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039EN03questecherer
GESAC answers to the questionnaire of Mrs Mercedes Echerer on “collecting societies” dated 20 February 2003 

Preliminary remarks:

· It must be noted that expression “collecting societies” does not fully convey the wide variety of activities in which authors’ societies are involved:  the core functions of such societies are not only collection but also documentation, licensing and of course distribution of royalties; furthermore, there are many other functions carried out by societies: enforcement (the fight against piracy), monitoring and auditing, education and information about the need to respect copyright. Societies also provide: an interface with legislators, a cultural dimension and diversity, legal advice to members etc. Many societies also play a social role for their members. These different functions form part of the so-called “collective management of rights”. It therefore seems generally more appropriate to use the expression “collective management societies” (CMS).

· It must also be emphasised that talking about CMS as entities in themselves has its dangers. CMS exist not for themselves, but for their members, the creators of the works (and their representatives such as publishers in the musical sector). Without those creators there is no rationale for the existence of CMS.

· It is also important to remember that as far as they are concerned, authors’ societies have been created by and for authors. Their role, and as a matter of fact, their unique “raison d’être”, is to defend their members’ interests. Authors’ societies were developed by authors to serve authors. Furthermore, by performing their activities, authors’ societies present a greater advantage of facilitating access to users to content and the circulation of works, to the benefit of the entire chain, from authors themselves to users and consumers. 

· It should be reminded that collective management of authors’ rights is a long standing model existing since the end of 18th century. There is a network of 199 authors’ societies in 103 countries administering the rights of over 2 million authors worldwide.

Key questions / Answers:

2.1
How efficient is collective rights management at the national level and the European level? Example?

From the outset, it is important to emphasise that the efficiency of a CMS cannot be measured solely by its costs. Such efficiency depends on what services CMS perform for those costs, and its efficiency and effectiveness in performing those services.

The various missions/functions of a CMS must be considered when trying to measure its efficiency: documentation, licensing, collection and distribution of royalties, and also other functions such as enforcement (anti-piracy), monitoring and auditing, education and information, interface with legislators, cultural dimension and diversity, social role and legal advice to members.

Documentation:

CMS are the repositories of an impressive quantity of information on works and right holders. In fact, documentation is a vital part of the CMS functions, while it is probably the least known. In view of the number of works that are in existence and the similarity of titles, it is absolutely fundamental to a creator being paid that the detailed information of his/her works are correct, and CMS ensure that this information is correct. 

Authors’ societies face huge volumes of information. As an example, in the field of music:

· more than 20 millions of works throughout the world, 

· more than 50 000 new members every year, 

· more than 1 millions of new works registered every year. 

CMS have to update constantly this information in their databases. In effect, such information changes in time, space and according to the field of exploitation. 

CMS develop standards and new IT tools to enhance this part of their mission (see below information about standardisation and new tools, and documentation attached).

Licensing: 

An individual author is rarely able to negotiate fair terms of remuneration with users because of his weak bargaining position. Authors’ societies grew out of the need for authors to join forces in order to negotiate fair terms of remuneration with users, and the advent of the Information Society makes it increasingly essential for authors to join forces and pool resources within CMS. 

The pressure on authors is just as great now as it was 100 years ago, probably greater. Creators, particularly at the start of their career, are susceptible to being pressurised into “no-deal” or “bad deal”. We still can see that in the areas where no society operates. If we wish to encourage creators, we have to ensure that they receive fair remuneration. 

CMS deal with a large variety of users (radios, televisions, cable and satellite operators, phono, video and multimedia producers, internet operators, concerts, bars, discotheques, hotels, restaurants, shops, and all occasional users of the repertoire - balls etc – ) and with a large number of users (for example, SACEM in France has agreements with 800 000 users of different kind). All these users must receive quickly and conveniently the terms of the licences necessary to their activity. CMS provide them a way to obtain licences without having to seek out from each creator or right holder and to negotiate individually with them. The users obtain through a single licence the authorisation to use millions of works stemming from millions of right holders. 

Some users are complaining about the fact that it may take time to obtain licenses from societies. Obviously the reason is that, in essence, the contractual parties, authors’ societies and users have different interests to defend and it is the normal course of negotiations in this regard. CMS have the responsibility of enabling their members to obtain remuneration which their weak bargaining position as an individual would have prevented them from obtaining. It should be noted here that in practice, during negotiations, works are often already exploited by users even if this is legally prohibited.

(As an example of IT tool developed by CMS to address this part of their activity, see the positions attached regarding FastTrack).
Perception:

Authors’ societies are not only active as regards major users (the “easiest” sectors: broadcasters, producers), but they maintain a strong presence in the sectors where charging is more complex and costly (public places: restaurant, hotels, cafes, discotheques etc) and in which collective management is even more vital (see below the WTO IMRO-EC versus US case regarding section 110(5)(b) of the US Copyright Act), especially for many authors whose works are used in those public places and not exploited in the broadcasting and phonographic fields.
Reporting and monitoring, and auditing

Those functions are very important as they are necessary for accurate distribution of the royalties collected.

Reporting (information on the usage of the works) is in principle the responsibility of the users. But, as a matter of fact, it is more and more necessary for CMS to monitor the use which is made of their repertoire. To improve this part of their activity, CMS are developing tools that rely on new technology (e.g.: Argos and SDAE – see the description in the draft minutes of the DRM working group of November 2002).

The auditing part is the verification by CMS whether the correct royalties have been paid by all users concerned. In concrete terms, it is the auditing of gross turnover of users of works necessary for calculating the correct remuneration. In fact, the vast majority of audits carried out by authors’ societies show under payment rather than over payment. 

It is important to note here that Digital Rights Management systems may help in reporting and tracking the use of works (e.g.: in monitoring the number of uses). But where for example the royalty is based on a percentage of price or receipts, DRMs will never show whether or not calculation has been done correctly. More generally DRMs are certainly not a substitute to direct relations between CMS and users and cannot provide an efficient management of authors’ rights.
Distribution

Authors’ societies proceed to a distribution based on each work, when it is technically and economically feasible. It is much more costly than an approximate distribution, but obviously enables rights holders to receive a share that reflects the actual exploitation of their works. 

Distribution rules are specific to each sector (distribution radio and TV royalties differs from distribution of discotheques royalties etc.). Estimates are given to the rights holders as to the royalties produced by each of his/her works, the use by each user or category of users. Authors’ societies are also building internet tools, notably portals, in order to enhance the level of information accessible to their members.

Licensing, collection and distribution at the international level – reciprocal agreements between authors’ societies

The network of bilateral agreements between authors’ societies is a key element which constitutes a proven mechanism operating in the interests of right holders and to the benefit of users. Thanks to them, authors’ societies have introduced appropriate solutions to achieve better worldwide and cross-border use of works. Reciprocal agreements enable each author’s society to grant licences in relation to the world wide repertoire. 

In the case of simultaneous, unaltered and unabridged transmission, and in accordance with the EC Directive on cable and satellite broadcasting, cable operators obtain authorisations from societies located in the countries where the cable distribution takes place, under conditions allowing them the use of the catalogue transmitted.

Through the so-called “Sydney agreements” signed long before the satellite/cable Directive, authors’ societies have taken account of the special nature of direct satellite broadcasting enabling broadcasters to obtain from societies on their territory the necessary authorisation for the entire satellite footprint.

For the dissemination of music on Internet, the so-called Santiago and Barcelona Agreements permit authors’ societies to issue authorisations that are not territorially limited and cover which for the entire musical repertoire protected by copyright, both for performing rights (Santiago)
 and mechanical reproduction rights (Barcelona). The principle of these agreements is that the society which is competent to issue the worldwide licence to the Internet content provider is the society located in the country where this content provider has its economic residence.
This solution completely fulfils the principles laid down in EU Directives (Directive TV without frontiers, Directive on satellite and cable, Directive on electronic commerce) and provides for efficiency in the administration of rights and legal certainty for both users and authors’ societies.

Interface with the legislator

CMS play an important role in defending and supporting their members’ interests towards the national and European or international legislator.

As an example on the international scene, we can refer to the “IMRO case”. IMRO is the Irish authors’ society, member of GESAC, which is at the origin (with the unanimous support of GESAC) of the complaint lodged by the EC against the US Copyright Act. 

The Section 110(5)(B) of the US Copyright Act exempted notably restaurants, bars and retail establishments from paying licence fees for the public performance of music by means of TV and radio. The WTO panel has considered in November 2001 that this provision of the US Copyright Act is incompatible with the TRIPS Agreement and the Berne Convention. The panel asked the US government to change the law, and in the meantime to pay damages to the European authors for the economic losses due to the exemption, for an amount of 3,6 million Euros (1.2 million Euros on 3 years).   

Fight against piracy

The role of CMS in the fight against piracy is very important in practice. In most countries, authors’ societies are entitled to take legal actions to defend the rights which are legally vested in or contracted to them. They also have officials on oath to take note of infringement and to co-operate with authorities. In most Member States, authors’ societies are members of larger organisations which have the specific aim of enforcing intellectual property rights against counterfeiting and piracy on behalf of right holders and interested parties (e.g. Alpa in France, Brein Foundation in the Netherlands).

Cultural dimension

Authors’ societies contribute to the cultural diversity by conducting a diversified sponsorship policy, granting assistance to the various sectors of creation, notably in difficult fields like contemporary music, promoting cultural activities, supporting cultural events, promoting works beyond the national borders, organising seminars and concerts, providing financial support for musical and audiovisual productions, helping discovering young talents etc.

Social role

Many societies have also a social role. Some of them develop for example retirement pension schemes, aiming at allocating allowances to the members under certain conditions provided for in the Regulations of the society (age, number of years in the society etc.).

Digital Rights Management systems (DRMs) versus collective rights management

Contrary to some assertions, DRMs are not a substitute for the broader mission of CMS.

For authors’ societies, the question is not how DRMs affect or limit the operations of CMS but instead how DRMs help CMS to service the needs of creators.

In fact, DRMs are a promising tool to support:

· Licensing of all CMS repertoire, through potentially making it easier to identify works for licensing, collection and distribution, and

· Enforcement, monitoring and verification, through potentially making it easier to find out whether a use is licensed or infringing.

The term “support” means that if DRMs support actions, they do not take the action themselves. For example, DRMs may be very helpful in isolating an unlicensed use, but they will not negotiate for the use or they will not take action in through the Courts in order to enforce rights if the use infringes copyright.

The term “potentially” refers to the current weaknesses and problems of DRMs at this stage (security, interoperability etc). As a matter of fact, efficient and reliable DRMs are still not available on the market (see on this last issue the draft minutes of the DRMs working group of November 2002).

Adaptation of authors’ societies to new technologies

If DRMs are not a substitute for CMS, this does not mean of course that CMS ignore or do not take advantage of the state of the art of new technologies.

In fact, authors’ societies continually seek to improve the services they provide to their members (which benefit also, as said above, to users and finally to consumers), and integration and development of new technologies and DRM components help to achieve this goal.

As said above, CMS’s operations (documentation, licensing and collecting royalties, gathering reporting information on the use of works, and distribution of royalties to the members) are very complex as regards the volume of works and right holders concerned as well as the large variety of users. In order to address the challenges of the Information Society and improve each of these operations, authors’ societies have been for a long time very active in developing and implementing DRM components for managing rights: 

 -
New standards within CISAC for identification of works and authors (ISO certified: e.g., ISWC, ISAN 
), and 

- 
New tools for better information/documentation and licensing operations (Nord-Doc – joint operation of documentation maintained by Scandinavian societies - , FastTrack, Argos, sDAE, portals etc. (see the draft minutes of the DRMs working group of November 2002 attached).

It must be added here that adaptation, simplification, rationalisation of their activities by the authors’ societies are not the results of any external legal constraints, but respond to the proper necessities of their own mission and mandate: the very nature of this mission and of this mandate is to ensure an effective implementation of their members’ rights in an economic and technical evolutionary framework. Since authors are free to choose, on the one hand, between individual and collective management, and on the other hand, between different societies (at European or even international level), CMS have no choice but to adapt their services to act in their members’ best interests.

Individual management versus collective management

Authors are free to choose between individual management or collective management of their rights. But as a matter of fact, it is very rare in practice that authors manage their rights individually. It proves that, contrary to some assertions, individual management by an author is in many respects not feasible. 

As a matter of fact, an individual author is rarely able to enforce his rights effectively, to control the exploitation of his works, engage in court proceedings, combat piracy, and negotiate fair terms of remuneration with users because of his weak bargaining position. In view of the increasingly diverse ways of using works, the ability to make an infinite number of perfect copies, the transience and globalisation of trade, it is simply illusory for an author (even with DRMs) to exert personal control over the use made of his works. Authors cannot learn how to manage the exploitation of their works overnight. Managing rights is a time and money consuming activity, and authors want to create and not to be rights managers.

Furthermore, the development of systems for managing works which are exploited over networks or in multimedia products requires know-how and investment far in excess of the individual authors’ capacities. 

If they are not to be deprived of their rightful remuneration, authors must in fact rely on institutions which they can trust to manage their rights for them. CMS are able to really protect their interests while ensuring users equal access to the world-wide repertoire. CMS are not governed by commercial strategies vis-à-vis their repertoire, and do not favour some works in comparison with others; furthermore, they have an obligation to grant licences to users on an equal basis, and then guarantee a democratic access to the worldwide repertoire.

CMS also strongly benefit users by simplifying access to the works of authors. This is particularly important in the Information Society as users need to have access to a number of works easily and rapidly for very varied forms of exploitation covering the entire world. As the repositories of an impressive quantity of information on works and right holders, with power to grant authorisations for the use of the world-wide repertoire, authors’ societies substantially reduce the red tape of licensing by limiting the number of contacts with whom users have to deal. The system provides users with indispensable legal certainty.

Results of collective rights managements in Europe in comparison with the rest of the world

As proof of the efficiency of CMS in the EU, we should bear in mind that approximately 60% of royalties for authors’ rights collected in the world by CMS are generated in the EU. 

The European model proved also to be efficient for users compared with other systems worldwide. For example, in countries where there are several CMS per category of rights, notably in the USA (3) and in Brazil (15), users need to sign agreements with all CMS in order to access a full repertoire, which makes the situation more complicated for them. In these countries it is also more difficult for authors’ societies to manage rights and respond to users’ demands, and it increases costs. 

2.2
Are there any particularly serious problems regarding the use of copyright-protected intellectual property? Examples?

As far as collective management of authors’ rights is concerned, there is no major problem which would necessitate or justify a specific regulation at the European level. Should there be disputes between a CMS and its members or with users, existing regulations provide for satisfactorily remedies, be it at national or European level (including European competition law which fully applies to CMS).

That is not to say that no problems exist regarding the use of works. The following issues merit attention:

Piracy:

The major and essential problem regarding the use of copyrighted works is piracy. This is a real concern for the entire copyright community.

The EU committed itself to engage in fight against piracy in the Internal Market by adopting a new regulation related to enforcement of copyright which would go further that the current TRIPs Agreement. Unfortunately, the Commission has recently adopted a proposal for a Directive which is really far from responding to the needs of the copyright community and presents questionable added value in the EU. In particular, the scope of application of the proposal is limited to infringements which are committed on a commercial scale or cause significant harm to right holders. The Commission here is sending a dangerous message by creating a class of infringements that would be considered as not being harmful and suggests that small-scale piracy is acceptable! The EP is now urged to improve this text.

Implementation of EC Directives: 2 main EC Directives remain to be implemented in some Member States: 
· The Directive 2000/31/EC of 8 June 2000 “on certain legal aspect of Information Society services, in particular electronic commerce, in the Internal Market” (Directive on electronic commerce). Some provisions of this Directive deal with the liability of internet service providers (the so-called “intermediaries” – art. 12 to 15). The way in which such provisions are (or will be) implemented has an important impact on the way in which the fight against piracy on the Internet can be achieved. But the implementation process is not achieved yet in some Member States, and in some others did not satisfactorily permit/encourage procedures and/or agreements between right holders and intermediaries to stop and prevent the circulation of illegal content.

· The Directive 2001/29/EC of 22 May 2001 “on the harmonisation of certain aspects of copyright and related rights in the Information Society”: here again, the way in which the different provisions of this text are (or will be) implemented has an important impact on the scope and the efficiency of the legal protection of right holders. In particular the provisions related to limitations and/or exceptions to copyright (especially in the light of the three step test) and to the right to receive a fair compensation, are of very importance to authors.

It is to be said here that there is a current trend to present copyright as an obstacle to the free circulation of content and freedom of expression, and as a legal and economic constraint that is preventing the emergence of a fluid Information Society. Such a  trend in opinion is simply unacceptable: copyright is a property right, of a special nature as it is intangible, but it has the same nature and must have the same respect as all other kinds of property. In terms of its pecuniary dimension, copyright guarantees the economic independence that is essential to ensure freedom of expression and of creativity, notably in Europe. It represents the sole source of revenues for authors. As a matter of fact, it is a fundamental right enshrined by the European Charter on Fundamental Rights.

Enforcement of international copyright rules

Problems of international piracy aside, a major concern of GESAC is the proper enforcement by the USA of the WTO ruling on the so-called “Aiken exemption” in the context of the “IMRO case” (see above). Until now, more than 1 year after the Panel’s decision, the US did not change the legislation nor have they paid the compensation due to the European authors. The EU therefore must keep pressure on the US authorities so that they fulfil their international obligations.

2.3
Are right holders well represented through the collecting societies?


While forms of organisation of authors’ societies vary from one Member State to another, common denominators do exist: in all countries authors’ societies are created by and for authors (and/or their publishers in the musical sector) on the basis of the freedom of association and on democratic rules. 

A direct consequence of the existing democratic rules is that authors are democratically represented through their society: they are represented through their peers on the Board of Directors, the members of which are elected in General Assembly by members themselves, and through different ad hoc commissions representing the different repertoires.

There could be some differences of interests between different categories of right holders in a  society (for example, authors and publishers); therefore it is necessary to balance those interests, which is in fact one of the functions of authors’ societies that they fulfil notably due to the fact that those categories are represented in their administrative bodies (for more explanation regarding the structure and the governing rules of authors’ societies, see the websites of GESAC’s members on the following address: www.gesac.org ).

2.4
Is there any need for any reform of the collecting societies? If yes, in which field of activity?

In our point of view, there is no need for fundamental reform of authors’ societies. 

As explained above, authors’ societies were developed to be in the authors’ service. As a matter of fact, as regards the different functions/missions carried out to achieve this service, authors’ societies prove particularly active and we are not aware of any major difficulty that would make any European reform necessary.

By performing their activities, authors’ societies provide benefits also to users, as demonstrated above. As a matter of fact, large-scale users never pretend to be able to do without authors’ societies (and generally speaking without CMS).

Some users may complain about some characteristics of CMS such as the following: their monopolistic position; territoriality; and exclusivity, asking for reforms in these fields. It is important here to explain the “raison d’être” of these characteristics and demonstrate why reform of these issues is not desirable (see also on these issues the GESAC positions attached):

· De facto monopoly and dominant position: 

De facto monopoly and dominant position arise directly from the very nature of the CMS activities (ensure an effective implantation of rights). It is inevitable for an effective administration of protected works. Users want to have to approach as few counterparts as possible in order to obtain licences, and rights holders’ interest is also to eliminate duplication. As said above, in countries where there are several CMS per category of rights, users need to sign agreements with all CMS and this makes the situation more complicated, more costly, notably for them, and less efficient. 

Moreover, the dominant position alone is not in itself a threat to competition rules. It is an abuse of a dominant position, and the EU Treaty provides for clear and sufficient regulations aimed at preventing those abuses. The Commissioner M. Monti himself, when he was in charge of the Internal Market portfolio, answering to a question raised by a MEP in 1996 on the question of the convenience of competition between CMS, explained that the specificity of collective management of rights justifies a position of exclusivity of the CMS vis-à-vis users to the proper benefit of those authors and users, which explains and justifies the fact that these societies are very often in a de facto dominant position.

· Territorial competence of authors’ societies: reciprocal agreements between authors’ societies at international level give them the possibility of avoiding having to establish direct management and control systems for their repertoire in foreign territories worldwide, which would be much too costly and could not, therefore, provide a viable solution. 
CMS limit the territory of appointment of their sister societies for practical reasons: these sister societies can only perfectly cope with licensing in their own territory; and their expertise is limited to their own market. 

The advent of the Information Society and the Internet does not change the situation in this regard. Contrary to some assertions, computers do not solve all problems and if technologies support CMS’s actions, they do not take the action themselves, in particular in terms of licensing and auditing (see above comments on DRMs). That is why the Santiago and Barcelona agreements maintain the principle of proximity between the society which issues the licences and the internet content provider, this principle being absolutely essential for the efficiency of administration of rights.
· Exclusivity: according to the statutes of authors’ societies, authors are free not to entrust to their society certain rights, retaining management of these rights themselves (the so-called “GEMA categories”). 

However, it is to be noted that there is a risk here that authors, if they are not obliged to entrust management of their right to a CMS, would be forced, instead of managing their rights themselves, to transfer these rights under unfavourable conditions to users in a position of strength. 

Furthermore, the solution is sometimes supported that authors should be able to retain in some cases the power to exercise their rights themselves in competition with their society, giving to both individual members and CMS the power to grant licences. Such solution is extremely dangerous for authors’ interests and the very functioning of CMS: it would run counter to the principle of the primacy of the interests of right holders as a whole (principle already enshrined in the case law of the European Court of Justice), conduct authors to be obliged to grant direct licences to users on conditions less favourable than those which could be negotiated by their societies, weaken the bargaining power of these societies, make it difficult to check whether someone is really licensed (how will each know whether the other has granted a licence?), and be a recipe for piracy and for increased costs. 

Community jurisprudence has never questioned the principle of exclusivity of rights entrusted to CMS. Furthermore, in 1999, DG Competition stated that the exclusive assignment of the performing right which PRS (UK authors’ society) requires from its members “is logical for good administration and legal security for users”.

2.5
In what fields, if any, would a EU-wide regulation of collective rights management be advantageous or disadvantageous? On what basis such regulation be adopted and what would be its rationale in terms of internal market/competition law?


We do not see what could be the advantages of an EC regulation on authors’ societies. 

Authors’ societies do not perform their activities in a free/unregulated environment; they are of course subject to a number of precise legal rules (specific rules and/or common law). 

Authors’ societies are also subject to thorough controls both by the European competition authorities (and Commission already fully exercise its competence in this field) and, mindful of the traditions and specific national features of each Member State, by their respective national authorities. Such regulations permit the public authorities to have control of the activities of societies. 

Such regulation and the statutes of societies permit also their own members to have control of the activities of their society. Also, according to their democratic functioning, rules of authors’ societies governing tariffs, distribution, administrative fees etc. are decided by members themselves within the framework of each of the respective competent bodies of the societies. 

These regulations and controls are quite adequate to ensure observance by authors’ societies of the essential rules of competition and transparency, and seem to form in this regard satisfactory “level playing field”.

Furthermore, concretely, differences which may exist between different Member States (regarding forms of organisation of CMS, supervision and settlement of disputes etc) do not hamper the proper functioning of the single market.  Similarly, differences which may exist between CMS themselves (regarding methods of perception and/or distribution, contractual practices regarding the transfer of rights to societies) are not barriers as regards the functioning of the Internal Market. 

In the absence of a significant impact on the Internal Market, and in consideration of the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality, we do not see what could be the legal basis and the justification for an EU regulation on collective management of rights.


This lack of legal basis aside, an EU regulation would present some risks and disadvantages and notably:

- 
It is easy to envisage the difficulty there would be in harmonising in the EU the different national rules applying to CMS. Such rules have been adopted at national level in consideration of different legal, social and cultural environments and traditions. They are effective at national level but can hardly be transferred from one country to another (e.g.: regarding rules on settlement of disputes, the arbitration systems that operate in some Nordic countries are not suitable for the situation in other European Union countries). 

-
In all the Member States, the authorities exercise some form of control over CMS according to their own national laws and regulations and through very different bodies (Ministries, the Copyright Tribunal in UK, or the Patent Office in Germany, a State Commission of control in France). It would be highly difficult to harmonise in the EU the control conducted by such different supervisory bodies. The risk is that this could ultimately result in an inappropriate hierarchy of supervisory systems.

-
It would be premature or even dangerous to fix rules at European level while CMS are facing an evolutionary framework and a changing sector (in legal, technical and economic terms), and need flexibility to adapt themselves and develop their own practices. 

2.6
Could certain reforms, e.g. with regards to the structure of collecting societies, be achieved through soft-law (codes of conduct, recommendation, co-regulation)? Examples?


As far as GESAC members are concerned, and considering what has been said above, we do not consider that there is a need for reforming the structures of authors’ societies either by statutory regulation or by soft law at European level.

* * *

� The GESAC’s positions to which the present document refers to are the documents attached (069en01 dated April 2001; 046encl02 dated April 2002; draft minutes of the DRM working group of November 2002).





� The agreement covers webcasting, streaming, online music on demand, as well as music included in video (TV, motion pictures etc.) transmitted online.


� International Standard World Code (aimed at identifying musical works) and International Standard Audiovisual Number (jointly developed with FIAPF and AGICOA, aims at identifying audiovisual works: films, series, motion pictures etc.)
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