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The once staid field of copyright law has undergone a dramatic revolution
in recent years, as new technologies and international trade pressures have
spurred legislative change, while challenging the federal courts to find an-
swers to those questions that Congress has not resolved or, in some cases,
to questions that recent acts of Congress have created.
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Liability for Digital Transmission of Copyrighted
Works

In the now infamous case of A&M Records Inc. v. Nap-
ster Inc.,! the Ninth Circuit agreed with District Judge
Marilyn Hall Patel that the plaintiff record companies
were likely to succeed on their infringement claims
where Napster’s file-swapping software and search
mechanisms facilitated the unauthorized copying and
distribution of copyrighted musical recordings. The ap-
pellate court agreed with Judge Patel that Napster should
be enjoined from engaging in or facilitating the unautho-
rized copying, downloading, uploading, transmission, or
distribution of copyrighted sound recordings. The Ninth
Circuit also rejected Napster’s arguments that the copying
that Napster facilitated was permitted under the Audio
Home Recording Act? or the “fair use” privilege.3

However, the Ninth Circuit criticized Judge Patel’s pre-
liminary injunction as overbroad. That injunction had or-
dered Napster to “ensure that no work owned by plain-
tiffs which neither defendant nor Napster users have per-
mission to use or distribute is uploaded or downloaded
on Napster.”* The Ninth Circuit pointed out that contrib-
utory liability could be imposed only if Napster (1) knew
or had reason to know that infringing files were being
accessed through its system, and (2) failed to take action
to prevent such access.> On remand, Judge Patel modi-
fied her original injunction to require the record labels,
as a condition of obtaining injunctive relief for each in-
fringed recording, to notify Napster of the specific artist
and title of that recording and to identify the name of at
least one file containing that work on Napster’s system.0

In the aftermath of the preliminary injunction, Napster
was forced to block users’ access to unauthorized copies
of sound recordings that previously had been accessible
through its file-sharing system. This has essentially deci-
mated the inventory that attracted users in the first place.
Napster has now suspended its users’ unregulated file-
swapping activities while it restructures its operation to
become a membership service and negotiates licenses
with record labels and music publishers in order to en-
sure that copyright owners will be compensated for the
copying of their works by Napster users. Napster’s users,
in the meantime, have flocked to other unregulated peer-
to-peer file-sharing systems. Undaunted, Napster has
continued its legal battle, challenging the validity of the
record labels’ copyright ownership claims.”

Interpreting Old Contracts in Light of New
Technology

In New York Times Co. Inc. v. Tasini,8 the Supreme
Court held that a freelance writer’s copyright was in-
fringed by the electronic republication of an individual
article that the plaintiff writer had licensed for inclusion
in the defendant’s print periodical.

The Tasini plaintiffs were freelance writers who had
contributed articles to various print periodicals during
the early 1990s. The writers retained their copyrights,
and the licenses they granted to the publishers of these
periodicals did not include the right to reproduce the in-

dividual articles in searchable electronic databases such
as LEXIS/NEXIS or various CD-ROM compilations.
Nonetheless, the periodical publishers later licensed the
reproduction of the plaintiffs’ articles in the defendants’
searchable electronic databases. Users of any one of
these databases could search for and read each of the in-
dividual articles contained in that database. They could
not, however, view the other materials that had accom-
panied that article in the original periodical unless they
conducted a separate search for each of those materials.
Thus, each of the plaintiffs’ articles could be viewed sep-
arately from the context that had surrounded it in the
original print publication.

When the writers sued for the infringing reproduction
and distribution of their individual articles, the defen-
dants took the position that their electronic re-publica-
tion of the articles was privileged by 17 U.S.C. § 201(c),
which provides:

In the absence of an express transfer of the copy-
right or of any rights under it, the owner of copy-
right in the collective work is presumed to have ac-
quired only the privilege of reproducing and dis-
tributing the contribution as part of that particular
collective work, any revision of that collective
work, and any later collective work in the same se-
ries.

In a 7-2 decision, the Supreme Court upheld the Sec-
ond Circuit’s ruling in favor of the writers, holding that
§ 201(c) did not authorize the reproduction or distribu-
tion of the individual articles in the defendants’ electron-
ic databases. Specifically, the Court held that the manner
in which each article appeared in these databases consti-
tuted neither a reproduction of the original print compi-
lations nor a “revision” of those compilations. Instead,
the Court held that the articles appeared in the databases
simply as individual articles “standing alone.”® The Court
distinguished microfilm and microfiche reproductions on
the grounds that these formats involve a perceptible re-
production of the entire compilation in which an article
appears.10

Tasini will have a significant effect on electronic re-
publishers of collective works. In the past, many contri-
butions to collective print publications were prepared
under licensing agreements that did not expressly grant
electronic re-publication rights. Yet many such works
have been republished in searchable electronic databases
such as those at issue in Tasini. Unless Congress pro-
vides a legislative solution, electronic republishers of
such works must now consider whether to negotiate li-
censing agreements with the authors of each individual
article or to delete those articles from their databases.!!
The potential cost of due diligence to identify such
works that are already in electronic databases is stagger-
ing in itself, without even considering the cost of locat-
ing the authors and negotiating licenses for those works.
This may lead some electronic publishers to take a wait-
and-see attitude, hoping to work out reasonable settle-
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ments with any authors who come forward to assert their
rights. With respect to new publication contracts, of
course, it has become standard to address electronic
publication rights at the outset, thus avoiding future Tasi-
ni problems with respect to those contracts.

Sound Recordings: The Work-Made-for-Hire
Question

In the late 1990s, several federal courts ruled that
sound recordings do not qualify as “works made for
hire” for copyright purposes unless the creative partici-
pants are bona fide employees of the party claiming au-
thorship.12 These decisions raised concerns in the
recording industry, which had assumed uniil then that
record labels were the “authors” of their recordings,
rather than mere copyright assignees.

In a bizarre flip-flop, Congress legislatively overruled
these holdings in 1999, then retroactively repealed this
legislation in 2000, leaving the status of sound recordings
even less certain than it was before the federal court de-
cisions.

The saga began when Congress acceded to a request
from the Recording Industry Association of America
(RIAA) to add a “technical amendment” to the Intelleciu-
al Property and Omnibus Communications Reform Act of
1999, adding sound recordings to the list of works eligi-
ble for contractual work-made-for-hire status under para-
graph 2 of the statutory definition of “works made for
hire.”13 This amendment would, at least prospectively,
have permitted record companies to eliminate the un-
waivable termination rights that would otherwise have
entitled the authors of sound recordings (typically musi-
cians, producers, and possibly sound engineers) to re-
claim the copyright in their recordings after a statutorily
defined term of years, notwithstanding any copyright li-
cense or assignment they might have executed in favor
of the record label.14 As a result of this legislative
change, recording artists would forever have been barred
from reclaiming authorship of their recordings.15

When recording artists and copyright scholars learned
that this legislation had been enacted virtually overnight,
without congressional hearings or debate and without
opportunity for public comment, their resulting outrage
led to the retroactive repeal of this amendment.10 Thus,
sound recordings are once again conspicuously absent
from the list of eligible works in paragraph 2 of the
“work made for hire” definition. However, in an appar-
ent effort to placate the RIAA, Congress added new lan-
guage to the end of the “work made for hire” definition
in order to dispel any suggestion that the repeal of ihe
1999 amendment signaled a decision that sound record-
ings are not eligible for work-made-for-hire status. The
resulting statutory language seems more suited to Alice
in Wonderland than the U.S. code:

In determining whether any work is eligible to be
considered a work made for hire under paragraph
(2), neither the amendment contained in section
1011(d) of the Intellectual Property and Communi-
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cations Omnibus Reform Act of 1999, as enacted by
section 1000(a)(9) of Public Law 106-113, nor the
deletion of the words added by that amendment —

(@) shall be considered or otherwise given
any legal significance, or

(b) shall be interpreted to indicate congres-
sional approval or disapproval of, or ac-
quiescence in, any judicial determination,

by the courts or the copyright office. Paragraph (2)
shall be interpreted as if both § 2(a)(1) of the Work
Made for Hire and Copyright Corrections Act of
2000 and section 1011(d) of the Intellectual Proper-
ty Communications Omnibus Reform Act of 1999,
as enacted by section 1000(a)(9) of Public Law 106-
113, were never enacted, and without regard to any
inaction or awareness by the Congress at any time
of any judicial determinations.1”

What is the status of sound recordings today? Thanks
to ineffectual policy-making by Congress, a simple ques-
tion that can and should have a clear legislative resolu-
tion has once again been relegated to piecemeal litiga-
tion.18

World Trade Organization Dispute Panel Holds that
17 U.S.C. § 110(5)(B) Violates International Law

In the 1998 Fairness in Music Licensing Act,!® Con-
gress revised the old “homestyle exemption” of 17 U.S.C.
§ 110(5), which granted businesses in certain circum-
stances a limited privilege to publicly perform copyright-
ed works by making radio or television broadcasis of
those works available to their customers at no charge.20
This exception was most often invoked by restaurants
and retail stores that aired radio or television programs
for their customers. The amendment, which appears at
17 U.S.C. § 110(5)(B) (and redesignates the old § 110(5)
homestyle exemption as new § 110(5)(A)), creates a safe
harbor for audio or audiovisual public performances of
nondramatic musical works at commercial establishments
based on specific guidelines addressing the size of the
establishment and the nature of the equipment used.?1
According to one study, the new safe harbor has the ef-
fect of exempting the majority of bars and restaurants in
the United States from liability for such performances.22

In the summer of 2000, a World Trade Organization
(WTO) Dispute Panel ruled that § 110(5)(B) violates Arti-
cles 9 and 13 of the TRIPs (Trade-Related Aspects of In-
tellectual Property) provisions of the WTO Agreement
(previously known as the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, or GATT),23 because it creates too broad an
exception to the public performance right in musical
compositions, a right that Article 9.1 of TRIPs requires all
WTO countries to guarantee to the owners of such copy-
righted works.24 The requirements of Article 9.1 are sub-
ject to exceptions only in “certain special cases which do
not conflict with a normal exploitation of the work and
do not unreasonably prejudice the legitimate interests of

HeinOnline -- 49 Fed. Law. 44 2002



the right holder,”?> and the panel found that § 110(5)(B)
exceeded the scope of this exception.

The panel rejected a similar challenge to the newly
amended § 110(5)(A), concluding that the scope of the
§ 110(5)(A) privilege was sufficiently narrow that it did
not unreasonably prejudice the rights of copyright hold-
ers.20 However, in the pursuit of this favorable ruling, the
U.S. representatives advanced a narrow interpretation of
§ 110(5)(A), suggesting that the enactment of new sub-
section (B) in 1998 (together with the addition to subsec-
tion (A) of the prefatory phrase “except as provided in
subparagraph B”), had the effect of narrowing the scope
of subsection (A) so that it applies only to works other
than nondramatic musical works.27

Thus, the homestyle exemption that the panel upheld
in § 110(5)(A) is far narrower than its immediate prede-
cessor, the original § 110(5) homestyle exemption.
Pre-1998 case law had routinely applied the old home-
style exemption (that is, the version that predated the
1998 amendments) to transmissions of nondramatic mu-
sical works, and, indeed, such works were the subject of
the vast majority of those cases.?8 However, after the
1998 amendments, the insertion of the prefatory “except
as” language in subsection (A), coupled with the broad
safe harbor in subsection (B) does seem to make subsec-
tion (A) largely irrelevant for establishments that perform
nondramatic musical works, since it appears that most
performances of such works that would be exempt un-
der subsection (A) will also be exempt under the safe
harbor of subsection (B). Thus, the safe harbor in most
cases eliminates the need for a potential defendant to in-
voke subsection (A) with respect to performances of
nondramatic musical works. As long as the subsection
(B) safe harbor remains in effect, only in unusual situa-
tions will a potential defendant wish to argue for the ap-
plication of subsection (A) with respect to nondramatic
musical works. If the newly narrowed interpretation of
subsection (A) is correct, of course, that defendant will
ultimately be unsuccessful, because subsection (A) no
longer applies to such works.

If Congress does not repeal or amend § 110(5)(B) in
order to bring the United States into compliance with
TRIPs, the WTO may impose trade sanctions on the Unit-
ed States. Although the WTO originally imposed a dead-
line of july 27, 2001, for the United States to amend
§ 110(5) to eliminate the conflict with Article 13,29 it has
twice extended that deadline.30 In exchange, the United
States submitted to binding WTO arbitration to determine
the amount of damages to be paid to European copy-
right owners for the unlicensed performances that have
been, and continue to be, permitted under § 110(5)(B).3!
As a result of that arbitration, the United States is obligat-
ed to pay approximately $1.1 million in damages per
year until it brings § 110(5) into compliance with
TRIPS.32

If § 110(5)(B) is repealed, Congress will also have to
consider the effect of this repeal on the scope of the
original homestyle exemption that is currently embodied
in § 110(5)(A). A simple repeal of the subsection (B) safe

harbor will once again make it necessary to include non-
dramatic musical works in subsection (A), thus largely
restoring the pre—1998 homestyle exemption and all the
ambiguities thereof. It would be far better for Congress
to attempt another overhaul and update the entire 110(5)
exemption in order to provide clearer guidelines to bars,
restaurants, and other establishments.

Anfi-Circumvention Provisions of 17 U.S.C. § 1201

Controversy continues to surround the anti-circumven-
tion rules of the Digital Millennium Copyright Act
(DMCA),33 which have significant effects on the public’s
ability to access and use copyrighted works in a manner
permitted by fair use34 and the First Amendment.35

The anti-circumvention provisions of 17 U.S.C. § 1201
give copyright owners a cause of action against persons
who circumvent — or offer to others the means to cir-
cumvent — the technological measures (such as encryp-
tion) that copyright owners have begun to utilize to con-
trol access to their digitized works.3¢ Section 1201 recog-
nizes only certain narrow exceptions to these rules — for
example, for certain activities related to law enforcement,
encryption research, and reverse engineering.37 In addi-
tion to these exceptions, the statute authorizes the U.S.
Copyright Office to issue regulations exempting entire
classes of works as to which enforcement of § 1201
would interfere with noninfringing uses of such works.38

Pursuant to this statutory mandate, the U.S. Copyright
Office conducted rulemaking hearings in the spring of
2000 to identify such classes of works and issued its reg-
ulations in October 2000.39 The new regulations exempt
only two narrowly defined classes of works: (1) compila-
tions of Web site lists that are blocked by filtering soft-
ware and (2) literary works with malfunctioning access-
control mechanisms.

To the extent these exemptions apply, they will pre-
clude a cause of action against those who circumvent
technological protections to access copyrighted works of
these particular types. However, as a practical matter, a
user’s ability to make noninfringing use of such works
will still be hampered by the need to circumvent the
anti-copying technology in the first place.

More important from a legal perspective, however, is
the fact that the scope of both the statutory and regulato-
ry exemptions from the § 1201 cause of action is signifi-
cantly narrower than the scope of the fair use doctrine.
Thus, certain fair uses of copyrighted works that are ex-
empt from a § 106 infringement claim will, in effect, be
actionable by copyright owners under § 1201 if the de-
fendants accessed those works through prohibited cir-
cumvention. Criminal as well as civil penalties are possi-
ble,40 and a federal grand jury has already indicted a
“hacker” who allegedly wrote and offered for sale a pro-
gram for decrypting electronic books 41

The technological ability of copyright owners to fore-
close public access to their works, together with the ad-
ditional legal protection afforded by § 1201, raises signifi-
cant questions about the future of public access to copy-
righted works. As digital communications technologies
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replace print publications, and as electronic libraries re-
place physical libraries, what is the future of fair use?
How can the public make fair use of materials to which
they are denied access? Is the fair use of copyrighted ma-
terials a right, the exercise of which copyright owners
should not be permitted to impede through copy-protec-
tion technology? Or is it merely a privilege, which insu-
lates the user of copyrighted material from liability but
does not guarantee that the user will have access to that
material in the first place? Will § 1201 and the use of en-
cryption technology and similar access-control devices —
combined with the gradual demise of print publication as
a significant mode of dissemination — effectively elimi-
nate the public’s ability to make fair use of copyrighted
materials or even their ability to access such works?42

This convergence of law and technology may signifi-
cantly undermine the fundamental bargain that underlies
federal copyright law. The limits that copyright law cur-
rently imposes (and has traditionally imposed) on the
monopoly rights of copyright owners can now be largely
circumvented through the use of technology that pre-
vents access to those works in the first place.3 In effect,
works can now be created, copyrighted, and commer-
cially exploited without ever requiring their owners to
permit the degree of public access that would enable in-
terested persons to read (or hear or view) the work and
make fair use of it. At least with respect to works that
lend themselves to access-protection technology, the de-
velopment of these technological barriers to public ac-
cess, combined with congressional endorsement of these
barriers, potentially gives rise to a monopoly far greater
than that traditionally associated with copyright. TFL

Mary LaFrance is a professor of law and associate dean
Jor academic affairs at the William S. Boyd School of
Law, University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

Endnotes

1239 F.3d 1004 (9th Cir. 2001).

217 U.S.C. § 1008 et seq. (2001).

317 US.C. § 107 (2001).

4A&M Records Inc. v. Napster Inc., 114 ESupp.2d 896,
927 (N.D.Cal. 2000).

SAEM Records, 239 F.3d at 1027.

0A&M Records Inc. v. Napster Inc., 2001 U.S. Dist. LEX-
IS 2186, at *4 (N.D.Cal. 2001).

7In re Napster Inc., Copyright Litigation, N.D. Cal., No.
MDL 001368 MHP (Feb. 22, 2002). One of Napster's new
arguments is that the record labels are improperly claim-
ing ownership of the sound recording copyrights as
works made for hire. The theory underlying this claim is
discussed later in this article.

8__ U.S._, 121 S.Ct. 2381, 150 L.Ed.2d 500 (2001) (af-
firming 206 F.3d 161 (2d Cir. 2000)).

9121 S.Ct. at 2384.

1074, at 2391-92.

HUshortly before the Supreme Court decided Tasini,
the Eleventh Circuit reached a similar conclusion in
Greenberg v. National Geographic Society, 244 F.3d 1267

46 | The Federal Lawyer | May 2002

(11th Cir. 2001), cert. denied, 2001 WL 914313, 70 USLW
3092 (U.S. Oct. 9, 2001), in which the defendant repub-
lished the plaintiff’s photographs in a searchable CD-
ROM compilation of 1,200 back issues of the defendant’s
magazine. The Eleventh Circuit also held that the defen-
dant’s use of the plaintiff’s photograph in a photo-mon-
tage that “morphed” from one NGS cover photo to an-
other infringed the plaintiff’s exclusive right to create de-
rivative works under 17 U.S.C. § 106(2). Id. at 1274. The
Supreme Court has declined to review the Greenberg de-
cision.

Vrulirama Ltd. v. Axcess Broadcasting Services Inc.,
128 F.3d 872 (5th Cir. 1997); Ballas v. Tedesco, 41 F.
Supp. 2d 531 (D.NJ. 1999); Staggers v. Real Authentic
Sound, 77 F. Supp. 2d 57 (D.D.C. 1999).

130nly certain categories of copyrightable works —
motion pictures, for example — are eligible for contrac-
tual work-made-for-hire status under paragraph 2 of this
definition. 17 U.S.C. § 101 (2001) (“work made for hire”
definition). When a person creates a copyrightable work
under a work-made-for-hire contract with the party com-
missioning the work, the latter, rather than the former, is
considered the author of work for copyright purposes.
Id. §§ 101, 201(b). The actual creator of the work enjoys
only such rights as are specifically granted in the work-
made-for-hire contract — typically, a right to receive
compensation either in a lump sum or as royalties.

Prior to the 1999 amendment, sound recordings had
never been explicitly included in the list of eligible
works in paragraph 2 of § 101’s “work made for hire”
definition. Eligibility was limited to “a work specially or-
dered or commissioned for use as a contribution to a
collective work, as a part of a motion picture or other
audiovisual work, as a translation, as a supplementary
work, as a compilation, as an instructional text, as a test,
as answer material for a test, or as an atlas.” The 1999
amendment simply inserted the phrase “as a sound
recording” after “audiovisual work.” Satellite Home View-
er Improvement Act of 1999, § 1011(d), Title I of S. 1948,
Intellectual Property and Communications Omnibus Re-
form Act (IPCORA), Pub. L. No. 106-113, 113 Stat. 1536
(1999) (amending 17 U.S.C. § 101).

1417 U.S.C. §§ 203, 304(c) (2001). This right to termi-
nate is, however, subject to the grantee’s right to contin-
ue to exploit any derivative works created under the
terms of the original copyright assignment or license. Id.
§ 203(b), 304(c)(6).

15Uncertainty over the copyright status of sound
recordings affects not only termination rights but also the
duration of copyright. See 17 U.S.C. § 302(b)-(¢) (2001)
(assigning different copyright terms to works made for
hire than to other works).

16Work Made for Hire and Copyright Corrections Act
of 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-379, 114 Stat. 1444 (2000).

1717 U.S.C. § 101 (2000), as amended by Pub. L. No.
106-379, § 2(), 114 Stat. 1444 (2000).

I8For a more detailed examination of this problem,
and a proposed solution, see Mary LaFrance, Authorship
and Termination Rights in Sound Recordings, 75 S. CALIE.

HeinOnline -- 49 Fed. Law. 46 2002



L. Rev. 375 (2002). As mentioned in note 7, supra, Nap-
ster has capitalized on this ambiguity by challenging the
validity of the record labels’ claims of copyright owner-
ship in the sound recording files that have been
“swapped” by Napster users.

19Pub. L. No. 105-298, 112 Stat. 2830 (1998) (codified
at 17 U.S.C. § 110(B)(5) (2001)).

20prior to the 1998 amendments, § 110(5) (the original
“homestyle exemption”) read as follows:

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 106, the
following are not infringements of copyright:
* *k ¥
(5) communication of a transmission embodying a
petformance or display of a work by the public
reception on a single receiving apparatus of a
kind commonly used in private homes, unless —
(A) a direct charge is made to see or hear the
transmission, or
(B) the transmission thus received is further
transmitted to the public.

17 U.S.C. § 110(5) (1994) (prior to 1998 amendments).

21The 1998 amendments and subsequent technical
amendments in 1999 revised § 110 by redesignating the
existing language (supra note 20) as § 110(5)(A), inseri-
ing at the beginning of that provision the phrase “except
as provided in subparagraph (B),” redesignating old sub-
sections (A) and (B) as (i) and (i), and adding a new
(and lengthy) subsection (B), which exempts public per-
formances of licensed transmissions of nondramatic mu-
sical works, if there is no direct charge or further trans-
mission, provided that the establishment conforms to cer-
tain statutory square footage restrictions or to certain
statutory restrictions on the number and size of perform-
ance devices (loudspeakers or audiovisual devices). See
17 U.S.C. § 110(5)XB) (2001) (setting forth those statutory
restrictions in detail), amended by Title 11, § 202, Pub. L.
No. 105-298, 112 Stat. 2830 (1998), and § 1(a), Pub. L.
No.106-44, 113 Stat. 221 (1999).

22A 1999 study by Dun & Bradstreet (commissioned
by the American Society of Composers, Authors and
Publishers (ASCAP)) estimated that 70 percent of bars
and restaurants qualify for the safe harbor, as do 45 per-
cent of retail establishments. WIO Adopts Ruling that
U.S. Law on Music Licensing Violates TRIPs, 60 PAT.
TRADEMARK & COPYRIGHT J. (BNA) No. 1485, at 282 (Aug.
4, 2000).

23WTO, Report of the Panel, United States — Section
110(5) of the U.S. Copyright Act, WT/DS160/R, 2000 WL
816081 (June 15, 2000) (adopted by WTO Dispute Settle-
ment Body on July 27, 2000) (hereinafter Panel Report).

24Article 9.1 of TRIPs incorporates most of the 1971
version of the Berne Copyright Convention, which re-
quires member countries to protect, inter alia, public
performance rights in musical compositions.

25TRIPs, Art. 13.

26Pgnel Report, supra note 23, at *40.

271d. at *39.

HeinOnline

28E.g., Cass County Music Co. v. Muedini, 55 F.3d 263,
265 n.5 (7th Cir. 1995) (listing various pop tunes alleged-
ly infringed by the defendant restaurant); Broadcast Mu-
sic Inc. v. Claire’s Boutiques Inc., 949 F.2d 1482, 1484 n.2
(7th Cir. 1991) (similar), cert. denied, 504 U.S. 911
(1992).

29WTO, Award of the Arbitrator, United States — Sec-
tion 110(5) of the U.S. Copyright Act, WT/DS160/12, 2001
WL 32556 (Jan. 15, 2001).

30WTO, Action by the Dispuie Settlement Body,

WT/DSB/M/107 (July 24, 2001) (adopting U.S. proposal

contained in WT/DS160/14, 2001 WL 810146 (July 18,
2001)). For further discussion of the issues related to this
ruling, see Mary LaFrance, Congress TRIPs Over Interna-
tional Law, 11 DEPAUL-LCA J. ArT & ENT. L. & Por'y 397
(2001).

3IWTO, Communication from the Permanent Mission
of the United Stales and the Permanent Delegation of the
European Commission, United States — Section 110(5) of
the U.S. Copyright Act, WT/DS160/15, 2001 WL 874574
(Aug. 3, 2001); WTO, Note by the Secretariat, United
States — Section 110(5) of the U.S. Copyright Act,
WT/DS160/16 (Aug. 13, 2001).

32Daniel Pruzin, WTO Names Arbitrators for Music Li-
censing Compensation Claim, PAT. TRADEMARK & Copy-
RIGHT Law Damy (BNA) (Feb. 21, 2002).

33pub. L. No. 105-304, 112 Stat. 2860 (1998).

3417 U.S.C. § 107 (2001) (exempting certain uses of
copyrighted works from infringement liability).

35See Universal City Studios Inc. v. Reimerdes, 111 F.
Supp. 2d 346 (S.D.N.Y. 2000) (permanently enjoining de-
fendants from posting on the Internet (or linking to other
Web sites that post) a copy of decryption software —
DeCSS — that permits copying of movies on DVD), ajff’d
273 F.3d 429 (2d Cir. 2001) (rejecting defendant-appel-
lants’ First Amendment defenses).

3617 U.S.C. § 1201 et seq. (2001).

371d. § 1201 (D-G).

381d. § 1201 (@(DB-D).

3965 Fed. Reg. 64556 (Oct. 27, 2000).

4017 US.C. §§ 1203-04 (2001).

A Accused Hacker Sklyarov Indicted on Five Counts of
DMCA Violations, 62 PAT. TRADEMARK & COPYRIGHT J.
(BNA) No. 1538 (Aug. 31, 2001).

42professor Pamela Samuelson, one of the nation’s
leading intellectual property scholars, has also noted that
the anti-circumvention rules threaten the right of privacy
by interfering with a person’s ability to read anonymous-
ly; now, such electronic browsing can be tracked. Intel-
lectual Property: Rep. Boucher, New Law Clinic Benefac-
tors Pledge “Public Interest” Focus on IP Policy, 61 Par.
TRADEMARK & COPYRIGHT J. (BNA) No. 1517, at 521 (March
30, 2001).

43For an excellent discussion of this topic, see Glynn
S. Lunney Jr., The Death of Copyright: Digital Technology,
Private Copying, and the Digital Millennium Copyright
Act, 87 Va. L. Rev. 813 (2001).

May 2002 | The Federal Lawyer | 47

-- 49 Fed. Law. 47 2002



Federal Bar Assoclatlon

N TO INVITE A COL-
: OSE ACCOMPLISHMENTS
IN FEDERAL PRACTICE WOULL BENEFEF MEMBERS OF YOUR CHAPTER.

1. PLEASE TELL US ABOUT YOURSELF (Please Print)

First Name and M.I. Last Name
Title
O Male O Female Date of Birth / /

First Admission to Bar in U.S. (required, unless applying for law sta-
dent or foreign associate status)

Court State Bar Date

Mailing Address

Firm/Agency

Address

Suite/Floor

City State Zip
( ) ( )

Phone Fax

E-mail

Practice Information
O Private O Military O Retired O Government O Corporate O Judiciary

2. FBA AnnvaL Dues

O Member Admitted to bar 5 years or more ... $95
O Member Admitted to bar fewer than 5years ............................ $50
O Retired Member Fully retived from the practice of law ... $50
O Foreign Associate Admilted to practice law outside US. ................ $95
Country Court/Admin.istrative Tribunal

O Law Student Associate Enrolled at an accredited law school ........ $10

Law School Expected Date of Graduation

O Sustaining Member -~ Optional 7his category is in addition to regular
dues. It s used 10 support CLE programs and publications. ..............c.cc.ceeve.... $60
Dues Total Please enter amount in line 5A of the Dues Worksheer ......... $

3. LocAL CHAPTER AFFILIATION You will be assigned to your local chapter.
(Unless you belong to the following chaplers—Atlanta $10, Northern Dist. of Obio
$10, South Texas $25, lowa $10. Memphis Mid-South $5, Puerto Rico $10, and
Tucsor $10—your chapter does not bave dues.)

Dues Total Please enter amount in line 5B of the Dues Worksheet........... 1

*Note Coniributions and dues to the FBA may be deductible by members under pro-
visions of the IRS Code, such as an ordinary and necessary business expense, except
1.68% which is used for congressional lobbying and is not deductible. Your FBA

dues include $14 for a yearly subscription to the FBA's professional magazine.

4. CAREER DIVISIONS AND SUBSTANTIVE LAW SECTIONS Please check alf

division(s) and/or section(s) you wish to join.

Career Divisions

O Federal Career Service (must be past/present employee of the federal
government)

O Judiciary (must be past/present member or staff of a judiciary) ....

O Comnporate and Association Counsels (past/present member of corporate/
association counsel’s staff)

O Senior Lawyers* (must be age 55 or over)

O Younger Lawyers* (must be age 36 or younger or admitted to practice less
than 3 YEATS) ....iiiviiiiiiiie et N/C

*For eligibility, date of birth must be provided in the first section.

Substantive Law Sections
Administrative Law
Alternative Dispute Resolution
Antitrust and Trade Regulation ....
Bankruptcy Law
Criminal Law
Environment, Energy, & Natural Resources..........
Federal Litigation
Financial Institutions and the ECOROMY ............coc.ccoveeveeeecrrerinennn.
General Counsels....
Government Contracts
Health Law
Immigration Law
Indian Law
Intellectual Property & Communications Law
International Law
Labor and Employment Law
Social Security
State and Local Government Relations
Taxation
Transportation Law
Veterans Law

CHORONCRCRCRCRORORORORONORCHONCHORORONONG)

Local Chapter
Section or Division Dues

6. PAYMENT INFORMATION
3 Check payable to Federal Bar Association
G VISA O MasterCard 3 Diners Club O American Express

Card No. Exp. Date
X
Signature Date

The undersigned bereby applies for ship in the Federal Bar Association and
agrees to conform to its Constitution and Bylaws and 1o the rules and regulations
prescribed by its National Council.

X
Signature of Applicant Date

HeinOnline -- 49 Fed. Law. 48 2002



	University of Nevada, Las Vegas -- William S. Boyd School of Law
	Scholarly Commons @ UNLV Law
	1-1-2002

	Recent Developments in Copyright Law: Technology and International Trade Play Starring Roles
	Mary LaFrance
	Recommended Citation



