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THE HONG KONG REPROGRAPHIC RIGHTS LICENSING SOCIETY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society (HKRRLS) disagrees with the
Consultation Document's central assumption that ending the suspension of the April 2001
Amendments to the Copyright Ordinance is an "extreme" position.

The Document implies that the public fears criminal penalties for copyright theft in general.
But government surveys indicate that prior to the introduction of the Amendments in April,
the public strongly supported them.

After the Amendments went into effect, it is true that some members of the public
expressed concern about the harshness of the penalties and the lack of clarity in the
language. Legislators representing functional constituencies that could be affected by such
stringent enforcement also expressed concern.

The loudest protests by far, however, came from the Commerce and Industry Bureau, the
government agency responsible for the Amendments in the first place! The Bureau
switched its position suddenly after coming under intense pressure from several key vested
interest groups that do not want criminal penalties for piracy in print media under any
circumstances.

(HKRRLS believes this is partly because a culture of piracy in print has been tolerated for
so long in Hong Kong that several strategic businesses, universities and government offices
assume that copying protected works without a license is fair game.)

The following reasons explain why HKRRLS is adamantly opposed to the permanent
suspension of criminal penalties for end-user copyright infringements in print media (and
cable TV) only.

* Such a suspension would be inherently unjust, denying the same due process to
copyright owners in print that is routinely granted to copyright owners in all other areas of
the intellectual property economy.
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Singling out rights holders in print for exclusion would be the antithesis of equal treatment
under the law.

(HKRRLS similarly takes issue with the Commerce and Industry Bureau's implied
assumption that copyright owners of print media and cable television do not suffer enough
piracy to warrant criminal penalties. The Society believes it is inappropriate for the
government to speculate on which industry suffers the most when equal justice requires that
all intellectual property infringements be treated the same.)

* The majority of people in Hong Kong believe local infringement of intellectual
property rights is serious and damaging and that these rights should be protected as
indicated in the government's November 2001 "Survey on Public Awareness of Protecting
Intellectual Property Rights."

* Criminal sanctions for end-user copyright piracy are the international norm in
copyright law and as such should be maintained in Hong Kong in all areas of the economy
based on intellectual property. This is certainly true if the city hopes to nurture its stature as
a world-class city.

* The possible suspension of criminal sanctions in print media in Hong Kong has
already become an international issue with reprographic rights organizations worldwide
expressing public concern. (Please see attached reprographic rights organizations May 2001
letters.) Should criminal sanctions in print indeed be suspended, international investor
confidence and Hong Kong's world-class image would be damaged.

* Criminal sanctions against end-user copyright piracy in print should be maintained
to give teeth to the Copyright Ordinance. Without criminal penalties, no one will take the
Ordinance seriously and flagrant copyright violations of print media will continue. (Please
see attached December 1, 2001 Hong Kong publishers' letter to Hong Kong Polytechnic
University regarding widespread copyright infringements in the university in print media.)

* The HKRRLS is a fully functioning reproduction rights organization wholly
capable of handling the added paperwork such an amendment would imply. As is, the
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Society issues affordable and convenient collective licenses to reproduce the copyrighted
material in its repertoire to representative bodies of schools, government departments,
businesses and tertiary institutions. In exchange for an annual license fee, the general public
in these groups is given the right to make a limited number of copies of an agreed-upon or
"licensed use" amount of each work in the repertoire, which currently includes some 1.7
million publications worldwide. Copyright owners are then paid for the use of their work.

Separately, the HKRRLS does not support a "new permitted act™ or licensing exemption to
facilitate the uploading of copyrighted works to a school Intranet for access within the
school since HKRRLS licenses already can be negotiated with schools to give access to
uploaded protected material.

The Society also does not support a "new permitted act™ or licensing exemption for
transcribing protected works into Braille or other specialized formats by non-profit groups
since HKRRLS licenses already can be negotiated with these groups to provide access to
specialized formats.

Finally, HKRRLS sees no need to change current legislation and related regulations at this
time. In the interests of justice, fairness and sheer effectiveness in promoting intellectual
property rights in Hong Kong, HKRRLS supports the 1997 Copyright Ordinance and the
reinstatement of the 2001 Amending Ordinance introducing criminal penalties for end-user
copyright piracy in ALL areas of the economy based on intellectual property.

The Society believes that only when these two laws are fully implemented AS
LEGISLATED will Hong Kong take its rightful place among the world's advanced societies,
modern communities that understand the importance to their economies of encouraging
creative thought and protecting intellectual property rights.
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The laws themselves -- it should be noted -- are good, solid pieces of legislation. They
provide an effective mechanism for setting "fair use™ guidelines where licenses are not
required and for setting "license use™ guidelines where bodies such as HKRRLS can grant
easy, low-cost access to protected works.

HKRRLS: WHO WE ARE:

The Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society (HKRRLS) is a non-profit,
volunteer organization of 54 local authors and publishers dedicated to protecting the
intellectual property rights of members and others involved in Hong Kong print media.

Established in 1995, the Society provides public access to the copyrighted works in its
repertoire by issuing affordable and convenient reproduction licenses to schools, businesses
and government departments and then distributing the money from those licenses to the
copyright owners.

Since its founding, HKRRLS has grown and developed into a full-fledged, internationally
recognized reprographic licensing organization. Registered in Hong Kong, in 1996 the
Society joined the Brussels-based International Federation of Reproduction Rights
Organization, IFRRO, the largest photocopying licensing organization in the world. The
affiliation has given HKRRLS the authority to represent some 1.7 million publications
worldwide, including those in its own repertoire.

Today, the Society protects and enforces the rights of its members in Hong Kong and
abroad. It also promotes public awareness and understanding of Hong Kong's 1997
Copyright Ordinance, which brought local intellectual property rights up to international
standards, and its April 2001 Amendments which introduced criminal liability for end-user
copyright infringement, also in keeping with international norms.

LICENSING AGREEMENTS
In March 2000, HKRRLS successfully negotiated on behalf of its members its first, three-

year, photocopying licensing agreements with more than 1,200 local primary and secondary
schools.
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These licenses, called "blanket™ licenses, give the teaching staff the right to make a limited
number of copies of an agreed-upon amount or percentage of all the works in the repertoire.
(Under HKRRLS "licensed use™ guidelines for educational institutions, the maximum
amount allowed is 1 copy of no more than 10 percent of any single text.)

They marked the beginning of public awareness in Hong Kong of the need to balance the
rights of copyright owners in print media with the needs of end-users to easy, quick and
lawful access to protected information.

In March 2001, the Society reached a collective licensing agreement with the Hong Kong
government that granted another three year, blanket license -- this time to 170,000 civil
servants -- for a maximum number of 1. copy of no more than 10 percent of any work in the
repertoire.

In November 2001, the Society began negotiations with several of the territory's 300
photocopy shops for a collective licensing agreement that would grant them a blanket
license for reproduction rights. The negotiations are expected to lead to an agreement
sometime in 2002 and will set an example for other photocopy shops to follow.

In February 2001, the Society proposed negotiations to the Hong Kong General Chamber of
Commerce for a collective licensing agreement that would cover reproduction rights within
many of the territory's small and medium-sized businesses represented by the Chamber. The
negotiations are expected to begin sometime in 2002.

Currently, the Society is negotiating with a task force set up by eight Hong Kong tertiary
institutions over the terms of their blanket licensing agreement, which is expected to begin
in early 2002.

Finally, the Society is already offering blanket, pre-screened and legal licenses to a variety
of businesses and non-profit groups.

ENFORCEMENT

In October 2001, HKRRLS worked closely with the Customs and Excise Department in
helping it make its first arrests of three different photocopy shop operators who were
reproducing textbooks without publisher consent. The action sent a clear warning to other
copy shops to enter
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into licensing agreements before reproducing whole or partial texts without permission.

LOBBYING

Since 1995, founding members of HKRRLS have consulted with the Hong Kong
government in preparing what first became the 1997 Copyright Ordinance, the basis of
today's legal protections for intellectual property rights in print and other mediums.

In subsequent years, the Society has consulted with the Hong Kong government on what
became a three-year consultative process leading to the Intellectual Property
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Ordinance 2000 (passed by the Legislative Council on April
1,2001.)

These Amendments imposed criminal sanctions against end-users for copyright piracy,
among other provisions. They were intended to strengthen the 1997 Copyright Ordinance
and are considered to have brought the Ordinance up to the highest standards of intellectual
property protection worldwide.

In the summer of 2001, HKRRLS initiated the current, ongoing lobbying effort against the
government's June 2001 decision to suspend for one year the criminal penalties for end-user
copyright infringement in print and cable television only.

The government suspended the penalties arguing that in these two intellectual property
industries alone they had "triggered a heated debate in the community™ and raised "concern
that the new law impaired the dissemination of information in enterprises and teaching in
schools.”
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In November 2001, as part of the ongoing public discussion of criminal penalties for
copyright infringements, HKRRLS issued guidelines for permissible, free copying without
a license, called "fair use.” By setting the fair use limit at one copy of no more than five
percent of any work in the repertoire within a month, the Society eased public concern over
criminal prosecution for insubstantial copying.

HKRRLS: WHERE WE STAND TODAY

The HKRRLS sees no need to change current legislation and related regulations at this time.
The Society believes that permanent suspension of the criminal penalties for end-user
copyright piracy in print media (and cable TV) only would be a serious miscarriage of
justice -- no one industry should be singled out -- and would gravely set back Hong Kong's
considerable progress in combating intellectual property theft.

In the interests of justice, fairness and sheer effectiveness in promoting intellectual property
rights in Hong Kong, the Society supports the 1997 Copyright Ordinance and the
reinstatement of the 2001 Amending Ordinance introducing criminal liability for end-user
piracy in all areas of the economy based on intellectual property rights.

Only when these two laws are fully implemented will Hong Kong take its rightful place
among the world's advanced societies, modern communities that understand the importance
to their economies of encouraging creative thought and protecting intellectual property
rights.
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The laws themselves -- it should be noted -- are good, solid pieces of legislation. They
provide an effective mechanism for setting "fair use™ guidelines where licenses are not
required and for “"license use™ guidelines where bodies such as HKRRLS can grant easy,
low-cost access to protected works.

The following issues have been raised in the Commerce and Industry Bureau's October
2001 "Consultation Document” entitled "Review of Certain Provisions of Copyright
Ordinance." The accompanying responses from HKRRLS are meant to help clarify for its
members, the government and the public exactly why the Society does not support a
permanent suspension of the 2001 Amending Ordinance.

l. CRIMINAL PROVISIONS RELATED TO END-USER PIRACY

The HKRRLS is opposed to lifting criminal sanctions related to end-user copyright piracy
in print media (and cable TV) only for four main reasons:

1. It would be discriminatory treatment. To exclude copyright owners in print
(and cable TV) from among every other intellectual property rights holder protected
by the sanctions would be blatantly unfair and unjust; not in keeping with equal
treatment under the law.

2. Criminal sanctions against end-users for copyright infringements in print
media are the international norm and thus in keeping with Hong Kong as a world-
class city. (Please see attached International Federation of Reproduction Rights
Organization May 1, 2001 analyses of criminal penalties in print media in five
English-speaking countries.)

3. copyright protection for print media will not be taken seriously in Hong
Kong, where infringements cause copyright owners tens of millions of dollars a year
in losses, until the law has teeth.

4, The law, as is, is a good, effective mechanism for setting "fair use"
guidelines where no license is required and for setting "license use™ guidelines
where bodies such as HKRRLS can grant easy, low-cost legal access to protected
works.

Regarding the specific "issues of concern™ on criminal provisions raised in the
document, the HKRRLS
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responds point by point: (Italics are used to distinguish between government issues and the
HKRRLS response.)

1.6a. Whether criminal sanctions should apply to the possession of an infringing
copy of a copyright work in 'business' activities of a non-profit-making nature.

This is not an issue as criminal sanctions involving non-profit work are already exempt
from criminal action in s. 118 (1) (f) of the 1997 Copyright Ordinance.

1.6b. Whether employees in possession of an infringing copy supplied by the
employer for use in business should be criminally liable.

The HKRRLS does not support criminal liability for employees acting at the behest
of employers. The Amendment was intended to hold employers liable for infringements,
not employees.

1.6¢c. Whether end-user criminal provisions should apply only to copyright works
afflicted by rampant piracy.

All infringed copyright works should be subject to criminal sanctions not just those
"afflicted by rampant piracy.” This view supports basic fairness and equal treatment under
law. The HKRRLS also does not believe government should be in the position of deciding
which kind of copyright piracy is rampant but rather should leave that to affected copyright
owners.

1.6d. Whether certain acts of the end-user which infringe copyright but which do
not give the end-user any commercial advantage or private financial gain should be exempt
from criminal liability.

Yes, sometimes, but not always. The HKRRLS believes exemption from criminal
liability must be decided on a case-by-base basis. This is because an end-user's commercial
advantage or private financial gain in print is often not the issue. The concern, more likely,
is whether the copying goes beyond "fair use™ which typically means making a single copy
of no more than 5 percent of a single work in a month.
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For example, a teacher who copies 100 sets of a textbook does not gain
commercially or financially but clearly has harmed the publisher's interest.

1.6e. Whether the expression "for the purpose of, in the course of, or in connection
with, any trade or business"” introduced by the Amending Ordinance has cast the criminal
net too wide.

The HKRRLS would support deleting the phrase "in connection with" so that
"activities incidental to or marginally related to business will be outside the scope of the
end-user criminal provisions.” The Society takes this position because the phrasing without
the clause would still allow copyright owners to exercise their rights.

I. PERMITTED ACTS FOR EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES

The HKRRLS supports the concept of "fair use,"” the widely accepted designation of
the amount or percentage of a protected work that can be reproduced legally without a
license. The fair use percentage negotiated by HKRRLS with primary and secondary
schools and under negotiation with tertiary institutions is set at a single copy of no more
than 5 percent of a single work in a month. This is the standard fair use amount for
educational institutions worldwide.

The HKRRLS does not support exempting teachers from the provisions that state
copying is not permitted where licensing agreements are available or where the person
making the copies "knew or ought to have been aware of" licensing provisions. To remove a
teacher's liability

under these circumstances would unfairly tip the balance of power between the copyright
owners and the end-user to the end-user -- and render meaningless the very notion of
copyright licensing.

Regarding specific "issues of concern”™ on "Permitted Acts for Educational
Purposes” raised in the document, the HKRRLS responds point by point:

2.13a. The approach to be adopted for clarification of the meaning of "to a
reasonable extent” and 'passages’ in section 41 and 45 of the Copyright Ordinance.
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The HKRRLS supports a non- statutory approach to "things done for the purpose of
instruction or examination," (section 41) and "reprographic copying made by educational
establishments of passages from published works" (section 45).

This kind of unwritten approach to permitted reproduction would provide a more
flexible environment in which copyright owners and end-users could reach an agreement on
fair use and licensed use. To this end, the HKRRLS will submit fair use and licensed use
guidelines to the government for reference.

2.13b. If a statutory approach is to be adopted, the elements that should be covered
in clarifying the meaning of the two expressions.

The HKRRLS does not support a statutory approach to licensing. If the government
for some reason should institute such an approach, as has been done in Germany and
Australia, among other countries, it would have to also institute a statutory or compulsory
licensing system to maintain a balance between the rights of copyright owners and users.
This system, in the Society's view, would be unduly complicated, costly and give the
government undue power.

2.13c. Whether the act of recording or copying permissible under sections 44 and
45 of the Copyright Ordinance should be permitted regardless of whether a license under
the licensing schemes is available.

The HKRRLS does not accept reproduction by educational establishments of
broadcasts and cable programs (section 44) or of passages from published works (section
45) regardless of whether licenses are

available. To institute such a broad exemption for educational establishments would be
grossly unfair, would obviate the need for licensing agreements at all and would not be in
keeping with international norms.

Such an exemption would also throw all power between copyright owners and users
to the users. As is, licensing agreements are the only protections available to copyright
owners -- and they're minimal at that.

2.13d. Whether a new permitted act should be provided under the Copyright
Ordinance to facilitate the
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uploading of copyright works to a school INTRANET for access within the school.

The HKRRLS does not support a new permitted act or licensing exemption for the
uploading of copyright works to a school Intranet since licensing agreements that include
uploaded protected material are already available through the HKRRLS in the form of
blanket licenses.

(Blanket licenses, which typically don't exceed three years, are issued in exchange
for an annual fee for permission to make a limited number of copies of a designated
proportion - usually 10 percent of any one work for educational institutions - of all works in
the HKRRLS repertoire, including protected materials online.)

When considering a new permitted act for uploading protected material to the
Intranet, the government must realize that if it goes ahead, a loophole in the law would
result unless it also relaxes standard copyright restrictions against widespread re-formatting,
forwarding and long-lasting electronic storage of protected work currently online.

1. PERMITTED ACTS FOR VISUALLY-IMPAIRED PERSONS

The HKRRLS supports the concept of "fair use" for visually impaired persons. Fair
use is the widely accepted designation of the amount or percentage of a protected work that
can be reproduced legally without a license. The fair use percentage negotiated by
HKRRLS with primary and secondary schools and under negotiation with tertiary
institutions is set at 1 copy of no more than 5 percent of a single work in a month. This limit
would be used also in fair use guidelines for educational institutions working with the
visually impaired.

Regarding specific "issues of concern” on "Permitted Acts for Visually Impaired
Persons™ raised in the document,” the HKRRLS responds point by point:

3.4a. Whether a new permitted act should be provided for the transcribing of
works in the printed format into Braille, large-print, talking or other specialized formats by
non-profit-making bodies for the exclusive use of visually impaired persons...
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The HKRRLS does not support a new permitted act or licensing exemption for
transcribing protected works into other formats for the visually impaired since HKRRLS
licensing agreements and fair use guidelines are already in place to protect both copyright
owners and handicapped users.

The HKRRLS believes its guidelines on fair use for schools and the blanket licenses
already issued to primary and secondary schools and under negotiation with tertiary
institutions would provide a working model for reproduction licenses for special-need
schools.

3.4b. Whether the acts mentioned in paragraphs 3.1 (to allow people with
disabilities to make copies of broadcasts and programs) and 3.2 above (to allow the
visually impaired to transcribe works into Braille and other formats) should be permitted
whether a licensing scheme is available or not.

No. It is not acceptable to allow people with disabilities to transcribe works into
other formats regardless of licensing agreements because 1) those formats are protected by
copyright; 2) granting such exemptions would prejudice the legitimate interests of
copyright owners and thus tip the balance of power unfairly to users and 3) such wholesale
exemptions would render meaningless all licensing agreements (the only copyright
protection currently available.)

Such exemptions are also not in keeping with the norms of international copyright
law where the balance of power between copyright owners and users is assiduously
preserved.

V. PARALLEL IMPORTATION OF COPYRIGHT WORKS OTHER THAN
COMPUTER SOFTWARE

Though HKRRLS has not taken a position on all the copyright issues affecting
parallel imports, the Society does support criminal sanctions against those commercial
entities, such as photocopying shops, that would reproduce entire texts, including those that
are parallel imports, without permission.

Regarding specific "issues of concern™ on "Parallel Importation of Copyright Works
Other than Computer Software" raised in the document, the HKRRLS responds point by
point:
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5.14a. Whether the civil and criminal liability against parallel importation should
be removed, and whether there should be any exception.

The civil and criminal liabilities against infringements of copyright in material that
is parallel imported should not be removed under any circumstances. To do so would
destroy the normal functioning of the market and encourage even more copyright
infringements since consumers could not distinguish between parallel-imported material
and pirated material.

5.14b. If there should continue to be criminal sanction against parallel importation
of and subsequent dealing in some types of copyright work, and whether the current 18-
month should be reduced.

The HKRRLS believes criminal sanctions against parallel importation of and
subsequent dealing in some types of copyright work should continue, and that the current
18-month period (after which a parallel import would be subject to criminal sanction)
should not be reduced.

5.14c. Whether the civil and criminal liability imposed on end-users of parallel
imported copies of copyright works in business should be removed.

The HKRRLS believes that liability, whether civil or criminal, for end-users of
parallel imported copies of protected works should be decided on a case-by-case basis. For
example, the Society supports criminal sanctions for commercial enterprises such as
photocopying

shops that reproduce whole texts of parallel imports and sell them in bulk. But for most
users the Society believes civil sanctions are sufficient to protect copyright owners and
educate the public about copyright law.

V. LICENSING BODIES

The HKRRLS is a registered licensing body under Section 149 of the Copyright
Ordinance and committed to providing convenient, affordable licensing services to the
public to reproduce a portion of each of the some 1.7 million copyrighted publications in its
repertoire. The licenses include reproduction rights in many formats such as print, digital
and Braille.
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Regarding specific "issues of concern™ on "Licensing Bodies" raised in the document, the
HKRRLS responds point by point:

7.13a. Whether the Copyright Tribunal should be replaced with an arbitration
system to adjudicate disputes between copyright users and licensing bodies.

Presently, this is not necessary. The Tribunal is still the most effective way to
resolve copyright disputes as the operation is small, efficient and relatively inexpensive,
especially compared to the costs of operating a full-fledged government arbitration system.
The issue should be revisited after several years.

7.13b. Whether licensing bodies should be mandated to be registered and to publish
their scales of royalty charges.

Yes. The HKRRLS is already a registered licensing body that publishes its
licensing fees and royalty rates.
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The "Logistics" of Copyright Theft

By Fred Armentrout
Chairman, Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society (HKRRLS)

Hong Kong's Commerce and Industry Bureau has released a "consultation document™ entitled a,
"Review of Certain Provisions of Copyright Ordinance” (dated October 2001, although not released
until early November). It calls for response from the interested public by 31st December, on
whether or not to lift or make permanent or otherwise deal with the suspension of amendments that
criminalise the theft of copyrighted works in print or cable television.

These amendments came into effect in April of this year, to criminalise the theft of all copyrighted
works. They were challenged by powerful functional constituencies within a week of their effective
dates. Those challenges were made by representatives of functional constituencies from tertiary
education and from the Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce, the latter ostensibly in the
name of SMEs (Small and Medium Sized Enterprises).

These protests in the Legislative Council were quickly followed by a public apology from Brian
Chau Tak Hay, the director of this government bureau, which has oversight of the Intellectual
Property Department. IPD is the government arm that had created the amendments in the first place.

The amendments were surgically "suspended,” only as they apply to print media and cable
television, for one year from this past July, via passage of a new "Miscellaneous” amendment (until
July 2002), under a bill drafted by this bureau.

At the time of passage, another public apology was made by the LegCo convenor of its Intellectual
Property Panel, for failing to have protested its passage the first time round, in 2000.

Criminal penalties for the theft of software, music, films or television dramas have remained in
force throughout. In short, all of the noise around these suspensions has centered on penalties for
theft of print and cable television copyrights.

There are many theories as to why a government most notable for its glacial pace of reforms, so
suddenly got cold feet in pursuit of the full implementation of amendments to the 1997 Copyright
Ordinance, that it had worked on for three years prior to passage, from 1997 to 2000, and had
passed through the normally combative Legislative Council without a murmur of protest last year.
Government had its corrective "suspension” in place within about six weeks.

One story, which may be apocryphal, holds that Chief Executive Tung Chee-hwa, who was in
Washington, D.C. at the time of the amendments' effective date, had been told by his confused
government bureaucrats that they feared sending local news clips he'd requested, as it would be
illegal under the new amendments. Enraged at his administration's dysfunctionality. he instructed
his commerce bureau chief to get rid of this poorly crafted law, or so goes the story that has been
often repeated but never verified.
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Fair use guidelines

Fair use guidelines are to define the copying limits in which copyright users are allowed to
make copy of works without getting permission from copyright owners. The Hong Kong
Publishing Federation, The Anglo-Chinese Textbook Publishers Organisation, The Hong
Kong Educational Publishers Association and Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing
Society have jointly developed and endorsed the following guidelines which apply to
photocopying, faxing and scanning for educational, private study and research purpose only
(please refer to sections 38, 41 & 45 of Copyright Ordinance).

1)

()

©)

For educational establishment as defined in the Copyright Ordinance:

1.a.  Not more than 5% of a single work in a month, and

1.b.  Not more than 10% in total of a single work, or

1.c.  Not more than 1,000 words, whichever the lesser, and

1.d. The above percentage does not make up more than one chapter.
1.e.  Not more than one copy.

For business sector:

2.a.  Not more than 1% of a single work in a month, and
2.b.  Not more than 3% in total of a single work,
2.c.  Not more than one copy.

For user groups other than (1) and (2) (eg: non-profit making bodies):

3.a.  Not more than 3% of a single work in a month,
3.b.  Not more 5% in total of a single work,
3.c.  Not more than one copy.

In excess of these fair dealing limits, the users are required to apply for licences from
related copyright owners or registered licensing body (eg: Hong Kong Reprographic Rights
Licensing Society tel: 2291-3883, fax: 22913388,

email:hkrrls@hutchcity.com).
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Its indifference sends this message to young end-users: if enough people steal at will,
it's no longer theft.

Hong Kong has the chance to bring this corrupted system of exchange into a virtuous circle
of honest transactions, honestly conducted. Hundreds of the people of Hong Kong
contacted our office in efforts to secure legal licenses to make photocopies, when the
amendments first came into effect. We take that to mean honest people here understand
publishers must make a living too, and will find no objection to paying fair rates to authors
and publishers for those works they need to photocopy. That is, unless Hong Kong
government tells them, "never mind".
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provide examples of losses to their companies due to copyright theft. His involved a book called,
"Fundamentals of Logistics Management,” ordered by the campus bookshop of Hong Kong
Polytechnic University. As Mr. Ho tells it:

"We wrongly supplied a different book with similar title. A student purchaser was unaware that the
campus bookshop had stocked the wrong title, so the shop manager contacted the lecturer to inform
him of the mistake and said the student could exchange the book he'd purchased for the correct one.

"The student instead asked for a refund, and had brought back the original book in damaged
condition, three days after purchase. The shop refused the refund. So the student went to his lecturer
for help, who returned with him to the bookshop.

"With his lecturer present, the student explained he was the ‘course coordinator' who had been
responsible for arranging 89 copies of the fully-photocopied reproduction of the text for his
classmates to use, and that the book he'd purchased was used as the master copy. He blamed the
copy-shop for damaging the book.

"The bookshop finally agreed to replace the incorrectly copied book with the right one and it
returned all unsold copies of the incorrect title to us. It subsequently ordered only 10 copies of the

correct title. by courier, of which only four were eventually sold."”

Here is a portrait of Hong Kong's "Logistics Management" of print copyright theft:

. Bookshops under-stock because they know students won't buy much of what they can easily
have copied.

. Copy-shops are the major publishers of local college textbooks at the start of each new
school term.

. Students consider it their right to have textbooks photocopied at will for distribution by
designated "coordinators" to the entire class.

. Teachers consider it their duty to assist students in the matter.

. Come the new term, lecturers find that, anticipating losses to copyshops, book publishers
under-print their projections of the number of books needed for coursework.

. Teachers then complain loudly about how unavailability of books drives students to
photocopy huge numbers of complete textbooks or major portions thereof, from their
reading lists.

. Hong Kong government completes the devious circle by, at best, ingenuously asking, "What

rampant theft of printed products?" or more perniciously, as in this consultation paper,
assuming the ostrich position, to pretend it doesn't exist.

. Government instructs Customs & Excise Department staff to focus raids on more high-
profile items, like software and CD movies, that help keep off unsavory international notice,
like placement on America's annual "watch-list" of rogue states who encourage the theft of
intellectual property.

. Government action does little or nothing to loosen the bonds of a black market in books that
is older and far more woven into Hong Kong society's business and education practices than
the presence of fake CD factories.
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Government's argument as to why it should not “consider that the law should treat all types of
copyright work equally” is that the intention of the criminal penalties was to deal only with those
"copyright works afflicted by rampant piracy” and the consultation document explicitly excludes
print copyright products from its list of such afflicted copyright holders.

Never mind that this convoluted logic of "rampant” versus (what?) something less than rampant
theft is more worthy of a totalitarian state, than of one committed to the "rule of law,” a basic
premise of which is equal treatment of everyone.

What is most disturbing to the Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society is the
assumption by a government agency. based on no analysis whatsoever, that only government's
"chosen™ copyright owners, those of software, movies, music and tv dramas, suffer rampant piracy,
and those of print media and cable television do not. This is the worst kind of exercise in dishonest
"disinformation™ and unworthy of a government that prides itself on striving to sweep copyright
theft out of the SAR.

The best evidence for its prevalence and the importance of addressing print copyright piracy in
Hong Kong is prima facie, the fact that this entire "public consultation™ would not exist were it not
for how fearful certain powerful vested interests are of criminal consequences for such theft.

There are two very good reasons why "rampant” piracy of print media does not make the headlines
of Hong Kong news media:

1) Because the Customs & Excise Department has spent years refusing repeated requests by
book publishers to raid copyshops, who do a thriving illegal business as black market
publishers for the book needs of students and teachers here (it finally conducted raids and
arrested three shop owners this year, shortly before the disputed amendments went into
effect):

2) Because so deeply woven into the fabric of Hong Kong's education, governance and
business conduct is the theft of copyrighted works in print, that it has taken on the
dimensions of some sort of "birthright" to do so.

This combination of enforcement neglect and black market book publishing has created its own
"devious circle" of self-reinforcing business relationships, that completely distort the educational
books market.

To assess how "rampant” such theft is, HKRRLS sponsored a study with cooperation of several
local schools. Conducted by Survey Research Hong Kong (SRH) in 1996, the survey found that
teachers, on a yearly average, photocopy about 382 pages a day and students copy about 30 daily.
Together, they copy over 150,000 pages per year. Most of those copies (72% of teachers and 58% of
students) are made from works published in Hong Kong. This poses a direct economic threat to the
survival of local publishers, who are mostly SMEs (Small and Medium Sized Enterprises).

What happens in such an environment is exemplified by a report from Jason Ho, of McGraw-Hill
International Enterprises, Inc. HKRRLS has asked its members to
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Letterhead of Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society

Note on the fair dealing exception in other countries

There are some misleading quotions in the Consultation Document as regards the following
countries:

. Germany
. Singapore
. Australia

To achieve an appropriate and rightful protection of copyright, there are conditions
available in these countries to meet the international standard. The conditions in the
legislatures are based on the judgement on more the quality of the copyright work copied

than quantity. This is the international practice that we do not recommend the Hong Kong
Government to change.

To provide the public a clear understanding of how they can make reprographic
reproduction without worrying about the rightsholders' complaint, the international practice
is to have a "guideline™ issued by the rightsholders.

The advantage of using the "guidelines™ can be cited from the UK's experience. In the 70's,
when photocopying was expensive and not common, the British publishers and authors
issued a guidelines that they would not make nake any complaint about photocopying less
than 10% of a publication. Later on, photocopying was cheaper and cheaper and had
become more common. The guidelines was revised as followings:

. less than 5%, or no more than 1,000 words or;
. no more than one chapter;
. whichever is less.

The revision was supported by both the rightsholders and general public in U.K.

In U.S.A., the guidelines was also made to apply for educational uses:

. less than 10% or;
. no more than 1,000 words or;
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Fair dealing guidelines

Fair use guidelines are developed to allow uploading of copyright works to school

intranet.

la. Not more than 1% of a single work in a month,

1.b.  Not more than 3% in total of a single work,

1.c.  Password control required for classroom viewing,

1.d.  Audiences are restricted to one class of not more than 50 persons,

l.e.  Printing, saving, forwarding or hyperlinking are not allowed,

1.f.  The data must be destroyed in 7 days upon uploading on the school intranet.

In excess of these fair dealing limits, the user are required to apply for licences from related
copyright owners or registered licensing body (eg: Hong Kong Reprographic Rights
Licensing Society tel: 2291-3883, fax: 2291-3388,

email: hkrrls@hutchcity.com).
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Letterhead of Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society

. no more than one article,

. whichever is less

In both countries, a very active licensing society offers the general public licensing
arrangement to make copies over and above the restriction of the "guidelines™ and to make
multiple copies, which otherwise is an infringement - however small the quantity is copies.

In Australia, the situation is similar to the U.S.A., but it is written in their copyright laws
tha all users should obtain a reprographic licence from a licensing society - a statutory
licence legislature. Hence the legislation has ensured reasonable remmuneration to the
rightsholders for the copying allowed by the its laws.

In Germany, the legislature ensure royalty is paid for each and every photocopy through a
levy on the reprographic machine and its materials, eg: paper.

In France, no fair dealing exemption is available as there are collecting societies approved
by Ministry of Culture authorizing copies for the purposes of sale, rental, publicity or
promotion.

In Hong Kong, the school teaching staff can make photocopies of book (up to 10%) Under
a licence issued by the HKRRLS in April 2000 to cover 1,200 primary and secondary
schools. Some members of the educational institutions were puzzled but it was due to their
ignorance. The licensing mechanism is available within a well defined fair dealing limit at a
reasonable rate (HK$0.15 per copy-page) remmunerable to rightsholders for multiple
copies made from their works for classroom use.

The HKRRLS is also in process of consulting both the schools and universities on their
views of our proposed fair use guidelines and we wish that they are reasonable to request
for an extent acceptable to the rightsholders. After the consultation, the HKRRLS and the
local publishers' organizations will make a formal annoucement of the "guidelines" through
newspapers and other media.

HKRRLS joins with Federation of Publishing Federation, Anglo-Chinese Textbook
Publishers Organisation, Hong Kong Educational Publishers Association and Hong Kong
Publishers and Distributors Association to strongly recommend taking a non-statutory
approach to ease the minds of the general public.
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IPD Survey Highlights *

More peoples in Hong Kong believe that the problem infringing IP rights is serious, up to
55.3% of respondents as released in the latest survey from Intellectual Property
Department.

Regardless of the fact that 74.3% of of respondents said they knew the laws to protect
intellectual property are implemented in Hong Kong. they saw the infringement activities
are "reasonable" because 45.5% of them thought that it is accountable to have pirated
products at a cheaper prices and the rest, even worse, knew that the illegal businessmen
could make good profit.

Although the higher educated respondents (tertiary level) were more likely to consider "a
student photocopies a reference book for the purpose of revision” an infringement on IP
rights, less than half (45.3% this year) of respondents have been aware that it is an
infringment for many years! Against the 94.1% awareness in selling VCD or computer
software.

*statistics abstracted from IPD Awareness Survey
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December 1", 2001

Prof. Leung Tin Pui

Vice-President (Student and Staff Development)
Faculty of Communication

AG716a

Hong Kong Polytechnic University

Hunghom, Kowloon

Hong Kong

Dear Prof. Leung.
As representatives of the four major tertiary textbook publishers in Hong Kong, we are writing to
express our grave concern about the problem of illegal photocopying of books by Hong Kong

Polytechnic University students.

Over the past few months, we have observed that some of the students at HKPU campus -

L 4 photocopied significant proportions of books without the permission of the copyright
OWners;

2 possessed illegal copies of whole book or significant proportions of book; and

L 4 purchased illegal copies of whole book from photocopy shops outside campus.

As outlined by the Intellectual Property Ordinance, it is an offence for individuals/organizations to
L 4 participate in copyright piracy;

4 copy material beyond the set limit; or

2 possess illegally copied material.

Based on our observation and reports, some of your students have infringed this ordinance.

Copyright law protects the product of human creativity. As the major international publishers in
Hong Kong, we need to protect our authors' interests in order to be able to continue the publishing
of high-quality materials. Illegal photocopying erodes our ability to do this.

Being one of the premier tertiary institutions in Hong Kong, we are sure that you support the
Intellectual Property Ordinance and want to take every measure to prevent any possible
infringement of the law. We would therefore be grateful if we could meet you on the 6th or 7th of
December, 2001. At this meeting, we hope to explore some common measures to help bring an end
to illegal photocopying. Kindly contact Mr. Jason Ho, at 27306640 or email at jason_ho@mcgraw-
hill.com, to arrange the meeting.

Thank you for giving this matter your urgent attention.

Yours sincerely,

Teresa Leung Jason Ho Derek Lee Timothy Chan
Thomson Learning McGraw-Hill Education John Wiley & Sons Pearson Education

(Asia) North Asia
Copies to: Viking Yam -Hong Kong Reprographic Rights Licensing Society

Andrew Hoffman - Association of American Publishers
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FRRO Paper & Statements

. Materials relating to Hong Kong's suspension of copyright ordinance (pdf files):

o) Further Submission from IFRRO on the Intellectual Property (miscellaneous
amendments) Ordinance 2000 and the Copyright (suspension of amendments)
Bill 2001 (29 May 2001)

o Letter from Secretary General to Mr. Tung Chee Hwa, Chief Executive of
Hong Kong SAR (18 April 2001)

o Letter from Chairman (HKRRLS) to Mr. Kenneth Ting Woo-shou, JP,
Chairman, Panel on Commerce & Industry (24 April 2001)

o Letter from Mrs. Rita FAN, President of the Legislative Council (25 April
2001)

o IFRRQ's Submissions to LegCo (25 April 2001)

o IFRRQO's Analysis of Legislation in Hong Kong and elsewhere (1 May 2001)
o Excerpts of Criminal Provisions for Copyright Infringement in Various

National Laws
o) Letter from Michael Fraser/CAL to Mr. Kenneth Ting Wo00-Shou, JP,

Chairman Panel on Commerce and Industry, Legislative Council (1 May
2001)

o) Letter from Peter Shepherd/CLA to Mr. Tung Chee Hwa, Chief Executive of
Hong Kong SAR (3 May 2001)
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To Whom it may concern Fax  + 3215510098

Bank account :
Banque Bruxciies Lambert
N0.1350172.20

Chairman
. André BEEMSTERBOER
Brussels, October 15* 1999 The Netheriands

Secretary General
Otar STOKKMO

[FRRO (The International Federation of Reproduction Rights Organisations) is an
internationsl, non-governmental organisation representing 88 nationsl Réproduction
Rights Organisations (RROs) and nationsl and internations! authors’ and publishers

RROs act on behalf of both authors and publishers of published works whenever the
individual exercise of their rights is' impracticable. They bogan their activities
originally in response to the need to license wide-scale photocopy access to the
world’s scientific and cultural printed works. Today the member associations of
IFRRO collect and distribute remuneration for photocopying and certain digital uses.
Through co-operation among RROs, collective and centraliscd management of
reproduction and other relevant rights in copyright works are facilitated on an

HKRRLS (incorporated as Hong Kong Reprographbic Rights Licensing Society,
Limited on November 25* 1998) is a reproduction rights organisation (RRO) in
membership of IFRRO established for the benefit of rightsholders in Hong Kong and
scross the world. In compliance with the Copyright Ordinance of Hong Kong.
HKRRLS provides legal photocopy access to copyright works through licensing
schemes. The rayalty income collected by HKRRI.S is subject to dismribution to
pational and foreign authors and pubfishers on the basis of sampling systems or
statistical surveys. IFRRO, being represented on the Board of HKRRLS will examine
HKRRLS's sudited sccoums and other records in compliance with agreement
between IFRRO and HKRRLS.

Foc finther information on IFRRO and RRO’s activities. please visit our web site at
wervifico.ong.

Yours sincerely,

Olav Stokkmo
Secretary General
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(1) A person commits an offence who, without the liceace of the copyright owner
(a) makes for sale or hure, or
(b) imports inw the UK atherwise than far his privase and domertic use, or
() posecsecs in the coucse of business with s view tn committing aqy act infringing the copyright oc
(d) in the course of business:
@  sehsocles for hirc ar
@  offces or exposcs for sale or hire or
(i)  exhibins in pubbic o
Gv)  distdbutcs ar
distributes atherwise than in the course of 2 business to such an exteat 25 w affect peejudicially the owner of
copyﬁjnmcﬁdcvﬁ&hmdﬁdhkmwmhmmnmbdk«hmhﬁhﬁqmohw
woadk” —

AUSTRALIAN COPYRIGHT ACT G968M(Cib) AS AMENDED

M3 Infringernent by eale and other dealings
m AWMWW&“M“MM:M'&.-MMM&W
of the awncr of the copyright:

@ t&.hhh«.othuyof-nko@mqu-hmht.nm«
() by way of trade exhibits an article in public;
if the-person knew, or aught reasonably ™ have knawn, that the making of the article consticuned an
infringement of the capysight ox, in the casc of aa impareed artice, would, if the srticle had been made in
Ausgalis by the importer, have constitued an infringement of the copynight.
(@)  Por the purposes of the last preceding subsection, the dioviwdon of a2y artides:
(a) for the purposc of wade; or
() vy st pen b o ettt afons pemdiialy b amen of e i ommred:
shadll b saken 10 b the 5ok of thase antichs.

132 Ofencee!

)] Apcfimshllmauﬁmc'}nwpyﬁghmbakuhnwdu
()  ake an article for salc or hire;
()  scll arlet for hire, ar by way of wade offer or cxpuse for salc or hire, an article;
(©) by way of trade exhibit an artide in public; or )
(d) import an articic inw Auscralis for the purpose of:
®  selling, leving for hire, oz by way of trade offering or expoting for sale oc hire, the article;

@  disributiag the articke for the purposc of trade, or foe aay other putpase 10 an extent that will
affect prejudicially the owner of the copyright in the wark; or

(i) by wsy of made exhibiting the artide in pubilic;

! The provisions of &.132 are not set out exhaustively
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Aseendix A §-1(2)

ifthcpeuonkm,moughtmmblynhmv.vd!mi:kmbem'nﬁgfqmofﬁc'ud.

A person shall one, st ¢ time when copyright subsises in a wack, distabute:

(x)  fox the purposc of made; ac

o pq*mmummmmmumdmw;

an article that the person kaows, ar cught reasonsbly 10 know, 0 be sa infringing copy of the wark

Am“mnz&uvﬁnmﬂgﬁmﬁmhumﬂghbhwkmuuﬁhh

puspose ofs

() selling lexting for hire, or by way of teade affering or cxposing for sake of hire, the article;

()  divibuting the artich for the purpase of trads, or for ey sdbes parpare tn zn extent that will affect prejudicially
the owner of the copyright in the worl ot

(© by wayof trade cxhibiting the article in public;

if&egmonhou.oronﬁnmmblymkmv.ﬂeuidem-bemhﬁng‘ngmnfd\em

A persoa shall ant, az s time whea copyright subsists in 2 work, make ar beve m his or her possession o

::E:nhmhnm.ow@tmﬂymhm.hmbemedbtmakinginquﬁngmpiunf

A penana shell not cavee
® ¢ sound recoeding to be heard in public ot 4 place of public enterinmens; o5

®) 2 cinemasograph fllm, in 30 faz a3 it consises of visual images, o be seen in public az 2 place of

public enterminment ar, in 30 far a8 it consists of sounds, tn be heard in public st such ¢ place;
if the person kaows, or ought ressonsbly t know, that copyzight sabsists in the sound recordiog or the
cinematograph 6lm and that the copyright will thereby be infringed.

Ammmmﬁ&.mhmduﬂemﬂm&amﬁqammﬂm
m“ahnﬂuumvh&r.&md«ﬂhmdm&mmmm&:ﬂmh
d:wgvuimd,tmhmlnp‘dmﬁmm

A pessan must oot

(=) " make s circomvention device; ar

® scll, lex for hire, or by way of trade offer or cxposc fox sale or hirc, or atherwise promots,
_-  edvertee ar market, & circumvention device; or :

© diseribute ¢ ciccumvention device with the intention of trading, ar engaging in any athier activity
that will affect peejudicially an owaer of copysight or
@ by way of trade exhibit 2 circumvention device in public; or
() — import s circumvention device intm Australis with the intention of:
" @ selting, lenting for hire, or by way of uade offering or expasing for sale ar hire, or otherwise
promoting, advortising or marketing, the device; oc
()  dietibuting the device far wrading, or for engaging in any ather activity that will affect
prejudicilly aa owner of copyrights or
@) exhibiting the device in public by way of trade; ar
® make 1 circomventon device availsble online t an extent that will affecy prejudicially en awner of
copynight;

if the person knows, or is reckless a3 to whether, the devite will be used t circumvent, or facilitate the
circumvension of, a technalogical p ion m

A person miist a0t remave or lter any clecranic rights mansgement infarmation sttached tn & copy of 2
work ar ather subjcct-marer in which copyright subsists, except with the permission of the owner or
exclunsive licensee of the copyright, if the peron knows, or is reckless as tn whether, the remowal or
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Aspondin A A- 3%

alterasion will induce, enable, facilitat or conceal an infringement of the copyright in the work o ather
subjectmatier

A person must not

® disaribuze s copy of & work or other subject-marmer ia which coyyu‘ghtuhiuwid\d\cmmﬁon
of tmding; or

® mmAmhampyafmhn-mkam&ummmﬁhmmm.
in parsgraph (8); or

© communicate to the public 2 copy of such & wark ot ather subject-matier;

without the permission of the owner ar exclusive licensce of the copyright if any elecamac rights

management information sttached tn the copy bas been remaved ar altered and the person:

@ knows that the electmnic rights management information has been so remaved or alvered withour
the permission af the owner or exchusive licensce of the copyrighe and

()  knows, oris reckless as n whether, the dning of the act referred m in paragraph (3), () or (c) will

- induce, enable, facilitatc ar conceal an infringement of the copyright in the wark ar ather subject-
roateer.

(®) ° s person conaavencs subsection (1), (2) ax (2A); and

(b) - the esticle w which the contravention relates it an infinging copy becanse it was made by coqvertng
a wark or other subject-matter from hardcopy o analog form into & digital or other clectrogic
machine-roadsble form;

Mpm-phofnnmmmmqmmbynheofmmmmm
nits and/or enprisnament for not mare than 5 years.

1£

(® _ 3 person coatrsvenes subsection (1), (2) rx (2A); and

(®)  subsecdon (GAA) does not spply;

the persna is guilty of an offence punishable 0a sumemacy convicion by s finc of not mare than 550 penalty
mnthwhmtmdnnSm

A pemsan who cnntravenes subsection (3), (5), (SAA), (5A), (SB), (5C) or (SD) is guilty of an offence
punishehle on summary conviction by a finc of not more than 550 penalty units and/ar imprisnarnent for
not moce than 5 years.

Nowe: A corporstion may be fined up to § Gmee the amnuat of the maximum fine. See smbaection 4B(3) of
the Crimer Aar [914 .

1a this section:
ﬂm:@«ﬂmﬁmamwnﬁm«m:&kﬁm&mtwmmmh
electroaic form.
distribods includes distxibutc by way of comunusication.
uatfod porven messs:

@  aperena rcferred to in pagaph 47D(1)(s), 4ZEQ) (@) or 47F(1)(8); nc

(b)  a person who is an sed officer for the purposes of secrion 48A, 49, X0 or S1A; or

() tpamnud:cmdnwngbyzheCommonwuhhmaSutchrthepvmsao!’m
18 or
(d) a person authoriscd in writing by a body administering an instrution (within the meaning of
~ ParYB)  do an behalf of the body an act thar is not an infringement of copyright because
of that Part

tpphy means:
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W inndsﬁnnmndmmmﬁmdnks—uﬂdndevkgktifhhh.dimhmmhit
available online; snd ’
(®) in relation o a circumvention service—provide the service.

[RISH COPYRIGHT & RELATED RIGHTS ACT 2000

“w

“@

Apum'lm.vidumdlecmmfthmpyﬁghm—
(@  makes for sale, rennl ar loan,
() schs, renss or ends, or offers or caposes fo sale, resel o Joan,
fo iwmuinthn.mhewiulhmfmhhmhapﬁnmuddMn&.
4 xrhmzwaMMthmhameymcm
‘(-0) o!bawic»!hninucmneofnbnﬁus.md:mpmfmim.mwm;mhepubﬁem
such 48 extent 1 to prejodice: the interests of the owner af the copyright,
;ﬂﬁM&:{:ﬂﬁvb&&mﬁc@m«anmb&mu.mmﬁ:nmenpyof
b o i o e s S e e o kel 4 iy
3 accordingly.
A persoa who-
(¢  makes,
] uh.mmhndgmoﬂ'euorupmfmsde,md-ahn,
(9  impory int the Sure, o¢
@ has in his or her possession, custody ar courrol,
K person who-
(4 () makes
s @ sells, cents or lends, or offers ar cxpases for sale, renal ar loag,
@)  impare inw the State, or
@) has in his o her possessinn, custady or contl,
_ mmt d;r:mgm::;:ﬁtmmbdueﬂmhhakaothmk
o mhﬁxmgm:“p:fxmummghmamewaMAmm
shall be guilty of an offence.

() Where copyright is infringed by-

(@ dupuhlicpetﬁvmeoﬁlimry.dnmﬁcormmicﬂm
I} duphyhgm:hovinginpubhcofammmtding;uﬁad:wo&,mighddnubmarﬁhl.a

(0] bxmdmdngswo&mhdudhgamtkhnahkpmmseﬁce,
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hmmmhwmkwwmtﬂ-&mgw&nna&
programenc service ar shown shall be guilty of an offence where he or she knew ar had reason
believe thar the copyright in the work would be infringed.

6) An offcnce shall not be cnmmitted under whmaior the undermking of which und
© dﬁoPmmykmn-mthd\gm‘?ham mee «

Y] Amgﬂqofuoﬁm«uﬂu“@),@)oc@) shall be ligble-

.. fine " . £ each infiinal '
“ &mﬁqmwM&uMﬂ%ﬂ&m&mhﬁmﬂw

- . s e . 00,000, S far
» mmmmb:& not exceeding £1 of 0 imprisnament for 2

® A person guiky of an offence under swhmatior (5) shall be Bable-

(o) oa semmary convictian, to & finc not exceeding £1,500 in respect of such offence ot to
imprisonment for 2 term oot exceeding 12 months, or both, ar

( 0a coavicton o indicument, m 2 fine nar ezeeeding £100,000, or tn imprisoament fc &
o term not exceeding S years, o both. :

© 14 A person who. for financial gsin, makes a claim tn cnjoy s right ander this Part which is. and which he or the
hanmhsﬁbcchimofmmbdie«is,ﬁhe.ahul'beﬂhyofmoﬂ’enamd:hlbew
&Hemumkﬁmmbﬁcmmu&mmmedhg[lm.mmhpimmmfmuummt
enceeding $ years, ot both.

142 The court ©oa coaviction of 3 peesoa or bei satisfiod that there is o prime foss case 1o answer.
® vhete:ymbodsﬁdhtntheﬁmofb::‘mm«duphpaamhﬁm-&m

her possestion, castndy or contral-
(o) :&.w?;gwwm;?mﬁm=moﬁmwwwm

@ 10 asticle specifically duﬂd; ot adapted for making copies of 1 wark, knowing or having

lf) mmbdae&atithdbemmmcuudwwhﬁng‘ngmph,a

(] s presction-defeating device. '
Muhh@w«d&mdﬂmh&ﬁvmdupmhw“mmnmm
persnn as the court may direct

@ Modanuybemw&mofismm.ormhpﬁumofdnmm:

Mndmyhmkahﬁermmmemimofmcofkmbbnlhlmbe

made-
(0  aftcr the expiration of the period specified in matow 144 (3) as being the limit of the perind for
dalivery up, or
where it tn the court anlikely that any nrder will be made a5 w the di of the
M i sppean tn the court unlikely disposal
A perana to whom wa infringing , artcle or device is delivered uant o an arder made
@ undd:thhae:ﬁo:eslullnuinit I &cmskingofaﬁndmdcr‘:rmmnnmmm:hmwdm
13 the casc may be.

NEW ZEALAND COPYRIGHT ACT 1994
131, Caiminal liability for making or dealing with infringing objeca— .
()  Every person commits an offeace against this secion who, other than pursuant to ¢ copynght
licence,—

(a) . Makes foc sale ar hire: or
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(&)  impares into New Zealand ocherwise than foe that person’s privaze and domestic use; or
(€)  Passesses in the course of a business with 2 view t committing any act infringing the
copysight; or
(d) In the course of & business,—-
®  Offers or exposes far sale or hire; or
() Exhibits in public; or
(i) Disuibutes; or
()  In the course of 2 business or atherwise, sells ac Jets for hire; or
()  Diszibutes otherwise than in the cnurse oof 2 business to such an extent s to affect
prejudicially the copyright awner-.-
an object that is, and that the person knows is, an infringing copy of 2 copyrighr. wnrk.

@ Every person commits an offcoce against this secoon who--
™ Makes an object specifically designed ar adspued for making copies of & particular oopyright
wark; or

® Has such an abject in that person's possession, -
Inowing that the object is to be used to make infringing copics for sale ar hire ac foe use in.the course
of 1 business.

)] Sﬁcnmmgtﬁom«aymomﬁ-um.‘ﬁn&mmu
® Causes & literary, dramatic, or euical wark tn be performed, where that performance
infringes copyright in that wark; or :
®) Causcs 2 sound recovding or film w be played in public ar shown in public, where that
- playing or thowing infringes copyright in that sound recording or film,-—
Inawing that copyright in the wark or, as the case requires, the sound recording or film would be
“infringed by that performance ar, as the case requires, that playing o that showing,

(4)  Nothing in sabsecton (3) of this sectian applies in respect of infringement of copyright by the
reception of a broadcast or cable progmmme.

(5)  Every person wha commits an offence against this section is liable on summary conviction, -

® 1n the case of an offence against subsection (1) of this section, to & fine 0ot exceeding 35,000
for cvery infringing copy tn which the offence rolates, but ane exceeding $50,000 in respect of
- the same transaction, or to imprisonment for ¢ term ant exceeding 3 maaths:

®) in the case of an affence against sobsection (2) or subssctinn (3) of this section, to & fine not
exceeding $50,00 o w1 imprisanment for 1 term not exceeding 3 months.

(6 Where any person is convicted of an offence against this section in ciccumstances where that offence
involves the making of profit or gain, that offence shall be deemed tn have cavscd & loss of property
for the purposes of scction 22 (1) (b) of the Criminal Justice Act 1985, and the provisions of that Act
relating to the imposition of the sentence of repanation shall apply accordingly.
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4q)

Every person wha knowingly
(¢ ) nh.:ﬁrﬂ:mmﬂnhﬁhﬂmof:wmﬁmnﬂww&gmhvﬂqﬂ: -

® sﬁummmhwofuﬁwao&nhﬂmnﬂunﬁ“moﬁm
¢ oxther subject-marcer in which copynght subsises,

(9  dismbues infringing copics of s wark or other subject-maner in which enpyright subsiaas, eicher for
hmniﬂemh%mmu»dﬁnmﬁnﬂyhmdmw

(@ by way of trade exhibits in public aa infuinging copy of & wock or ather subject-marze in which
copyright subsiats, or

()  imports for sale or rental into Canada any infringing copy of 2 wortk ar nther subject-maner in which
copyright subsists

ugukyofmoffmuﬂhbh

o — mmammnﬁummdqwmq&nﬂnsnddnﬂmammpﬂumh
¢ term not exceeding six moaths at to both, ot

@ - on conviction on indictment, tn s fine Bot exceeding onc million dollars or tn imprisnament for 2
. term not exceeding five years or to both

Evcry person who knowingly .

(] ﬂuamq#hnmwm*ﬁhhmﬁm
infiinging copics of sy wark or other subjoct-marter in which copyright subsists, oc

(] hmpﬁmhkmnpﬁgmummfmemd:&
copyright, a0y wack or other subject-matter in which enpyright subsises

is guilty of an offence 10d lisble

(0] mmmma&mc&&gm&ewm«mwfm
_- 2 term a0t exceeding six months ar o bath, or

@ an conviction ag indictment, t ¢ fine not exceeding ooe miltion doliars r to impdsonment for
— term not exceeding five years or tn both.

MMWMWMMMmmMny,mmmma
mpedhvduo&cﬁymmﬁuwmumbenm orall plates in the
Wd&oﬁd«p@&mﬂymhmm«mhd«mmww

: nhmdhmpy@nmmhmdnkmmuhmmm

@

Pnuﬂn,hymmnmofuo!&n«uda&nmmmqbemmmﬂum
time within, bar got later than, two years after the time whea the offence was commiteed.

uscor!ucmuvmdendcheummaa)
§ 506. Criminal Offenses

®

Criminal Infringement.-Agy persan who infiinges » copytght willfully either -

(1)) for purposes of cnmmercial advantage ar private financial gain, or

@ bydnrqmdmu&mbnm.nchd:qbydxmn:m during any 180-dsy periad, of 1
or more copics or phonnrecnrds of 1 ar more copyrighted works, which have a ttal retadl value:
of more than $1,000,
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shall be punished a5 provided under scction 2319 of tide 18, United Seates Code. For pusposes of this
suhe:&n,eddmeednpnﬂummdhﬁhﬁmohcwﬁmdmbyiudﬂshlnhm
0 esmblish willful infringement.

WMM-quhMJWMMM(ﬁ&mh )
iuh@aﬁmﬁu“h%ammpﬂqwmm.ﬂwmd
mqmwamhﬁ.ﬁ. ées or phonnrecneds aad all implements, devices, or
equipment ased in the manofacture of sach infe enpics or phogotecords.

Frauduleat Copyright Notice.-Any persoa who, with fraudulent inten, places on any artick & notice of
Wuvcﬁcofdumpuponémmhp&mnkmnmbe&hqm-hq'iﬁ fraudulent inecnt,
publicly disaibutes or imports for public distribution any article bearing such natice or words thet such
penmhnonmbeﬁhe.shlbcﬁudnmnmzhmm. ]

Preadalent Remaval of Copyrigit Notice.-Any person who, with ﬁudulm:inuat.mmaluumy
mﬁegofmu’ghtlppmingmnmnofa%udmkdﬂkhdmtmudunﬂ.m

False Represencation.-Asy persnn who knowingly makes 3 false reproacntation of & material fact in the
W&nwwammwmmm,«hmymmmm
cnanection with the application, shall be fined not mare than $2,500.

l&dAMMMq.—Noﬁghﬁ“mqhnmnfmwm
by sectina 106A(s).



