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Chairman Nadler, Ranking Member Jordan, and Members of the Committee, my name is Matt
Schruers, and I serve as President at the Computer & Communications Industry Association
(CCIA), which represents Internet, technology, and communications firms.1 CCIA was founded
in 1972 to promote open markets, open systems, and open networks in the computer and
telecommunications industry. Today, the Association continues to champion the same principles
across these increasingly diverse and important sectors of the global economy.
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Copyright Office’s report on Section 512 of Title
17. My statement focuses on the economic significance of Section 512, and why the report
inadequately reflects the interests of users, particularly when targeted by misuse of the statute to
suppress speech and economic activity. It concludes by discussing how promoting lawful
alternatives to piracy can achieve more than the unpredictable outcomes that would result from
implementing the report’s recommendations.
I. History and Economic Significance of Section 512
Section 512 was enacted by Title II of the 1998 Digital Millennium Copyright Act (DMCA). It
formed part of a compromise alongside Title I of the DMCA, which attaches civil and criminal
penalties to circumventing technological measures that we generally refer to as “DRM” (digital
rights management).2 Service providers agreed to support giving legal force to technological
measures, and in turn, rightsholder constituencies endorsed Section 512.
There are also compromises embodied within Section 512. The compromise at the heart of
Section 512 imposes upon service providers the responsibility of responding expeditiously to
complaints by putative rightsholders in exchange for liability limitations. In turn, Section 512
guarantees to rightsholders rapid, ex parte extrajudicial relief from specific acts of alleged
infringement upon affirmatively reporting those acts. In order for services to benefit from
Section 512, they must satisfy recurring compliance responsibilities. In addition to expeditiously
responding to notices of claimed infringement and complying with Copyright Office formalities,
Section 512 compliance also includes maintaining and implementing a procedure for terminating
repeat infringers, among other requirements.
Section 512 provides critical legal certainty for the digital economy, which according to U.S.
government data accounted for 6.9% of U.S. GDP, $1.35 trillion, in 2017.3 Economic research
demonstrates that regulatory certainty about copyright intermediary protections encourages
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investment and innovation in this sector.4 While Section 512’s protections are critical for CCIA
member companies, they are also essential to economic interests far beyond the tens of
thousands of websites and service providers that utilize its protections. An even larger number
of small businesses and independent creators utilize Section 512-dependent service providers to
engage in communications, commerce, and campaigning, as well as accomplishing their daily
activities — a need that is particularly acute when the ongoing public health crisis compels social
distancing in so many contexts, including this hearing.
a. Section 512 Balances Not Two, But Three Separate Sets of Interests
Section 512 is often construed as mutually benefiting and burdening two groups: service
providers and rightsholders. This is true, but incomplete. Users represent the critical third
stakeholder of Section 512’s balancing act. Congress acknowledged this in legislative history,
noting that it “believes it has appropriately balanced the interests of content owners, on-line and
other service providers, and information users in a way that will foster the continued
development of electronic commerce and the growth of the Internet.”5
These stakeholders also increasingly overlap and intersect. For example, many CCIA members
are highly successful content creators and benefit from copyright protection, in addition to
limitations and exceptions like Section 512. Many users are also creators; a 2019 study found
that nearly 17 million American creators earned incomes from posting their personal creations on
nine platforms in 2017, collectively earning $6.8 billion.6 Unfortunately, users’ interests were
largely overlooked by the Office’s Section 512 report.
b. “DMCA-Plus” and Voluntary Measures
In addition to general Section 512 compliance, some companies voluntarily invest in offering
additional service-specific suites of tools for different types of creators to help prevent
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infringement online, and in some cases, monetize content. Section 512 makes this voluntary
private sector cooperation possible. Providing rightsholders additional tools and services for
content protection and monetization is sometimes referred to as “DMCA-Plus” because these
service-specific systems exceed the requirements that businesses must meet to qualify for
statutory protection under Section 512.7 These voluntary, additional layers of protection are
desirable because they can expedite action, and often provide rightsholders opportunities not just
to remove infringing content, but also to track and monetize their works online.
DMCA-Plus systems provide value when deployed voluntarily by firms that have the resources
to do so competently. Services without the resources to implement such measures should not be
penalized for lacking the capacities of their larger competitors, however. If the Section 512
protections were interpreted otherwise, it would raise barriers to entry for startups, entrenching
existing services behind a compliance moat. Section 512 protections were intended to reduce
regulatory burdens in order to encourage investment and innovation, not to deter companies from
experimenting because of fears of incurring costly new obligations.
The benefits of DMCA-Plus systems include speed, efficiencies of scale and, where automated,
lower costs for all parties. However, DMCA-Plus tools are costly to develop,8 site- and mediaspecific, and often struggle with false positives. False positives merit particular attention
because any unjustified content filtering or takedown may suppress users’ lawful free expression
— another reason that it is fundamental that users be acknowledged as one of Section 512’s
stakeholders.9
The more powerful the copyright management tool, the bigger the risk of abuse. Companies
must therefore balance these concerns so that the risk of abuse and misuse is as low as possible.
Companies calibrate access to tools to the needs of different rightsholders and creators, which
may differ in, for example, the types of content they own, the volume of requests they submit,
their ability to dedicate time and resources, their understanding of copyright law, and the
complexity of their licensing arrangements.
In addition to aiding copyright enforcement, DMCA-Plus systems can generate revenue for
rightsholders. For example, YouTube’s Content ID has paid billions to the content industry,
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including $6 billion to the music industry as of 2018.10 With Content ID, rightsholders can opt
to remove the content, but may also claim the right to monetize it, in which case advertisements
are placed adjacent to said content and rightsholders receive a share of the revenue stream
associated with those advertisements. The inclusion of an advertising option benefits all of
Section 512’s constituencies, since users’ disputed content remains online, while the rightsholder
receives previously unrealized revenue.
As another example, Facebook’s Rights Manager tool was first launched in 2015 and has
developed in close consultation with rightsholders. Rights Manager identifies millions of pieces
of copyrighted content per week and provides rightsholders with the ability to block and disable
content, in addition to a variety of other actions. For instance, Rights Manager allows
rightsholders who choose not to disable content to obtain various forms of value, including data
and insights about how their content is performing, promotional opportunities, and allows
rightsholders to claim money from advertisements placed into their content via a streamlined inproduct process.
II. The Copyright Office’s Report Is of Limited Use for Policymaking
Because it omits a critical constituency, and does not discuss one of the longest standing
challenges confronting Section 512, the Copyright Office’s report is of limited use. It is
encouraging that the Copyright Office recognized wholesale changes to the notice-and-takedown
system are not needed. This includes the Office’s decision not to recommend importing from
abroad controversial proposals like “notice-and-staydown,” a policy which has animated the
European Union’s contentious Directive on Copyright in the Digital Single Market. However,
while the Office said it recommended no wholesale changes, it highlights a dozen areas for
Congress to fine-tune, which arguably results in broad changes. By suggesting that numerous
major cases on Section 512 since 1998 — all defense wins — should be reversed, the
consequences of the Office’s report would be considerable and unpredictable.
The report also conspicuously overlooked the problem of Section 512 misuse. It is disappointing
that the report said so little about fraudulent use of takedown demands to suppress speech,
particularly as it came on the heels of a major Wall Street Journal investigation that uncovered
serious cases of abusive takedowns aimed at disappearing legitimate information from public
view.11 The Washington Post also recently covered how Section 512 misuse and overclaiming
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harms creators, and the New York Times just covered how easily Section 512 can be
“maliciously” “weaponized by authors seeking to take down their rivals.”12
However, in a June 29 letter responding to an inquiry from Senator Tillis and Senator Leahy
regarding the report, the Copyright Office acknowledged concerns regarding the impact of
abusive takedowns on speech, among other important considerations affecting users. The Office
wrote that “[t]he issue of abusive allegations of copyright infringement is serious, and
congressional attention to the broader question of how to best discourage such uses of the
copyright system could provide more effective mechanisms to address the problem.”13 CCIA
shares this view. The recognition of the seriousness of Section 512 misuse is significant, and the
report should therefore be read in conjunction with the Copyright Office’s June 29 letter.
a. Section 512 Misuse Disrupts Speech and Commerce
Although the Office subsequently recognized that Section 512 misuse is a serious problem, the
omission of this subject from the report itself is a significant deficiency. Misuse of Section 512’s
extremely powerful takedown remedy is a well-documented, long-standing challenge. A decade
ago, the Center for Democracy & Technology authored a report documenting Section 512 abuse
in political campaigns, and the concerns it identified then remain equally salient today.14
Campaigns supporting the late Senator McCain and former President Obama were prominent
victims of dubious takedown demands by copyright owners.
Takedown abuse persists this campaign season; in 2020, multiple CCIA member companies have
received false Section 512 notifications in connection with the Presidential debates and campaign
videos on social media.15 Committee members can imagine what it would be like to have their
most effective campaign ad temporarily forced offline on the eve of an election by dubious
copyright claims, just as it was gathering steam. The same can happen to individual creators,
when the viral success of their work is cut short by someone who doesn’t like their message, or a
small business whose e-commerce site is struck down by a competitor on Black Friday.
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As an association executive, I frequently hear from industry about fraudulent and abusive
takedown demands that stifle speech and disrupt commerce. Most of these incidents do not
receive the media attention they deserve. Abusive behavior includes fraudulent notices, as well
as over-reaching reports purportedly based on copyright that in fact are attempts to censor
legitimate speech, even complete fabrications to remove content considered undesirable by the
claimant.
Publicly documented examples of Section 512 misuse that CCIA member companies have
experienced include extortion schemes tied to the Section 512 takedown process;16 blatant
disregard for fair use;17 Section 512 abuse as a business model, such as reputation-related
removals masquerading as copyright;18 abuse to target competitors in online marketplaces;19 and
flawed automated systems that broadly target unrelated content.20 Some companies receive
floods of batch notices from large rightsholders directed to short clips of content in which music
is incidental as a means to force them to negotiate.21
Any review of Section 512 needs to account for these challenges. Section 512(f)’s penalties,
designed to deter misuse, are obviously inadequate, but strengthening this provision is an
incomplete solution, and is unlikely to resolve all of the scenarios described above.
b. Promoting Lawful Alternatives to Piracy Can Achieve More than Implementing
the Report Recommendations
In the sense that “the best defense is a good offense,” the most effective way to prevent the
infringement of copyrights is to ensure that members of the public, most of whom want to pay
for content, can lawfully consume works digitally whenever and wherever they want. As the
Commerce Department has noted, the digital distribution of content is a crucial component to
ensuring Internet users consume lawfully licensed content.22
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Research consistently shows that piracy rates fall when consumers have broad access to lawful
means of digital media consumption,23 such as when legitimate services such as Spotify and
Netflix enter markets.24 A copyright system with robust protection and flexibilities is essential,
but ultimately, access to legitimate alternatives is the best way to fight online piracy, and CCIA
members are playing an increasingly important role in this space.25 Digital services enable
creators, ranging from the largest content producers in the world to the individual artist working
from home, to reach a worldwide audience online. Because Section 512 facilitates the provision
of many such services, it remains a crucial aspect of U.S. copyright policy.
IV. Conclusion
The Copyright Office’s report largely ignored one of Section 512’s three constituencies, as
identified by Congress; called for the rejection of decades of settled case law; and failed to
address the critical issue of abuse of the processes that Section 512 established. As such, it is of
limited value in assessing the current copyright landscape. Past experience teaches that the twin
goals of ensuring creators are compensated and that the public can access creative works are best
served by promoting a diversity of legitimate options for accessing media.
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