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! David Dechant, Pioneer v. J.E.M AgSupply may sprout rude awakening (Aug. 20, 2001), at
http://www.cropchoice.com/leadstry.asp?recid=408
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See Plant Protection Industry News, at
http://www.mei sternet.com/plantprotection/news/08_01_02.htm) Monsanto Company Files Patent
Infringement Suit Against Generic Glyphosate Imp..., at
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18 Nathan A. Busch, Jack and Beanstalk: Property Rightsin Genetically Modified Plants, 3 Minn.Intell.
Prop. Rev. 1(2002) p.126
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20 The common meaning of the word “ make” requires some action and volition to bring a thing into
being by “ shaping or putting parts or ingredients together.” Nat han A. Busch, Jack and
Property Rights in Genetically WMwldl fied Plants, 3 Mi

21 Nathan A. Busch, Jack and Beanstalk: Property Rightsin Genetically Modified Plants, 3 Minn.Intell.
Prop. Rev. 1(2002) p.142-143
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Company v. Percy Schmeiser Enterprises Ltd. 2002 10
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P. Nelson, Note: Legal Liability in the Wake of Starlink TM: Who Paysin the End?, 7 Drake J. Agric.
L.241 2002 p.252

28 2000 10

15 at http://www.bio.idv.tw/data/data?/2001111601.htmvisited 2002/12/1

29 Margaret Rosso Grossman, American Law in aTime of Global Interdependence: U.S. National
Reportsto The XVITH International Congress of Comparative Law: Section 11 Biotechnology,
Property Rights and the Environment, 50 Am J. Comp. L. 215 2002 p.228
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35 Margaret Rosso Grossman, American Law in a Time of Global Interdependence: U.S. National
Reportsto The XVITH International Congress of Comparative Law: Section 11 Biotechnology,
Property Rights and the Environment, 50 Am J. Comp. L. 215 2002 p237

36 Amelia P. Nelson, Note: Legal Liability in the Wake of Starlink TM: Who Paysin the End?, 7 Drake
J. Agric. L. 241 2002 p.259.261
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Amelia P. Nelson, Note: Legal Liability in the Wake of Starlink TM: Who Paysin the End?, 7
Drake J. Agric. L. 241 2002 p.257
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Baldur Stefansson Canola

1998 6 available at
http://www.tndais.gov.tw/M agazine/mag24-3.htm

“2 Rick Roush, Rick Roush comments from a study of claims made by Percy Schmeiser during his visit
toAustralia July 24,2002 , at http://www.biotech-info.net/roush schmeiser.html

North Dakota  Nelson lllinois  Eugene Stratemeyer
Louisiana  Dallas Thomason Monsanto Continues Persecuting
Farmers May 21, 2001 , at http://www.organi cconsumers.org/monsanto/seedsuits.cfm; Robert
Schubert, Monsanto sues Nelson farm: A North Dakota family’ s frustrations with genetically
engineered soybeans Feb. 16,2001 , at http://www.cropchoice.com/leadstry.asp?recid=244;
Louisiana Cotton Farmer Loses to Monsanto  Oct. 18, 2000 , at http://mindfully.org/GE/M onsanto-
Besats-LA -Farmer.htm
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http://www.upov.int/eng/Symposium2002/SYM_02_8e.pdf
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