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Intellectual Property Rights, Farmers®’ Movements and
Seed Industry in India

By Dr.Gurdev Singh and Mr.S.R.Asokan’

The Indian Patcnts Act of 1970 excludcs all living organisms from the scope of patcntability. It also
excludes product patents of all substances intended for usc or capable of being uscd as food or as
medicines or drugs. As far as processes arc concerned i) a method of agriculture or horticulture and
ii) any process for the medicinal, surgical, curative, prophylactic or other trcatment of human beings
or any process for a similar treatment of animals or plants to render them free of discase or to increcase
their economic value or that of their products arc not patentable. .

Convention for the Protection of Necw Varicltics of Plants known as UPOV convention first signed in
1961 was rcvised in 1972, 1978 and more recently in 1991. In comparison to the 1991 convention,
the protection conferred by the 1978 convention was less stringent. 1t was limited to varictics of
nationally defined specics and for a minimal period of 15 ycars. The main difference is that under
1978 convention the usc of potential varicty to breed new plant varictics requires neither authorization
~ nor payment of royaltics(Appendix I). Since there was not much progress under the World Intcllectual
Property Organization (WIPQ) between developed and developing countrics regarding Intellectual
Propenty Rights (IPRs) it was linked to intcrnational trade under General Agrecment on Trade and
Tarif{f (GATT). This move made the devcloping countrics access to export markets in industrialized
countrics contingent upon advances in IPRs.(Wijk ct al 1993).

The Trade Related Intellectual Properties(TRIPs) agreement ncgotiated under GATT stipulated that

. inventions in all branches of technology whether products or processes shall be patentable provided
they arc new involving an inventive step and are capable of industrial application. The member
countrics are required to develop a new system to prolect plant varicties by patents or by an effective
sui generis system or by any combination thercof. )

Farmers in some parts of India protesting against the GATT negoliations directed their ire against the
multinational sccd companics. Slogans like "Quit India” "Salt Sathyagraha" once used against the
colonial rule were revived and directed at multinational sced companics. A groupof fammers ransacked
the office of Cargill - a multinational- at Bangalorc. Many intellectuals like scicntists, journalist,
academicians viewcd the farmers stand sympathetically and some even joined hands with the farmers
in the campaign against IPRs. '

The Government of India has alrcady draftcd a legislation to protect the plant varieties as per the
GATT agrecments. It is going to be introduced in parliament soon. In this paper we have tricd to

1 The authors arc Professor and Rescarch Associale respectively, Centre for Management in
Agriculture, Indian Institutc ol Management, Ahmedabad. India.
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analyze the farmers’ movement vis-a-vis IPRs and cxplored some altcrnatives to minimize the
confrontation in the post IPR period.

Status of Seed Industry in India

Indian fammers annually usc sceds worth around 2 billion US dollars, However only a fraction of that
comes from the organized scctor. The turnover of the sccd industry for 1993 was estimated
around 250 million dollars. It is apparent that just above onc tenth of the requircment of the farmers
come from formal sources. The rest of their need is met through retention of the crop for sced
purposes and lateral exchange of sced among themselves. Sced Replacement Rates(SRR) is another
indicator of demand for sccd from organized sector. The replacement rates of sced are very low in.
India (Appendix 1V). It is just 6.4 percent for wheat and 11 percent for paddy. This indicates that
retaining crop for sced purposes and cxchanging them with fellow farmers arc quite common, This
prompted the expert group on seeds 1o suggest " in order to incrcase the SRR foundation seed of sell
pollinated crops such as paddy, wheat cic may be distributed to farmers other farmers can buy sced
from these farmers in the subscquent scason.” Even the World Bank assistcd National Sced Project
acknowledges "the cost cffcctivencss and simplicity of such a system” and states that "the emphasis
should shift to providing technical input 10 encourage farmers to grow their own sced of sclf pollinated
varietics."” ‘

Farming in India is a subsistence activity and not a commercial venture to a large number of farmers.
Therefore, retaining own crop for seed purpose would continue 1o remain a principal source of sced.

The Government of India took a proactive role in developing the sced industry by establishing research
institutes as well as creating facilitics for multiptication and distribution of sccds. Simultancously lot
of incentives were given for the growth of private scctor.

Although private scctor has developed morce than 120 hybrids (Agrawal 1988:8) many of which wcre
well received by the farmers sced rescarch in India is predominantly confined to public scctor
institutions like the Indian Council of Agriculturat Rescarch (ICAR) and State Agricultural
Universitics. There are thirty nine central research institutes of which fifteen are actively involved in
research related to crop production and protcction including plant brc&ding. There are twenty five state
agricultural universitics which integratc agricultural rescarch education and cxterision training. The
brecder and foundation sccds of varictics and hybrids devcloped by thesc institutions are provided (o
both private companics and public scctor corporations for further multiplication and distribution. There
are a large number of small companics operating in the country catering to a district or two. These
companies do not have any breeding programme they rcly exclusively on public institutions for new
varicties and hybrids.

There are fourteen public sector corporations involved in multiplication and distribution of public bred
lines. Besides spread of rescarch varictics through formal sources state agricultural universities relcase



new varieties directly to the farmers in the form of mini kits and trial packs. Such releases were {found
to have spread faster among the farmers. For example in the state of Punjab the lateral spread of new
varieties through mini kits was so high that the state seed corporation found new varieties fairly well
spread among the farmers before it could obtain them from the Universities and organize production
(Singh et al 1990:99).

In the 1980s the Govenment abandoncd the protectionist policy and liberalized the sced industry
which paved the way for the entry of MRTP? and FERA® companics in the seed sector. The New
Policy on Seed Development(1988) resulted in many collaborative ventures with the foreign companies
(Appendix V). With the overall liberalization of the economy in recent years investment climate has
become even more conducive for forcign companics.

Along with GATT negotiations the entry of multinationals increased the clamour for protection of
plant varieties. The domestic seed companies also joined the fray in demanding protection. The Second
Seed Seminar (1989) on Plant Varicty Protection Pros and Cons felt that the “time is ripe for
introducing Plant Breeders Rights (PBRs) in India in order to further strengthen crop improvement
research and to provide belter quality sceds to farmers.” The absence of plant variety protection is said
to be a disincentive for seed companies 1o do research on varetics. “Due to enormous expenditure
involved in R and D and extension to popularize new HY V/hybrids among Indian farmers and in the
" absence of any protection the privatc breeding was limited to vegetables, flowers and a few other
crops.” (Sinha 1989). However, a study on the Impact of Plant Variety Protection Act 1970 in U.S.
found that investment by private companies increascd only in soybeans and wheat, not in other open
pollinated crops (Butler and Marion 1983:39). Private agricultural research investment has been spread
very unevenly among crops with soybcans rcceiving the greatest attention. Minor crops, including
several vegetables, have received no investment at all (Lesser 1990:61).

The Government of India has prepared a draft legislation on plant varieties protection. The Act will
be known as the Plant Varicties Act (PVA) 1993. The main fcaturcs of the Act arc as follows:

O Plant variety protection shall be granted where a variety is new, distinct, uniform and stable.

O Production, offering for sale, markcting and export and import in rcspect of the seed and/or
propagating - material of the protected variety for commercial purppses shall require
authorization of the brecders.

0. Period of protection is 15 ycars; for trees and vines 18 ycars.

(| The plant variety protection rights are not deemed to be infringed by the production, sale,
disposal, export or import for other than reproductive purposes of harvested material.

_‘ ‘ VIKRAM SAKABIAI LIBRAN"
2 Monopoly Restrictive Trade Practices AN INSIHUIE OF MANAGEmS =
: VASTRAPUE. AHanE{)IAGAL)30unmen

3 Foreign Exchange Regulation Act



O Farmers are allowed to save,usc, cxchange, sharc and scll propagating material of seed from
seed obtained and descended of seed obtained of protected varicty.

A sample of the varicty has to be deposited with the National Gene Bank.

O In recognition of the contribution made by the rural communities with sustained perscrvarance
in the devclopment on farm innovations, enrichment and conservation of plant genetic
resources, the authorities may when deemed appropriate require the breeder seeking protection
under this Act to provide for rewards and compensation to such communitics.

0 Researchers have free and complete access to protected materials for rescarch. The acts done
for experimental and/or research purposcs and for developing new varictics of plants shall not
require authorization of the breeder.

] The Breeder should ensure the availability of sufficient quantitics of sced of the protected
variety.
O The authoritics may liccnse anyone 10 produce the protected varicty in casc it is not available

in sufficicnt quantitics at reasonable prices.

Farmers organizations in differcnt parts of the country voiced scrious concermn about the GATT
agreement in general and the plant varicty protection in particular. The major concems arc: a)
farmers will have to pay royalties to use their own produce as seed. The proposed Act. however,
excludes from its purview the farmers usc of their own sced. b) Under the new regime the small sced
companies may be taken ovcer by big companies and multinationals the emerging oligopolistic situation
will lead to higher seed prices. ¢) The mini kits and trial packs of the ncw varictics given to the
farmers by the agricultural universitics which is an important source to them may be stopped under
the new regime.

In the state of Karnataka a group of farmers belonging to the Kamataka Rajya Raitha Sangha (KRRS),
a farmer’s organization ransacked the corporate office of the multinational Cargill seeds on December
1992. KRRS served an ultimatum (o the multinational to close down the sced processing plant at
Bellary. The partly buill structure of the plant was damaged by KRRS activists on July 12, 1993.
Prof. M.D. Nanjundaswamy the president of KRRS and a member of the statc lcgislative assembly
announced that quit notices had been scrved on all multinational companies such as Sandoz, Hocchst,
Ciba-Geigy, Merck and Pacific ctc operating in sceds in the state. Further, the KRRS‘ tcamed up with
Gene Campaign a non political organization consisting of a group of scicntists, intcllectuals, journalist
etc and the Bharatiya Kisan Union led by Mahendra Singh Tikait which is strong in the northem statcs
of Uttar Pradesh, Punjab and Haryana. They organized a rally in Dethi in March 1993. The leaders
of the "Seed Sathyagraha" wamed thc government against any step that might transfer the control of
seeds to the multinationals. KRRS carricd out a campaign with the dealers against stocking Cargill
Seeds. John Hamilton, Managing Dircctor of Cargill Sceds admitted that the company’s performance
was "embarrassingly bad". The company had to writc off products and recorded depressed sales. (This
season the company claimed to have tripled its salcs)(Phadnis ]994). As part of its campaign against
the IPRs, KRRS has decided to establish its own sced rescarch centre in Kamataka. 1t aims at the free



exchange of seed between Indian farmers and farmers of other developing countries. Among KRRS’
partner organizations that are alrecady supporting the establishment of farmers’ managed sced
conservation and sccd supply activitics are the Laxmi Mukthi and the Shetkari Mahila Agadi the
womens’ wings of pcasant organization working in the statc of Rajasthan (Pandcy 1994:10). In the
past the farmers organizations wrested many concessions from the government on clectricity tariffs,
éooperative credit, agriculture taxes ctc by organizing mass prolcst rallics. In order to understand how
serious is the threat of the farmers against IPRs it would be uscful to trace the farmers’ movements
in India and see in somc dctail the growth of the vociferous KRRS.

Farmers’ Movements in India

Farmers’ movement have a long history in India. However, the cause, course and nature of the
movements varicd over time depending on the socio-politico-cconomic set up. Revolts by the peasants
against the Mughal tax collectors were reported more than three hundred years ago (Dhanagarc
*-1983:27). The land policy introduced by the British compounded the problem. The Zamindari,
Ryotwari and Mahalwari sysicms introduced in different parts of the country resulted in exploitation
and oppression of the peasants. Sporadic disturbances werc rcported in many parts of the country.
"Either the peasants rcvolied against their oppressors the landlords under whom they held land or
sometimes all the agrarian classes joined together and rebelled against the severe demands of the
state."” (ibid:34). By the turn of the century organizations like the Bihar Provincial Kisan Sabha (1928),
the Andhra Provincial Ryots Association and the All India Kisan Sabha (1936) were formed to
ameliorate the conditions of the pcasants.

In the early post independent period these organizations were concentrating on issues like land reforms
i.e. land to the landless, better deal for the tenants and share croppers ct¢. However, the 1970s and
1980s witnessed birth of farmers’ organizations in diffcrent parts of the country, These organizations
resorted to various forms of agitations on issucs like betler procurement price for the agricultural
produce, lower elcctricity tariff, subsidized fertilizer, waiving of eooperative loans, reducing
agriculwral tax, lower irrigation cess etc. Issucs like the government land to the landless, frec
education, houses, medical aid etc to the farm labourers were included in their demands (o co-opt the
landless agricultural labourers - a significant rural population 1o make the agitations mass bascd
involving all the segments of the rural communitics. Notable among such farmers organization arc:
the Tamilnadu Agriculturists Association led by Narayanaswamy Naidu, the Kama‘wka Rajya Raitha
Sangha led by Nanjundaswamy, thc Shetkari Sangathana in Maharashtra hcaded by Sharad Joshi and
the Bharatiya Kisan Union led by Mahendra Singh Tikait. To press their demands these organizations
resorted to mass rallies, blocking rail and road traffic, courting arrest in thousands to {ill the prisons
etc. They succeeded in achicving many of their demands on priccs, clectricity tariff, cooperative loans,
irrigation charges etc. More than sixty five percent of India’s population is ecngaged in farming and
other related activities constituting a substantial volc bank. The political parties whether ruling or
opposition would hardly afford to antagonize them. At least on two occasions in the state level polls



they proved that they could swing the fortunes in favour of a particular party, However, when these
organizations themselves contested elections they met with disaster.

After the death of Narayanaswamy Naidu the Tamilnadu Agriculturists Association became defunct.
Sharad Joshi of the Shetkari Sangathana welcoming GATT agreements on the grounds that it would
benefit the Indian farmers by fetching international price it is left to KRRS and BKU to campaign
against IPRs.

Karnataka Rajya Raitha Sangha’

An irrigation system was introduced in Dharward district a chronically drought prone region which
altered the farming from subsisicnce to commercial venture. However, prices of colton which was
grddbn in the area crashed, simultaneously the price of fertilizers incrcascd. While the farmers were
groaming undcr this burden attempts were made 1o collect a betterment levy with retrospective effect
onthe basis of increase in land values following irrigation. As the memorandum and representation
to the government evoked poor response the farmers resorted to direct action and picketed the taluka
offices which resulted in violence and police firing. This led to large scale protest in other parts of

’

the state.

By August 1980 Raitha Sanghas or the farmers associations were active in many districts of the state.
These associations joined togcther and drafted a charter of 19 demands which was felt common to all
farmers. It was decided to launch an intensive campaign to get the demands accepted. The KRRS was
set up at the state level. It organized a rally and blocked the roads at Shimoga to dcmonstrale its
strength. It put before the state govemment the 19 demands. The government accepted 12 of those
demands and promisced favourable consideration of other demands after consultation with the central
government and the central bank.

On December 27, 1982, few days before the January 1983 state assembly clections KRRS issued a call
to overthrow the govemment. The ruling congress party was defeated in the polls.

The hardcore of KRRS consisted of sugarcane growers and their problems domingted the movement.
The farmers staged a dhama near the state assembly premiscs asking higher price for sugarcanc. The
government reached an agreement with the famers to clear their dues from the mills and agreed to
fix the price of cane afier taking into consideration the price of levy sugar and open market sugar and
the increased price of inputs. Harassment of the farmers by officials for loan recovery was another
important issue taken up by the KRRS. It had been the practicc of the officials to deliberately
humiliate the defaulters by announcing their names in public and attachment of utensils of every day
use. It was mainly to prevent such harassment that farmers put up boards at entry points of villages
asking officials and ’corrupt politicians’ not to enter villages without permission.

4 Bascd mostly on M.V. Nadkami’s work Farmers Movement in India
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The farmers staged a dharna to protest against court summmons and auction of their property for
defaulting loans and pressing the government to withdraw all cases against the farmers. The
govemment waived the intercst arrears and allowed the farmers to pay the principal which majonty
of the farmers did.

Paddy growers werce piqued by the levy system and the restrictions on inter-district movement of
paddy which depressed paddy prices in surplus districts. After KRRS took up the issue the govemment
made five paddy zoncs within each zone {ree {low of paddy was allowed. Each zone comprised both
surplus and deficit districts.

Another vital issue the KRRS took up was the exploitation of the rural resources. In the villages of |
Kanakapura taluka near Bangalore, granite was cxtracted and cxported with no bencfits o the villages'
concerned. KRSS activists stopped the transportation of the granite till the quarry owners paid royaltics
“for the village improvement in addition to paying the duces to the government. They claimed to have
collccted Rs 1.8 million within two months. The agitation was symbolic of the rcsolve of the farmers
to prevent the loot of rural resources for the benefit of the few alfluent people.

The leaders of KRRS also gave a call to farmers clscwhere to stop transportation of material résources
like sand, granite and timber and demanded their cxploitation in a more rational manner so as to
preserve the environment and bring benefits 1o the rural pcople. The KRRS followcd this by sctting
up Gram Swarajya Samitis 10 promote the use of local resources for village betterment and regulate
their urban use. Royalties were demanded for the samitis 1o exploit such resources. The samitis
stipulated the quantum of use of the resources.

Though such samitis did not exist in many places the village level raitha sanghas ook interest in
promoting and implementing the official development programmes.

In Maddur by election (o the Asscmbly in May 1984 KRRS once again demonstrated that it could
swing the electoral fortunes. It called upon its followers not to support the ruling party candidate. The
_candidate was defeated.

However, the KRRS was very hesitant to enter clectoral potitics. It felt that the }gitational politics
yields quicker results than parliamentary politics. But succumbing to pressurc within the Sangha
-~ entered the electoral fray in Deccmber 1984 for Lok Sabha(Parliament) and February 1985 for
assembly polls and met with disaster. KRRS counterpart the Tamininadu Agriuclturists Association
which was converted into Tillers and Toilers Party met with the same fate in the hustings earlicr. By
becoming a political entity the farmers movements loss their mass support as they are divided on party
lines besides, the dynamics of rural socicly works against them c.g. the landless labourers of rural
India would not support them as they view the land owners as their exploiters.



In the recent elections (Dccember1994) for the state assembly the ruling Congress party lost badly and
was relegated to third position for the first time in the statc. The KRRS President Nanjundaswamy lost
his seat to the assembly. Howcver, a KRRS candidate won from Pandavapura constituency. The KRRS
accused the victorious Janata Dal of hijacking its electoral platform. Some of the victorious candidates
of Janata Dal arc former lcaders of KRRS (Pani 1994).

Farmers and IPRs

Farmers were concemed about the introduction of protection for plant varictics on three major counts.
a) They will not be able to save seed for subsequent usc without authorization and paymcnt of
royalties to the breeder or company. b) IPR will lead to an oligopolistic control of the seed market_
by a few resulting in risc in prices of seeds. ¢) Public bred varicties which were supplicd to the
farmers in the form of minikits by many state agricultural universitics may not be available under the
new regime. Arc the farmers concems rcal? Let us cxamine them.

Farmers consider it (heir ‘inalicnable’ right to retain, use and disposc of thc sceds as they wish.
Introduction of protection and preventing farmers from doing so is considcred tantamount (o
infringement on their rights. This is an cmotive issue on which farmers organizations mobilized
support and demonstrated in Delhi and ransacked the office of a seed company in Bangalore. Taking
into consideration the farmers stand as wcll as other factors the government has drafted a PVA which
regconise the right of the farmers to save sced for the subsequent generation. Howcver, TRIPs proposal
envisages a review of Article 27 after four years when patent like protection may be introduced and
farmers may lose their right to save seced. When such a regime is imposed after four years it would
definitely mcet with stif( resistance and the farmers’ organization throughout the country may usc all
sorts of agitational mcans to retain their right to save sced. By granting excmption in the present
proposed Act the issue has been put off for some more time.

The introduction of PVA may result in large number of takcovers and mergers as the smatl companics
may not be able to withstand the competition. Most of the small companies rely exclusively on public
bred varieties for multiplication and distribution. Under the new sct up this flow of new varictics will
be restricted due to high prices resulting in closurc of many companies. The multinationals and a few
big domestic sced companics will dominate the scene which will give rise to hi ghcr\§ecd prices. Buder
and Marion(1983) found albeit inconclusively that introduction of PVPA in the United Statcs has
contributed to the large number of mergers. Within ten years of introduction SO percent of the PVP
certificates were held by 14 conglomerates. They also found that there was an increase in sced prices
in the post PVPA period. However Lhese increases were considered to be not unrcasonable. The reason
being that there were two important checks on the pricing of privatcly protected varictics. a) farmer
saved sced and b) the availability of publicly developed varicties. Under the proposed system though
farmers are exempted the public developed varictics are to be protected. So, an imporiant check is
removed. Therefore the farmers concem on rise in sced prices in the post PVA situation is not
unjustificd.



In India the State Agricultural Universities are an important source of necw varicties of seed to the
farmers. They provide farmcrs with mini Kits of foundation sced of newly developed varicties which
result in lateral spread of seed among the farmers. Under the new system the varictics developed by
the public institutions like agricultural universities and ICAR institutcs are to be protected. So, the only
avenue left for the farmers is the secd companies and corporations where the prices of sced at the start
of the season tend to be high at the beginning even in normal circumstances. The new set up will
result in still higher prices.

Nearly two third of the population in India is cngaged in agriculture and related activitics. Any
decision which has adverse effect on this substantial segment will Icad 1o lot of unrest. Time and again
farmers organizations in the past have proved their capacity (o cause disruption. Caught between the
GATT agreemcnt and the disgruntled farmers the government has to do some tight rope walking. It
has very few options. .
Public plant brecding has a major impact on the performance of the seed industry in India. The
introduction of PVA may rcsult in  increased investment in the privale scctor for a few crops.
However, the role and the responsibilitics of public sector would be increasing rather than diminishing
in the post IPR regime. Therefore the public sector research should be strengthened. It should eontinuc
to provide the newly developed varietics to the private sced companics at rcasonable prices so that
seed is available at affordable prices to the farmers. The small sced companics many of which do not
have breeding programmes may be able 10 remain in business and thwart the seed market cmerging
into an oligopolistic onc. At the same time the varictics dcveloped should be registered under the PV A
in order to prevent any company exploiting the varicty to derive new variety without authorization.
Further, the stalc agricultural universitics should continue to provide the mini kits and trial packs to
the farmers which should be allowed to spread laterally among the famers. These slc;is may act like
a chieck against domination of the secd market by a few in terns of price and availability.

Many studies have shown very high rate of rctum to diffcrent types of plén[ breeding rescarch. In fact,
returns from investment in public scctor agricultural rescarch have been found to be higher than for
investment in industrial R and D. Therefore, investments in public scctor rescarch should be viewed
from the larger perspective of social benelits rather than income accruing out of royalties. Further,
increased investment in public scctor research will help o continue rescarch in he so called minor
crops which would be neglected by the private sector for nol having immediale commercial value but
may be valuable in the future plant breeding.

There should be increased South-South cooperation in sharing genctic materials and sharing the fruits
of research. India has a very large National Agricultural Rescarch System (NARS) and excellcnt
scientific expertise. This can be used by other developing countries for mutual benefits. India should
enter into bilateral agrcements with those countries which arc willing to supply germplasm and have
a stake in the outcome of the rescarch.



Wijk et al. feel developing countrics ofien ignore public domain technology which are knowledge
"spillovers” and innovations which are not protected. Screening and using such public domain
technology is a viable policy option for NARS. India should ensure constant monitoring of such
technology and incorporate them in its rescarch efforts.

The proposed PVA allow exchange of germplasm with those who allow access to their germplasm by
India but restricts such exchanges with others. As proposcd in the U.N convention on Bio diversity
regarding the exploitation of the genctic material and the preferential treatment in transferring the
technology for the countrics of origin the access to germplasm to the private seced companies should
be made contingent upon sharing the variety devcloped. For example, if a varicty is developed out of
the germplasm collected in India, India should get preferential treatment in getting the varicty in terms
of lower cost or shorter period of protection say 3-4 ycars instcad of 15 years. The varicty devcloped
may be provided undcr license with preferential terms to the public scctor organizations in India.
Access to the varicty devcloped may result in larger social benefits than providing monetary
compensation to the country or community {from which the genctic material originated. Suitable agency
should be identificd to monitor and enforce that the companies honour such commitments. A strong
public sector would facilitate in absorbing the tcchnology and diffusing the variety developed.
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Appendix |

Main Provisions of PBR under UPOV 1978,1991 and Patent

Provisions UPOV 1978 UPOV 1991 Patent Law
Protection Plant varictics of nationally | Plant variety of all Inventions
coverage defined specics genera and species
Reéquirements | Distinctness Novelty Novelty
Uniformity Distinctness Inventiveness
Stability Uniformity Nonobviousness
Stability Industrial application and
usefulness
Protection term | Minimum 15 years Min.20 ycars 17-20 years(OECD)

Protection Commcrcial use of Commercial use of all | Commercial use of protected
Scope reproductive material of the | material of the variely | matter

variety
Breeders’ Yes Not for "essentially No
exemption derived variety"
Farmers' In practice: Yes Upto national laws No N
Privilege

Prohibition of
double
protection

Any species eligible for
PBR protection cannot be
patented.

Source : Wijk et al 1993 pp 8.
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Appendix 11

Value of Seeds Used in Agriculture over the years

(Rs in millions)

Year Value
1980-81 16820
1981-82 18440
1982-83 19990
1983-84 21250
1984-85 21890
1985-86 23860
1986-87 24930
1987-88 28250
1988-89 31920
1989-90 36210
1990-91 42870

Source:

Centre for Monitoring Indian

Economy, August 1994.

Appendix 111

Production of Certified/Quality Seeds

(Million Quintals)

Year Ccreals | Pulses | Oilsceds | Fibres | Total
1980-81 187.4 10.2 1.4 7.0 218.6
1981-82 201.3 11.9 4.4 9.6| 2418
1982-83 2929 20.7 16.5] 13.5( 366.1
1983-84 303.7 16.0 49.5 8.0| -412.6
1984-85 3729 24.0 471 17.8] 499.7
1985-86 3069 28.3 4831 30.1| 4484
1986-87 382.1 44.8 61.9| 2235| 565.1
1987-88 347.5 55.3 80.1| 11.7] 535.6
1988-89 382.6 34.8 7221 14.8| 566.9
1989-90 348.2 35.2 87.6] 20.2| 570.4
1990-91 344.1 35.4 86.9| 22.0| 571.0
1991-92 353.1 37.7 92.1| 233| 5750
1992-93 367.0 43.0 54.5| 47.5| 5300

Source: Govt of India, Ministry of Agriculture
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Appendix 1V

Statewise Seed Replacement for Certified/Quality Seed during

1988-89
(Pcr cent)

State Wheat Paddy Sorghum Bajra
Andhra Pradesh 17.41 21.75 32.00 43.00
Assam 96.35 9.28 - -
Bihar 4.82 4.74 - -
Gujarat 10.03 10.02 - -
Haryana 5.95 8.06 - 39.11
Himachal Pradcsh 22.00 9.00 - -
Jammu & Kashmir 11.38 5.23 - -
Kamataka 10.00 18.00 - -
Kerala - 10.00 - -
Madhya Pradesh 2.03 3.10 11.12 19.19
Maharashtra 5.85 1.59 55.00 55.00
Orissa 15.00 2.01 - -
Punjab 1.20 5.07 - -
Rajasthan 4.58 3.67 4.00 26.77
Tamilnadu - 14.00 9.00 25.00
Uttar Pradcsh 3.24 7.58 0.22 3.51
West Bengal 25.00 14.00 - -
All India 6.34 11.09 14.59 42.07
Source : GOI, Expert Group on Sceds, 1989. -
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Appendix V

Details of Foreign Collaboration in Respect of Seed and Planfing Material

Name of Indian | Name of Forcign| Name of Namc of the Type Ycar
Company Company country product/activity
1 2 3 4 5 6
Cargill Sceds India | Cargill Inc. USA Hybrid Sceds Fin 1986
Pvt. Lid.
Sandoz India Ltd. |Zaadunio B.V. Holl High Yielding varicty Tech | 1987
of sced, cte.
Sandoz India Lid. | Northrup King USA High yielding seeds Tech 1987
Co. planticts
ITC Agrotech Lid. | Continental Australia | Hybrid sceds Tech 1988
Grains
Bejo Sheetal Sceds |Bezo Zadan B.V.]  Holland | Hybrid Sceds Fin 1988
P. Ltd. ’
PHI Biogene Pvt. [ Pioncer Overscas USA Hybrid Sceds Fin 1988
Ltd. Corpn.
Bihar Seeds Corpn. | Pacific Sceds Australia | Hybrid quality Tech 1988
Sunflower Seeds
Nath Seeds Pvt. Dobi Gon & Co. USA Hybrid Sunflower Tech 1988
Lid. Sccds
Welcome Sceds NRI Cascs U.K. Vegetable Sceds Fin 1989
Pvt. Ltd. India/U.K.
Bilt Treetech P. Plantex Aust Propagating of trces, Tech 1989
Ltd. shrubs, omamental
flowers
Omega Agseed Agsceds Pvt. Australia | Improved Vanety of Fin 1990
-| India Ltd. sccds ‘
Bharat Pulverising | Nova Sceds USA Qil F.itn 1990
Mills Lid. sceds/pulses/vegetable
sceds
Bisco Seed Agripro Bio USA Hybrid Sceds *Tech 1990
Tech.P.Ltd. Sciences Inc.
Nath Sceds Ltd. K.Z. Gebroadcers Holland Vegetable hybrid seeds Fin 1990
Maharashtra Asgrow Sceds USA Hybrid Vcgetable sceds | Tech 1990
Hybrid Seed Co. Co.
Ltd.
ECL Agrotech Controcoop. Yugoslavia | Hybrid Sced Tech 1990
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1 2 3 4 | 5 6 1
Harrisons Agri Saatan West  |Hybrid Seeds/ HYV of | Tech | 1991
Malayalam Gmbh. Germany | Vegetable
Harrisons Semynio West Hybrids/HYV secds of | Tech 1991
Malayalam Szatzucht Gmbh. | Gemany | ficld crops
Harrisons Green Tek/ Holland | Plant Tissuc Culturc Tech
Malayalam Cultiss (ycet to be

approved by

S1A)
Intercorp Inds. Ltd. [Rustica France Hybrid Sceds Tech 1992
N. Delhi Scmences
Raunaq Centrocoop and | Yugoslavia [Hybrid sceds Fin/ 1992
Intemational Ltd. |Instt. of Field Tech

and Vegetablcs
Crops Faculty;

Uni. of Agri.
Novisat
|| Southem Petro Pioncer Overscas USA Hybrid Sccds Fin 1993
“{'Chemicals Inds. Corpn.
Corpn.
’ . s . . .
Proago-PGS India |Plant Genetic Belgium | Hybrid oil-sceds rape Tech/ | 1993
Ltd. N. Delhi Systems and vcgetable sceds Fin
; Intcmational NV
iMicro Planate Ltd., | Kemira OY Finland Hybrid and synthetic W Tcch 1993
Bombay sccds )
Pioncer Overscas | Pioncer Overscas USA 100% owncd Research 1993
Corpn. Eorpn. L Co. on hybrid sceds L

‘i Source:

National Conference on Sceds, 1993. Agenda papers, Anncxure V. pp 39-41
Pandcy (1994), p. 10
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