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UPOVv ORIGINAL: French

DATE: June 18, 1987

INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR THE PROTECTION OF NEW VARIETIES OF PLANTS

GENEVA

ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL COMMITTEE

Nineteenth Session
Geneva, March 31 and April 1,1987

REPORT

adopted by the Committee

Opening of the Session

1. The Administrative and Legal Committee (hereinafter referred to as 'the
Committee'") held its nineteenth session on March 31 and April 1, 1987. The
list of participants is given in Annex I to this report.

2. The session was opened by Mr. F. Espenhain (Demnmark), Chairman of the
Committee, who welcomed the participants. On the second day of the session,
the Chairman, on behalf of the Committee, welcomed Mr. Christopher Rogers, who
took up his duties in the Office of the Union as Legal Officer.

Adoption of the Agenda

3. The Committee adopted the agenda as given in document CAJ/XIX/1. A list
of the documents prepared for the session is given in Annex II to this report.

Adoption of the Report on the Eighteenth Session of the Committee

4, The Committee adopted the report on the eighteenth session as given in
document CAJ/XVIII/7 Prov., subject to the deletion of paragraph 13.
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New Developments in the Field of Plant Variety Protection

5. The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany announced that pro-
tection had been extended to Brassica oleracea L. var. cymosa Duch. (sprouting
brocoli), Exacum L. and Melilotus albus Medik. (white sweet clover) and offici-
nalis (L.) Pall. (yellow sweet clover). Furthermore, the concept of species
had been amended for the purposes of the list of species covered by the Plant
Variety Protection Law. It now covered taxa appearing on the list, as well as
hybrids between taxa on the list, and hybrids between one of those taxa and a
taxon not on the list. It should be noted in that connection that a patent
had recently been granted--in conformity with the special provision that only
excluded from patentability varieties of species covered by the Plant Variety
Protection Law--for a somatic potato X tomato hybrid ('"pomato") mentioning
that it was a new species not appearing on the list of species covered by the
Plant Variety Protection Law.

6. Authorities in the Federal Republic of Germany were studying the possibi-
lity of extending plant variety protection to all botanical species, as well
as the possibility of granting protection in the case of "minor" species also
on the basis of an examination carried out under official supervision on the
breeder's premises.

7. The representative of Belgium announced that, following a new bilateral
agreement on cooperation in examination concluded between the Federal Republic
of Germany and the Netherlands, the agreements concluded by Belgium would have
to be adapted. Belgium was also considering entrusting the Federal Republic
of Germany with the examination of swede rape.

8. The Belgian authorities had been contacted by a genetic engineering
enterprise regarding field tests of genetically engineered plants, containing,
in particular, a gene coding for an insecticide molecule or resistant to a
total herbicide. The representative of Belgium asked whether other member
States had come up against similar questions.

9. In reply to the question, the representative of Demmark said that in his
country a breeding enterprise had applied to the Ministry of the Environment
for authorization to grow a variety of swede rape in the field within the
framework of a plant improvement program. The representative of the Federal
Republic of Germany said that there were similar cases in his country; the
competent committee had not yet issued the authorizations for the experiment.

10. The representative of Denmark said that the revised draft Plant Variety
Protection Law had been submitted to the Government. It had not been possible
to include the draft in the agenda of Parliament's spring session but it was
hoped that it could be taken up in the autumn.

11. A new bilateral agreement had been concluded with the Federal Republic of
Germany.

12. Moreover, it had been decided to set up within the Ministry of Agricul-
ture a committee on general questions of plant variety protection law and also
to appoint a specialist on plant biotechnology.

13. The representative of Spain announced that a request had been made to
extend protection to almond varieties and that fees had been increased by 10%
on January 1, 1987.
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14. The representative of France announced the imminent publication of the
extension of protection previously announced. Furthermore, fees had been
increased by 2.5% from January 21, 1987. Finally, there was at present inten-
sive concerted activity related to biotechnology among the interested sectors.

15. The representative of the Netherlands announced that protection had been
extended to 26 further taxa from March 9, 1987, and that a further extension
to some 60 to 90 taxa was being studied. 1In that respect, it was hoped to make
use of the examinations carried out by other member States and the examinations
carried out by the breeder under the supervision of the authorities.

16. During the week preceding the Committee's session, a Subcommittee of the
Parliament's Committee on Agriculture had discussed biotechnology, plant vari-
ety protection and patents. The general view had been that the scope of appli-
cation of plant variety protection should be extended. Following that initial
discussion, the Minister of Agriculture had announced his intention of asking
another study group to draw up proposals. In that connection, the represen-
tative of the Netherlands emphasized that his country wished to undertake the
relevant study in cooperation with international organizations.

17. The representative of the United Kingdom announced that the Government
had called for an increase to 50% of the proportion of costs covered by fees,
which had previously stood at approximately 20%. New levels of fees had come
into force on April 1.

18. Furthermore, in reply to a written question in the House of Commons, the
Minister of Agriculture had decided to undertake an evaluation of the plant
variety examination systems in relation to plant variety protection and the
national lists of varieties, and in relation to the seed certification systems.
The study group was due to report towards the end of 1987.

19. The representative of Sweden said that discussions were taking place in
the Ministry of Agriculture on biotechnology and extension of the scope of
protection. The discussions had not yet concluded, but the trend was in favor
of extension. However, the final decision would be the responsibility of the
political authorities. 1In that connection, it should be noted that consumer
organizations constituted an important pressure group.

20. The representative of the European Communities announced that the preli-
minary draft text of European/Community law on plant variety protection was
currently the subject of internal consultation, in particular, regarding the
question of granting adequate protection to biotechnology. It was hoped that
the external consultation could commence in May 1987.

21. In addition, General Directorate III was studying the question of biotech-
nology and patent protection and was drawing up a draft text.

List of Priorities in Relation to Extension of Protection

22. Discussions were based on documents CAJ/XVIII/2 and CAJ/XIX/2.

23. Several delegations referred to the link between the list of protected
species and examination of varieties. The latter included an important econ-
omic aspect (the cost of the examination itself and the cost of maintaining
the necessary infrastructure, especially reference collections), as well as a
political aspect as shown in the Annex to document CAJ/XIX/2.
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24. The representative of the Netherlands proposed that a subgroup composed
of two or three persons should be set up to formulate a document on the
different possibilities available in the field of examination.

25. The representative of France emphasized that France's policy consisted of
extending protection where it was of economic interest and there was a reliable
means of examination, thus permitting the granting of reliable titles of
protection. He considered that users should be asked whether or not they
agreed to less reliable titles being granted.

26. The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany said that in his
country varieties of all species were protectable under the Plant Variety
Protection Law or, if the latter was not yet extended to a particular species,
under the Patent Law. Until recently, the existence of two forms of protection
had not led to any problems because the second form was more theoretical than
practical. Patentability of plant varieties, while allowed in theory, was
denied in practice because plant varieties could not fulfill the conditions
for patentability. Moreover, the practice of the Federal Office of Plant
Varieties had always been to extend plant variety protection to a particular
species whenever it became necessary or desirable. In those rare cases where
a patent application was filed before plant variety protection was extended,
the applicant subsequently transformed it into an application for breeders'
rights, once the extension had been achieved. Finally, patents were only very
rarely granted for breeding processes.

27. The situation had, however, changed. In the first place, views in patent
circles were changing with regard to patentability, in practice, of plant
varieties. Secondly, at present a number of patent applications were being
examined and patents had even been issued either for groups of plants assimi-
lated to products (for example, varieties or intergeneric hybrids such as the
pomato), or for breeding processes. In that connection, the representative of
the Federal Republic of Germany cited the case of a process for creating the
pomato through fusion of protoplasts, a process for producing camomile plants
(having a certain content of useful substances) which used in particular
alternately micropropagation and sexual reproduction, and a process for
producing beer by using brewer's barley with a low proanthocyanidine content.

28. That new trend would give rise to long and difficult discussions on the
dividing line between patents and plant variety protection. But above all, it
created a political problem. It would be contrary to the rationality of the
legal order to allow varieties protected under the plant variety protection
law——for which examination had allowed verification of their material existence
and characteristics--to coexist with varieties or non-variety material protect-
ed under the patent law-—where a straightforward documentary examination did
not offer the above-mentioned guarantees. That was why authorities in the
Federal Republic of Germany were studying the possibility of extending protec-
tion to all botanical species, as was mentioned in paragraph 6 above. Such an
extension would solve part of the problem.

29. However, the problem also had an international dimension. In that connec-
tion, the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany appealed to other
member States to protect at least the economically important species. He
considered that work on the subject should commence as soon as possible and
proposed that a start should be made by regulating the technical aspects in
the Committee itself, in a subgroup or in the Technical Committee.
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30. The Chairman proposed that the Technical Committee should be asked to
define the groups of species that should be protected and to report to the
Committee. The Committee endorsed the proposal.

Biotechnology and Plant Variety Protection

31. In introducing the agenda item, the Chairman recalled that, at the
twentieth regular session of the Council held in Paris on December 2, 1986,
Mr. S.D. Schlosser (United States of America) had asked to be relieved of the
chairmanship of the Biotechnology Subgroup following his election to the
presidency of the Council. The Subgroup had therefore elected Mr. M. Heuver
(Netherlands) as its new chairman at its meeting on March 30, 1987.

32. At the meeting held on the morning of March 31, Mr. Heuver reported on
the Subgroup's work at its meeting on March 30. At its meeting held on the
afternoon of April 1, the Committee had before it a partial draft of the
report that the Subgroup had been asked to draw up; it made a number of
comments on the text and asked the Subgroup to take them into account when
finalizing the report.

33. The Subgroup then met after the Committee's session to discuss briefly
the above-mentioned comments and to define the procedure to be followed for
finalizing the report. It was agreed that the work would be mainly carried
out by Mr. H. Kunhardt (Federal Republic of Germany), in cooperation with
Mr. M. Heuver and Mr. K.A. Fikkert (Netherlands), with whom he would meet on
April 24. The report would then be submitted to the Committee's next session.

Variety Denominations

34. Discussions were based on document CAJ/XIX/3, in particular Annex I
thereto which contained the proposed new text for the first part of the UPOV
Recommendations on Variety Denominations.

35. Following a detailed discussion, the Committee adopted the new text of
Recommendations 3 to 7 appearing in Annex I to document CAJ/XIX/3. With
regard to Recomendations 1 and 2, a consensus emerged on the text contained in
document CAJ/XIX/10; the delegation of France, however, expressed a temporary
reservation regarding Recommendation 2, which would have to be the subject of
consultations at the national level.

36. It was agreed that the new text of the Recommendations would be submitted
to the third (next) meeting with international organizations.

37. With regard to Recommendations 10 to 12 on the procedure for the informa-
tion and mutual consultation of the competent authorities, the representative
of the European Communities said that the Commission's attention had recently
been drawn to the increased number of synonyms filed and registered. The
Commission was now facing the possibility of having to take measures going as
far as refusal to register the varieties concerned in the Community Catalogue.
The representative of the Communities therefore appealed to authorities in
member States to apply the Recommendations more strictly.
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Revision of the Convention

38. General.- Discussions were based on documents CAJ/XIX/4, CAJ/XIX/6 to 9,
CAJ/XVIII/6 and CAJ/XVIII/7, paragraphs 44 to 46 and Annex II.

39. Substantive discussion.- The Committee took note of the proposals and
comments submitted by France, the Netherlands and a large number of interna-
tional organizations, contained in documents CAJ/XIX/4 and CAJ/XIX/6 to 9. It
noted that they were preliminary comments and proposals that in no way commit-
ted the parties in question.

40. In view of the short time allowed for studying the proposals and comments,
the Committee held a general exchange of views in order to identify those
points for which a possible revision of the Convention should be studied.
Those points--which in general corresponded to the points raised by the organi-
zations—--were the following, in the order of the corresponding Articles of the
Convention:

(i) Article 3: abandonment of the possibility of restricting access to
protection on the basis of reciprocity:

(ii) Article 4: increase of the minimum conditions for application of the
Convention to botanical genera and species; obligation to apply the Convention
to all genera and species;

(iii) Article 5: 1in general, an increase in the level of protection granted,
in particular, along the lines of the protection afforded by a patent for an
invention. More specifically: - )

(a) wider definition of the objects of protection (elements of the plant
such as cells, with or without walls; elements of the cell such as
genes; plant material other than propagating material, in partic-
ular, the final product):

(b) wider definition of the activities covered by protection (production
and marketing, including importation, of agricultural produce, as
well as medicines, flavorings, etc.; production of seeds or seed-
lings for the producer's own requirements ("farmer's privilege"))
and restriction of the principle of freedom of use of a protected
variety for the purposes of plant breeding; consequently, mainte-
nance or deletion, as superfluous, of Article 5(4);

(iv) Article 6: concept of important characteristic;
(v) Article 7: scope and procedure of examination;

(vi) Article 8: 1increase of the minimum duration of protection and harmoni-
zation of such duration;

(vii) Article 1l: introduction of a system whereby a single application led
to the issuing of several titles:

(viii) Article 12: extension of the priority period;

(ix) Article 13: redrafting of the provisions on variety denominations;

(x) General principles: dividing line between the plant variety protection
and patents.
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41. During the exchange of views, several delegations emphasized the urgency
of commencing revision of the Convention. The representative of the Federal
Republic of Germany stressed that revision must take into account the new
requirements engendered by the current and future situation of technology, as
well as the effects it would have on member States and non-member States and
on the Convention's appeal.

42. The Representative of the European Communities said that the draft text
on European/Community law on plant variety protection took into account the
requirements of the European Economic Community, as well as the present-day
needs of plant breeding and economy. Moreover, the draft fully utilized the
possibilities afforded by the UPOV Convention, although it was not yet possible
to guarantee that provisions to be introduced might not make it necessary to
revise the Convention.

43. Future work.- The Committee agreed that the question of the Convention's
revision should be included in the agenda for the third (next) meeting with
international organizations. It proposed holding its next meeting on June 17
and 18 so as to prepare the third meeting. [At its thirty-fifth session held
on April 2, 1987, the Consultative Committee approved that proposal.]

44, With regard to revision of the Convention, the documentation to be submit-
ted to the above-mentioned meeting would include a synopsis of the proposals
and comments submitted by organizations. [Regarding the provisional views of
delegations of member States and the report of the Biotechnology Subgroup, the
Consultative Committee, at its thirty-fifth session, decided that the Adminis-
trative and Legal Committee should decide at its next session whether one or
two documents should be drawn up for the meeting with international organi-
zations.]

ASSINSEL Motion on the Definition of Maize Hybrids

45, Discussions were based on document CAJ/XIX/S.

46. The Committee shared the point of view expressed by the Office of the
Union that the request contained in the motion was not in conformity with
Article 6(1)(a) of the Convention.

47. The representatives of France and the Federal Republic of Germany noted
that the motion was in fact related to the examination of hybrid varieties.
The problem was particularly critical in the case of maize because of the very
large number of applications for protection and registration in the national
lists of varieties. 1In theory, two methods could be envisaged: either to
examine each hybrid wvariety, which would be long and costly, or to decide upon
the distinctiness solely on the basis of a study of the formula and lines, the
hybrid only being examined in the last resort in case of doubt.

48. Up to the present, authorities in member States had used the first method
and the representatives of the Federal Republic of Germany and France hoped
that it could be maintained. In any case, growing of the hybrid and its
examination were necessary in order to verify the conformity of the hybrid
material with the formula and to establish its description. Nevertheless, a
revision of examination procedures could perhaps be envisaged in the case of
species such as maize and sunflower (but not, for example, in the case of
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synthetic varieties, particularly in respect of grasses). It was therefore
necessary to undertake a more detailed examination, in particular, on the
basis of the Technical Committee's eventual contribution.

49. The Committee shared that point of view and decided to postpone examina-
tion of the question until the Technical Committee had made its report. [At
its thirty-fifth session, the Consultative Committee decided to include the
question in the agenda of the third (next) meeting with international organi-
zations, as well as in the agenda of the next session of the Administrative
and Legal Committee, which would study it on the basis of a document to be
drawn up by the delegation of France.]

Date and Program for the Twentieth Session of the Committee

50. In view of the decisions taken by the Committee at its present session
and by the Consultative Committee at its thirty-fifth session, the twentieth
session of the Committee would be held on June 17 and 18, 1987, so as to
prepare the third meeting with international organizations. The agenda would
include the following main points:

(i) revision of the Convention;
(ii) UPOV Recommendations on Variety Denominations;

(iii) definition and examination of hybrids.

Transfers

51. The Committee was informed that Mr. K.A. Fikkert (Netherlands) had been
transferred to other functions. He should be replaced in the Biotechnology
Subgroup by his successor at the national level and in the UPOV bodies,
Miss Y. Gerner. The Committee thanked Mr. Fikkert for the work he had carried
out, particularly within the Subgroup, and wished him every success in his new
post.

52. This report was unanimously
adopted by the Committee at its
twentieth session, on June 18, 1987.

[Annexes follow]
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS/LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS/TEILNEHMERLISTE

I. MEMBER STATES/ETATS MEMBRES/VERBANDSSTAATEN

BELGIUM/BELGIQUE/BELGIEN

M. W.J.G. VAN ORMELINGEN, Ingénieur agronome du Ministere de 1l'agriculture,
Manhattan Center, 21, Avenue du Boulevard, 1210 Bruxelles

DENMARK/DANEMARK/DAENEMARK

Mr. F. ESPENHAIN, Head of Office, Board for Plant Novelties, Tystofte,
4230 Skaelskor

FRANCE/FRANKREICH

M. M. SIMON, Secrétaire geénéral, Comité de la protection des obtentions végé-
tales, 11, rue Jean Nicot, 75007 Paris

Mlle N. BUSTIN, Secrétaire général adjoint, Comité de la protection des obtentions
végétales, 11, rue Jean Nicot, 75007 Paris

GERMANY (FED. REP. OF)/ALLEMAGNE (REP. FED. D')/DEUTSCHLAND (BUNDESREPUBLIK)

Dr. D. BOERINGER, Prasident, Bundessortenamt, Postfach 61 04 40, 3000 Hannover 61

Mr. H. KUNHARDT, Leitender Regierungsdirektor, Bundessortenamt, Postfach 61 04 40,
3000 Hannover 61

Mr. D. BROUER, Referatsleiter, Bundesministerium der Justiz, Heinemannstr. 6,
5300 Bonn 1
IRELAND/IRLANDE/IRLAND

Mr. K. O'DONCHOE, Controller of Plant Breeders' Rights, Agriculture House,
Kildare Street, Dublin 2

JAPAN/JAPON/JAPAN

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

Mr. . N. INOUE, First Secretary, Permanent Mission of Japan, 10, avenue de Budé,
1202 Geneva, Switzerland
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NETHERLANDS/PAYS—-BAS/NIEDERLANDE

Mr. M. HEUVER, Chairman, Board for Plant Breeders' Rights, P.0O. Box 104, 6700 AC
Wageningen

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

Miss Y. GERNER, Legal Adviser, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Bezuiden-
houtseweg 73, The Hague

SOUTH AFRICA/AFRIQUE DU SUD/SUEDAFRIKA

Mr. J.U. RIETMANN, Agricultural Counsellor, South African Embassy, 59, Quai
d'Orsay, 75007 Paris, France

SPAIN/ESPAGNE/SPANIEN

M. J.-M. ELENA ROSSELLO, Jefe del Registro de Variedades, Instituto Nacional de
Semillas'y Plantas de Vivero, José Abascal 56, 28003 Madrid

SWEDEN/SUEDE/SCHWEDEN

Mr. S. MEJEGAARD, President of Division of the Court of Appeal, Armfeltsgatan 4,
115 34 Stockholm

SWITZERLAND/SUISSE/SCHWEIZ

Mme. M. JENNI, Leiterin des Buros fur Sortenschutz, Bundesamt fur Landwirtschaft,
Mattenhofstrasse 5, 3003 Bern

Dr. S. PUERRO, Wissenschaftlicher Adjunkt, Bundesamt fur geistiges Eigentum,
Einsteinstr. 2, 3003 Bern

Dr. J.G. RAEBER, Dept. AG 5.4, CIBA-GEIGY Ltd., Postfach, 4002 Basel
Dr. M. INGOLD, Adjoint de Direction, Station fédérale de recherche agronomique,

Changins, 1260 Nyon

UNITED KINGDOM/ROYAUME-UNI/VEREINIGTES KOENIGREICH

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

Mr. J. ROBERTS, Senior Executive Officer, Plant Variety Rights Office, White House
Lane, Huntingdon Road, Cambridge CB3 OLF
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA/ETATS-UNIS D'AMERIQUE/VEREINIGTE STAATEN VON AMERIKA

Mr. S.D. SCHLOSSER, Attorney, Office of Legislation and International Affairs,
Patent and Trademark Office, Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20231

Mr. W. SCHAPAUGH, Executive Vice President, American Seed Trade Association,
Executive Building - Suite 964, 1030, 15th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20005

Mr. B. BOLUSKY, Administrator, National Association of Plant Patent Owners (USA),
1250 Eye St., N.W. Washington, D.C. 20005

II. OBSERVER STATES/ETATS OBSERVATEURS/BEOBACHTERSTAATEN

CANADA/KANADA

Mr. J. BUTLER, Special Advisor, Intellectual Property External Affairs, 125 Sussex
Drive, Ottawa

MEXICO/MEXIQUE/MEXIKO

M. A. ARRIAZOLA, Troisieme secrétaire, Mission permanente.du Mexique, 6, chemin
de la Tourelle, 1209 Geneva, Switzerland

III. INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS/
ORGANISATIONS INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
ZWISCHENSTAATLICHE ORGANISATIONEN

EURCPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY (EEC)/COMMUNAUTE ECONCMIQUE EUROPEENNE (CEE)/EUROPAEI-
SCHE WIRTSCHAFTSGEMEINSCHAFT (EWG)

M. D.M.R. OBST, Administrateur principal, 200, rue de 1la Loi (Loi 84-7/9),
1049 Bruxelles, Belgique

Ms. S. KEEGAN, Administrator, 200, rue de la Loi, 1049 Bruxelles, Belgique

EUROPEAN FREE TRADE ASSCOCIATION (EFTA)/ASSCCIATION EUROPEENNE DE LIBRE-ECHANGE
(AELE) /EUROPAEISCHE FREIHANDELSASSOZIATION (EFTA)

Mr. G. ASCHENBRENNER, First Assistant, Legal Affairs, European Free Trade Asso-
ciation, 9-11 rue de Varembé, 1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland



0282
CAJ/XIX/11

Annex I/Annexe I/Anlage I
page 4, Seite 4

IV. OFFICERS/BUREAU/VORSITZ

Mr. F. ESPENHAIN, Chairman
Mr. M. SIMON, Vice-Chairman

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

Dr. W. GFELLER, Vice Secretary-General

Dr. M.-H. THIELE-WITTIG, Senior Counsellor
Mr. A. HEITZ, Senior Officer

Mr. C. ROGERS, Legal Officer

Mr. M. TABATA, Associate Qfficer

[Annex II follows/
L'annexe II suit/
Anlage II folgt]
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Number
Cote
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Title
Titre
Titel (falls Dokument in deutsch erstellt)

CAJ/XIX/1

CAJ/XIR/2

CAJ/XIX/3

CAJ/XIX/4

CAJ/XIX/5

CAJ/XIX/6

CAJ/XIX/1

CAJ/XIX/8

CAJ/XIX/S

CAJ/XIX/10

Draft agenda
Projet d'ordre du jour
Entwurf einer Tagesordnung

List of priorities in relation to extension of protection
Liste des priorités en matiére d'extension de la protection

UPOV Recommendations on Variety Denominations
Recommandations de 1'UPOV relatives aux dénominations
variétales

Revision of the Convention
Revision de la Convention

ASSINSEL motion on the definition of maize hybrids
Motion de 1'ASSINSEL sur la définition des hybrides de mals
Motion der ASSINSEL uber die Definition von Maishybriden

Revision of the Convention - Comments from the International
Chamber of Commerce

Révision de la Convention - Observations de la Chambre de
commerce internationale

Revision of the Convention - Comments from the International
Association for the Protection of Industrial Property

Révision de la Convention - Observations de 1'Association
internationale pour la protection de la propriété indus-
trielle

Revision des Uebereinkommens - Bemerkungen der Internatio-
nalen Vereinigung fur Gewerblichen Rechtsschutz

Revision of the Convention - Proposals from the
International Association of Horticultural Producers
Révision de la Convention - Propositions de 1'Association

internationale des producteurs de 1'horticulture

Revision of the Convention - Comments from the British
Society of Plant Breeders Ltd

Révision de la Convention - Observations de la British
Society of Plant Breeders Ltd

UPOV Recommendations on Variety Denominations - Outcome of
the Committee's deliberations

Recommandations de 1'UPOV relatives aux dénominations
variétales - résultat des déliberations du Comité
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