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Suggested templates for calls and emails regarding the House “College Opportunity and Affordability Act of 2007” introduced 11.9.07.  Please customize for your institution and your particular concerns.

Phone calls to your members of Congress (Senate and House): 
Hello, my name is (YOUR NAME HERE) and I am the (YOUR TITLE HERE) at (YOUR INSTITUTION NAME HERE). As a member of the higher education community, I am calling to express my strong opposition to section 494(a)(2), “Campus Based Digital Theft Prevention”, of The College Access and Opportunity Act of 2007 (HR 4137) that was recently passed in the House and is moving to Conference with the Senate bill (S 1642). Please urge (NAME OF SENATOR OR REPRESENTATIVE WHOSE OFFICE YOU ARE CALLING) to oppose this language being included in the final reconciled bill.
Thank you.

E-mails/faxes to members of Congress
Dear (Senator or Representative)_____,

My name is (YOUR NAME HERE) and I am the (YOUR TITLE HERE) at (YOUR INSTITUTION NAME HERE). As a member of the higher education community, I am writing to express my strong opposition to section 494(a)(2) “Campus Based Digital Theft Prevention”, of the College Access and Opportunity Act of 2007 that was recently passed in the House and is moving to Conference with the Senate bill (S 1642).
 “Section 494: Campus Based Digital Theft Prevention

(a) IN GENERAL ----Each eligible institution participating in any program under this title shall to the extent practicable----

(2) develop a plan for offering alternatives to illegal downloading or peer-to-peer distribution of intellectual property as well as a plan to explore technology-based deterrents to prevent such illegal activity.”
We oppose this language for the following reasons:
· Campuses that offer legal downloading services typically must charge a student fee to cover the expense. Taken across all campuses, this practice could represent a transfer of over $400 million annually from higher education to the entertainment industry while raising the cost of higher education.  
· Most colleges and universities have already considered offering legal, online music or movie services. Their students, however, have often told them they do not want to use or pay for these services because they do not carry musicians that the students want, do not work with Apple iPods, etc. The failure of industry to create and offer attractive downloading services should not lead to a federal solution in which colleges and universities must bear an additional financial burden so that industry can sell more of these services. 

· Today’s technologies to deter copyright infringement on college and university networks are expensive, do not solve the problem, and fail to meet basic requirements identified by higher education community experts in a workshop of the Joint Committee of Higher Education and the Entertainment Community on April 19-20, 2007. Installing deterrent technology now at every campus would require an even larger increase in the cost of higher education. 

· The higher education community is already working with the entertainment industry to explore technology-based deterrents as planned in the next steps of this workshop.  
· Campus networks are a very small fraction of the copyright infringement problem. After touting the results of its LEK survey since 2005, on January 22, 2008, the MPAA reported that its previous estimate of 44% of copyright infringement damages coming from college campuses was a mistake. It now estimates that the correct percentage is 15-16%.  They also verified that the new figure still includes all college students, not just the 18.7% of them that live on campus; therefore, the final figure for revenue loss due to downloading on campus is actually closer to 3%. So with the proposed language in the House HR4137 we are now facing federal requirements to plan to spend many, many millions of dollars in colleges and universities on technologies to reduce 3% of the MPAA projected revenue loss to a smaller figure. Although it remains important to address the problem of copyright infringement by college students through education, policy, and judicial measures, these corrected figures cast substantial new doubts on the cost effectiveness of campus technological measures, which as we know, exhibit many performance and policy problems as well. 

We oppose the provision in part (2) of section 494 (A) and urge that it be eliminated.

On behalf of the higher education community, please ask that this language be deleted.
Thank you,
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