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COMMENTS OF PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE
Public Knowledge commends the Office of the United States Trade Representative (USTR), the
Department of Commerce, and the International Trade Administration for inviting comments in
the above-mentioned docket.1 Input from a broad range of interests on this vital issue will
improve the process by which United States trade policy is formulated.
Public Knowledge is an advocacy organization that seeks to ensure that copyright and
communications policies promote citizens’ access to and participation in culture and knowledge.
To achieve these goals, the public’s voice should be present in the formulation of intellectual
property laws and policies both domestically and internationally. We limit these comments to the
process by which the USTR, the Department of Commerce and other agencies solicit advice in
the course of formulating the United States’ IP policies. Specifically, we address the need for
non-business representation on the Industry Trade Advisory Committee (ITAC) 15, the ITAC
that is responsible for providing advice with respect to intellectual property issues.
Introduction
Increasingly, international obligations are influencing U.S. intellectual property (IP) law and
policy. IP chapters of many international trade agreements have adopted unsettled interpretations
of U.S. law to the benefit of rights owners ignoring the policy decisions made in our domestic
laws, which promote learning, innovation, and culture by striking a balance between rights of
owners and citizens generally. While representatives of U.S. IP industries such as the
pharmaceutical industry, the motion picture industry, and the recording industry have
considerable influence in the formulation of these agreements, the American public has had very
little input in the process. In order to correct this imbalance and ensure that IP aspects of trade
agreements reflect the interests of all Americans, the composition of ITAC 15 should include
non-business interests that represent the views of the public and institutions such as libraries,
museums, archives and others impacted by IP policy. A 2002 report of the General
Accountability Office (GAO) highlighted these problems pointing out that the composition of
trade advisory committees was not optimal to provide advice to the executive branch and assure
Congress that “negotiated agreements [were] fully in U.S. interests.”2 The report noted that one
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of these problems was the difficulty of incorporating non-business groups.3 In 2009, the Director
of the GAO in testimony before Congress indicated that these problems continue to persist.4
Non-business representation would improve the quality of information provided to the Secretary
of Commerce and the USTR as the presence of both non-business and industry representatives
would ensure the presentation of a balanced and nuanced view of U.S. IP law, which should be
the basis of IP chapters adopted in trade agreements. In addition, inclusion of all interests
without marginalizing any perspective would lend greater legitimacy to policy positions taken by
the USTR in international negotiations. It would also enhance the public’s confidence in the
outcome of negotiated agreements.
Furthermore, for effective presentation of the non-business perspective, membership of these
representatives on ITAC 15 is essential. Representation on other ITACs or tier 1 or tier 2
committees would not enable these representatives to provide the same focused, detailed, and
particular comments that relate to IP aspects of trade agreements, as they could on ITAC 15.
We note that the ITAC 15 was recently re-chartered5 and the Department of Commerce and the
International Trade Administration are seeking new members for all ITACs, including ITAC 15.6
We note that the qualifications for such membership do not seem to extend to non-business
interests. Because such interests are impacted by IP policy, we urge the USTR and the Dept. of
Commerce to modify or clarify the eligibility criteria, permitting such representatives to apply
for and be appointed to membership on ITAC 15.

Presence of non-business views on ITAC 15 would promote trade agreements that reflect
the interests of all Americans and lead to greater acceptance of trade agreements
domestically
The purpose of IP law is to promote the progress of science and useful arts by rewarding artists
and inventors.7 This purpose is promoted not only by a system of exclusive rights, but also by
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limitations on these rights. U.S. copyright and patent laws embody several provisions
representing these limitations.8 Because rights holders generally see the expansion of exclusive
rights as beneficial to them, as representatives of IP industries on ITAC 15, they are likely to call
for adoption of provisions in international agreements that would not only increase their market
access, but also expand the scope and strength of exclusive rights.
As IP aspects assume greater importance in trade agreements, the obligations that the U.S.
assumes in these agreements have greater domestic repercussions. As explained below, these
obligations may often adversely affect the rights of users of copyright and patent products.
However, the current qualifications for ITAC 15 membership and the current composition of the
committee seems to be limited to business representation,9 thereby preventing presentation of
views that would reflect some of the negative impacts of expansive IP protection. Like the
current ITAC 15, the previous ITAC 15 also had business representation only.10
Perhaps because of this, intellectual property chapters of many U.S. trade agreements have
tended to ignore the interests of the public and assume international obligations that are harmful
to them. For example, the U.S.-Australia Free Trade Agreement (FTA) requires the U.S. and
Australia to grant to copyright owners the exclusive right “to authorize or prohibit all
reproductions, in any manner or form, permanent or temporary (including temporary storage in
material form)....”.11 The U.S. Copyright Act does not extend protection to temporary copies of a
work that are of a transitory nature, and U.S. courts leave uncertain as to how non-transitory
reproductions must be to implicate the rights of copyright owners.12 If temporary or transitory
reproductions were considered a right granted to copyright owners, Internet Service Providers
(ISPs); Internet based services such as webcasters and online music stores; and consumers would
all be exposed to liability for copyright infringement during the course of routine activities.
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Like the U.S.-Australia FTA, the proposed Anti Counterfeiting Trade Agreement (ACTA) raises
the specter of eroding user rights. The consolidated text of ACTA, recently released by the
USTR,13 reveals that ACTA would require establishment of a statutory damages regime in
signatory countries, require Internet Service Providers (ISPs) to take down material that
allegedly infringes copyright without proper safeguards to prevent misrepresentations in take
down notices sent by copyright owners, and require institution of new seizure and forfeiture
penalties for infringing goods and implements used to make these goods.
Each of these provisions pose several concerns for users of copyrighted works. The statutory
damages regime in the U.S. has led to imposition of huge damages awards against individual
infringers that many would argue bears little relation to the actual damage suffered by rightsowners.14 Many have questioned the constitutionality of the regime.15 The U.S. assuming an
obligation to maintain the same regime under ACTA would limit Congresses ability to reform
this regime.
The notice and takedown regime in the U.S. has promoted the development of the Internet by
providing certain safe guards to ISPs against liability. However, a number of instances have
shown that, absent appropriate safeguards, such a regime can easily be abused.16 U.S. law
provides one means of preventing this situation by providing for a penalty against those who
make misrepresentations on takedown notices.17 By requiring all ACTA signatories to have a
similar notice and takedown regime without also requiring a remedy where there are wrongful
takedown notices, ACTA would chill free speech in signatory countries.
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Like the statutory damages provision, ACTA’s provisions on seizure and forfeiture would
prevent Congress from reforming U.S. law. These provisions seem to track closely newly
introduced changes to U.S. law.18 These provisions are untested in U.S. law and yet ACTA seeks
to solidify these in international obligations.
Under the current composition of ITAC 15, while representatives of industry have the ability to
influence the design of these provisions, non-business interests do not. In order to ensure balance
in views expressed by ITAC 15, representatives of non-business interests should be included in
its makeup.
Furthermore, such representation is required by the Federal Advisory Committees Act (FACA).
The Federal Advisory Committees Act requires membership of federal advisory committees to
be “fairly balanced in terms of the viewpoints represented” on the Committee.19 The Trade Act
explicitly makes this provision applicable to the industry trade advisory committees.20
Furthermore, legislative history of both FACA and the Trade Act support inclusion of public
interest representation on industry trade advisory committees. In enacting FACA, Congress
expressed an intention to “end industry domination of advisory bodies.”21 Similarly, in enacting
certain amendments to the Trade Act in 1979, Congress indicated its intention to broaden the
interests represented on tier 2 and tier 3 committees to include, among others, non-business
interests22
Non-business participation would not cause many of the harms that detractors claim it would.
For instance, many industry representatives on tier 3 committees claim that non-business
representation would prevent members of the committees from providing candid advice, some
even claiming that non-business representatives would release sensitive information to the
public.23 This argument either overlooks the fact that all members of tier 3 committees are bound
18
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to keep committee information secret, or suggests that the advisory committee process should be
based on an assumption that non-business representatives are somehow less trustworthy than
their commercial counterparts. Industry representatives also claim that too many differences of
opinions within a committee would prevent the committee from providing clear advice to the
USTR.24 While clarity is essential, it is not necessarily compromised by presentation of nuanced
views that account for interests of all concerned, including non-business interests.
Furthermore, inclusion of all perspectives would lead to greater domestic acceptance of trade
policies pursued by the USTR. As public reaction to the ACTA negotiations indicates,
25
exclusion of points of view representing non-business interests leads to an atmosphere of
mistrust. An approach that included advice from both business and non-business interests would
likely assuage fears of industry capture and enhance confidence in the outcome of trade
negotiations.
The non-business perspective should be an integral part of developing trade policy and
negotiations
The request for public comment asks how a particular viewpoint would provide information and
advice concerning a specific industry sector. As explained above, IP is not just a system of rights
but an ecosystem of rights and limitations. The non-business sector’s stake in IP policy is an
integral part of the IP sector and should be an essential consideration in developing trade policy
and negotiating positions. First, as members of the public, non-business interests are consumers
of information with certain rights to enjoy IP products and services they purchase without undue
restrictions. Second, they are producers of culture and innovations. Examples of such production
include the large number of user-generated content hosted on cites like YouTube,26 the many
valuable films made by documentary film-makers incorporating pre-existing material, and the
many follow-on works created by remix artists.27 Third, non-business interests have speech
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interests that could be stifled by overzealous copyright enforcement.28 These interests should be
accounted for in ITAC 15’s membership. As the 2002 GAO report noted, the focus of the FACA
in requiring a “fair balance” in views represented on the advisory committees was on groups
“directly affected by the work of a committee rather than whether the committees represent
business or non-business interests.”29

Non-business Representation on tier-1 and tier-2 committees is not Substitute for
Representation on ITAC 15
Public interest representation on the tier 3 ITAC 15 is essential in addition to public interest
representation on the tier 1 and tier 2 committees. As the 2002 GAO report noted, the tier
1 committee may not have any influence on the tier 2 and tier 3 committees.30 Furthermore, tier 2
committees have been less active than tier 3 committees.31 Also, tier 1 and tier 2 committees are
general policy committees that will not be able to provide focused non-business perspective on
specialized areas such as intellectual property. Therefore, a significant non-business presence on
ITAC 15 is essential to ensure that the USTR promotes IP policy that is beneficial to all
Americans.
In order to be effective, non-business representatives should not be relegated to a small minority
whose views are ignored by the committee.32 While the USTR cannot be expected to adopt all the
views of non-business representatives and has discretion in appointing members of tier 3
committees, it should seek to avoid extreme imbalances in committee composition.

Conclusion
We thank the USTR, the ITC, and the Department of Commerce for soliciting public comments
on this important issue.
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