the propos of Denmark.

rh 4 (h) of documert TRC/I/3), the
of America had already
egate, withdrew

26. With regard to the proposal of CT
document TRC/I/2), the Committee st
examine whether official prior exai _,)lu
and to consider the ex nation systezms 0f New ZchA and
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New Zeazland was actually in-
zystem in the United States
rest,; the proposal had already

America, lay within its competence.
troducing a system of prior exami
would be examined by the UPOV daloc
been discussed by the Committee.

27. The Delegation of Denmark proposals on Article 7(1)

mentioned undexr paragraph 4(j) of doo: IRC/T/3.

t the proposal of the United States
-} ame inimum period of protection
(paragreph 4{(L) of document IRC/I/3).

28. The Committee found it impos
of America on Article 8(1), nan
should be introduced for all sps

29. With regard to the proposal of the United Kingdom on Article 10 to the

effect that the owner of a plant breeder's right should be. obliged to keep the
variety in commerce with the characteristics as defined when the right was granted
(paragraph 4 (m) of document IRC/1/3), it was menticned that the variety denomina-
tion could only be used for a variety which still pogsessed the characteristics

ds Gelined wiheu uie Liglit wao x_.;;.u'n'\,;,\l, cnd that, if thosce characterictice had
changed, the variety should no longer be commercialized under the variety denomina-
tion. The authority could therefore prohibit the sale of a variety no longer pos-
sessing the original characteristics. The Delegation of the United Kingdcom agreed

to reconsider its proposal.

30. The Committece discussed on the basis of the proposal of the Netherlands
(paragraph 4 (o) of document IRC/I/3), the differences in the wording of para-
graph (2) of Article 10 as compared with paragraph (3) (a) of that Article ("shall
forfeit" in paragraph (2), "may become forfeit" in paragraph (3)). It was pointed
out that paragraph (2) provided--as a strict rule--for the annulment of the
breeders' rights in cases where the varicty had lost its morphological and physio-
logical characteristics, which meant that it was no longer stable within the mean-
ing of Article 6(1) (d) or no longer existed. Paraagraph (3)(a) had a completely
diffevrent meaning. It gave the national authority the necessary means to enforce
the cooperation of the hreeder in that authority’s task of supervising the variety:
the national authority could--but was nou reguired to--annul a plaut breeder's
right if the breeder retused his cc: cion, i1t was also noted that the provi-
sion of Article 10(Z) was by no means superfluous since it was the only provision
for annulling the plant breeder's right in cases where the new variety had lost
its morphological and physiclogical characteristics. The Committee agreed there-
fore that the Article should remain unchanged.

31. With regard tc the proposal of the United States of America on Article 10(2)
and (3) (a) to abandon the reguirement of maintaining reproductive or propagating
material (paragraph 4(n) of document 1RC:/I/3), the Committee held that such
regquirement was indispensable under the systom applied in the present member
States.

32. With regard to the proposal of the United States of Amarica on Article 10 (4)
{(paragraph 4(p} cof document IRC/I/3), the Committee held that it was not possible
to accewnt that plant breeders' vighte could be annulled on grounds which were not
expressly mentioned in the Convention. On the other hand, it c¢id not exclude the
possibility of adding in Article 10 other grounds for annulment or forfeiture

in additicn to those already listed. Any proposals by the United States of America
to include additional grounds for an went or forfeiture should be conzidered on
their merits. During the enwvise of the UrOV delegation te the United
States of America, information should be recuested as to the grounds which the
representatives of that country had in mind when they made the proposal.

33. In connection with the discussion on the United States proposal, the Delega-
tion of the Federal Republic of u rmnny proposed examining whether the regquire-

ments for protection in Article 6 ard the grounds {Tor annulment or forfeiture in
Article 19 were still valid. It conﬂnkg“cd that it was possible to restrict the

prerequisites for the grant of plant b s' rights in Article 6(1) to distinct-
id envigage, as sole agrounds for annul-

ness and hcmoganeity, while Article 10 ¢
ment or forfeiture, lack cof homogeneity and stability. Tt proposed that the lack
¢ or forfeiture should be expressly men-

of homogencity as a ground for annulncr
ionted in ~Article 10. The Committee adreed that thie Technical Steering Committee
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should discuss those vnroposals during its next mreting and asked the Office of
the Union to prepare a short papes for that neeting.
1

34. The suggestion to insert a dc
cle 6(c) was rejccted after a

finition of the word "homogencous" in Arti-
iscussion,

35. The Delegation of the Netherlonds cuplained its proposal on Article 12(1)
and (3) that the richt of priority ; Jepondent on the existence of a valid
first application (paragraph 4 () ment IRC/1/23). It pointed out that a
brecder might file a first applicetion “or a plent breeder's right at a time
when the variety was not yet sufific us. He could then file fur-
ther applications in other member 5 es duridiy c priority year and make use
of the possibility of supplying the 1t material in those States up to four
years after the filing of the application. In such cases, he would have the
possibility of improving his variety for the later applications within the maxi-
mum period of five years available to him. The withdrawal or rejection of the
first application had no effect on the later applications.

36. In the ensuing discussion, attention was drawn to the danger of the
Nethexrlands propesal. It was mentioned that the application in the country of
the first filing might be withdrawn or rejected on grounds that were valid only
in that country. It was also pointed out that the fate of the subscguent £il-
ings might be uncertain for a long period of time, especially in cases where the
application for a plant breeder's right in the country of the first filing was
subject to lengthy court proceedings. Tn those cases, the auvthorities in the
country of the subseaduent filing had to await the final decision in the State of
the first filing before being able to decide on the grant of plant breeders'
rights. It was also observed that incorpcration of the Netherlands proposal in
the Convention would deviate from the comparable provisions in Article 4A(2) and
(3) of the Paris Convention for tihe Protection of Industrial Property of 1883,

37. As a further poesibility of preventing such misuse, at least partially, it
was proposed that the authorities in the States of thce subsequent filings should
be given the right tc require, in the case of withdrawal or rejection of the first
application, the inmediate supply oi plaoi mateclal even if the period of four
years under Article 12(3) had not run out.

38. It was suggested that ancther possibility would be to require that the
authority with which the first application was filed wouvld have to keep its remain-
ing seed and would have to ask for and store more seed than was necessary for the
purpcse cf the national procedure when a certificate of first filinc for priority

- purposes was appiied for by the breeder. 1In the case of withdrawal or rejection

of the first application, such material could be sent cn request to the authori-
ties with which the subscguent applications were filed, thereby giving them the
possibility of comparing the material of the first application with the marterial
received direcitly from the breeder.

39, The Committee discussed the Naitherlands proposal on Article 12 to the

effect that plant breeders' rights for the same variety should be terminated at

the same time (paragraph 4(r) of document IRC/L/3). It was agreed that this pro-

posal could not be implemented undeyr the present system, where the perioa of pro-

tection was computed from the date of the grant of the plant breeders' rights and

where those rights were granted at different times in different States. During

the discussion, the Delegation of the ¥Fedoral Republic of Germany proposed that

work be started con a special acreement sccording to which the Offices of the Con-

tracting States of such agreement could grant plant breecers' rights which would also .
have effect in the other Contracting States. The Delegation of the Federal

Republic of Cermany cffered aper on the subject and distribute it

to the other rember States, the next session of the Committee

of Experts on International ‘anination as the proposal was also
of interest for the work of

40. The Committee d7d not accept the nroposal by the United States of America on

Article 8(2) (paragraph 4(1) of document IRC/T/3) to the effect that the computa-

tion of the period of protection should start from the filing date of the applica-
tion rather than from the da ci issue of the title of protection.
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~hs 4(e) and (s) of document
and on Article 12(3) were
ir~year period were abandoned

of applications since breed-
tes in which they might

started to market the variety
was pointed out that in the
seed or other propagating
clegation of the United Kingdom
four-yesr period envisaged in

41. The proposals of various delew
IRC/I/3) on the four-year pericd in
discussed. The view was held that i
it might lead to an unwanted increase
ers would be forced to file applicatio
possibly want protection at a later stage whe:
in one Stat As to the second
first years breeders lacked a su’
material to file applications in =il
reported that its national law did not
Article 12(3) but this had not led

to reconsider the question of time occasion, preferably at a
session where representatives of nrolzssional oix zations were present. In this
connection, it was proposed that the period of priority in Article 12(1) be ex-
tended to two years, but no decision was taken on this proposal.

sreat
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42. The Chairman obcerved that the propcsal by Canada on Article 13 (paragraph 4 (t)
of document IRC/I/3) had already been dealt with at an earlier stage, whereas the
proposal by the United States of Amcrica on Article 36 (also paragraph 4(t) of docu-
ment IRC/I/3) should be discussed during the visit of the UPOQV delegation to the
United States of America.

43. With regard to the proposal of the United States of America on Article 14
(paragraph 4(u) of document IRC/I/3), the Committee took the view that more far- ]
reaching provisions than those contained in Article 14(2) could not be envisaged.

Mission to the United States of America

44. The Committee noted that the mission of the UPOV delegation to the United
States of America was on the agenda of the eleventh session of the Consultative
Committee, to be held on March 5 and 6, 1975. It suggested that the visit should
take place before the next Council meeting, preferably in September.

Other busginess

45, In reply to a question by one of the delegations, it was stated that the
Council's right to adopt recommendaticns for member States was based on Arti-—
cle 21(h) of the Convention. It was considered that an express authorization by
the Council was not necessary but could be inserted in the Convention on the
occasion of a future revision.

'~ 46, The Committee reguested the Secretariat to collect all recocmmendations made
by the Council. It also thought that it would be desirable to restate in a docu-
ment all the main decisions taken by the Council.

47. At the request of one delegation, each delegation told the Committee how
Article 35 had been implemented in its State when the Convention entered into
force and at the time when further species had been made eligible for protection.

48. The information given on the situation at the time when the Convention entercd
into force can be sumred up as follows. No provisions were included in the law of
the Netherlands. Denmark adopted special provisions only for potato varieties
grown undey contract. In France, ssecial provisions were adopted for varieties
which, before the entry into force of the law on the protection of new varieties,
had been thae subject of a patent or had been entered in an «fficial catalogue of
one of the member States or in an agreed catalogue ¢f a French professicnal organi-
zation. 1In those cases, the protection was retrcactive from the date of the first
registration (Article 36 of the Convention). The United Kingdom Plant Varieties
and Seeds Act of 1964 contained a limited provision under which the breeder could
apply, up tc May 11, 1965, for a wvaristy which bad been sold previously, but in

any case not before November 12, 1863, and only if the breeder had taken all
measures to inform the purchaser that an application would possibly be made
(Schedule 2. Part II, Article 3(1)(i)). The Swedish law accorded a delay of six
months in which applicaticns could be filed for varieties which had been entered

in the naticnol list during the thres years proceding the entry intc forcce of that
law.

ities in that country. It was agreed
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otrction after the entry into

49, For species which were made igible for wr
force of the Convention, the law amending the German Variety Protection Law,
which entered into force ‘on December 3i, 1974, provided in Article 1(1) that

the novelty of a variety was not destroyed if the voriety had been offered for
sale within a period of four years bafore the velevant species was made eligible
for protection and up to six months after that dnte. The laws of Denmark, the
Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom had no special provisions on this
question while, according to the statement by the DI2legation of France, the
national law of that country was not clear on thiz subject.

50. The Delegation of Belgium reported that af: the entry into force of the
Belgian law varieties would be proi cable if v had been previously pratented,
or registered in a catalogue or protected in a >er State. The Delegation of
Switzerland informed the Committee that varieties which had been commercialized
four years prior to the entry into force of the Swiss plant variety protection
law would be accepted for protection. Both Delegaticins explained that those
provisions would apply mutatis mutandis also in the case when future new species
became eligible fcr protection.

51. The Delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany mentioned that the decla-
rations made by three member States at the time of signing of the Convention to
the effect that it was their intention to extend the provisions of the Convention
to at least 15 genera and species had not yet been implemented. Tt underlined
the importance of increasing the number of species eligible in a great number of -
member States.

Program for the next Session

52. The Committee noted that the next session would take place from December 3
to 5, 1975, and that the Consultative Committee would decide on the participation
of further observers in that meeting.

[Annex follows]
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS/LISTE DL PARTICIPAWTS/TEILNEHMERLISTE

MEMBER STATES/QIgTS FEMBRES/VERBANDSSTARTEN

DENMARK/DANEMARK/ DANEMARK

Mr. H. SKOV, Ministry of Agriculture, Slotsholmsgade 10, 1216 Copenhagen

FRANCE /FRANEREICE

M. B. LACLAVIERE, Administrateur civil, Ministére de 1'Agriculture, 11 rue Jean
Nicot, 750C7 Paris
M., J.J.W. VERIS3I, Adjoint au Secré&taire ¢ val, C.P.O.V., 11 ruc Jcan Nicot,

75007 Paris

GERMANY (FEDEPRAL REPUBLIC OF)/ALLEMAGNE (REPUBLIQUF FEDERALE D')/DEUTSCHLAND (BUNDESREPUBLIK}

Dr. D. BORINCER, Président, Bundessortenamt, Rathausplatz 1, 3 Hannover 72

.Mr. H. KUNHARDT, ILeitender Regieruncsdirektor, Bundescortenamt, Rathausplatz 1,
3 Hannover 72 5

NETHERLANDS /PAYS-BAS/NIEDERLANDE

Mr. J.I.C. BUTLER, Chairman, Board for Plant Breeders' Rights, Postbox 104,
Wageningen

Mr. W.R.J. VAN DEN HENDE, Lawyer, Ministry for Agriculture and Fishery, le v.d.
Boschstraat 4, The llague

Mr. A.W.A.M. VAN DER MEEREN, Raad voor het Kwekersrecht, Princess Marijkeweg 15,
Wageningen

SWEDEN/SULEDE/SCHWEDEN

Prof. H. ESBO, Chairman, National Plant Variety Roard, State Seed Testing
Station, 17173 Solna

Mr. S. MEJEGAARD, Judge of the Court of Appeal, Sidttgardsvdgen 46, 12658 Hagersten

4

£ Justice, Fack, 10210 Stockholm 2

Mr. M. JACCBSSON, Legal Adviser, Ministry ¢
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UNITED KINGDOM/ROYAUME~UNI/VERETRIGCTES XKONJICREICH

Miss E.V. THORNTON, Deput§ Contreller, Plant Variety Rights Office, White House
Lane, Huntingdom Road, Cambridge CB3 OLY

Mr. C.G. FINCH, HMinistry of Agriculture, Fisher.
Station Road, Histon, Cambridge

and Food, The Red House,

CHTER

IT. OBSERVERS /OBSERVATEURS /BEOS/

ELGIUM/BELGIQUL/BELGLE

M. R. DERVEAU¥X, Inspecteur général, Ministére de 1'Agriculture, 30 rue Joseph II,
1040 Bruxelles

CWITZPRLAND/SUTCCR /SCHWET 7

M. A. TRITTEN, Adjoint juridique, Station fédérale de recherches agronomiques,
Chateau de Changins, 1260 Nyon

IIT. OFFICER/PRESIDENT/VORSITZENDER

Mr. H. SKOV, Chairman

Iv. OFFICE OF UPOV/BUREAU DE L'UPOV/BURO DER UPOV

Pr. A. BOGSCH, Secretary-General

Dr. H. MAST, Vice Secretary-General

Dr. M.-H. THIELE-WITTIG, Administrative and Technical Officer
Mr. A. EEITZ, Administrative and Tecinical Cfficer

[End of Annex and of document]
[Fir de l'Annexe et du document.]
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