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By way of further notes on the s152 (Copyright Act) broadcasting competition policy issue, we provide
these further comments.

THREE PRICE CAPPINGS

There are three types of cappings (which were introduced in 1969):

1 The commercial broadcasters fee is capped at less than 1% of each station’s turnover.

2 The ABC radio stations’ fee is capped at half of one cent per head of population.

3 No fee applies to broadcast use of US and Canadian recordings. This is a price capping of
Zero.

The ceilings are contained in sections 152(8) and 152(11) of the Act. Section 152 is generally
concerned with applications to the Copyright Tribunal for the determination of amounts payable for
broadcasting published sound recordings. Para-phrased sub-section (8) provides that:

"The Tribunal shall not make an order that would require a broadcaster to pay, in
respect of the broadcasting of published sound recordings an amount exceeding 1%
annual gross earnings of the broadcaster.” In other words, ie: regardless of the
reasonable rate the Tribunal cannot order more than 1%.

The ceiling on licence fees payable by the ABC is contained with section 152(11) which provides that
the licence fee cannot exceed 2 a cent per head of population in Australia.

The effect of $152(8) and (11) is that the broadcasters refuse to negotiate reasonable fees and will not
do so until the ceilings are removed.

MARKET DISTORTIONS

The cappings create distortions regarding what is played and the amount of new Australian material
that can be produced. The cappings, of course, also have cost recording artists and record labels
millions of dollars in foregone fees over the last 30 years.

THE PRICE CAPPINGS ARE A SUBSIDY

It is simply inappropriate for any subsidy that radio broadcasters might receive to be provided by sound
recording creators. Subsidies are provided by government from the entire tax base.

NO OTHER PRICE CAPPINGS

There are no price cappings for any copyright item other than those in 8152. Moreover, no such ceiling
has ever been in place in respect of the broadcast licence for musical works (ie the fee payable to the
songwriters/music publishers via APRA) and licence fees for the exercise of that right are currently an
average of just above 2% with “music” stations paying 3.5% to APRA (set this year by the Tribunal in
APRA v FARB, as yet unreported).

Further, the government in 1996 abandoned price cappings generally except in regard to community
service obligations such as stamps and some telephone services.



BROADCAST FEES OVERSEAS

The cappings result in fees that are significantly below comparable market rates for such licences and
are inconsistent with competition policy and good broadcasting policy.

Market rates for sound recording broadcast licences overseas, exceed one per cent. By way of
international exampie, the broadcast licence rates in the United Kingdom set by their Tribunal in 1995
are between 2% and 5% depending upon the level of the broadcaster's gross revenue and music
airtime. In 1999, the Canadian rates were set at 3.2% of a broadcasters revenue and in New Zealand
the rate is 1.75% (for all stations regardless of music format).

COMMERCIAL BROADCASTERS: NO IMPACT UNTIL 2003

The removal of Section 152(8) from the Act will have no immediate impact on commercial
broadcasters. The sound recording industry, through Phonographic Performance Company of Australia
Limited ("PPCA") has reached an industry agreement with the Federation of Australia Radio
Broadcasters ("FARB") which represents commercial radio broadcasters in Australia.

Under the terms of that agreement, the ‘capped' licence fees for FARB's members have been agreed
upon until 30 June 2003. As such, there will be no immediate impact on the commercial broadcasting
industry from the introduction of the ability to charge market rates until after 2003.

NEW BROADCAST SERVICES

The removal is crucial also in terms of licensing new licencees and new transmission services that are
emerging with the technological Super-highway. Clearly, unless proper market rates can be put in
place with these new entrants, the inequities and distortions caused by the ceilings are further
aggravated and entrenched.

ABC

The ABC should pay market rates like any other broadcaster subject to the Copyright Tribunal's final
arbitration.

The basis for calculating the ceiling, as it applies to the ABC, introduces two further inequities which are
not present in relation to section 152(8).

The figure of half a cent per head of population has not been indexed and has remained unchanged
since the introduction of the Act in 1969. There has been substantial inflation in Australia during that 25
year period. Indeed, adjusted for inflation, half a cent in 1969 is now 4 cents. However, making this
observation we do not advocate for a CP! adjustment — we advocate for an open bargain situation but
subject to the Copyright Tribunal's jurisdiction (as is the case for musical works).

Since 1969. the ABC has established ABC-FM and Triple J, both substantial users of recorded music.
Accordingly, the fee in real terms has decreased substantially given the substantial music broadcasting
undertaken by the ABC through the addition of these two stations combined with the decrease in the 'z

cent fee caused by inflation.

The ABC’s reliance on the % ceiling may also offend the governments competitive neutrality policy.



SBS

The SBS falls under s152 as well. It, however, is not subject to the 72 cent per head of population
price capping but instead to the 1% under subsection (8). As is readily apparent the ABC and the
SBS, although both government owned or “public” broadcasters, are treated differently but both have
the benefit of a price capping. Whilst a number of observations could be made, this anomaly
highlights the absurdity of the ABC’s position and of the price cappings generally.

BROADCASTERS’ POSITION

The broadcasters have “opposed the removal” of the cappings “on the basis that they were
concerned that PPCA would make excessive demands for royalties if the ceilings were
removed”. (Source: para 4.30 Copyright Reform and the Digital Agenda Discussion
Paper, July 1997)

This response is, of course a complete nonsense. The fees (royalties) are subject to jurisdiction
of the Copyright Tribunal and if broadcasters do not agree with a PPCA rate the Tribunal is there
to adjudicate. Further still, it is highly likely that once the ceilings are removed both radio and
PPCA will apply to the Tribunal to set the first uncapped rate to ensure that all aspects of each
sides views are taken into account. The radio industry has much experience in, and is vigorous
in its approach to, Tribunal fee applications.

COPYRIGHT TRIBUNAL DETERMINES THE FEE

The appropriate uncapped fee will be the fee the Copyright Tribunal judges to be a fair market rate for
each relevant type of broadcaster. The Tribunal will take all relevant matters into consideration. The
ABC and the radio industry, via FARB, are expert and very experienced in Tribunal cases.

The Copyright Tribunal has a long standing and expert role in resolving copyright licences and fees.
The Copyright Tribunal has the power to set rates and terms in relation to 9 other matters, ranging from
fees payable by educational institutions for copying TV programs and films to incorporating songs in
records. In all of these matters there are no cappings or ceilings, except for the section 152 fees
payable by radio stations for using sound recordings. This again highlights the absurdity and inequity of
the cappings in sections 152(8) and (11) and the need for their immediate removal.

MINOR AMENDMENT REQUIRED

Very minor legislative changes are required to repeal the cappings. Indeed, the repeal of Section
152(8) and (11) is achievable as a one sentence amendment to the Digital Agenda Copyright
Amendments. It would read as follows:

Section 152:
(i) Repeal sub-sections (8), (9), (10) and (11)(b)(i} of Section 152."
Note: Sub-sections (9) and (10) are consequential to (8} and (11)

Repeal of these sub-sections, would leave the Copyright Tribunal’s jurisdiction in place but remove the
ceiling on the Tribunal's ability to order what the broadcast rates will be.



This suggested repeal fixes the 1% price capping and the %:% (ABC capping). It does not deal with
the zero price capping on American and Canadian repertoire.

It is submitted that the removal of the 1% and %% cent price cappings be a priority
competition/copyright broadcasting policy reform for the year 2000.

\ ;anada now has a broadcast right and should be added into the Australian Copyright Act’'s
‘protected’ countries in 2000. Note the Canadian Copyright Board (Copyright Tribunal
equivalent} ordered a top rate of 3.2%.
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Chapter One

Summary and Overview

1.1 Background

For the past few years there has been discussion in a number of policy fora regarding
the need to upgrade the Caopyright Act 1968 to cope with the emergence of the digital

economy.

While the Digital Agenda Copvright Amendments have focused on ‘big picture’
reforms, one 1ssue that appears to have been sidelined is the regulation of licence fees

for the broadcast of sound recordings.

As part of the ongoing community consultation the Attorney-General’s 1997 discussion
paper on digital copyright reform noted that:

No proposals are made in refation to ... the ceilings in 5.152 on the amounts payable for
broadeasting sound recordings as ... [this issue is] currently under separate consideration
by the Government.

Copyright Reform and the Digital Agenda — Proposed Transmission Right, Right of
Making Avatiable and Enforcement Measures, Discussion Paper, Canberra, July 1997,
para.1.22.

The issue of whether/how to regulate fees for broadcasting sound recordings is still
being considered by the Government.

To facilitate the thinking about the current regulation of broadcast fees the PPCA and
ARIA have requested The Allen Consulting Group make an assessment, consistent with
National Competition Policy (NCP), and in the context of the Government’s Digital
Agenda Copyright Amendments, regarding the regulation of fees payable for the
broadcast of sound recordings. This report embodies the Group’s assessment. '

12 The Regulation of Broadcast Fees

The pricing of capyright fees for the broadeasting of sound recordings is regulated in a
number of ways:

¢ firstly, where parties cannot agree on an appropriate fee the Copyright Tribunal has
the power to determine such a fee. This determination is made taking into account
all relevant matters and so aims to set a fair price that, in theory, should represent
the true market value. This approach is used with respect to other rights attaching
to copyright, minimises transaction costs associated with individuals enforcing
their own copyrights, overcomes information asymmetries and constrains any
market power that collecting societies may have. As such, this regulatory tool is not
considered problematic and is not the focus of this paper:

» sccondly, the Copyright Act incorporates a general cap on the level of licence fees
that broadcasters may have to pay for broadeasting sound recordings. This cap, set

1
“The starting paint will be a scarch for a market. If there is a markel, probably the marker valuc will be the

valug which prevails. If there 15 no market, or if the object ... is not well sought after so that comparable sules are
nol easily found, the court will have to construct or endeavour to construct, a notional bargain between a willing
but not anxious selfer and a willing but not andious buyer. This becomes a much more theoretical exercise.” -
Shepherd, Copyright Tribunal, unpublished 1995 p 9.

The Allen Consuiting (Group N — . ;
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at onc percent of a broadcaster’s gross revénue, limits the Copyright Tribunal’s
ahility to st a price equivalent to that which would be determined by the market;”

e thirdly, as a result of the reservation regarding first publication (hercafter called
‘national treatment’) in the Intemational Convention for the Protection of
Performers, Producers of Phonograms and Broadcasting Organizations (hereafter
called the Rome Convention), the Copyright Act protects the broadeast of US
music differently to the hroadcast of music from most other countries.” As a result,
in effect, fees for the broadcast of US sound recordings are not recoverable by the
Australian owner/marketer of those recordings, In efftct, it can be said that the
broadeast of US music is capped at a maximum price of zero percent of
broadcasters’ revenues; and :

= fourthly, the Act treats the ABC differently to all other broadcasters licensed under
the Broadcasting Services Act 1992, inchuding the Special Broadeasting Service
(8BS), and sets a cap for broadcast fees at 0,5 cents per head of population.

1.3 The Consequences of the Price Caps

Ultimately, a property system, however conceived, must be measured in terms of broader
issues of cfficiency, equitability, privacy and freedom.

Wunderlich, “Property Rights and Information™ in Lamberton (ed), The Information
Revolution, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 412,
Philadelphia, p.80.

The fee cap for the broadcast of sound recordings fails this test on two grounds:
efficiency and equitability.’ These criteria are discussed in the following sections.

1.3.1  Reduced Efficiency
Efficiency is an important goal in any regulatory remme:

Fconomic efficiency plays a vital role in enhancing community welfare because it
increases the productive base of the economy, providing higher returns to producers in
aggregate, and higher real wages. Economic efficiency also helps ensure that consumers
are offered, over time, new and better products at lower cost.

The Independent Committce of Inquiry, Natonal Competition Policy, AGPS, Canberra,
1993, p.4.

There may be times when price caps advance economic efficiency by cormecting market
failures. Ilowever, in this case there 18 no market failure related justification for
existing price caps. Rather, the caps appear to be provided on the basis that they are 2
form of subsidising broadcasters, or, as was argued in 1969, to protect broadcasters
from an unbudgeted expense. Given the profitability of the industry, and the indirect
nature of the subsidy, it is reasonable to suggest that even if the price caps provide no
direct harm, there would be better ways of subsidising broadcasters (eg, direct
government subsidy funded through the progressive tax system).

The existing price cap armangements creale 2 number of overlapping and reinforcing
distortions with respect to:

The Allen Consulting Group "

To our knowledge, no other country or copyTight-related tribunal is subject to such a price cap. For example,
the UK Copvright Tribunal is not bound by a cap on the fses pavable for broadcasting sound recordings.
Following an examination of the UK market il determined the appropriate market value 1o be between two and
five percent of gross revenues
’ Some other countries, most notably Canada, are also regulated on the same basis as the US. For simplicity’s
sake, and given its pasition as the major producer of English sound recordings. the US s used as the yeneric
::xamp]e.

The caps are newiral with respect fo privacy and Ireedom
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¢ the volume of music broadeast — by capping broadcast fees below the price level
that would be obtained by the market (or the Copyright Tribunal mirmicking the
market mechanism), broadcasters are encouraged to increase the broadcasting of
music relative to news, editorials, talk-back, etc;

¢ revenue for the underlying copyright owner — while more music is being
broadcast, actual revenues for the owners of sound recordings decrease. The PPCA
estimates that net revenues arc some $12.9 million lower than they would be

. §
without the caps,

¢ the creation of new sound recordings — with lower expected revenues from the
bundle of rights, particularly since the removal of the prohibition on paratlel
imports, the incentive to create new sound recordings 1s dinunished. As there will
be moere broadeasting, but a reduced number of new sound recordings, it 13 also
realistic to forecast increased repetition in radic broadeasts;

»  the quality of music created and broadcast - because of reduced incentives, the
use of price caps tends to have a deletertous effect on product quality. While music
quality is a nebulous concept, evidence of the effect of price caps in other
regulatory regimes suggests that it is reasonable to assumc that the existence of a
cap on broadcast [ees will ultimately have a deleterious impact on the quality of
recorded music broadcast on Australian radio;

o competitive advantage for the ABC — the lower price cap on sound recordings
broadcast by the ABC provides the ABC with a competitive advantage in
comparison to all other broadcasters. While ABC radio is not viewed as a
traditional business (becausc it is budget funded and does not charge for its
services) the advantage provided to the ABC distorts the input market (ie, the
market for the creation of sound recordings); and

e the [ack of national treatment afforded to broadcasts of US sound recordings
makes US music relatively more attractive to broadcasters — contrary fo the
Government’s commitment 10 Avstralian content, this distortion increases the
percentage of airtime devoted to US music and reduces the incentive for
Australians to create new sound recordings.

While these impacts are difficult to quantify, standard economic theory suggests that
these distortions are real.

1,32 Eguitability
The current regime fails an equitability criteria in three ways.

Firstly, by placing any cap on fees for the broadcasting of sound rccordings the
Copyright Act 1s providing a subsidy to broadcasters (and indirectly to advertisers). As
Table 1.1 shows, the PPCA estimates this net subsidy from all broadcast-related
copyright distortions (i, radio and television) to be in the vicinity of $t9 million in
total* and $12.9 million solely from radio broadcasters. Even if the Government did
wish, or may still wish, to provide a subsidy to broadcasters, it is not cicar why
copyright owners are the mechanism to provide it: why not provide direct budget
funding, reduced tariffs on broadcast equipment or reduced award wages in the
broadcasting industry? [t is not equitable for the subsidy to be delivered through one set
of copyright owners only, and not shared with owners of other inputs.

s
Correspondence, 23 March 1999

Phonographic Performance Company of Australia. Anmeal Report 1998, draft, p 9.

The Allen Consulting Groug: p
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Table 1.1 o
The Financial Impact of Broadcast-Related Copyright Distortions
1997-98 Revenue, Forecast Distribution if
Expansas and Distribution Cap Ancmalias Removed
Gross revenue $5,960,123 $24,914,422
Agency expenses $1,947 603 $2,197,603
Amuaunt available for $4,012.520 $22,716,619
distribution
Distribution to PPCA $62,139 $210,267
Performers’ Trust
Distribution to artists and $3,850 381 522 506 552
record companies
Nata: Using UK Copyright Tnbunai rates of two percent to five percent with an average of three

percert for radio broadcasters and 0.24 percent for TV broadcasters.
_S_;‘qy_rggl:___ Phonographic Performance Company of Australia, Annual Report 1958, draft, p 8.

Secondly, as discussed earlier, the Copyright Act discriminates in favour of US sound
recordings over those from other nations (including Australia). While this

- e . - - . T PR .
discrimination is permitted under the Rome Convention, such a defence 1s insufficient
‘0 support its retention.

Thirdly, the Copyright Act provides a competitive advantage to the ABC over
commercial stations. While an unusual case {because the distortion is in an input
market rather than an cutput market), the ABC’s advantage discnuninates against other
broadcasters and should be considered as a contravention of the pnnciple of
competitive neutrality.

1.4 Recommended Policy Approach

The identification of the distortions created by the regulation of copyright broadcast
fees leads naturally to the following policy recommendations:

= firstly, the Capyright Act should be amended to bring the treatment of broadcast
fees into line with all other copyrights that fall within the junisdiction of the
Copyright Tribunal. That is, the Tribunal should be free to determine the
appropriate price, taking into account ali relevant matters, with no caps limiting the
Tribunal’s flexabulity;

¢ secondly, consistent with the policy of competitive neutrality, the ABC should not
he treated differently to any other broadcaster, Until the Copyright At 1s amended

the ABC should pay the appropnate copyright coliecting society an ex gratia
payment equivalent to the advantage that it receives because of its lower cap on

broadcast copyright fees; and

« thirdly, the broadcast of US music should be brought onto an equal footing with
that of Australian recorded music.

Delay in reforming the regulation of fees for the broadcast of sound recordings only
adds to industry uncertainty and perpetuates current market distortions that result int
significant reduction I revenue for the sound recording sector. Rather than further
delay, reform of the price caps should be included in the nexl copyright bill (1e, the
Digital Agenda Copyright dmendments).

Equally. the Rome Convention allows for the protection of such recordings.

The Allen Consulting Group p
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1.5 Structure of the Report
Expanding upon this chapter, this report is structured in the following way:

e Chapters Two to Four anelyse the three previously identified cap distortions. To
aid understanding of the impact of the identified fee caps these chapters
incorporate a number of stylised supply and demand examples. This market-based
approach is appropriate given the acknowledged role of economic incentives

underlying copyright law:
“Music is not a philanthropic or benevalent undertaking. It is essentially speculative, high

risk, high return business. All participants may be involved in the industry for love but, in
general terms, they are in it for reward ™

Legal and Constitutional Legislation Committee, Copyright Amendment Bill (No.2)
[997 1998, para 5.11 Available at
http:/iwww.aph.gov.aw/senate/committee/legcon_ctte/copyright/chap5 htm.

e  Chapter Five assesses the clatmed benefits of the existing arrangements; and

»  Chapter Six considers the timing of any suggested reform.

The Allen Consulting Graup s
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Chapter Two
The Cap on Broadcast Licence Fees

2.1 The Legal Framework

Under sub-section 85(1) of the Copyright Act, the copyright in a sound recording
includes the exclusive rights to:

¢ make a copy of the recording;
» cause the recording to be heard in public;
¢  broadcast the recording; and

* enter into a cormmercial rental arrangement in respect of the recording.

Section 109 of the Copyright Act takes away from the exclusive broadcast right by
allowing broadcasters to broadcast any sound recording provided that they pay a fee to
do so. Thus, the market power of the copyright holder — or its agent, the PPCA — is
significantly dimmimshed by way of this ‘statutory licence’, and further diminished by
5.152,

In the absence of agreement between the partics, s.152 of the Copyright Act currently
provides for the determunation by the Copyright Tribunal of the level of royalties to be
paid by broadcasters for the broadcast of sound recordings:
Subject to this section, an application may be made to the Tribupal for an order
determining, or making provision for determining, the amount payable by a broadeaster

to the owners of copyrights in published sound recordings in respect of the broadcasting,
during a period specified in the application, of those recordings by that broadcaster.

sub-5.152(2) Copyright Act 1568.

. . . . . . L]
The Tribunal has bread powers to investigate the application and issue orders.” In
particular, the Tribunal is to, “take into account all relevant matters,” in reaching a

- 9
decision.

The Copyright Tribunal’s power to set a fee is, however, constrained by sub-ss 152(8)
and (11). These subsections put a cap on the maximum payable licence fees:

¢ sub-section 152(8) provides that the Copyright Tribunal cannot order a broadcaster
to pay mare than one percent of its gross earnings us royalties for the broadcasting
of sound recordings; and

s sub-section 132(11) of the et sets a different ceiling on the amount of royalties to
Le paid by the ABC for the broadcasting of sound recordings —— 0.5 cents per head
of the Australian population.

This chapter focuses on the impact of a broad price cap, with the special case of the

ABC considered in Chapter Four.

sub-s 132(6) Copyright dct 1968
sub-s 1527} Capvricht Act 1968,

'
The Allen Consulting Group . ;
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2.2 Is a Price Cap Appropriate?

while it is generally acknowledged that unregulated markets cncourage efficient
production at low cost and encourage innovation, it is also known that there are
oceasions when markets fail to deliver optimum cconomic, environmental and social

levels of output.

Regulatory policy since the Hilmer Report suggests that govemment intervention in
markets should generally be restricted to situations of ‘market failure’. ' Murket failure
may arise in a number of instances related to the environment:

s exiernalities are positive or negative impacts of production methods and market
transactions which are not reflected in prices, and so lead to non-eptimal levels of
production and consumption;

«  public goods are those goods that the community demands but will tend to be
under—produced because they are non—exchudable (ie, people who have purchased
the good cannot slop others using it up) and non-rivalrous (ie, the good is not
diminished with use). Copyright itself is a response to public good characteristics
inherent in many works (in the broadest sense) that are currently protected by
copyright law;

e information asymmelries exist where information is not evenly distnibuted
throughout the community; and

e natural monopelies are justified where the costs of establishment, resources or
infrastructure are such that it is socially wasteful to have more than one supplier of
a good or service. Because a natural monopoly is socially optimal but not
necessarily in the interests of all players in the market, governments may decide to
regulate in the public interest.

Price caps are employed/justified for a number of {often over-]appingu) reasons, only
some of which can be defended as market failures, In many cases the reasons advanced
for price capping are a mixture of the rationales listed in Table 2.1 (next page).

Given the presence of the Copyright Tribunal as a price regulator, there does not appear

1o be any market failure related rationale for putting an artificial (ie, non-market) price

cap on copyright fees.

It appears that the justification for the price caps is to subsidise broadcasters (and
indirectly the advertisers who provide revenue for broadcasters).

12
The Independent Committee of Inquiry, Mational Competition Policy, AGPS, Canberra, 1993.

It
See, [or example, Office of Regulation Review, 4 Guide o Regulation, second edition, 1998, p.El: and

Department of Premier and Cabinet, Guidelines jor the Review of Legislative Restrictions Competition,
Vlctonan {overnment, Melbourne, 1996,

Far example. price caps on pharmaceuticals are both & response to perceived {nfien temporary} market power
caused by the patent system, and a desire to support the positive externalities associated with better community

health. . —_—
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Tabie 2.1

Justification

Comments

To control market powar

The strict view of the National Competition
Council and the Productivity Commission is
that price regulation is a means of
controlling the market power of a
monopehst or, at a stretch, @ market where
it is difficult for competitors to set up
businesses

The: looser view of Ayres and Braithwaite
suggests that price caps are applicable to
contrel 'dominant firms' {ie, when a firm
has market power, and parhcularly when it
can restrict supply and fringe firms have
little capability ta expand output)

Relavance to Broadeast Fees

There are no significant barriers {o entry to the market for
sound recordings. Thig suggests that thara is no rationale
far price caps

Furthermore, given the statutory licence and the
arbitration role of the Tribunal owners of copyright in

| sound recordings and their agents cannot be said to have

market power

Even if it were felt that there was market power it wouid

" be standard practice to set price caps at an ‘economically

efficient’ price, and not at an arbitrarily chosen level
telow the economically efficient market price

With respect to other copyrights, the Tribunal attempts to

set the price cap at the market rate, not below it

In such a case prices would be sef at or
above the foracast markat rate

Parties at the Tribunal tend to bs iarge and ralativaly well-
resourced. In this light, and particularly given a below-
market-price cap, this rationale is not applicable

To protect against
exploitation associated
with infarmation
asymmetries

There is no evidence that radio stations are providing a

Usually employed where the is a positive
sub-aptimal level of music

externality (eg, where thera ara wider
heatth benefits)

To encourage
consumption

This approach is almost exclusively used
with respect to public organisations or
where the governmant has provided some
concession in return

This appears to be the implicit justification, and the
original short4erm justification advancad in 1969 Itis
rars for this justification to be manifest on private sector
: orgarnisations

To subsidise users of the
capped product

Source: The Allen Consulting Group; National Competition Council, Review of the Australian Postal Corparations Act — Options Paper,
Mealourne, 1997, p.196; Industry Commission, Telecommunication Economics and Policy Issues, Staff Information Paper, AGPS, Canberra,
1997, p.55; and Ayres and Braithwaite, Responsive Regulation. Transvending the Deregulation Debate, Oxford Socio-Legal Studies, Oxford
University Press, New York 1992 p.136.

Given the ABAs recent {indings that the radio industry is profitable — see Figure 2.1
and increasingly so, it is difficult to suggest that the Australian radio industry needs
to be subsidised (and even if it does it is not clear why the subsidy should be provided

by copyright owners).

ngura 2-1 m—— e . -
Profitability in Australian Radio Stations

Sydney
Meiboume
Brisbane
Adelaide
Parth
HaobartiDarwin

Large Regonals
Medium Regionals
Small Regionafs

¢ 5 mn 13 20 23

Profit as a % of Revenue

Source:  Australian Broadcasting Authority, *TV Profits Up 6.9 Per Cent; Radio Up 26.8 Per Cent in 1997-
98" News Release, NR 23/1999, 23 March 1939,

The ABA has recorded profit growih i 1997-98 1o be 31.7 percent in Svdnev, 3.6 percent in Mclbourne,
147.9 percent in Brisbane. 33.3 percent in Adclaide and 80 percent in Hobart/Tarwin — Ausiralian Broadcasling
Authority, “TV Protits Up 6.9 Per Cent: Radio Up 26.8 Per Cent in 1997987 Newy Release, NR 23/1999, 23
Mareh 1999
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There is no precedent for copyright owners in other copytight areas subsidising the
users of their copyrights. For example, educational institutions have to pay market
prices (ie, at unsubsidised and uncapped rates) for the use of audio-visual matcrial,
Why is broadcasting different?

If the Government decides to subsidise radio broadcasters, it is necessary to ask if the
subsidy is provided in the least cost manner. The tfollowng chapters explore some of
the costs associated with subsidising broadcasters with a cap on broadcast copyright

licence fees.

2.3 Consequences of a Cap on Broadcast Fees

Radio stations are continually making choices about their content (eg, the relative mix
of music, news, talkback, editorial, etc).

In a copyright regime without the Tribunal or a price cap the quantity of music
broadcast would be determined by the participants in the market, with the level of
music broadcast (Q,), and the price of that music (P,), determined by the intersection of

the respective supply and demand curves — see Figure 2.2

In Figure 2.2 both the supply and demand curves are relatively inelastic (ie, closer to
vertical rather than horizontal). That is, it will take a significant change in fees for a
small change in airplay. This is a reasonable assumption given that both the supply of
music, and demand for music, is significantly determined by non-economic factors {(eg,
taste, fashions, etc) as well as price ncentives.

Figure 2.2
Supply and Demand for Sound Recordings for Broadcast

Broadcast Fee

Supply

Demand

Hroadcasls
{hours}

Source: The Alien Consuiting Group

The Copyright Tribunal bas a role i facilitating a reduction in transaction costs hy

establishing prices at which the copynght material must be madc available. Normally,
4

the Copyright Tribunal strives to set the market clearing price.

Shepherd {former president of the Copyright Tribunal), Copyright Tribunal, unpublished, 1995, p.Y.

The Allen Consulting Group ) 11
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However, in: the case of sound recording music for broadcast there 1s a cap on the price
that the Tribunal can set. The cap 15 set at one percent of gross revenues. " In effect,
this cap swings the supply curve from an upward slope to a horizontal line — see
Figure 2.3

Figure 2.3 e
Increased Broadcasting with a Licence Fee Cap

Broadeast Foe
Supply
F".I ______
=]
cap \
"' pemand
Q, Broadcasts

(o s}

The impact of this cap is to lower the price paid by broadcasters from Py to Pegp. This
has the effect of shifting the supply curve from being positively sloped to horizontal. As
Figure 2.3 shows, thus will increase the amount of music broadcast by Q» minus Q.

From the perspective of copyright owners this is a negative outcome. As Figure 2.4
shows, total copyright revenue obtained from broadcasters will change from area (Q,
multiplied to P)) to area (QQ; multiplied by P,,). That is, total revenue will increase 1f
the increased broadcasting offsets the decline in revenue; given Lhe non-elastic nature
of the demand curve this is extremely unlikely.

Based on 4 decision by the Umited Kingdom Copyright Tribunal, it is reasonable v suggest that the Australia
cap is somewhere between one third and ane fifth of the market-clearing price — The dssociation of Independen:
Radio Companies v Phunugraphic Performance Linuted & Rritish Broadeasting Corporaiion, Reference No.
CT9/91, 1993

The Allen Consulting Group ' S ' 12
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Figure 2.4

Reduced Revenue for the Underlying Copyright Owners

Broagcast Fee

Supply

Demand

Source: The Allen Consuiting Group

Broadcasts
{hours)

To thus point the analysis portrays a socially beneficial outcome from the employment
of a cap; the quantity of broadcast music increases but total costs to broadcasters
decrease.

This conclusion is flawed, however, because 1t only takes a static view of the impact of
the price cap.

Unfortunately, a reduction in broadcast licence fees will, over time, alter incentives for
the creation of the sound recordings being broadcast. If artists/record labels expect 1o
receive a lower level of fees from their broadeast rights they have a lower incentive to
create the original sound recordings. As shown in Figure 2.5, over the longer term this
reduced incentive will push the supply curve to the left resulting n fewer sound
recordings at higher prices. This 1s a significant distortion and a reduction in social
welfare.

The Allen Consulting Group ' 13 :
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Figure 2.5
Reduced Incentive for the Creation of Musical Works

Royalty

Suppty

Demand

New Musical
Tites

Source. The Allen Consuiting Group

While this section has focused on the cutput effects associated with price caps,
“Another problem that is recognised as being present with price-caps is their effect on
the incentive faced by the enterpnse to downgrade quality.”]6 Although the concept of
musical quality is nebulous, experience in other regulatory envirenments suggests that
the incentive for quality is reduced by pnice caps, and there is no reason to believe that
such an impact would not be experienced tn the creation of sound recordings.

In summary, the longer term impact of a cap on broadcast fees is therefore:

s fewer new sound recordings;
* possibly lower quality sound recordings; and

* increased broadcasting of sound recordings. When coupled with the lower creation
of new recordings, increased broadcasting means greater repetition. This is
worrying outcome given that, when an ABA commissioned survey asked ‘how can
radio be improved to make it better for you?® the most comumon answer was ‘better
choice of music”.” This may explain, at least in part, why radic broadcasters have
reportedly climmed that there is not enough quality new Australian recordings to
cover high local content levels,

16
Forsyth, “Price Regulation of Airporis: Principles with Australian Applications” presented at the Air

Transport Research Group Conference, YVancouver, June 1997, .5,
AGB McMair, Listening to the Listeners, commissioned by the ABA, 1995, Summary available at
httpfwww_aba gov.aw'what/rescarch/other him,

The Allen Consulting Group : - 1:_'
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Figure 3.1

Chapter Three

Differential Trecatment for the Broadcast
of US Sound Recordings

When adopting the Rome Convention Australia incorporated reservations about
broadcasting rights in certain foreign recordings. most significantly for US owners of
copyright in sound recordings (i¢. sourxl recordings made in the US)." In effect, this
reservation scl a price of zero on the broadcast of US sound recordings in Australia,
This chapter considers the effect of this reservarion as though it is a cap set at zero.

A simplistic view of the cap is that:

+ it will facilitate a transfer from producers of intellectual property to consumers
(radic stations and (heir advertisers} —see Chapter Two; and

s since Australia is a net importer of music royaities —see Figore 3.1 —any cap on
royalties flowing overscas is bound (o be a *good thing” for Australia as a whole.

Net Music Royalty Flows From Australia

Q
.zu:l
.40
el
an -4
130 4

-120 4

-140 -

BELAE

iy

€ millian

Nota:

#5896 8a-97

Negative flows mean that Australia is a net importer of music rights.

Source: ABS, Balanca of Paymants and Internalional frivestment Position | 199887 — Australia,

Cal. No. 5363.0, pp.28830.

Such an approach represents a static analysis and dees not withstand closer scrutiny.

There is a clear Government preference, acknowledged by the broadeasting industry
(see Table 3.1). for policy outcomes that foster the broadeasting of Australian musical

content.

The Allen Consulting Group
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Table 3.1
Preambles to Australian Content Provisions in Industry Codes of Practice

Federation of Radic Broadcasters (FARB) — Industry's Community Broadcasting Association of Austraiia (CBAA)
Code of Practice - Industry's Code of Practice
The purpase of this code is to impiement the object, set forth in This code reinforces the community broadcasting sector's
the Broadcasting Services Act 1592, of promoting the role af reputation as a medium cammitted to developing and recognising
broadcasting services in developing and reflecting a sense of Australian composers and/or performers by providing
Australian identity, character and cultural diversity, by prescribing opportunities o have their material broadcast on a regular bagis,

immum content levels of Australian music. .
i The Broadcasting Services Act 1992 does not require the

community radio sector to maintain minimum content levels of
Australian music. However, given the nature of the community
broadcasting sector and its commitment to reflecting the diversity
of Australian culture and the interests of local communities, it is
crucial for a significant proportion of local and Australian music,
including indigenous Australian music, to continue to be
broadcast by community stations.

In selecting Australian musical items, community broadcasting
stations should have regard for the make-up of the community
servad by the licensee.

Source: http/fiwww.aba.gov au/what/program/codes/farb htm and hitp.ffwww.aba.gov. aufwhat/program/codes/cbaa. him

The lower US cap is inconsistent with this concern for fostering the broadcast of
Australian music. This conclusion is evident from the following stylised example.

It is assumed, for lack of data, that the demand for US music is the same as the demand
for non-US music.”

The non-regulated price is P, (derived from Figure 2.2), with US and non-US music
each broadcast for half of Q; hours. With the introduction of a price cap (P.p) non-US
music broadcasts increase to Qs. However, given that US owners of the copyright in
sound recordings cannot charge a fee the US music breadcasts increase to Qs hours.

Figure 3.2
An Increase in the Relative Amount of US Music

Breadcast Fee
Supply (US music, Other music)

P‘l ---------
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

pcap ]

I ;\

0 | '

hall Q1 Q5 08 Broadrast

—_—
U3 Music {hours)

e
Other Music

Source: The Allen Consulting Group

i3 . L ,
' The example is not aflected by altering thts simphifying assumption.
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Figure 3.3

As noted in section 2.3, the impact of a decline in copyright revenue from broadcasts is
{ikely to lead to a decrease in production in Australia (akin to Figure 2.4). Given that
Australia is a secondary market for US muste (ie, significantly smaller than the US) it is
unlikely that a decline in royalties for US music in Australia will have a significant, 1f
any, effect on incentives for US artists to create new musical titles. As a result, the
supply curve for new US wmusical titles in Australia is likely to be vertical — see Figure
3.3. That 1s, given the relaxation of parallel immport prohibitions and the growth of on-
line ordering, supply in Australia will be fixed at the level of US production,

Production of Music in the US is Unlikely to be Affected

Royalty

Supply

Demand

Source: The Alien Consulting Group

New Musical
Tithers

The Allen Consulting Group

As a result, the net impact of the lack of national treatment (ie, protection) afforded to
the broadcast of US music recordings is to increase:

s  the percentage of music broadcast on radic that eriginates from the US; and

¢ the percentage of new sound recordings in Australia that come from the US.
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Figure 4.1

Chapter Four

The Differential Licence Fee Cap for the
ABC

4.1 ABC Radiv

The ABC is a significant radio broadcaster. The ABC has:
s metropolitan radio stations in ninc cities; and

e 40 regional stations.

In 1997-98 the overall nativnal weekly audience reach for the ABC’s radio services was
just under 6.5 million listeners (its highest result on record).”

Music is an important part of the ABC’s radio broadcasts (sec Figure 4.1), but
especially for Triple J and Classic M (with a combined weekly reach of 3.16 mullion

pcople}._l'

Music Broadcast On ABC Radio

Percentage

of Air-Tima

Drevoted to Music

N -
B0 -
104
54
50 o
40
304
20

10 -

] -

Source: Australian Broadcasting Corparation, Annual Report 1 3957-98, p.94.

Radio National

. Ulassical Music

811

R4.7

Classic TM

The Allen Consulting (iroap

2.7 2.8
L]
[ripple ) Mistrapelitan Regional
Stalions Stations

D Contemporary Music . Spocialist Music

As noted in section 2.1, the ABC’s price cap 1s significantly different (o the cap for
other broadcasters (ie, a cap based on population rather than revenue) and is
acknowledged to be lower than the general cap on broadeast fees.

Australian Broadeasting Corporation, dnnual Report 194708 p2,
Australian Broadcasting, Carporation. Armad Repors (94798 p.25.

_ Australian Broadoasting Corporaon. Anmiat Report 199708, pp35-26
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4.2 An Overview of Competitive Neutrality

Where-ever a government-owned organisation enjoys an advantage not afforded to
g & Oy g

private sector competitors the issue of ‘competitive neutrality’ arises. This section

provides an overview of the principle of competitive neutrality.

The inaugural 1992 Council of Australian Governments (CoAG) meeting
commissioned the ‘Hilmer Committee’ to conduct an inquiry into the development of a
National Competition Policy (NCP). The Hilmer Repo.n!l1 was presented to CoAG in
August 1993, and formed a major input to micro-economic reform discussions for
subsequent CoAG mectings. At the April 1995 CoAG meeting the Commonwealth,
State and Terrtory Governments agreed to implement a reform agenda bascd on the

Hilmer Report reconunendations.

One of the major features ot the competition policy reforms implemented following the
Hilmer Report was the removal of the ‘Shield of the Crown’ from government—owned
enterprises. As a resuit, government businesses are subject to the Trade Pracrices Act
1974 and are, unless there are intervening regulatory factors, exposed to competition

from private sector providers.

If competition between public and private bodies is to be on an equitable basts, the
players must operate under similar rules (ie, on a level playing field). To facilitate the
creation of this level playing field the post-Hilmer NCP reforms — contained in the
inter-governmental  Competition  Principles  Agreement (CPA} and  subsequently
implemented in each jurisdiction — established the principle of ‘competitive
neutrality’. The principle is set out in sub-cl. 3{1} of the CPA:

The objective of the competitive neutrality policy is the elimination of resource allocation

distertions arising out of the public ownership of entities engaged in significant business

activities: GGovernment businesses should not enjoy any net competitive advantage simply
as a result of their public sector ownership.

Stated simply, where a substantial (ie, non-trivial) government business actually or
potentially competes against private providers, the price of the goods and services made
available by the government-owned business should:

e include all the costs that a private sector would bear; but
e be discounted for disadvantages that anise because of government ownership.
The Commonwealth’s policy statement on competitive neutrality applies the principle

to all ‘significant’ Commonweaith business activines, This ‘significance’ threshold is
generally a commercial turriover exceeding $10 million per annum.”

Activities are classified as a ‘business’ for the purposes of competitive neutrality if they

meet the following critena;

s there must be charging for goods or services (not necessarily to the final
consumer); :

» there must be an actual or potential competitor {either in the private or public
sector) ie purchasers arc not restricted by law or policy from choaesing alternative
sources of supply; and

o managers of the activity have a degree of independence in relation to the
production or supply of the good or service and the price at which it is provided.

‘Ihe Independent Committee of Inquiry, Narional Competitinn Pohicy, AGPS, Canberra, 1993

However, some types of business activity, such as government business ¢nterprises and Business Linits, are
alwavs considered significant regardless of turnover.

The Allen Consuiting Group e ___2_1_
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These criteria operate to exclude from competitive neutrality government functions
which are budget funded service delivery activities where there 1s no distinction
between the purchaser and provider of the service. Where there 15 separation between
the purchascr and provider the provider activity may be regarded as subject to
competitive neutrality if it 1 a business activity and falls above the ‘significance’

thresheld.

4.3 Does Section 152(11) Offend Competitive
Neutrality?

On the face of it, the ABC does not appear to be the type of organisation that would be
subjected to competitive neutrality:

¢ the ABRC is finded from the Commenwealth Budget;

«  with the possible exception of the ABC’s Radio Australia, the ABC is block funded
and so there is no real purchaser-provider relationship between the Government
and the ABC; and

e the ABC neither charges listeners for radio broadcasts nor advertisers (ie, other
divisions within the ABC) for adverts.

These three points suggest that there is not user charging and heace ABC radio cannot
be considered a business and hence should not be subject to competitive neutrality.

This analysis focuses on the output market. If, instead, the ABC 1s viewed as a
participant in the market for material for broadcast (ie, as a purchaser rather than a
supplier) it is clear that the ABC should be subject to competitive neutrality.

In an environment which only provides a fee cap for the ABC there would be a serious
resource misallocation with the ABC able to secure the same music (and hence reduce
the value of uniqueness/scarcity, even if the uniqueness/scarcity is only flesting) with
the impact of capturing, at a reduced cost, listeners from other broadcasters. This
impact of this distortion in the input market is to make it harder for broadcasters other
than the ABC to attract listeners and hence revenue from advertisers.

Indeed, the ABC certainly sees itself as a purchaser competitive input market. It is
indeed ironic that the ABC makes a point of saying how important it is to develop its
own inputs with the expectation that its rights will be protected and valued,” when it is
provided with a competitive disadvantage for rivals.

4.4 Possible Remedies

In this case there are three options available to correct the competitive distortion:

%

Australian Broadeasting Corporation, Funding For One ABC, March 1997, p.23

The Allen Consulting Group
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¢ adjust the ABC’s cap to return the difference between the standard one percent cap
and the ABC’s cap to the same ratio as when the caps were introduced. If it can be
argued that the ABC should benefit from a lower cap than other broadcasters then
there is a case for adju:sting the cap to restore the relative difference between the
caps to the 1968 level.” For example, assuming that revenue for radio stations has
grown at a rate equal te the Consumer Price Index (CPI), the maximum capped rate
for non-ABC broadcasters is now eight times higher than the current ABC cap —
see Figure 4.2 (next page) — and therefore the ABC cap should be increased to
four cents per person i Australian;

¢ remove the distortion by deleting the special advantage provided to the ABC in the
Capyright Act; or

» the ABC could be directed to pay the appropriate collecting society the identified
advantage on an ex graria basis. This approach has been specifically identified by
the Commonwealth Treasury 2s a means of overcoming competitive neutrality
concerns without legislating:

“As far as practicable, government businesses should operate in the same regulatory
environment as private sector competitors. ... Where there are difficulties subjecting
Commonweaith cntitics to particular regulations, such husinesses should make allowance
for any resultant cost advantages. For example, if a government insurance business does
net have to maintain a certain level of capital sccuritics, it should still notivnally pay the
capital servicing charges it has thus aveided. Similarly, if a Coammonwealth business is
exempt from local government charges, the business should pay these charges on an ex

gratia basis.”
Treasury, Commonwedalth Competitive Neutrality: Guidelines for Managers, Auslnfo,
Canberra, 1998, p.10.

Figure 4.2
Growing Disparity Between the ABC and Others Price Cap

Relative scale
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Source: Derved from various ABS sources

The first option is only realistic if the Government accepts that the ABC should be
provided an advantage not enjoyed by the SBS or any other broadcasters. Again, this
argument is difficult t¢ sustain given the Commonweslth’s competitive neutrality
obligations and since this approach singles out only one copyright sector as the
mechanism for a subsidy when ather input providers bear no similar hurden.

B o . .
This argument is difficult to sustain viven that the SBS does not receive the special freatment afforded to the

ABC, . —
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Given these concerns, the second option is clearly the ‘cleanest’ response. However,
until the Copyright Act can be amended it would be appropriate for the ABC to make
ex grariq payments to the relevant copyright collecting sociaty.'?

1
Given thal the ABC is a substantial producer of seund recordings it would recoup some of this payment
through the PPCA’s disiribunion.

The Allen Consutting Group 24
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Chapter Five

Would Reform Leave Broadcasters
Exposed?

The previous chapters have suggested that there are likely to be difficult to significant
— although d:fficult to quantify — long term costs associated with the current use of
price caps for copyright broadcast fees, and thar the Copyright Aci should be amended
to remove the caps. This chapter considers the impact on broadcasters if such a

recommendation were adopted.

Broadcasters are concerned ahout the impact of the increased license fees upon their

business. These concerns are manifested in three areas:

s  the need to cover unbudgeted expenses — quite understandably, broadcasters do
not wish to incur a hability which they have not made provision for in forward
budgets; and

s  misuse of market power by collecting societies — for example:

“The Warking Group also received submissions from commercial broadcasters who
opposed the removal of the limit on rovalties on the basis that they were concerned that
PPCA would make excessive demands for royalties if the ceilings were removed.”

Attorney-General's Department, Copyright Reform and the Digital Agenda — Proposed
Transmission Right, Right of Making Available and Enforcement Measures, Discussion
Paper, July 1997, para 4.30.

Neither of these concerns are material in the current circumstances:

o the broadcasters are protected from the market power of collecting societics by the
ability of the Copynight Tribunal to set rates equal to what would have been setin a
competitive market. The Copyright Tribunal’s broad-ranging powers are a flexible
and effective regulatory mechanism, for example, with the power, when issuing
arders, to phase in new fee schedules;

» the estimaied fee increase — $12.9 mullion - represents only a 2.57 percent
increase in pperating expenses and an even smaller percentage decline in profits
(trom 13.9 percent of revenue to 13.8 ;:vcrcent).:u Lven with these increascd
expenses the industry’s overall profit level remains bealthy; and

»  existing agreements between the relevant collecting society and the commereial
broadcasting industry do not expire until 2003, This provides ample time for
broadcasters to factor in a fee increasc.

These ohservations show clearly that the concerns of broadeasters, beyond the obvious
dislike of paying higher copyright fees, are accommedated by existing safeguards and
market practices.

Derived from Australian Broadcasting Authonty, “TV Profits Up 6.4 Per Cenl; Radio Up 26,8 Per Cent in
199798 News Refease, NR 2371999, 23 March 1999
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Chapter Six

Timing of Reform

A nurnber of Commonwealth departments have been considering the issue of fee caps
for a number of ycars in & number of fora. While there may be a temptation to again
defer consideration of the issue, two factors suggest that reform should be sooner rather

than later.

4.1 Online Radio is Coming (If Not Already Here)

Radio, both from a broadeaster’'s and listener's perspective, 1s in a stage of
L p p

metamorphosis.

As shown in Table 6.1, the Internet is increasingly being used as a means of

transmitting radio broadcasts.

Table 6.1
The Growth in Net Radio

Question Answer

How many Net radio stalions exist now? Mara than 2,008, including:
1,000 in the United States;
BO0 autside the United States; and

150 Web-only.
How many Net radio stations launch each month? Cn average, 50
What percentage of US people have fistened to Net radio? The percentage doubled between June 1388 and January 18388,

from six to 13 percent.

What percentaga of Net users listan? The percentage jumped from 18 percent to 27 percent batwaan
Juns 1998 and January 1989

Source; Verdino and Rosin, The Arbitron intemet Listening Study 1| — Radio and E-commerce, Arbitron/Edison Media Research, January
1888.

Indeed, the growth in online radio is likely to receive from the recent release of
Microscft’s latest version of its market-leading Internet browser — Internet Explorer
5.0. A new feature of the browser is a ‘radio’ button on the toolbar: “The button will let
users click directly to a page offering a customizable online radio tuner.””

R . . ) ,
Semineno, “Web Radio Tries to Tune in Advertisers™ ZDNN Tech News Now, 14 March 1999, uvnilable at

hitp:#vwwf ednet .co m/zdnn/stonies/news/0,4586. 2223877 00 html.
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Microsoft Internet Explorer 5.0’s Radio Toolbar

The impact of the growth of online radio could be substantial:

e firstly, the ability to broadcast music acound the world, as the ABC does, further
undermines the population-based criteria used in the ABC’s fee cap; and

¢ secondly, if broadcasts of music via the Internet increase in popularity the
opportunity cost of the fee caps is significantty increased to the ongoing and further
detriment of artists/record labels and inevitably the Ausiralian public.

6.2 Provide Certainty Prior to Radio Licence Sales

Over the next few years there will be a significant growth in the number of radio
stations in Awustralia: “As at 4 August 1998, the ABA had planned for 70 new
commercial radio licences, 83 new community radio licences and 188 new open
narrowcasting radio services.” " While there is a need to provide certainty for existing
licence holders (sce Chapter Five), there is also a need ro provide certainty for these
parties who will bid for licences; certainty will be maximisced if the Commeonweaith
announces its intention to legislatively remove the caps.

6.3 The Digital Agenda

Given the ohservations in the two previous sections, and the clear casc for reform
highlighted in the previous chapters, the obvious step forward is to progress as rapidly
as possible with the removal of the caps on fees payable for the broadcasting of sound
recordings by incorporating the appropriate amendments in the Government’s
Cupyright Amendment (Digital Agenda) Bill 1929

The Allen Consulting Grongs

Headbanging or Dancing? Youth and Music in Ausirafia, Monograph 8 part 2, p.30
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