Response to the Intelle{:tu?l Property Office’s Consultation on
transition arrangementsﬁfor the repeal of section 52 of the
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988

|, Demetrio Apolloni, am writing on 13eha§1lf of KNOLL INTERNATIONAL LIMITED (being part
of the "Knoll Group"), with its regi{ered office in 91 Goswell Road, London, EC1V 7EX,

employing 33 employees, and waquld like to thank the Government for the chance to
comment on this consultation on the repeal of Section 52 of the Copyright, Design and
Patents Act 1988. ‘

Section 1: Transition Periods

e What will be the impact of a transitional period of six months, both costs

and benefits?
e Should the six months run [from the start date of this consultation or from a
['wt, why?

e Should a longer or shorter| transitional period than six months be adopted,

different date, and if differe

and if so, what are the costs and benefits?
o Are there any other issues| which the guidance should cover which are not
listed?

e The proposed transition period iis appropriate and proportionate and we are

fully supportive of it.

e Since the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act received Royal Assent in
April 2013, businesses se Iingi replicas have already had sufficient time —
more than two years — to learn about the planned change in law and begin
to make preparations for |1 Those who are manufacturing products in the
UK have also already had thé time to phase out the relevant part of their
business — if indeed there 1are any UK-based manufacturers (to our
knowledge there are noné). Others (the vast majority, if not all, of those
affected by the change of |aw) require only enough time to clear their stock

in order to phase out that part of their business — most replicas are
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its release and whether we

will be able to feed into its development.

Section 2: Depletion periods

Do you agree that the Go

and three-dimensional copigs?

rnment is right not to distinguish between two-

Do you agree that applyirlg the depletion period only to those contracts
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and what are the costs and
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depletion period than six months be adopted,
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Do you agree that no Iegis;ttive change should be made in respect of items

previously purchased und

you make and why?

section 52 CDPA? If not, what provision would

It is not the intention of Krjoll International Limited to bring action against

museums, schools, film makers and libraries using 2-dimensional images of

design classics. Our intent

on is to stop the import of illegal replicas of our

products to the EU market. We simply would not consider action against

the publishing of our work

s in magazines, catalogues etc., because such

action would destroy the rhos§ important marketing platforms for furniture

design classics. These pla

forms are also essential for public awareness of

these enormously significaht designs and for the ability of new generations

to learn about the importan
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legislative changes in this nespect. We look forward to the guidance on

helping businesses in this z)area‘ on this matter that the Government will be

producing.

Section 3: Provision of copyright

Do you agree that Paragr
and Patents Act 1988 shc
copyright in the EU at 1 Ju
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We make reference and re

call here the response submitted on 18

December 2015 by Mr. Simon Ayrton on our behalf (together with Vitra and

Cassina).

Section 4: Compulsory licensing

of works where copyright is revived
i

|
|

e Do you agree that Regulation 24 of the Duration of Copyright and Rights in

Performances Regulation 199;.5 should be repealed?

Have you relied on or b
under Regulation 24 of
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th% Duration of Copyright and Rights in
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¢ We agree that Regulation 4 ojf the Duration of Copyright and Rights in

Performances Regulationé 1995 should be repealed.

e |t was our understanding that “@ompulsory licensing provisions” (i.e. the
permanent application of Regulation 24 to certain works which previously
fell within $52) would deprive those works of the protection envisaged in
the Berne Copyright Convention and be in breach of EU legislation. Indeed,
this would amount to a failgre to implement the Term Directive, Information
Society Directive and Enfor;fcement Directive. It would of course be
essential that such a failurq —and its consequences for all stakeholders — is
avoided, and so we welcorrjne the Government’s suggested repeal of

Regulation 24.

e As with the above, we look fforward to hearing more as soon as possible

about how the Government} will repeal this Regulation.

22" December 2015

fernational Ltd.
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For any comments or questions on this consultation response, please contact:
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