SABAM v. §.A, TISCALI (SCARLET)
DISTRICT COURT OF BRUSSELS, NO. 04,/8975/A, DECISION OF 29 JUNE 2007

TRANSLATED BY FRAN MADY, JULIEN BOURROUILHOU, AND JUSTIN HUGHES

CARDOZO ARTS & ENTERTAINMENT JOURNAL
CAEL] TRANSLATION SERIES #001

Translators’ notes:

Belgian legal sources cited in the opinion have been retained in their
original form for reference. Where the translation includes brackets with
italicized text, i.e. [xxxx], these are words added by the translators to
improve understanding of the original. Footnotes from the translators
offer further clarifications.

Please cite as

SABAM v. S.A. Scarlet, District Court of Brussels, No. 04/8975/A,
Decision of 29 June 2007, published in CAEL] Translation Series #001
(Mady, Bourrouilhou, & Hughes, trans.), 25 Cardozo Arts & Ent. L. J.
1279 (2008)

© 2008 Mady, Bourrouilhou, & Hughes. Permission is hereby granted for
noncommercial reproduction of this translation in whole of in part for
education or research purposes, including the making of multiple copies
for classroom use, subject only to the condition that the name of the
translators, a complete citation, and this copyright notice and grant of
permission be included in all copies.

1279




1280 CARDOZO ARTS & ENTERTAINMENT [Vol. 25:3

SABAM V. S.A. TISCALI (SCARLET)

DISTRICT COURT OF BRUSSELS, NO. 04/8975/A, DECISION OF 29 JUNE 2007

Abstract

. SABAM v. Scarlett is a June 29, 2007 decision from a Belgian
trial court ordering an ISP in that country to install filterin
softv.vare to prevent the ISP’s users from accessing unauthorizeg
music down!oads via peer-to-peer systems. The court made this
order fo!l(.)mng an expert report on the feasibility of such filterin
The de(‘:mop has generated a fair amount of controversy and thflgs
translation is intended to provide intellectual property teachers
and practitioners with a citable, English source for the opinion
Users are welcome to reproduce the translation, in whole or ir;
excerpts, for any non-profit educational, non-profit research, or
f‘)ther nqn—commercial purpose. This translation inal‘lgura'..téS ,thé
translation series” in the Cardozo Arts & Entertainment La
Journal; the translators welcome comments. "
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Di1sTRICT COURT OF BRUSSELS'

The Company (SCRL?) Belgian Society of Authors, Composers,
and Publishers (SABAM), BCE# 0402.989.270°%, having its
headquarter at 75-77 Arlon Street, Brussels 1040.

Petitioner, Plaintiff, and Counter-defendant _
Represented by B. Michaux, Esq., attorney, 106 Avenue Louise, Brussels 1050

Against

The Corporation (S.A.*) Scarlet, previously known as S.A. Tiscali,
BCE, whose headquarters are established at 43 Strassart Street,

Brussels 1050.

Defendant
Represented by Van Praet, Esq., attorney, 375 Avenue Louise, Brussels, 1050.
sokok

This case was held and pled in French at a public hearing on 138
May 2007;

After deliberation, the presiding judge of the District Court hands
down the following judgment:

Considering:

- the interlocutory judgment® announced 26 November 2004;

- the order 747 §2 handed down 16 February 2007,

- the principal brief of plaintff filed with the clerk of the
court on 11 April 2007 and its additional conclusions filed at
a hearing of 4 May 2007,

- the fourth brief of defendant filed with the clerk of the
court on 21 March 2007, its fifth brief filed 25 April 2007,
and its sixth brief filed 14 May 2007;

1 Tribunal de Premigre Instance, that s, the trial court for the Brussels district.

2 Société coopérative & responsabilité limitée, that is, a limited liability cooperative
company.

3 Banque-Carrefour des Entreprises, that is, the Belgian Trade and Companies
Register.

4 Société anonyme.

5 A “jugement avant dire droit” is a decision taken during proceeding, either to order
a LEMPOTary measure or cither to name an expert. For the holding of this 26 November

2004 judgment, please refer to page 2.

——
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- the fourth brief of defendant filed with the clerk of the
court on 21 March 2007, its fifth brief filed 25 April 2007,
and its sixth brief filed 14 May 2007;

And after hearing the parties’ attorneys’ oral arguments;

ook

BACKGROUND

By a summons of 24 June 2004, SABAM commenced an
action for injunctive relief based on article 87 §1 of the 30 June
2004 law on copyright and neighboring rights, against S.A. Tiscali
in order for the court: [i] to assess the existence of copyright
infringements of musical compositions from the SABAM
repertoire due to unauthorized exchange of electronic music files
using “peer-to-peer” software, these infringements committed
through the use of S.A. Tiscali’s services; [ii] to order the latter
[S.A. Tiscali] to stop those infringements by making impossible or
paralyzing all forms of sending or receipt by its clients of files
containing musical compositions, transmitted without
authorization of the copyright holder(s), using “peer-to-peer”
software, subject to a penalty of 25,000 per day or part of day
during which $.A. Tiscali would not respect the order to be taken
starting the eighth day after its notification; (#ii] and to order
publication measures on S.A. Tiscali’s website and daily
newspapers of the order to be taken.

S.A. Tiscali’s counter-claim is asking to condemn SABAM to
pay 25,000 for frivolous and vexatious claims and 25,000 for its
legal fees.

After having rejected S.A. Tiscali’s argument as to lack of
subject-matter jurisdiction of this court, this court held in its 26
November 2004 judgment that:

- SABAM had standing in its action for injunctive relief
against S.A. Tiscali as an intermediary ISP whose services
were allegedly used by third parties for copyright
infringements (see page 7 of the [ 26 November 2004]
judgment),

- Infringement of the copyright on musical compositions that
are part of the SABAM repertoire occurred with the
unauthorized exchange of electronic musical files done
using peer-to-peer software through S.A. Tiscali’s internet
network (see page 9 of the judgment);

- The finding of copyright infringement forced the court, in

—
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principle, to order cessation of such activities an(;l tha.t the
injunctive order must effectively end the illegal sm}auon;

- 1t [the court] was not sufficiently informed concerning the
feasibility of technical measures that. might be considered to
definitively put an end to copyright infringements done by
Internet users using S.A. Tiscali’s services.

. . . ,
Consequently, an expert opinion was ordered; the expert's

mission was:

- “to take account in their entirety the reports established by HP, Cap
Gemini, and L. Glovers, and study the proposed solutions

contained in those reports; . _
 to state if those solutions are technically doable and if they can be

put in place technically on S.A. Tiscalt’s im_tallations; o

 to state if those solutions would permit filtering of onlz illicit )
exchanges of electronic files or would filter all uses of “peer-to-peer
software; .

- tofz‘c}:te if other measures (filters or others) can be conszdetred .to
control uses of peer-to-peer software, and, if so, to determine if those
measures would affect all internet exchanges or only the ones
considered illegal; ‘

- to determine the cost of each measure considered qnd how long it
will take to put them in place [ duration of their installiation];

- to answer the parties’ useful questions, to bn'n:g them together where
possible, and, failing that, to file his report with the clerk of the court
within three (3) months following the commission of the expert
opinion upon request by the more diligent party.”

The court furthermore has reserved its right to rule on S.A.
Tiscali’s counter-claim.

The expert rendered his report on 3 January 2007.

S.A. Tiscali has become S.A. Scarlet Extended.

DISCUSSION
1. ?rincipa] claim

1.1 Considering that Scarlet blames SABAM ff)r‘ having WI;llth
until March 2006 to commission the expert opmion; considers
that, consequently, “the emergency of the ‘injunctwe Tequest cannot be
presumed any longer” and reflects possible abusive behavior of

SABAM in the present proceeding;
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That the injunctive action does not requi
1t equire emergency; that,
gzelzefo‘;e, the plaintiff cannot oppose delay in thisgactiz;n (aC
aleqg, Vers el pour une théorie générale du comm. n référé .
Les actions comme en référé, p. 60); ' ¢ on refre, CUP 2006,
That, on 22 Ma)‘( 2006, SABAM sent to the judicial [court
appointed) expert an introductory technical note setting further
severral\:l blocking and filtering solutions;
hat one cannot blame SABAM, which i 1071
' . , ich 1s, a- priori, less
3nformed than a telecommunication operator regle)rding the
internet, for having wanted to bring the expert a complete file;
that the r_1umber of solutions presented to the expert by SABAM
can explain the [amount of] time spent to prepare this file;

That the del P .
of process. e delay criticized by Scarlet is therefore not an abuse

1.2 Considering that, in his re judici
. ' , port, the judicial expert h
1dcnt1ﬁe.d e]even” (} 1) solutions “technically pertinent in the 5;011 teriysz
Sfor ﬁlte:mg P2P” in which seven (7) are “applicable to Scarlet’s
network” (p. 30 expert report); A
That, among those seven (7) solutio
, : ns, the expert concluded
Kiat 'only orle (D), (‘:alled “Audible Magic” (Copygense Network
hpphance), seelfcs to idenlify the protected music content in P2P flows,”
:i e lot.her ap_ph_canons being “traffic management solutions thc’zt
Nzrscnmmate principally, but not exclusively, on the application being used.
dpne of ti?ese other management solutions has, therefore, the goal of
wfereTnézatmﬁ the conlent transmitted through those applications.”
at the expert, consequently, considers that “ ; '
' L . the solution
offered by Audible Magic is the onl ) ]
. ly one that tries to respond
the problem” (general conclusion, p. 38, 4); pond speccaly to
T7}11,z;1t, nevertheless, the expert assesses that:
“The enduring viability of the filter solutions of P2P cations i
‘ applicat
far fron'z astvurec{ over the middle term (2-3 years) giv{;n the gffwi;gﬁtz ;}
encryption in this type of application,”
" dThe _solquon oﬂ."ered by Audible Magic, “essentially targeled to
ee ucatzon'mdustwy is not. . .designed to answer the volume of traffic of
an ISP (that is to say, an internet service provider),”
“Recourse to this technique in the ISP conte :
“Re  tec xt causes ther ]
f,cqu_zsztz.on and exploitation cost to compensate for this under-dg?;ﬁ ::l:)g:tl
u':;lngh is to be compare@ with the time period during which this sc;lution
z:thi 1: teﬁiczmt, encryption . . .fendm'ng this solution equally inefficient
St framework of in-transit filtering” (general conclusion, p. 38,
Considering that, on the basis of i
. . those findings, SABAM
believes that several solutions exist allowing Scarlet to E}_{)ut an end

T T e

__*_—
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to the established infringements;

That, for its part, Scarlet thinks that the techniques SABAM
refers to are not capable of stopping unauthorized exchange of
musical works insofar as “the licit {or illicit] character of a transmisston
is an inaccessible fact to any technology” (it is not possible to know
whether or not the author of a work has consented to the
communication, or if this latter [the communication] falls within an
exception to copyright, or if there is a legal [compulsory] license)
and as “identification of the exchanged works may itself be problematic”
due to the encryption of the transmitted information;

Considering that, as mentioned in the 26 November 2004
judgment, an injunction order must produce a result in the sense
that it-must effectively end the unlawful situation (see, implicitly,
Cass®. 6 December 2001, AEPM 2002, 146 and the note by B. Michaux);

That there must exist technically possible measures to stop
the copyright infringements;

That the expert report, combined with information produced
by SABAM in its file, allows [the courd} in this case to conclude that
such measures effectively exist;

That the expert has identified seven (7) possible solutions
applicable to Scarlet’s network, including six (6) which have the
effect of blocking P2P use without distinction as to content
(blocking solutions) and of which one (1} is a filtering solution he
[the expert] considers the most appropriate to “fo iry fo respond to the
problem in a specific way;,”

That, regarding this last solution, SABAM claims, without
being contradicted, that the Audible Magic solution, which,
according to the expert, seeks “{o identify the protected musical content
in the P2P flows” uses a database “which covers more than 70 per cent of
the prolected songs exchanged over the internel” corresponding “in
reality, to 90 per cent of the volume of illegal musical files actually
exchanged over the internel; ”

That SABAM furthermore provides evidence that this
solution has already been adopted in order to block unauthorized
uses of copyrighted-protected content by “an iniernet giani, i
MySpace, which is “one of the most used platform for exchanges by
internet users” (see press release and press article, published in the
NYT of 13 February 2007, folder VI of SABAM file); that
furthermore Microsoft has also announced its intention to use “the
CoprySense Network Appliance digital tattoo technology of Audible Magic to
detect and block automatically any protected conlent ” (see press release
and article published on Vnunet.com on 28 March 2007, folder

6 “Cass.” = abbreviation for “Cassation” = highest court.

T P T
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XII of SABAM file); that, finally, according to Audible Magic, “a
leading Asian ISP has installed Audible Magic’s CopySense Network
Appliance application on its network to evaluate the technology and its
potential in the field of broadband. The test was carried out during the
summer 2005. The test demonstrated that the technology can be used to
identify and filter copyright protected contents on its network” (folder VIII
of SABAM file);

That these elements are contradictory to the expert’s
conclusion (which is not supported by any informational element)
according to which, the Audible Magic solution would “net be
designed to respond to the volume of a broadband ISP;” that SABAM
furthermore produces in its file an “Jometrix” study demonstrating
the capacity of Audible Magic to deal with very large traffic volume
with a result from 99.3 per cent up to 100 per cent of blocked files
(folder IX of SABAM file);

That SABAM furthermore observes that while the expert had
some reservations concerning the durability of the solutions due
to data encryption, he nevertheless admitted, after being asked
about this point by SABAM, that he has not examined “the
Jeastbility (technological, temporal, etc.) of encryption by P2P networks”
(report, p. 32); that SABAM argues that “reference to encryption for
peer-to-peer is improper” since “widespread access to a peer-to-peer network
necessarily implies that the content of any file sought on the network be
readable by all [internet] participants. The redding and downloading of
these files cannot be limited to a limited group of persons who would share
a secret {password/key];”

That Scarlet Extended does not contest these technical
considerations;

That, additionally and more fundamentally, it must be noted
that the issue of future potential encryption cannot today be an
obstacle to injunctive measures since this one is currently and
technically possible and capable of producing a result, as it is in
thé case before this court; that the internet sector is constantly
evolving; that in crafting injunctive relief, the judge cannot
consider speculations about potendal future technical
developments, especially if these might also be subject to parallel
adaptations concerning blocking and filtering measures, including
among others, the Audible Magic’s solution;

That finally the average cost of implementing these measures
does not appear excessive; that, according to the expert, this
estimated cost over a 3 year period (the time of amortization) and
on the basis of the number of users on the order of 150,000
persons should not exceed 0.5 each month for each user;

That it results from the all above considerations that today
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there exist possible effective technical measures to prevent the
copyright infringements found in the 26 November 2004
judgment; |
That, however, these measures could also have as secondaljy
consequence to block certain authorized exchanges; that this
circumstance that an injunctive measure affects a group of
information [exchanges], of which some are not infring'mg (such as
film, book, CD. . ..) does not prevenl, nevertheless, it [the com.i]
from enforcing the injunction; that, as this court alr_eady found in
its 26 November 2004 judgment, the injunction judge cannot,
provided there is no abuse of law, refuse to grant the injunction
on the grounds that the balance of interests disfavors the plalnt}ff
(De Visscher & Michaux, Précis du- droit d’auteur et des droits
voisins, #635); that in this case Scarlet has not demonstrated that
SABAM is abusing its rights by requesting such measures; that the
only circumstance in which blocking would affect some legal
content’is insufficient to find an abuse of rights by SABAM;
Considering that SA Scarlet Extended disp}ltes, nonetheless,
this court’s power to order an injunction by arguing that:

= (he technical measures requested would lead to
impose upon it [Scarlet] a general mo’l,rlitoring
obligation for the totality of all “peer-to-peer 'traf_ﬁc,
which would constitute an on-going obligation
contrary to the legislation on electronic commerce
(Directive 2000/31 and the [ Belgian] law of 11 March
2003 implementing it),

» the installation of filtering measures may lead to th.e
loss of the safe harbor from liability for mere conduit
activities that technical intermediaries enjoy by virtue
of Article 12 of Directive 2000/31,

= the technical measures requested in so far as they legd
to “installing in a permanent and systemalic way listening
devices’ will violate fundamental rights and, in
particular, the rights to privacy, conﬁdentiahty of
correspondence, and freedom of expression;

Considering that Directive 2000/31 of S_]unc 2090, related to
certain legal aspects of information sociely services, and in
articular electronic commerce in the internal market, states, 1n
its ArticlelB, that “. . .Member stales shall ?fr,ot z'fr._zpose a gefnerql
obligation on providers . . . 10 monitor the information which they transmat
or store” (this clause was transposed into Belgian law by art. 21, §1
of the 11 March 2003 law related to certamn legal aspects of
i ion society services); ‘
mfor?l?;oArticle t)175, which is part of Section 4 of the Directive

|
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related to “Liability of intermediary service providers,” aims to prevent
a national judge from imposing liability for breach by the service
provider of a general monitoring obligation due only to the
presence on its networks of illegal material (C. De Preter, “Wie
Heeft Nog Tussenpersonene Onder De Wet Elektronische
Handel,” A&M, 2003, 256, 263);

That this provision that thus governs the issue of provider
liability is, however, exclusively addressed to the Judge of liability
and has no impact on the present litigation since injunctive relief
does not require any prior finding of negligence by the
intermediary;

That Directive 2000/31 does not actually affect the power of
the judge granting injunctive relief and does not limit the
measures that can be taken by him against the service provider;

That the provisions of Directive 2000/31 related to the
liability of intermediary service providers and governing the
prohibition on imposing a general obligation to monitor “should
not preclude the development and effective operation, by the different
interested parties, of technical systems of protection and identification and
of technical suyveillynce instruments made possible by digital technology”
(see “whereas” clause 40 of the Directive);

That the injunciive relief does not require Scarlet to
“monitor” its network;

That the solutions identified by the expert are “technical
instruments” which are limited to blocking and filtering certain
information transmitted on Scarlet’s network; that they are not a
general obligation to monitor its network;

That by granting the injunctive relief requested, this court
does not consequently order any measure contrary to Article 15 of
Directive 2000/31 (See F. Petillion, note sous civ. Bruxelles (cess),
26 novembre 2004, Computerrecht, 2005, p. 65, specifically p. 71).

Considering, moreover, that Scarlet wrongfully considers that
this injunction would result in its loss of the safe harbor from
liability contained in Article 12 of Directive 2000/31 (Article 18 of
the Belgian law of 11 March 2003) that benefits a provider of mere
conduit or access to the internet conditioned upon it neither
selecting nor modifying the information being transmitted;

That in accordance with “whereas” clause 45 of Directive
2000/31, “the limitations of the liability of intermediary service providers
established in this Directive do not affect the possibility of injunctions of
different kinds; such injunctions can in particular consist of orders by
COUrt . . . requiring the termination or Prevention of any infringement,

including the removal of illegal information or the disabling of access to
i.”

f
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That the only fact that the filtering technical instguAgirﬁ
would not filter some infringing works belonging to the SABAM
repertoire does not imply in any way that those works WO(Lil : iot
been selected by Scarlet; that indeed the f'act that onﬁ‘ oe ot
succeed in blocking some content does not 1mp]y t}?at_ this (:01;11 e
has been selected by the intermediary as 101:1g as this .mt;a‘rme : 132/
does not target the information to .be .prowded to his ¢ “Eil(l;ts’ the
filtering measure is pllJ.rely thte;:_}lltm(‘:al. and automalic,

1 iary having no role in the filtering; - ‘
mterrTn;fi’ grthern%ore, even assuming.that ScarleF w?ullld l(}rs}('al tthiuet
benefit exemption of liability, it dges not necessarily fo ﬁw -tazm !
would be found liable; it would still have to be -provelrll t '211’:.1 s
negligent; that such litjgatio?llwlc))}ll_ltc)i[ nevertheless fall within
ence of a judge of liability; .

ole C((])(:I:*}s)iedtering, ﬁngllly,g that the filtering and blockmg.sof.t\tzv}?;f
dpplications do not as such process any personal m_forr;latlon},1 icai
like anti-virus or anti-spam software, they are simple te; ni
instruments which today do not involve any activity implicating
i i ion of internet users;
ldem'}f;ll(;fmadditidnally, the law of 8 December '1992 on thﬁi
protection of privacy in the context of processing p(?rsongf
information authorizes in its article 5(b)‘ -the processm.gth t
personal informaton necessary to t?'l":i execution offt CO}rlltraCt’t aeclt
Scarlet’s general [contractual] conditions, 1pc1uded in the conri !
between Scarlet and its subscribers, .prowde. that th@dnglnﬁoit ;
only authorized for purposes pfarmn:ted by la.w anh [ 31 LB
particularly forbidden to establish a connection  t chﬂon e
copyright; that Scarlet reserves the rlgh.t to impose st. ction I
cases where the subscriber breaches this commitmen ,]d‘ pe
installation of filtering and blocking sofm.zare whlc_h wou bllnvli)i v
the identification of users in relation with filtering O]rQQQ?C g
operations does not contravene the law of 8 Decembe;_ 1 ; o

That this court does not see moreover how the h tern:lg e
blocking software would violate the r.1ght of 1 corclli;esenrtllgt
correspondence” or freedom of expression; Scarlet

1 hey would; . -
expla&fﬁa&isé that, as a result of all the above ccl)]n31derat1(i)n}i;E
the technically possible measures to prevent dt e ES%}E Eot
infringements found in thef 126 Novenabg; SQCOaO:lleJ;J gme

isions of law argue ; o _

COHH’?E??GCL};ZSJSZMIY it is advisgltl)le to enforce the injunction
Ordel%hat a period of six (6) months to allow Scarledtl' to cta:)mtphlz
with the injunction appears reasonable; that according to
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information obtained by SABAM (folder X of its file), the time
period to install the Audible Magic solution (the most complex
solution) is, from the date of order [of the equipment], anywhere
from 4 to 6 months;

That it is Scarlet’s responsibility to communicate in writing to
SABAM during thi§ same six (6) month time period a description
of the adopted measures;

That the daily fine [ordered here] is justified in principle to
assure the efficacy of this injunctive decision; that only a serious
financial penalty can effectively guarantee the voluntary execution
of an-order to do something; that this amount will nonetheless be
reduced to 2,500 per day of delay after the expiration of the 6
month period;

Considering that the publication measure must actually
contribute to the halt Lof the enjoined activity]; that it is not the case
in this instance: that, as a- matter of fact, it has not been
established that the publication of this Judgment would have a
more dissuading effect on Scarlet;

Considering finally that Scarlet argues that it should not have
to bear financially the cost related to the technological measures
to be installed so as to conform itself to-the injunction since there
is no legal basis nor any legal liability [yet found]; that, therefore, it
argues that SABAM should pay the financial cost of any measure
that it [ Scariet) should undertake;

That, in principle, it is not the role of the judge of injunctive
relief to decide this issue; that it is enough for the judge to assess
the existence of technically possible measures to avoid copyright
infringement; that, once this assessment is done, he |the Judge]
cannot refuse, except for abuse of right, to grant the injunction;
that the debtor [ordered party] under an injunction bears the
financial cost of the measures to comply with it is a consequence
of the injunction (see, by analogy, with Article 1248 Civil Code
which makes the debtor responsible for paying the costs, i.e. the
costs incurred by the execution of the obligation);

That, in any circumstance, it cannot reasonably be argued in
this case (and Scarlet does not argue it) that SABAM would abuse
its right by considering that the cost of technical measures should
be borne by the debtor [order party under the injunction] of those
measures, especially considering that the latter Is, according to
Directive 2001/29, “the best person to end any copyright infringement”
and can reflect the cost (evaluated at 0.50 per month per user for
3 years) on internet users (whereas SABAM does not have this

same possibility since it cannot identify the infringing internet
users);

1291
2008] SABAM V. S.A. TISCALI (SCARLET)

2. Counter-claim

Considering that S.A. Scarlet asks SABAM tf) be o‘rc.iered to
pay damages and interest for a frivolous and v?xaUOus suit; |

That it [Scarlef] considers that SABAMS_ complaint l115 on);
intended to harm it [Scarlet] in the sense that it [SABAM] has no

i i liers who, with clearly
d suit against any other Internet supp ;W
gregersmark%t share, are equally involved and that no suit has been

i i - ftware;
dertaken against the providers of peer to-peer so ;
- e(gonsidegng that the principal- claim has been _declarei;i
established, it [the court] sees nothing frl‘ivolous or vexatious an d,
thus, it [the court] eliminates [the possibility] that SABAM has acte

ith lightness and imprudence;
e %%at additionally, the fact that other ISP operators, or even

i f websites of those

-to-peer software providers or h(?sts of . |
piziidefs could equally be subject to suit for injunctive re_hef doel:s
Eot affect’ SABAM'’s right to direct an action 1n1t1a}1y against orl:.y
one ISP given that it has not been shown that in making this

i i diligent plaintiff;
SABAM failed to actas a pruden.t and dilig
Chmc"l(i:hat for understandable financial reasons, SABAM could

have felt it appropriate, as a first step, to limit its action to one
single ISP;

ON THESE GROUNDS

We, C. Heilporn, designated judge to replace the presiding
judge of the district court of Brussels;

Assisted by Wansart, the deputy court clerk;

By virtue of the law of 15 June 1935 on the use of languages
in judicial matters;

Deciding after hearing the two sides’ arguments;
Rejecting all other conclusions, broader or contrary;

Decide that the principal claim is well founded within the
following limits;
top the copyright
Order S.A. Scarlet Extended to s :
infringrements found in the 26 November 2004 judgment by

making impossible any form of sending or receiPt by its cllen'ts,. by
means of “peer to peer” software, of electronic files containing
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musical works that are part of the SABAM repertoire, under
penalty of 2,500 per day where Scarlet does not respect this
judgment after a 6 month deadline from notification;

Order S.A. Scarlet Extended to communicate in writing to
SABAM within the 6 month deadline from notification of this
judgment, a description of the measures that it will apply in
accordance with this judgment;

Reject the remainder of SABAM’s claims;

State that the counter-claim is admissible, but not proven;
[And] therefore, non-suit S.A. Scarlet;

Order S.A. Scarlet to pay costs to the plaintiff in the sum of

253.86 + 233.03 + the amount of the expert evaluation not paid,

in lieu of the state, and for the defendant in the amount of
233.03;

As decided and announced at a public hearing on 29 June
2007

[Signed]:
Wansart Heilporn



