REPLY TO NOTICES OF GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION

Filed with the Copyright Board by SOCAN on February 20, 2026 pursuant to Rule 21 of the
Copyright Board Rules of Practice and Procedure

SOCAN Tariff 22.D.1.R — Reproduction of Musical Works Embedded in Audiovisual Works for
Transmission by Online Audiovisual Services and User-Generated Content Services (2027-2029)

1.

This Reply is in response to the Notices of Grounds for Objection filed by DAZN Limited;
Buena Vista International Inc.; Nefflix Inc.; Warner Bros. Entertainment Inc.; Apple Inc. and
Apple Canada Inc. (“Apple”); Canadian Association of Broadcasters; Bell Canada; Rogers
Communications Canada Inc.; Cogeco Communications Inc.; Québecor Média Inc.; TELUS
Communications Company; Bragg Communications Incorporated (dba Eastlink); the
Canadian Communication Systems Alliance; Meta Platforms, Inc.; Google Inc.; Goodlife
Group Inc.; SiriusXM Canada Inc.; and Stingray Group Inc. (together “the Objectors”).

The Objectors have filed numerous grounds for objection. SOCAN denies these grounds, and
any factual or evidentiary assertions made therein, and puts the Objectors to the strict proof
thereof. SOCAN reserves the right to raise additional points in response during the
proceeding.

SOCAN expressly denies the Objectors’ objections to the proposed royalty rate structure and
the proposed royalty rates, including the proposed minimum fees. The proposed royalty
structure and royalty rates, including any applicable minimum fees, are fair and equitable, and
properly reflect the value of the use of musical works by online audiovisual services and user-
generated content services. SOCAN will advance evidence in support of its position in the
course of this proceeding.

SOCAN expressly denies the Objectors’ assertion that the proposed tariff must be adjusted
for factors such as repertoire-use and statutory exemptions and puts the Objectors to the strict
proof thereof.

SOCAN expressly denies the Objectors’ assertion that the proposed royalties do not
adequately reflect the principle of technological neutrality. SOCAN disagrees with the
Objectors’ characterization of the role or application of the principle of technological neutrality
in relation to the proposed tariff. Among other things, the Objectors conflate technological
neutrality with the concept of functional equivalence. The Supreme Court of Canada has
confirmed that, in the valuation context, technological neutrality is not a matter of functional
equivalence. It requires a qualitative assessment of the value that a user is able to extract
from the use of the copyright.

SOCAN expressly denies Apple’s assertion that the royalty structure should take into account
applicable levies or contributions. The Copyright Board has consistently held that, when
setting a tariff, it will not consider the fact that the CRTC requires broadcasters to make
contributions to the music industry. The Board has also held that copyright’s goal of ensuring
fair compensation is different from the goals of CRTC policy. Thus, the Board should disregard
the objection.

SOCAN expressly denies the Objectors’ objections to the proposed terms and conditions.
The proposed terms and conditions are found in recently approved or proposed tariffs, or



closely mirror the terms and conditions in other recently approved or proposed tariffs and
are, in any event, fair and equitable.



