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October 4th 2002

Report from the DRM meeting in Brussels October 2nd 2002

The morning was used for presentations on technical issues. The point of these were that DRM systems are now in operation, and that they could handle whatever user requirements were asked for. 

This was challenged by EBU concerning broadcast, and GESAC (Collecting Societies) argued that even if this might be true, for many years most of the content would remain outside these systems. Thefore collecting societies are necessary for many years to come.

All this will be in the minutes. No need to elaborate on this here.

The afternoon discussion concentrated on the desirability of “adapting” levies. The meeting was hosted by EICTA, and they  used their position as co-chair to set the debate on this track – and keep it there (with the help of GESAC who talked for about 20 minutes (!) on the subject – everybody getting annoyed).

I raised two questions

1. Concerning the (expected) different national implementation of the Copyright Directive. User exceptions  will probably be different in Member States legislations, but content providers operate on a global basis or on community level. Can we expect their DRM systems to manage / respect different user exceptions in different countries?

2. The need for public administration of “keys” to DRM systems in case content providers EDM suppliers terminate their activities.

On the first of these questions I was assured by the technical experts that DRM systems had to be able to accommodate different legislation for different markets, not only copyright rules but also different rules concerning e-commerce &c. and in fact they could do this. From a technical point of view this was not a problem. 

The second question was commented on by FEP (Anne Bergman)  to the effect that publishers agree to give “clean” copies to legal deposit.

[This does not help for material on other medias, but I agree that this problem has to be solved within the framework of legal deposit.]

The European Blind Union (I met them) voiced the need for alternative (non visual based) user interfaces, and Ursula Pachel talked about protection of privacy. 

These interventions were taken up by the Chair in the final summing up. 

In the pause before the last summing up the Chair prepared a paper with a draft of conclusions. I did not have the possibility to write it all down, but I got the requirements relating to “user concerns” :

· DRM systems can meet user expectations e.g. accommodate exceptions in different Member States. Technology can accommodate them, but right holders have to ensure these are respected in the business models that are developed

· Avoid double payment

· Make digital content offerings easy to access and use

· Content offering need to ensure accessibility by people with special needs

· Data protection – the data collected by DRM systems needs to be proportionate as with any e-commerce application.

The first bullet was at once challenged by IFPI (and others) – not to my surprise, that is why I made the intervention on this issue.  I then proposed to change “can” with “should”:

· DRM systems should meet user expectations e.g. accommodate exceptions in different Member States. Technology can accommodate them, but right holders have to ensure these are respected in the business models that are developed

This was backed up by the Chair.

The 4th bullet was too weak to satisfy the blind, and I proposed to add: (e.g. by having alternative non-visual interfaces) 

· Content offering need to ensure accessibility by people with special needs (e.g. by having alternative, non-visual, interfaces).

I had to leave at this point (5.20 pm) in order to catch my plane back. Now the draft will be circulated for approval, and we have to watch out that our requirements are not weakened in the process.

Harald v. Hielmcrone

