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"New media and new forms of buying and lending are all very interesting, for all kinds of reasons, 

but one principle remains unchanged: authors must be paid fairly for their work. Any arrangement 

that doesn't acknowledge that principle is a bad one, and needs to be changed. That is our whole 

argument." Philip Pullman, President-elect of the Society of Authors. 
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A. Overview and General Comments 

The Society of Authors exists to protect the rights and further the interests of authors. The 

Society was founded in 1884 and today has over 9,000 members writing in all areas of the 

profession (from novelists to doctors, textbook writers to ghost writers, broadcasters to 

academics, illustrators to translators). Authors are eligible to join if they have been offered a 

contract from an independent publisher, broadcaster or agent, or have sold over 300 copies 

of a self-published book or 500 copies of an ebook. 

 

The Society welcomes the technical review. Some of the proposed amendments effectively 

implement Government policy but the Society is concerned that in other areas they do not: 

 In some areas amendments to the draft exceptions would help in clarifying their 

scope, so avoiding the inefficiency and cost associated with legal uncertainty. On the 

whole we have not attempted to redraft but have commented on the uncertainties. 

We recommend the redrafts suggested by ALCS; 

 In some areas suggested amendments go beyond Government policy or have not 

previously been discussed; 

 In some areas proposed amendments would be contrary to EU law or would fail the 

Berne 3- Step test. 

In addition the contract override provisions are draconian and represent a major change to 

UK law which should not be incorporated in this form without full discussion. 
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Contract Override 

All of the proposed amendments include a provision which would render unenforceable 

contracts which sought to restrict or prevent the relevant exception.  The Society of Authors 

is strongly opposed to this provision in each case and adopts the Publishers Association’s 

reasons: 

(i) “It represents a dramatic change to UK contract law and which is of enormous import and 

consequence to rightsholders.  It should therefore at least be subject to full debate by 

Parliament, rather than part of a statutory instrument which may only receive cursory 

attention on its way through legislative proceedings. 

 

(ii) The provision is potentially harmful to all stakeholders including consumers.  Currently 

contract terms can allow users – such as content services – to do more with rightsholders’ 

content than would be permissible under copyright law.  Contracts introduce balance, 

flexibility and mutual benefit into the rights licensing system.  By imposing a blanket ban on 

such contracts these features will be lost from the licensing environment. 

 

(iii) The provision runs into conflict with the ability of rightsholders to ensure the enforceability of 

Technical Protection Measures, as set out in Article 6 of the Copyright Directive and section 

296ZA of the Copyright Act.  Rightsholders are permitted to restrict or prevent certain acts 

through the use of TPM if certain criteria are met.  It is unclear from the current drafting 

how this area of the law will square up to the proposed provision on contract enforceability.  

As with many areas of these proposals, the most probable outcome is consumer and 

rightsholder confusion. 

 

(iv) The IPO has failed to set out a compelling case as to why the provisions are required and 

exactly what the problem is that they may solve. We also note that the current fair dealing 

defences do not contain such a provision and yet generally operate effectively.    

 

(v) The international dimension has been insufficiently considered. Content providers from 

abroad may supply under a contact governed by their domestic law. A term of that contract 

which , it is argued, restricts  an exception may be unenforceable  the UK, yet expose the user 

to legal risk abroad where they may have assets or undertake activity. It is unclear how UK 

unenforceability will operate alongside UK enforcement of a foreign judgement under the 

Reciprocal Enforcement of Judgements regime. 

 

However, given that the IPO’s policy aim is to ensure that the use of the exceptions should not be 

restricted we propose an alternative solution.  

 

Exception to copyright should take note of the “reasonableness test” (such as set out in the Unfair 

Contract Terms Act 1977 “UCTA”).  Schedule 2 of UCTA states that contracts can be assessed for 

reasonableness according to five grounds: 
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“(a) the strength of the bargaining positions of the parties relative to each other, taking into 

account (among other things) alternative means by which the customer’s requirements could 

have been met; 

 

(b) whether the customer received an inducement to agree to the term, or in accepting it had 

an opportunity of entering into a similar contract with other persons, but without having a 

similar term; 

 

(c) whether the customer knew or ought reasonably to have known of the existence and the 

extent of the term (having regard, among other things, to any custom of the trade and any 

previous course of dealing between the parties); 

 

(d) where the term excludes or restricts any relevant liability if some condition was not 

complied with, whether it was reasonable at the time of the contract to expect that compliance 

with that condition would be practicable; 

 

(e) whether the goods were manufactured, processed or adapted to the special order of the 

customer. 

 

Based upon this definition of reasonableness we therefore propose a new sub-clause to each of the 

exceptions in place of the IPO’s proposed provision, to read: 

 

(2) To the extent that the term of a contract unreasonably purports to restrict or 

prevent the doing of any act which would otherwise be permitted under this section, 

that term is unenforceable.” 

 

The Society would also urge that UCTA be unequivocally extended to contracts relating to 

intellectual property 
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Education 

 

General comments  

The Society of Authors has seen the comments of the Publishers Association, Creators’ 

Rights Alliance and ALCs and agrees with them. The education sector enjoys access to an 

extensive and diverse range of content for teaching purposes by virtue of the licensing 

schemes provided by bodies such as the Copyright Licensing Agency (CLA) and the 

Educational Recording Agency (ERA). These schemes are developing and evolving to 

embrace new technology and support modern teaching methods. The draft regulations 

relating to sections 35 and 36 of the CDPA appear broadly supportive of expanding the 

reach of the associated licensing schemes, at the same time providing for access to works not 

covered by licences. However this framework is, in part, undermined by the changes 

proposed to Section 32 which potentially introduce considerable uncertainty as to whether 

certain activities are permitted and, if they are, on what terms. This uncertainty could result 

in litigation against users and/or the referral of licensing schemes to the Copyright Tribunal 

– a clear failure of a policy aimed at simplifying access and reducing regulation.   

 

Answers to specific consultation questions 

 

Subsection 32 will be substituted with a new fair dealing provision for the purpose of 

instruction. As set out in Subsection (1), this permitted act, which is based on Article 

5(3)(a) of the Copyright Directive, only permits fair dealing with a work for the purposes 

of instruction when done for non-commercial purposes and accompanied by sufficient 

acknowledgement.  Subsection (2) sets out what is meant by the term “instruction”, 

namely acts done by persons giving and receiving instruction, as well as acts done for the 

purpose of examination. The exception will thus encompass much of the current section 

32(3), which concerns copying for the purposes of examination. However, unlike the 

current provision it will be limited by fair dealing. Are these provisions an effective 

implementation of the Government’s policy? 

 

No.   

 

a) The policy behind the revised section 32 is to permit certain minimal uses of works for 

teaching in circumstances that constitute fair dealing. In the context of educational use, 

the current fair dealing exceptions include specific restrictions limiting their application. 

For example, section 29 envisages uses by individual students and researchers, while 

section 32 (2A) excludes copies made by a reprographic process. The proposed new 

section 32 potentially applies to a significantly broader range of activities – in effect 

digital copies being communicated to multiple users – within boundaries to be set by a 

fair dealing test. ‘Fair dealing’ is a helpful condition but is inadequate without further 

clarification. Existing fair-dealing case law is complex and relates to different exceptions. 

Because the new exceptions are far wider than existing fair dealing exceptions, the 
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potential for disrupting licensing is far greater. These new, wider parameters could 

create considerable uncertainty for teachers in terms of establishing which side of the 

line certain uses sit. It is damaging and unnecessary to leave members of the public and 

small businesses to face the legal uncertainty and litigation costs involved in clarifying 

its meaning through the courts. For rightsholders, the practical implications of trying to 

monitor the application of such a broad exception raises the question of whether such a 

provision is consistent with the Copyright Directive, in particular the ‘fair balance’ 

provisions in Recital 31 and the requirement within Article 8 to provide rightsholders 

with adequate sanctions and remedies.  

b) The most important condition of fair dealing is that it does not cover a use that competes 

commercially with the rightsholder’s exploitation of the work. Given that the majority of 

uses envisaged by section 32 are covered by licensing schemes provided to the education 

sector, this uncertainty over fair dealing can be significantly reduced. As Modernising 

Copyright notes, ‚if a use competes with a licensed use and so potentially harms rights holders, 

it is less likely to be fair dealing, particularly if the licence is available on reasonable and 

proportionate terms.” This principle is set out expressly in the Copyright Directive and is a 

helpful plain-English rule. Despite this, the current drafting of section 32(5) potentially 

creates a conflict between existing licensing provisions and the fair dealing exception. To 

remove these potential uncertainties, in the interests both of educational users and 

rightsholders, the current draft should be amended to clarify that the section 32 

exception does not apply to acts that would normally be licensed or otherwise exploited.  

c) Modernising Copyright states that the permitted acts provided by Section 32 (currently 

permitting non-reprographic copying for the purpose of instruction and copying for the 

purpose of examination) will be replaced by a single non-commercial fair dealing 

exception for teaching, which will permit the use of copyright works ‚to the extent 

necessary by way of illustration in order to teach about a subject.”  However, this has been 

replaced by wording in the draft SI to permit the use of copyright works “for the purpose 

of instruction.”  The policy document language and SI language do not align.  The 

replacement of the word ‚illustration‛ with ‚instruction‛ gives the mistaken impression 

that this section will permit reprographic copying and potentially conflict with section 36 

and the licensing scheme in place for reprography.   As Modernising Copyright suggests, 

amendments to Section 32 are intended to facilitate uses such as digital display on 

interactive whiteboards and changes to s32 are intended to ‚complement and underpin 

educational licensing schemes.‛  Accordingly, the provisions should be explicit that they 

apply only to non-reprographic copying, and are without prejudice to existing licensing 

schemes.  Similarly, the existing wording of the CDPA Section 32(1)(b), which excludes 

acts done by reprographic process, must be retained. 

d) The provisions attempt to define what is meant by the term ‚instruction‛ but the 

definition proposed is capable of being interpreted more widely and therefore perhaps 

being applied to acts well beyond the ‚de minimis‛ examples given in Modernising 

Copyright.  For instance, ‚acts done by a person giving instruction” is unlimited and could 

apply to any teaching activity, such as that by private tutors. The interplay between such 
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potentially broad uses under ‚instruction‛ and non-commercial use is also unclear, for 

example education in the workplace. In fact, such ‚de minimis‛ uses as cited in 

Modernising Copyright already take place without the need for these provisions, as all of 

the examples given would are covered by the s.36 exception.  For instance ‚third party 

quotes‛ in an exam paper are likely to  fall within the 1%( or 5%).  The CLA also already 

licences such activity.  Interactive whiteboard display is also already covered by the CLA 

licence or, to the extent that a particular work is not covered by the CLA licence, can be 

covered by the new s.36 exception covering digital uses.  The policy aim of ‚enabling de 

minimis‛ uses is therefore already achieved. 

e) As currently written this section would apply to the use of audiobooks.  However, it is 

unclear what might constitute fair dealing for (the purposes of illustration for) 

instruction with an audiobook.  

f) Acknowledgement of sources is crucial in educational uses so the loose wording in the 

proposed Section 32(1)a ‚sufficient acknowledgement (where this is possible)” is 

unsatisfactory. The example set by other proposed Statutory Instruments ‚sufficient 

acknowledgement (unless this would be impossible for reasons of practicality or otherwise)‛ is 

preferable; but doubt and uncertainty would be removed by simply specifying “sufficient 

acknowledgement (unless this would be impossible)”.  

g) It is unclear why 32(3) is necessary to achieve the policy aim. It should be removed. 

h) In order to comply with EU law, section (2)(b) needs to be deleted.  Article 5(3)(a) of the 

Copyright Directive allows use for the sole purpose of illustration for teaching or 

scientific research.  There is no mention of this exception applying to those receiving 

instruction or illustration.   

i) Rights affected: these exceptions are limited by the Copyright Directive to certain rights, 

so should be expressly limited to the reproduction and communication to the public 

rights. 

j) Also, to avoid confusion about how the new exceptions relate to one another, it should 

be clarified that the section 32 exception does not apply to uses that are covered by the 

exceptions in sections 35 and 36. 

The current Section 36 is amended so that it applies to all types of relevant copyright 

work. Subsection 36(1)(b) is intended to allow the use of copies permitted by Section 36 to 

take place both on the premises of an educational establishment and via a secure distance 

learning network, provided the copyright material is not transmitted to persons 

unaffiliated with the educational establishment. Are these provisions an effective 

implementation of the Government’s policy?  

 

a) Regarding the extension of section 36 to ‘all types of relevant copyright work’, the 

practical implications of this need to be considered.  Section 36 permits copying of a 

specified percentage of a work and the proposal is to increase the limit from 1% to 

5%. Typically CLA licences permit the copying of the greater of 5% of a work or a 

single chapter/ article from a published work. In this way CLA licences build upon 
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the statutory limits to provide access to an amount of a work that is clearly 

identifiable and useful for teaching purposes. When extended to works like films and 

sound recordings, the s 36 percentage approach becomes much harder to apply in a 

meaningful way that supports teaching activities. Furthermore there are established 

arrangements for accessing audio and audiovisual works for educational use under 

s35, involving a coalition of relevant rightsholders within the membership of ERA. A 

clearer approach, and one that would still satisfy the policy objective of extending 

access to works for education, would be to incorporate the provisions for licensing 

extracts of films and sound recordings within the ambit of section 35.  

b) We suggest the insertion of the word ‚teaching‛ before ‚staff‛ in 36(b) to provide 

clarity on who may make use of this exception.  It is not sufficient for someone to 

merely be affiliated with the education establishment or to make use of the education 

exception by virtue of working for an education establishment in any capacity; they 

must teach there. 

c) With reference to draft 36(1)(b)(2) ‘…via a secure distance learning network’; the term 

‘secure electronic network’ must be defined more clearly and in line with best 

practice-further guidance is required, including as to whether this would include 

overseas locations i.e. ones in different legal jurisdictions possibly with greater 

security risk. 

 

Subsection 36(2) is intended to provide that this provision does not apply to broadcasts 

(as they are covered by Section 35), or to artistic works which are not incorporated in 

another work (allowing, for example, reproduction of extracts from a textbook including 

embedded photographs). Does this provision meet these objectives?  

No comment. 

 

Subsection 36(4) raises the amount of a work that may be copied under these provisions 

from the present one per cent per quarter of a calendar year, to not more than five percent 

in any period of twelve months. Does this provision meet the objective? 

a) In addition to the point made above regarding the impracticality for educators of 

segmenting films and sound recordings according to fixed percentages, the draft text 

for section 36(4) also introduces a further element of potential difficulty. The new 

wording asserting that a work incorporating ‘other copyright work(s)’ constitutes a 

single work potentially creates a situation in which whole works may be copied, 

such as a poem that constituted 5% of a sound recording. This may conflict with 

other means of exploiting the work and seems at odds with a regime designed for 

use of ‘extracts.’   

 

Subsection 36(5) is intended to ensure that where copyright material is available under 

licence then educational establishments will continue to gain access to it via those 

licences. In this way, as at present, the exception operates as a safety net to cover the 
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copying of material which falls outside of the licences which educational establishments 

already hold.  

The model provided by these sections is fundamental to maintaining a balance between  

facilitating access and ensuring that rightsholders, such as authors, have the right to be 

compensated for certain uses of their works. The inclusion of comparable wording within 

section 32 will help to better define the way in which sections 32, 35 and 36 are to operate in 

practice.   

Subsection 36(6) is intended to prevent licensors from purporting to restrict the amount of 

work which can be copied under their licence such that licensed material is more difficult 

to use than unlicensed material.  

We refer above to CLA licences providing access to extracts that exceed the statutory 

percentage-based allowance. In practical terms, licences offering rights to use material in 

portions identified by educational users as useful (chapters, defined ‘extracts’ etc.,) will 

make it easier to access material in a clear and transparent way.     
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Research, Libraries and Archives 

 

Answers to specific consultation questions 

Amended Section 29 subsections (1) and (1C) seek to provide that all types of copyright 

work may be dealt with for the purposes of non-commercial research and private study 

(as long as that dealing is a fair dealing). As the scope of subsections (1) and (1C) will now 

encompass typographical arrangements, subsection (2) has been deleted. Do these 

amendments achieve the Government’s policy regarding the type of works covered by 

this provision?  

Yes. 

Section 29 (3)(a) prohibits copying by librarians unless it is permitted in section 37, which 

is to be amended as discussed below.  Does the wording achieve this?  

Yes 

A new subsection has been inserted to prevent the acts permitted by this section from 

being excluded by contracts. Does this subsection achieve this? 

See above- Contracts 

Section 37  

The provisions which permit copying by librarians and archivists for the purposes of 

research and private study (Sections 37 to 40) have been merged into a single section 

(Section 37). The existing Sections 38, 39 and 40 will be deleted. Is this an appropriate way 

to simplify these provisions? 

One consequence of merging sections 37-40 into a single section is that new, undefined 

terms are introduced.  For example, the proposed section 37 allows the making of a single 

copy or an article in a periodical or a ‚reasonable proportion‛ of any other published 

copyright work.  ‚Reasonable proportion‛ is not defined and, as is inconsistent with draft 

language put forward in other SIs.  

Section 37, subsection (1) sets out that the exception only applies to libraries that are not 

conducted for profit. This condition is currently prescribed by the Copyright (Librarians 

and Archivists) (Copying of Copyright Material) Regulations 1989, which will be 

repealed.  Subsection (1) (a) is intended to clarify that articles in periodicals can be 

copied, regardless of the medium in which they are recorded. Subsection (1) (b) is 

intended to expand the exception to cover all classes of published work.  Do these 

amendments achieve these objectives?  

We have concerns about Section 37 and the use of the words ‚make and supply”, which are 

very likely to be interpreted now (as opposed to in 1988 when used in the CDPA) as 

permission to create unlicensed digital copies of hard-copy works via scanning. We would 

like to see additional safeguards against the creation of digital files, for example by scanning 

hard-copies which have not so far been published by the author or publisher in digital form.  

Allowing libraries or users to do this would create new (unlicensed) digital copies now 

under library or educational institution control, and much easier to disseminate and copy 

further than the present hard copies.   
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Some authors specifically do not want their books to be digitised at all and enabling libraries 

or users to do this under exception could compete with the primary market.   

 

If ‚make and supply‛ is going to be used, it must be accompanied by clear and specific 

provisos against any further use, copying or exploitation,  This amendment should be 

supported by deletion of the words ‚in such a medium as the person may request‛ to avoid 

confusion. 

Subsections (3) (b) and (c) retain the provisions in the current Sections 38 and 39 that only 

a single copy of a work can be supplied by a librarian. Subsection (3) (d) retains the 

requirement currently in the Librarian and Archivist Regulations that a written 

declaration must be provided, but removes the requirement that the declaration needs to 

be made using the form provided in those Regulations. This is intended to simplify and 

clarify these provisions, and to make it easier for declarations to be made in a digital 

format. Does the change achieve these objectives?  

Yes. 

Subsection (3) (d) (iii) retains the condition in the current Sections 38 and 39 which 

prevents the copies being used for purposes other than non-commercial research or 

private study. Subsection (3) (d) (iv) retains the conditions set out in the current Section 

40 which prevent multiple copies of material being provided to different persons for the 

same purpose.  Subsection (4) is intended to retain the provision in the librarian and 

archivist regulations that removes liability from librarians when they have been provided 

with a false declaration, unless they were aware that the declaration was false. Does this 

provision achieve this objective?  

Yes. 

Subsection (5) is intended to clarify that, when false declarations are provided, the person 

requesting the copy will be liable for infringement of copyright. Does this provision 

achieve this objective?  

Yes. 

Section 40A  

The word “prescribed” will be removed from subsection 40A (2) due to the revocation of 

the Copyright (Librarians and Archivists) (Copying of Copyright Material) Regulations 

1989. Does this provision achieve this objective?  

Yes. 

Section 41  

The amendment to Section 41 subsection (1) is intended to expand this exception to cover 

any published work. Does this provision achieve this objective?  

Yes.  However, we have a separate concern about the wording used in Section 41.  Section 

41(2) (c) says that the supply of copies to other libraries, under certain welcome conditions, 

should also include a requirement on the other library to ‚pay for the copy and pays a sum 

representing the cost attributable to its production.”  As a further safeguard against confusion 

with the commercial market, we support the PA in recommending replacing this wording 
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with reference only to the costs incurred by the supplier library – not ‚including‛ these, as is 

currently worded.  The same applies to Section 37 (3)(f) and Section 43(1)(d)(f). 

Archiving and Preservation 

Section 42 

This exception will remain as Section 42 of the Copyright Act. Subsection (1) has been 

expanded to apply to any copyright work, as opposed to just literary, dramatic and 

musical works. This subsection is also intended to extend the exception to cover 

museums and galleries as well as the curators of such institutions. Does the wording of 

this subsection achieve these objectives? 

Yes. However, it is unclear why these provisions are necessary to achieve the Government’s 

policy aim.  Instead, it may avoid duplication and assist security if such copying for 

preservation were restricted to the six deposit libraries who have a specific mandate to do 

this and who already have security procedures in place under the new 2013 Legal Deposit 

Regulations.  It is unclear why this provision is needed for all libraries to scan or copy 

smaller amounts to archive themselves.   

Subsection (2) (b) is intended to ensure that the exception does not conflict with the 

normal commercial exploitation of copyright works by limiting the exception to 

situations when it is not reasonably practicable to purchase a replacement copy. Does this 

provision meet this objective? 

Whilst the conditions set out under 41(2) are welcome, as a further safeguard against 

confusion with the commercial market, ,  we support the PA in recommending replacing the 

proposed wording with reference only to the costs incurred by the supplier library – not 

‚including‛ these, as is currently worded, so as to avoid any confusion with the commercial 

market. 

Subsection (3) is intended to ensure that the acts permitted by this exception cannot be 

prohibited by contractual terms.  Does this provision meet this objective? 

See separate comments on contract override. 

Section 43  

Subsection (1) is amended so that this provision will cover all classes of unpublished 

work. The works covered under this provision are those which were unpublished at the 

time they were deposited at the library or archive. Is this achieved by the wording used in 

the regulations?  

Yes.  However, we note that The Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act includes legislation 

relating to unpublished works.  We would welcome clarity on how this subsection sits 

alongside the ERR Act provisions.  

Also we note that 43(1) (b) like existing law, states that the exception for libraries copying 

unpublished works applies only where “the copyright owner has not prohibited copying of the 

work”. However it is not clear how the copyright owner can prohibit copying or how any 

such refusal could be communicated. It must be that use of unpublished material requires 

copyright owner’s consent (or conformity to orphan works legislation) rather than as 

proposed.  Even if it is for private research and study, the release of items such as personal 
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letters could be very damaging in the eyes of the rights holder. It should also be made clear 

that such provisions cannot override privacy law or moral rights. 

Subsection (1) (d) retains the requirement in the Librarian and Archivist Regulations that 

a written declaration must be provided, but removes the requirement that the declaration 

needs to be made using the form provided in the regulations. This is intended to simplify 

and clarify these provisions, and to make it easier for declarations to be made in a digital 

format.  Do these changes achieve this objective? 

Yes. 

Subsection (2) is intended to retain the provisions in the Librarian and Archivist 

Regulations which remove liability from librarians and archivists when they have been 

provided with a false declaration, unless they were aware that the declaration was false. 

Does this provision achieve this objective?  

Yes. 

Subsection (3) is intended to clarify that, when false declarations are provided, the person 

requesting the copy will be liable for infringement of copyright. Does this provision 

achieve this objective?  

Yes – and it is a welcome clarification. 

Section 43A  

This is a new exception that is intended to allow cultural institutions to make works 

available via dedicated terminals based on their premises. Subsection (1) sets out the 

types of institution that will be able to benefit from such an exception. Subsection (2) sets 

out the conditions that need to be satisfied before a work can be made available. This 

exception is only intended to apply to works that have been legitimately acquired by the 

institution. This is covered by Subsection (2)(a). As with Sections 37 and 43, these works 

can only be used for the purposes of non-commercial research or private study, as set out 

in Subsection (2) (b) (i) and (ii). Subsection (2) (b) (iii) sets out the conditions, mentioned 

above, that the dedicated terminals need to be based on the premises of the cultural 

institution. These conditions are intended to correspond with the conditions set out in 

Article 5(3)(n) of the Copyright Directive.   Do the regulations achieve the intended 

objectives?  

We would like to see the inclusion of the wording ‚not conducted for profit‛ inserted after 

‚institution‛ in Subsection 43A(1), in line with the wording currently used in Subsection 

42(1)(b). 

Further, we support the removal of ‚an education establishment‛ from this section/list of 

eligible institutions given that educational establishments are covered by the provisions set 

out in Sections 32, 35 and 36.  Introducing further provisions here is complicating and 

confusing, and could undermine existing licensing schemes. 

In Subsection(2)(b)(iii), the Government should make clear that each terminal may only 

display the corresponding number of copies owned by the institution in question.  It is also 

unclear whether remote access to such terminals is allowed (we would suggest not) and how 

this will work in practice to avoid copyright infringement. 

 


