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EMI Music Publishing ( EMI ) welcomes the interest shown by the Commission in digital
content and the objective of creating an environment that will foster a healthy and vibrant
European market for creative content in the digital environment which serves the interests of
consumers, rightsholders and commercial users set out in the DG Infosoc and DG Markets
Reflection Paper.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Reflection Paper rightly identifies the significant contribution that the creative industries
make to the culture and economy of the European Union.  The Reflection Paper also
highlights the vital role that content  has to play in the digital economy and the opportunities
this offers coupled with the challenges that this presents.  These are issues that are obviously
of fundamental importance to EMI.

In addressing the opportunities and challenges offered up by the digital market, EMI is
committed to three objectives (i) the creation of the best environment for the growth of varied
legitimate digital services that can form the foundation of a sustainable ecosystem that
generates value for rightsholders, commercial users and consumers (ii) the development of
the most efficient and robust licensing solutions for the benefit of both commercial users and
rightsholders and (iii) the protection of copyright (which, in the words of the Reflection Paper,
is the basis for creativity [and] one of the cornerstones of Europe's cultural heritage, and of a

culturally diverse and economically vibrant creative content sector ) and the preservation of its
intrinsic value.

EMI believes these 3 objectives are inextricably linked and that they would best be served
through:

· Competition and market driven solutions to deliver innovation and efficiency.
The value of competition and market solutions is always rightly recognised in the
context of consumer-facing services but it is equally vital in the context of
rightsholder-facing services and the development of licensing solutions to service the
needs of commercial users.  Any mandated solutions that dictate the way in which
rights are licensed risk ossifying the future development of a vibrant European digital
content ecosystem to the detriment of rightsholders, commercial users and
consumers. In this respect, EMI  has  welcomed  the  Joint  Statement  of  the
Online Roundtable led by Competition Commissioner Kroes on General
principles for the online distribution of music.  The EC Online Roundtable
has  affirmed  the  importance  of  choice  and  competition  as  the  drivers  of
improvements in licensing for users and representation for rights holders.
This is a significant step forward in the development of market-based
solutions for the licensing of music to the benefit of consumers.

· The development and implementation of standards and protocols to drive
efficient processes for the administration of the licenses required to enable the
operation of legitimate services.  The digital environment offers the promise of
greater transparency, accuracy and efficiency in the administration of rights but brings
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with it technical challenges that many of the traditional licensing systems are
struggling to cope with.  The ubiquity of the internet and its success is to a very large
extent due to the standardisation of protocols for the exchange of data which have
provided a solid base on which innovative services have been built. Such a
technical  standardisation is needed in the area of rights management to provide a

solid base on which innovative rights administration and rights exploitation services
can be build.

· A robust approach to copyright protection in the digital environment. At  a
fundamental level the main challenges faced by rightsholders and those that are
operating or seeking to operate legitimate services in the digital environment is that
consumers are already accessing an ever widening choice of content but are
overwhelmingly doing so through unlicensed services.  The result of this is
rightsholders are not remunerated at all, let alone fairly or adequately, in respect of
the majority of the consumers  digital activities and legitimate services are, by virtue
of clearing and paying for rights, at an incredible commercial disadvantage.  EMI
applauds the steps taken by the governments of France and the United Kingdom in
putting piracy and copyright protection in the online environment firmly on the political
agenda. An effective and co-ordinated European approach to ensuring that copyright
is capable of being adequately protected would be a welcome step necessary to
safeguard the viability of Europe s creative industries for future generations.

The Reflection Paper recognises that piracy is a threat to the creative industries and that
illegal downloads can jeopardise the development of an economically viable single market for

digital content . EMI would go further and state that illegal downloads and other forms of
copyright infringement have already substantially jeopardised the development of
economically viable markets for digital content on both a national and single market level
whilst at the same time dramatically destabilising traditional markets for physical products and
broadcast services.  It is beyond question that the consumption of high quality creative
content has been a key driver for the take-up of new technologies.  It is however deeply
regrettable that the vast majority of this consumption has been and remains infringing and
that the beneficiaries have been the consumers and the new technology service providers to
the exclusion of the creators of content and their rightsholders.

2. THE EVOLUTION OF TECHNOLOGY AND CONTENT MARKETS

Technological advances have always provided new ways to create and disseminate copyright
works and in doing so have enriched the offering to consumers AND grown the value of the
market for copyright works to the benefit of rightsholders thereby providing the basis for
further and greater creativity. Copyright as a concept came into existence because of the
technological innovation that was the printing press and ever since it has generally been
recognised that with technological advances come new and increased risks of copyright
infringement which, if not adequately controlled, would cause irreparable damage to the
contribution that the creative sector makes on a cultural and economic level.  There is always
a period of adjustment when there is a seismic shift in the technological means of creation
and dissemination of copyright works during which new practices and business models are
established and new players enter the value chain.  The online environment has represented
such a seismic shift but it remains an area where new business models are emerging as
technology continues to advance and the new practices and players in the value chain are
therefore still in flux and will continue to be.

The Reflection Paper refers to so-called user generated content ( UGC ) but does not
consider the way in which so called UGC services are typically used.  Non-professional but
original content has always existed and UGC platforms have simply provided the means to
disseminate that content in a new and exciting way.  What is unfortunately also true is that
UGC platforms do not consist solely of this form of content but to a very large extent are
populated by user uploaded copies of professionally produced content either in its original
unaltered form or altered in some way or combined with other content.  Original user created
content should (and does) benefit from the same level of copyright protection as commercially
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produced content.  It should not be acceptable for consumers and UGC platforms to
expropriate commercially produced content for their own purpose and benefit without
rightsholder consent or licence and by the same token it would not be acceptable for the
commercial content industries to expropriate popular original content created by users and
seek to commercially exploit it without the consent of the owner or creator of that content.
Freedom of expression has always been subject to certain restrictions. Indeed this has to be
so that society is able to function.  Copyright in fact exists to protect the integrity of the
expression of authors, composers and artists. Freedom of expression  and technological
advances have not been allowed to override principles as diverse as the protection of privacy
and personal data or the prevention of child pornography.  By the same token they should not
be allowed to deny rightsholders (be they professional  or otherwise) their right to consent to,
seek to profit from or even deny the use of their copyright works or their incorporation into
other works without regard to their economic or moral rights.

3. MUSIC

Authors and music publishers have for decades functioned in an environment where they do
not control the main means for the dissemination of their works. The music publishing
business is predominantly a licensing business and experienced its last technologically driven
seismic shift when audio recordings were first commercialised signalling the end of sheet
music as the dominant medium for the distribution of copies.  Over the years different
approaches to licensing various uses have developed aimed at maximising efficiency,
generating  valuefor the content creator  whilst protecting creative and artistic integrity and
diversity.

One thing is clear, authors, composers and publishers do not prosper if licensing does not
take place and they are therefore fully motivated to find effective licensing solutions.  Those
solutions are varied and certain uses are licensed through collective rights management
organisations ( CMOs ) and others are licensed directly.  It is certainly not unusual for a form
of exploitation to require more than one set of rights (for example the creation and broadcast
of television programmes that incorporate music typically requires communication to the
public and synchronisation rights).  Or indeed for those rights to be licensed from more than
one source (for example feature films and advertisements are typically licensed directly by
rightsholders in respect of the synchronisation and reproduction rights but licensed through
CMOs in respect of the public performance and communication to the public rights).

National CMOs have developed in a way that naturally leads them to have a focus on their
national markets and on the traditional forms of exploitation where they have typically
provided licensing solutions. In Europe they have so far developed without being subject to
any real competitive pressure functioning as de facto monopolies in their own countries.
Licensing digital services and particularly licensing digital services on a pan European basis
requires different skill sets and systems capabilities to those typically available in the
traditional CMO environment and it was EMI s experience that CMOs dramatically failed to
adequately licence the digital market (and specifically the ringtone market) at its inception.

EMI recognised some time ago the need to develop new licensing mechanisms and solutions
and was the first music publisher to enter into arrangements to make rights available on a
pan-European basis.  Coinciding with the Commission s 2005 Recommendation, EMI had
decided to enter into an arrangement with a representative that would represent the rights in
its so-called Anglo-American  repertoire1 for use on online and mobile platforms on a pan-

1 As from its inception, CELAS has covered EMI s Anglo-American repertoire because this
repertoire is subject to a legal regime that facilitates its administration through CELAS. See also the
Commission s merger decision in Universal/BMG, paragraphs 151-166. The situation is generally
different with respect to rights in continental European repertoire. Any change to the administration of
such rights would typically require the alteration of existing arrangements with authors. Also, any change
would be impeded by collecting societies  rules in relation to withdrawal (e.g. lengthy waiting periods,
limitations on partial withdrawal, requirements to terminate only in favor of other collecting societies). It
is EMI s ambition that the scope of the repertoire administered on a pan-European basis should
eventually be widened to include authors from other jurisdictions.
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European basis and announced such an arrangement with CELAS (a joint venture of the
German collection society GEMA and the UK collection society PRS) in January 2007.

EMI s agreement with CELAS provides for far greater levels of transparency and for far
greater commitments to deliver efficient administration services than any membership
arrangement with any collection society. CELAS has been actively licensing rights since
January 2008 and in the relatively short time since CELAS has entered into licences with
approximately 30 digital service providers in Europe covering the most significant services
such as iTunes, Spotify, Amazon and Nokia as well as medium sized and smaller niche
services such as 7Digital, Beatport and Emusic. CELAS is currently engaged in negotiations
with approximately 20 further services.  The CELAS arrangement provides a licence in
respect of both reproduction rights and communication to the public rights thereby providing a
complete licensing solution for Europe for the repertoire in question with no split between
multi territory licenses for one set of rights and national licenses for others.

Alongside licensing digital services through CELAS, EMI is looking for the most efficient and
effective way to ensure the broadest possible licensing of the EMI repertoire in the European
market.   In this context EMI and CELAS have been working with CMOs in various Member
States and have found pragmatic ways to licence services through informal arrangements
with CMOs (including by way of example, licensing the TDC Play service in Denmark through
the Danish CMO KODA).  EMI recently announced that it is hopeful of shortly concluding
direct formal deals with the Spanish CMO SGAE and the French CMO SACEM. CELAS is
also hopeful of shortly concluding deals with the Italian CMO SIAE and the so-called Nordic
CMOs.  In the case of direct appointments by EMI and appointments through CELAS, EMI is
seeking to improve both the breadth of the licensing of its repertoire as well as the efficiency,
transparency and accountability in the administration of its rights.

The music sector is naturally complex because of the potential number of rightsholders
involved.  This complexity is a simple factor of the numbers of contributors to the creative
process and their legal and moral rights.  Notwithstanding this complexity, market solutions
have always developed to ensure that rights are effectively aggregated prior to the delivery of
products or services to the consumer  effectively shielding the consumer from the
complexity.  This aggregation is done by different players in the value chain depending on the
mode of exploitation.  The digital market has yet to develop sufficiently for definitive modes of
exploitation, new players and roles in the value chain  and final licensing solutions to be
capable of being determined.  Whilst it is recognised that in this period of flux all parties in the
old and new value chains are challenged by the licensing environment the fact of the matter is
that licensing is taking place and market solutions are being developed.

EMI is of the opinion that:

· As with the offline environment, not all online rights are or should be licensed on a
blanket basis through CMOs.

· The majority of existing national CMOs are not adequately equipped to licence rights
on a multi territorial basis in the digital environment and many remain inadequately
equipped to manage digital licensing on a national level.

· It would not be in the interests of European commercial users, rightsholders and
content creators for a single CMO to be solely entitled to license the so-called
worldwide repertoire  for digital uses throughout Europe.  Unless rightsholders are to

be deprived of the right to choose which CMO to appoint it is not possible to
guarantee such an outcome in any event.

· It would not be in the interests of European rightsholders and content creators and
the development of efficient licensing solutions that their revenue relies on for specific
multiple CMOs to be automatically entitled to licence the so-called worldwide
repertoire  for digital uses throughout Europe.  Unless rightsholders are to be
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deprived of the right to choose which CMO to appoint it is not possible to guarantee
such an outcome in any event.

· The development of functioning pan European licensing solutions which (i) offer a
reduction of the administrative burden for commercial users, (ii) offer rightsholders the
prospect of efficient and accountable representation, (iii) offer rights managers and
aggregators including CMOs a reduction in systems development and administration
costs, and (iv) enable the introduction of new concepts such as extended collective
licensing for orphan works; urgently requires common open access databases or
rights registries  and standardised data exchange protocols to function efficiently.

· Licensing solution considerations are not unique to the music industry and many of
the potential solutions can and should be capable of application for other media.  It is
of note that the idea of a rights registry is an important feature of so-called orphan
works  solutions for the book publishing industry which has also developed the
Automated Content Access Protocol (also known as ACAP) to enable the
standardisation and automation of the exchange of rights data.

In this context EMI would like to refer to the non-confidential versions of its submissions in the
context of the EC Roundtable copies of which are attached.

4. THE MAIN CHALLENGES

EMI is in full agreement that online services require a more dynamic and flexible framework in
which they can legally offer diverse attractive and affordable content to consumers.  A
dynamic and flexible framework cannot result from mandated licensing solutions that by
definition ossify solutions and render them less capable to adapt to a changing market place.

Whilst EMI is firmly of the opinion that enforcement alone cannot be the solution to piracy and
that the consumer must also be engaged through attractive legitimate offerings, the scale of
piracy in the online environment and the impact that it has had on consumer expectations has
seriously harmed the prospects for investment in new services and for the sustainability of the
current services already in the market. In this context EMI considers that issues of Consumer
Access, Commercial User s Access and Protection of Rightsholders to be inextricably linked.

Accusations have been levelled at the music industry for not licensing the potential market for
digital services but in many European markets a plethora of legitimate services have been
licensed and are offering a very broad spectrum of consumer propositions from paid for a la
carte  download services like iTunes and Amazon, to subscription download services like
Emusic and Omnifone, subscription streaming services such as Spotify s premium model and
innovative yet challenging feels like free  services such as Nokia Comes With Music. It is
important to note that before the digital revolution, the consumer experience was broadly
limited to the purchase of physical products from physical retail outlets or a linear broadcast
experience.  Physical retail by definition restricts access due to the geographic location of
stores and limitations on the depth of the catalogues that could be economically made
available in traditional retail outlets.  The limitations of linear broadcast are equally
immediately apparent.  By contrast legitimate digital services typically make catalogues of
many millions of songs available to consumers in the comfort of their own home or anywhere
where they have access to telecommunications services including on the move. These
services offer the consumer a level of flexible access to music that could only have been
dreamt of a few years ago.

Yet piracy continues largely unabated. The fundamental problem is that a market so
dominated by piracy does not support a diverse range of legitimate offerings.  In the market
for permanent a la carte digital downloads for example, a substantial number of legitimate
services are competing with each other for a share of less than 10% of the total potential
market.  Piracy, their biggest competitor, offers a largely indistinguishable product for free.  It
is only able to do so by avoiding copyright clearance costs.  The level of piracy has the dual
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impact of dramatically reducing the size of the market for legitimate services and the price
that consumers are prepared to pay for access to a legitimate service.

Piracy is certainly not a new challenge for the creative industries nor a creation of the digital
environment. It has already been the experience of the music industry in the offline
environment that in those countries where piracy had been allowed to become endemic the
potential for viable legitimate offerings is extremely limited.  The digital environment has
however created a perfect storm  for the content industries through a combination of factors:

(i) the technology itself has allowed for a level of copyright infringement which is
unprecedented in magnitude and is difficult if not impossible for rightsholders to
curtail using traditional methods of enforcement or engagement with the consumer.

(ii) The messaging to the consumer about the digital environment has been extremely
confusing and has been characterised by what could be described as a legally and
morally ambiguous attitude to copyright infringement.

In the traditional markets, within which the content industries operate, piracy is easy for the
consumer to identify and is certainly not an activity that recognised and trusted major
organisations support and profit from. In the online environment this is often not the case.
The overwhelming message to the consumer has been about the benefits of high speed
ubiquitous access. That message which has been promulgated by those that wish to see the
spread of high speed telecommunication technologies has not been matched by an equally
strong call for copyright protection and the need for the exercise of responsibility in the
context of the opportunities offered by the internet. That is largely due to the fact that the
online environment has offered the means to generate significant profits through the
acceptance if not active encouragement of wholesale copyright infringement. The commercial
gains derived from copyright infringement have not been limited to peer to peer and other
pirate services. High bandwidth and high speed internet access packages are profitable for
the major ISPs and are marketed to consumers by reference to the ability to access a large
quantity of high quality content.  The marketing is at best neutral about the source of the
content and at worst makes thinly disguised references to popular peer to peer illegal free
downloads. A number of so-called user generated content  and online community  services
have also quickly reached a level of mass market penetration and generated substantial
revenues and huge valuations for their owners whilst relying on content uploaded by users to
drive much of their activities. Whilst there is no doubt a place for genuine user generated
original content it is very clear that the majority of the most popular content consists of
commercial copyright works and audio and audio visual recordings uploaded by users.  The
services in question have taken a similarly neutral  approach to messaging about copyright
protection, as have the ISPs, and have generally not actively policed their services. In this
environment it is not therefore a surprise that the consumer has developed certain
expectations and is confused about copyright.

The required responses to widespread illegal downloads have been rightly outlined by the
Commission in the Communication to the European Parliament, the Council, the economic
and social Committee and the Committee of the regions of January 2008 on Creative Content
Online (COM 2007/836):

1) developing legal offers
2) educational initiatives
3) enforcement of legal rights
4) seeking improved cooperation from ISPs in stopping dissemination of infringing

content.

EMI believes that the music industry and legitimate service providers are making great
advances with regards to the first point.  That work is not yet complete and that is more the
case in some Member States than in others but points 2 to 4 are absolutely crucial to enabling
the market and in practical terms are yet to be addressed in a constructive way.  EMI would
therefore ask that any call for legal offers to be made available not only take account of the



7

breadth of offers in the market but also be naturally accompanied by a call for tackling the one
factor that is so damaging the legitimacy of the online environment - Piracy.

5. POSSIBLE EU ACTIONS FOR A SINGLE MARKET FOR CREATIVE CONTENT
ONLINE

Extended Collective Licensing:
Whilst orphan works  and out-of-print works are a much more significant issue for other
content industries (in particular book publishing), extended collective licensing with regards to
orphan works has a sound rationale but requires several safeguards and practical steps to be
in place to function effectively and fairly.  Key to any such proposals functioning is an open
access comprehensive rights registry to offer rightsholders and commercial users an easy
way to identify orphan works.  Any extended collective licensing should not reverse the
copyright clearance burden by creating a presumption that clearance is not required unless a
rightsholder has otherwise asserted their rights and should be operated by duly regulated
bodies drawn from the content industries concerned which would be obliged to ensure that
any works deemed to be orphan had been subjected to a diligent and exhaustive search to
evaluate their status.

Harmonising limitations and exceptions:
It is EMI s experience that in the context of online music services offering downloads and
streaming the contours of exclusive rights are clear.  Public interest exceptions for research,
teaching and access for persons with disability are worthy considerations although EMI is not
immediately aware of specific and significant problems encountered in practice due to a lack
of EU wide harmonisation.  Private copying exemptions are more complex  particularly in
view of the need to introduce levies in those territories where such exceptions do not currently
operate such as the UK.  The introduction of levies for private copying where they do not
already apply would not be an unwelcome development provided they are not proposed as
alternative forms of remuneration for wider uses than private copying.

Legal certainty, consolidation of rights and harmonisation of copyright laws:
The current legal regime does not in itself limit the ability to licence online services with legal
certainty on a cross border basis.  As indicated above, EMI is already able to offer through
CELAS a consolidation of all the necessary rights in respect of its anglo American repertoire
on a European basis.  Various aggregators are, through commercial agreements, already
aggregating rights in musical works and associated sound recordings to offer one stop shop
solutions to commercial users and the consumer a multi territory basis.  Such solutions are
therefore clearly possible.  The split of copyright ownership between different rightsholders 
whether that is with respect to different works or shares of works, on a territorial basis with
respect to the same work or on in relation to the separate restricted acts in a work is a legal
and commercial reality.  These splits exist with respect to the whole worldwide repertoire of
copyright works currently in existence and it would be impossible to legislate for an
aggregation of rights either by consolidating different online rights  or consolidating the
different layers of rights or consolidating rights on a European basis into a single copyright
title without effectively forcibly depriving a large swathe of rightsholders of their rights entirely.
In theory a new regime could provide for consolidation with regards to works that have yet to
come into existence but that would create a two stream approach that distinguishes between
the vast repertoire of existing works and future works.  Such an approach would, in EMI s
opinion, not only be fraught with difficulties but would also add to rather than reduce
complexity.

Freely accessible ownership and licence information:
As referred to above and as evidenced by EMI s submissions to the EC Roundtable, EMI
wholeheartedly supports the introduction of open access comprehensive rights ownership
information and considers such a tool coupled with the standardisation of data exchange
protocols to be one of the key and tangible ways to assist the development of effective,
dynamic and efficient licensing solutions.

The Cable and Satellite Directive and exhaustion of rights:
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EMI would oppose an extension of the Cable and Satellite Directive or the introduction of a
principle of exhaustion of rights into online delivery.  The cable re-transmission of linear
broadcasts is not at all analogous to the on demand and download services available online.
By the same token, exhaustion of rights to facilitate the free movement of physical goods
legitimately put into circulation in the EU should also have no application in the context of
online exploitation.  When physical products are transferred from one consumer to another
the transferor ceases to enjoy the use of the product. Exhaustion cannot similarly apply in the
context of streaming or download services where the rightsholders legitimately expect to be
remunerated for each exploitation of their work  whether it is within one Member State or
cross-border.  By way of example, a purchased download is now typically available through
legitimate services in DRM free formats that enable the consumer to make several copies for
their own use.  If exhaustion applied to each copy then copies could be transferred by a
purchaser whilst retaining a copy for their own use.

Tariffs:
The existing legal models already in place in the market are testing alternative consumer
service propositions, alternative revenue models and alternative rightsholder remuneration
models.  Subscriptions, transactional charging, bundled services (including all you can eat )
and advertising funded services are currently being licensed by rightsholders and evaluated
by consumers, commercial users and rightsholders.  Fixed tariffs which are typically a feature
of collective licensing solutions do not offer the flexibility often required to address new and
changing business models and this has certainly been an issue with regards to licensing new
service through CMOs.  Cross-border harmonised tariffs were and remain an EMI long term
objective for established business models but it has so far proved difficult for commercial
users to establish true pan European harmonised consumer pricing and therefore agree to
harmonised copyright clearance terms.  Pan European digital service providers not only have
to take into account the differing economics in different Member States but also typically set
up country specific shops  or versions of their services to cater for the difference in
repertoires which are popular in different countries.  It is by no means correct to suggest that
homogenous pan-european solutions can develop or that they are desirable in the context of
cultural diversity.

Alternative forms of remuneration:
Aside from the existing market-driven remuneration propositions, various ideas about
alternative forms of remuneration have been mooted with many amounting to proposals for
levies to compensate rightsholders for the illegal mass reproductions and disseminations of
protected works through peer to peer services.  Whilst superficially attractive, effectively
legalising piracy risks decimating many of the existing traditional forms of dissemination of
content in the long term.  Such a solution would therefore need to provide for a path towards
revenue generation potential that is able to largely replace most of the income of the
combined content industries.  In this context it is interesting to note that in the UK the licence
fee paid by every household for subsidising the costs of the limited linear broadcast service
offered by the BBC is £140 annually.  This would suggest that any solution imposed on
consumers would potentially ultimately involve a very substantial cost.  In addition, as
correctly identified in the Reflection Paper, the allocation of sums received between different
content owners would be extremely complex to resolve fairly.  Finally, EMI is of the view that
a move towards levy-type solutions would discourage investment in content and in innovative
services to the ultimate detriment of consumers.

Collective Licensing:
EMI welcomes improvements in the governance and transparency of CMOs and continues to
actively advocate for such improvements through a process of engagement with European
CMOs with whom EMI has longstanding membership arrangements.  It is EMI s belief that
competition will be more effective in delivering improvements in transparency and efficiency
than codes of conduct or best practice and that the general lack of competitive tension in the
traditional European CMO environment has ultimately been to the detriment of both
rightsholders and CMOs.  Any review of collective licensing should ensure that due regard is
given to the importance of a rightsholder s choice to determine their CMO as well as provide
for flexibility in the scope of any appointment.



9

Collaborations with ISPs:
There are many examples of business models, which EMI has worked with service providers
to develop, based on access subscription as opposed to payment for every single work
already in the European market.  Many of these involve partnerships with providers of access
technologies including by way of example TDC in Denmark, Sky Songs in the UK and Nokia
Comes With Music in various member states.

CONCLUSION

EMI is enthused by the commitment the Commission has shown to improving the digital
environment and in particular to ensuring that the improvements benefit the whole eco-system
from consumers to rightsholders.  This is a challenging area that on the one hand offers
much promise for rightsholders, the broader digital economy and the European consumer but
on the other has the potential to cause irreparable damage to Europe s cultural and creative
sectors both in their traditional as well as their future potential markets.  EMI welcomes the
opportunity provided by the Reflection Paper to comment on the varied and often complex
topics that it has raised and would be pleased to continue to provide the Commission any
assistance or information the Commission requires in the context of the development of the
Commission s strategy in this area.

EMI Music Publishing


