
April 6, 2001

Dr. Jon Rosenbaum
Chairman of the GSP Subcommittee
of the Trade Policy Staff Committee
600 17th Street, NW, Room 518
Washington, DC 20508

Re:  Post-Hearing Brief for the Country Practices Review of
Russia in the 2000 GSP Annual Review

Case: Russia 022-CP-00

To the GSP Subcommittee:

The International Intellectual Property Alliance (IIPA) hereby submits this Post-Hearing Brief for
the GSP country practices review of Russia�s intellectual property practices.  In this submission, we
respond to some of the statements made by Mr. Zalesov on behalf of the Russian Federation, confirm our
March 9 testimony and make a few additional observations.

Issues which arose at the Hearing

IIPA reconfirms its testimony given on March 9.  A number of factual inconsistencies were the
topic of discussion before the Subcommittee and IIPA promised to reconfirm some of the facts that it
presented at the hearing.  For example,

•  IIPA has confirmed with representatives of its members that in the year 2000, no one was
sentenced to a prison term and actually served time in jail.  IIPA testified that the 3 year sentences
given to two persons convicted for piracy offenses in November 2000 were entitled to avail
themselves of the earlier amnesty and these defendants never served these terms.  Mr. Zalesov
implied that one of these sentences was carried out. IIPA has confirmed that it was not.

•  IIPA has also confirmed the statement from one of our members that in its case, two-thirds of the
pirate products seized in the many raids conducted in CY 2000 were returned to the pirates.  This
is reportedly due to various levels of corruption in the criminal process.  Contributing to the
problem is the fact that Article 146 � the criminal copyright provision -- does not authorize the
authorities to confiscate and destroy pirate product.  IIPA has proposed in Special 301
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submissions over the last few years that Article 146 be amended (or other legislation be adopted
that accomplishes the same result) to fix this problem.  So far, it has not been done and it is
known that at least one of the two sets of pending drafts amending the criminal code does not
deal with this question.

•  IIPA stated at the Hearing that we had information that the Executive Branch of the RF government
had initially opposed the criminal code amendments which Mr. Zalesov stated were drafted in the
summer of 2000.  Information is conflicting on this point.  We believe, but have not fully
confirmed, that the Joint Interagency Group on IPR Protection did not draft criminal code
amendments last summer but that in fact the amendments being referred to were drafted by the
Cultural Committee in 1999.  We have confirmed that these 1999 amendments were opposed by
the previous administration, apparently on the ground that the increase in the maximum criminal
penalty from 5 years to 7 years was not justified.  It may have been that it was these amendments
that Mr. Zalesov was referring to.  In any event, IIPA�s testimony was given in the context of
describing pending amendments to the criminal code and related procedural and administrative
codes.  We do understand that two sets of amendments (including the 1999 amendments) are
currently in play but as yet, neither set of amendments has gone past the stage of being submitted
for discussion only, apparently in the Committee on Legislation.  IIPA has seen an unofficial
English translation of the so-called Mayor Lushkov draft and, as noted above, it does not correct
the lack of a confiscation remedy, though it increases the maximum criminal penalty and makes a
few other improvements.  Nevertheless, we hope that we will shortly see the beginning of a
process of moving these drafts through the Duma with Russian government support and in a form
that resolves the problems that IIPA has identified in its GSP petition and in its 2001 Special 301
submission.

•  One issue raised by the Chairman of the Subcommittee was whether government ministries were
engaged in using unauthorized copies of computer software.  We have now confirmed from
sources in the U.S. software industry that, while there have been a number of orders issued which
require ministries to acquire legal software as part of government procurement contracts, there
remains a high level of piracy of applications software throughout the Russian government as a
whole.  While this kind of infringement is not as great in the federal government as it is at the
regional and local level, the estimate given to IIPA is that approximately 85% of all software in
use in all government structures (federal, regional and local) is unauthorized.  This confirms the
information from past years that, although some progress has been made in acquisition of legal
software by a number of ministries, unauthorized use of  software throughout the Russian
governmental structures continues to be a significant problem.

•  IIPA also confirms once again, from industry sources including Russian lawyers representing U.S.
companies and associations, that there is no ex parte civil search authority in the Russian
procedural law and that attempts to get such authority to be exercised have failed.  This is, of
course, incompatible with TRIPS Article 50 and must be the subject of an amendment before
Russia is offered membership in the WTO.  IIPA also wants to reiterate and reemphasize its
statement at the GSP Hearing that the Russian government�s criticism of the copyright industries
for not bringing �civil� cases to the arbitration courts is a red herring.  As stated then, without ex
parte search authority, it is virtually impossible to bring civil cases effectively and it has been
proven over and over again in countries throughout the world that acts of typical piracy (as
opposed to disputes between commercial
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entities dealing with copyright matters) simply cannot be effectively dealt with through civil
enforcement.  This is even truer where piracy is controlled by large criminal elements, particularly
highly organized criminal syndicates, as is true in Russia.

•  The Russian government was also critical of industry for not bringing enough piracy cases to the
authorities.  The raid statistics in IIPA�s 2001 Special 301 submission fully responds to this
criticism � industry has brought over 2500 raids in CY 2000.  The problem is not the cooperation
of industry, but the failure of the enforcement system effectively to respond with prosecutions and
deterrent penalties.

•  IIPA reiterates again what it said at the Hearing in response to a question from a member of the
Subcommittee:  Russia has indeed made progress over the years since it passed a modern
copyright law in 1993.  But this progress has been principally limited to law reform � the
enforcement system has as yet failed to reduce piracy rates sufficiently to establish a truly viable
market for domestic and foreign copyright owners.  It is up to the Russian government as a whole,
and the Duma, to create the tools and the political will to reduce the very high rates of piracy in
this country.

Conclusion

IIPA and its member associations appreciate this opportunity to provide this further response to
the Subcommittee on the issues of copyright piracy in Russia.  With the possibility of passage of
improved legislation by the Duma, with an improved economy, and we hope that with a renewed effort
of the political and enforcement authorities to apprehend, prosecute and severely punish copyright
crime, progress can be made without the need to withdraw GSP benefits from Russia.  Unless these
actions are taken, however, IIPA sees no alternative but to urge the withdrawal of such benefits due to
Russia�s clear failure to meet the eligibility criteria in the GSP provisions of U.S. trade law.

Sincerely,

Eric H. Smith
President
International Intellectual Property Alliance


