
 
 

 

      
  

    

 
   

  
    

  
  

   
  

    
 

   

     
  

 

  
 

  
  

   
 

   
 

  
   

  
  

 
  

 
  

 
  
    
  

Feasibility study on the conditions for existing and/or new collective 
management organisations in Albania 
Feasibility study and proposals, main authors: 
Sofie Grettve von Rosen  and  Irini Stamatoudi  
Appendix International NGOs Collective  Management, main author:  Mats Lindberg  

Introduction  
Background and scope  of assignment  
ArtNexus is a collaboration between the Swedish International development Agency (Sida) and 
the Swedish Arts Grants Committee (SAGC), with the aim to strengthen the art- and culture 
sector and practitioners and through this improve the democratisation processes in selected 
partner countries.1 As part of this collaboration, the Swedish Intellectual property Office (PRV) 
has been commissioned to conduct a feasibility study on the conditions for existing and/or new 
collective management organisations in Albania. The feasibility study shall result in a report as 
well as a proposal containing a draft syllabus for coming workshops, both to be presented to 
the Swedish Arts Grants Committee on the 8th of March 2022. The following report aims to 
satisfy these requests by, firstly, providing an analysis of the conditions for existing and/or new 
collective management organisations (CMOs) in Albania and, secondly, by presenting a 
proposal for capacity building activities within the field of collective rights management. 

To provide a contextual backdrop to our analysis of the questions at stake in Albania, and the 
suggested capacity building activities, a brief account of how collective management emerged, 
what needs it set out to satisfy and some of the key developments that have taken place on a 
regulatory basis, will be provided. PRV has had the opportunity to work with two experts within 
the field of collective rights management, Professor Irini Stamatoudi from Greece2 and Mr. 
Mats Lindberg from Sweden3. Both experts have contributed with valuable input to the 
feasibility study, from a regulatory and a non-governmental perspective. The findings and 
subsequent proposals are thus a result of cooperation between all three authors. 

1 ArtNexus (konstnarsnamnden.se) 
2 Professor Irene Stamatoudi – University of Nicosia (unic.ac.cy) 
3 (19) Mats Lindberg | LinkedIn 

Collective management of copyright 
It is important to note that collective management of copyright has developed in different ways 
in different parts of the world. Even if presented as a “solution to a specific problem”, there are 
as many variations as there are cultural contexts. Collective management has played an 
important role, not just in ensuring that authors get remunerated for the use of their works 
though royalties, but also by contributing to diversity and the creation of new content through 
a wider perspective. Collective management organisations are in many cases not just 
administering rights but also, through their knowledge and direct engagement with authors, 
supporting the legal developments within the field of copyright generally. Recently, the 
importance of collective rights management, in particular through collective management 
organisations, has grown even further. Digital copying and distribution of works via the internet 
can simply not be handled on an individual basis. The need to ensure stable, reliable, 

1 

https://www.konstnarsnamnden.se/internationella-program-och-residens/artnexus/
https://www.unic.ac.cy/stamatoudi-irene/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/mats-lindberg-3aa64032/?originalSubdomain=se


 
 

   
 

 
   

  
 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
  

 
 

  
 

   
   

   
 

  
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
  

   
 

  
     

  
  

  
  

   

 
 

 
   
   

 

transparent, and sound structures is thus greater than ever if the cultural sector is to be part of 
the value chains created by the use of their works. 

A brief account of the history 
Collective rights management has its origins as far back as the late 19th century in France. The 
first collective licensing body (or collective management organisation) dates from 1851 when 
the French society SACEM (Society of Authors, Composers and Music Publishers) was 
established to administer rights in musical works. 4 Copyright being in essence an individual 
right, the activities of these collecting societies were based on individual mandates from each 
copyright owner for a specific use of his or her work. Recognising that monitoring and 
enforcing rights individually would in practice be very difficult, collective management 
provided an essential service to rightsholders and thus the creative industries, ensuring that the 
efforts of the authors were remunerated. The arguments vis-à-vis the users of these rights were 
that this form of collective bargaining would also achieve efficiencies in administration and 
licensing. Users could, without the efforts of having to contact each rightsholder individually, 
ensure the right to use a whole repertoire and thus avoid unnecessary conflicts and costs 
associated with infringement cases. 

Extended collective licence 
As technology advanced and the demand for mass uses of rights within, for example, 
broadcasting and radio arose, the concept of an extended collective licence developed. The 
Scandinavian countries were early in adopting this model, whereby the authorisation to use a 
large number of rights is extended by law to cover also all non-member rightsholders of the 
same category. Today, this way of rights clearance is particularly useful for internet use, as can 
be seen particularly in relation to the EU directive (2019/790) on copyright in the Digital Single 
Market (DSM directive). However, it should be noted that the idea of the extended collective 
licensing model and the changes this brings to the role and function of the parties involved, is 
still under development. Whereas collective management organisations with a long history of 
dealing with the administration of funds from non-members have systems in place for the 
specific requirements that this activity entails, others might still experience this as a challenge. 

Collective management and the EU 
It is important to stress that collective rights management for a long time was a national concern 
where the EU had a very limited role. By the late 1990’s a critique of collective rights 
management organisations had started to grow, suggesting that the de facto national and 
monopolistic nature of collective rights management was creating barriers for the development 
of the EU internal market. Suppliers of online services were blaming collective management 
organisations for failing to deliver pan-European licenses and thus putting the EU in a 
competitive disadvantage to the US.5 In 2005 the EU Commission published a recommendation 
on collective management of copyright and related rights and multi-territorial licensing of rights 
in musical works for online use in the internal market, setting out a number of principles for 
collective management of rights.6 The recommendation also called on collective management 
organisations to improve information to users of rights regarding tariffs, as well as to work on 
issues of accountability, transparency and governance. Arguments that were primarily related 

4 https://www.cisac.org/sites/main/files/files/2020-
11/CISACUniversity_The_History_of_Collective_Management_FINAL.pdf 
5 KEA, The Collective Management of Rights in Europe, The Quest for Efficiency. July 2006 
6 EU Commission Recommendation of 18 October 2005 on collective cross-border management of copyright 
and related rights for legitimate online music services (2005/737/EC) 
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to internal competition policy within the online music market had thus been complemented with 
concerns regarding the internal governance structures of the management organisations.7 On 
the 25th of February 2014, the EU directive (2014/26/EU) on collective management of 
copyright and related rights and multi-territorial licensing of rights in musical works for online 
use in the internal market was published. Finally, it is important to note that the directive on 
collective management has received a lot of criticism from the sector. In Sweden, for example, 
there were and are still several stakeholders primarily from civil society arguing that the EU-
directive was ill-fitted for the Scandinavian market, and that the transposition of the directive 
into Swedish law was a case of over-regulation of a well-functioning field.8 

Collective management in Albania 
Several documents have been submitted to the authors of this study, including the draft 
Copyright Law, an explanatory report, information on the procedure of collecting and 
distributing the copyright remunerations, six decisions as well as information on licensing and 
registration procedures for collective management organisations. A number of meetings have 
also taken place between primarily representatives of the Copyright Directorate and the authors 
of this study. Collective management of copyright appears to have gained momentum with the 
EU accession negotiations. 

Regulator’s perspective 
The Albanian Copyright Directorate is under the Ministry of Culture. The Copyright 
Directorate has the obligation to report on developments in the field of copyright, not only to 
the European Commission but also to the Association-Stabilization Committee. To improve our 
understanding of the demands and thus wishes of the Albanian Copyright Directorate, a review 
was done over some of the discussions that have been taking place between Albania and the 
EU within the field of IP capacity development. A stabilization and Association Agreement 
between Albania and the EU has been in effect since the 1st of April 2009. In its update 
published in March 2020 the Commission confirmed that the basis of its 2019 recommendation 
to open accession negotiations with Albania remains valid. According to the 2020 Commission 
working document Albania 2020 report Albania should, however, further improve the 
functioning of collective management agencies and the payment of royalties to rightsholders.9 

“…the main issue … is not the ECL system per se, but it is that the CMO do 
not comply at all with it… They collect with no monitoring, users have no 
idea what they are paying for, non-members never get the collected fees, 

and no amount is distributed to the other CMO’s based on the agreements.” 

7 However, it should be noted that far from everybody endorsed this analysis; differences between the US and 
the EU market being open to analysis from a number of different viewpoints independently from collective 
rights management. 
8 SOU 2015:47 p. 493; 
https://www.regeringen.se/49b724/contentassets/7ebd6107d5954be2a8204b5660d8efa8/kollektiv-
rattighetsforvaltning-pa-upphovsrattsomradet-sou-201547 
9 COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT, Albania 2020 Report. Accompanying the Communication 
from the Commission to the European Sentence, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Cities 2020 Communication on EU Policy. 

Following the second meeting with the Copyright Directorate, the following questions were 
raised: 
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:22009A0428(02)
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/101a425f-08ae-11eb-a511-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-210140240
https://www.regeringen.se/49b724/contentassets/7ebd6107d5954be2a8204b5660d8efa8/kollektiv-rattighetsforvaltning-pa-upphovsrattsomradet-sou-201547


 
 

     
  

    

  
    

    
 

  
 

    
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

     
  

  

 
    

  
    

    
  

 
 

  
    

  
     

  
   

  

- Is there a possibility to legislate in a different way to guarantee a better application of 
not just the CRM directive but the extended collective licensing system as a whole? 

- What means have other countries, such as Greece and Sweden, used to guarantee that 
CMOs act according to the requirements of both extended collective licensing 
requirements, as well as the CRM directive? 

- How have other countries dealt with situations where certain categories of 
rightsholders are not represented by any organisation at all? 

From our discussions it appears as though the main issue lies in the practical implementation 
rather than the wording of the legislation concerning collective rights management. An effective 
implementation of the directive requires the engagement of a number of stakeholders, rather 
than just clear legal provisions. It is thus about finding, or creating, incentives for the different 
stakeholders involved in collective right management to act according to the provisions in 
national and EU regulation. Greece and Sweden provide examples of two rather different 
approaches: Greece having developed a structure whereby collective management 
organisations have had to apply for a licence, and thus be under the supervision of the state 
even before the EU-directive; and Sweden lacking any specific regulation or state control until 
the implementation of the EU-directive through national legislation. Regarding situations where 
certain rightsholders’ categories were not represented at all, Sweden provides an example of 
State intervention rather than grassroot involvement. However, the task of the State was aided 
by the existence of a large number of unionised workers willing to take on the role as the 
collectively representative body of, in this specific case, visual artists.  

Returning to the question of how to approach the task of improving the functioning of collective 
management agencies and the payment of royalties to rightsholders in Albania, the main point 
we wish to make is that that task is not only a matter for the legislator. Rather, it is a process 
that also involves the engagement and the analysis of the organisations (collective management 
organisations), the rightsholders, the users as well as international regulating bodies. The 
desired input from the Copyright Directorate’s view is the development of necessary structures 
for an effective collective management of copyright. 

Organisations taking on the task of collective management 
Collective management pre-supposes the existence of administratively stable bodies 
representing rightsholders. The EU directive on collective rights management does not require 
collective management organisations to adopt a specific legal form. In practice, collective 
management organisations across Europe operate in various legal forms such as associations, 
cooperatives, or limited liability companies. The common feature is that they are controlled or 
owned by holders of copyright and related rights or by entities representing such rightsholders. 

Currently, there are four registered collective management organisations in Albania. These 
are:   

- Agjencia e Administrimit Kolektiv “FMAA”, representing authors’ rights in the field of  
cinema and other audio-visual works  

- Agjencia e Administrimit Kolektiv “ALBAUTOR” representing authors, composers and 
publishers, literary, musical, and audio-visual works  

- Agjencia e Administrimit Kolektiv “AKDIE”, representing rights of performing 
artists/executioners  
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- Agjencia e Administrimit Kolektiv “Faber Collective Phonogram”,  engaged with the  
collection and distribution of revenue for the collective administration of the rights of  
filmmakers/producers of  films  

The difficulties with regard to the implementation of the provisions in national legislation 
relating to the Collective Rights Management directive are, by the Copyright Directorate, 
attributed primarily to an unwillingness or inability within the current collective management 
organisations to act according to the provisions of the CRM directive, and of the extended 
collective licensing system as a whole. As mentioned above, a specific point raised by the 
Albanian Copyright Directorate was the lack of a representative body for the management of 
visual authors rights (fine arts, designers, illustrators, photographers etc.).10 The current 
problems are thus not just related to compliance, but they are also structural. 

From a review of the existing organisations websites, it appears as if there is an overlap of 
certain rightsholder categories. Only one of the four licenced organisations is a member of the 
International Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers, CISAC.11 According to 
the Albanian Copyright Act, organisations acting as collective management organisations need 
to be organized on a non-for-profit basis (as NGOs). We have reviewed publications analysing 
civil society structures where, amongst other things, issues regarding the establishment of 
NGOs have been raised. From consultations with actors within a wide range of sectors (social 
relief, housing, education, and the cultural sector) registration and tax laws are given as two 
examples where NGOs are finding barriers to conduct their activities efficiently. Newly enacted 
anti-money laundering legislation in Albania is also considered problematic. In some cases, 
even perceived as a threat to the actual operations (for example, by causing difficulties in 
accessing bank services). 

As the Balkan Civil Society Development Network (BCSDN) show in their 2020 edition of the 
Monitoring Matrix on Enabling Environment for Civil Society Development in the Western 
Balkans, there is a need to ensure government commitment to the development of and 
cooperation with civil society.12 In other words, if there is a need not just to improve existing 
organisations but also to encourage the setting up of new organisations, attention should be 
given to the administrative aspects of both running and starting an NGO. 

The EU directive refers to the so called independent management entities. Such independent 
management entities are commercial entities which differ from collective management 
organisations, inter alia, because they are not owned or controlled by rightsholders.13 We have 
not been able to in detail assess or discuss the governing documents of the four existing 
collective management organisations in Albania. However, from our contact with practitioners 

10 In Sweden the situation was very similar when collective management of authors rights was in its initial 
stages. There were societies dealing with the collective management of musical rights as well as composers 
rights. However, for a representative body for other rights the State turned to what in essence were trade unions. 
11 CISAC is the world’s leading network of authors’ societies. With 228 member societies in 120 countries, 
CISAC represents more than 4 million creators from all geographic areas and all artistic repertoires; music, 
audiovisual, drama, literature and visual arts. 
12 The report is part of the activities of the Protecting Civic Space – Regional Civil Society Development Hub 
Project, financed by the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) and implemented by 
BCSDN in cooperation with its member organisations from the Western Balkans; available at 
https://www.balkancsd.net/monitoring-matrix-country-report-for-albania-2020/ 
13 To the extent that such independent management entities carry out the same activities as collective 
management organisations they are, according to the EU directive, obliged to provide certain information to the 
rightsholders they represent, collective management organisations, users and the public. 
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within the cultural sector, it does appear as if though there is a very limited effort from the 
collective management organisations side to reach out to rightsholders, suggesting that some of 
these bodies might be run more as independent management entities. If not through their formal 
structure, in terms of the way they de facto see their role. 

The role of the rightsholders 
The existence of high levels of rightsholders association has been provided as one reason for 
the successful development of the extended collective licence model in the Scandinavian 
countries. Authors and rightsholders have an important role in keeping the collective 
management organisations accountable for the management of collective funds. The EU 
directive on collective rights sets standards for governance and transparency structures, but the 
actual control needs to be done by the rightsholders or representatives of the rightsholder 
groups. In other words, even if all the legal and administrative pre-conditions for the setting up 
of collective management organisations are in place, there is still a need for engaged 
rightsholders. 

“I think that in the art field, it is important to show the benefits of joining 
forces. Maybe talking about this, what collective rights management is, 

might show people that going together is not socialism - it is being 
commercially clever.” 

Input from actors within the cultural sector partly confirms the interpretation of the Copyright 
Directorate when it comes to the attitude towards the collective management organisations. The 
view of the collective management organisations appears to be as entities engaged “in the 
business of administering rights” than as representative bodies working in the interest of the 
rightsholders. Out of the four existing collective management organisations the society 
“ALBAUROR” was the organisation that most people had heard about.14 On the question 
whether there were alternative unions or branch organisations through which artists, film 
makers, musicians and other author groups organised, the answer was no. Most people we have 
spoken to have more than one job to make ends meet. This is not particular for Albanian society, 
but rather a feature of cultural practitioners in most countries, making engagement in unions, 
associations such as rightsholders organisations, a challenge. From a regulator’s point of view, 
incentives for individuals to join collectives or unions might be interesting to consider should 
the absence of collective management organisations within a field persist. Not the least, since 
there seems to be insufficient experience as well as scepticism towards unionising generally. 

Information on users (existing and potential) 
As mentioned above, collective management requires users who are not just willing but also 
able to enter into licensing agreements with relevant collective management organisations. 
From the information provided from previous dialogue meetings we have been informed that 
only 0,36% of user entities subject to pay licensing fees comply with the demands.15 Before 

14 Agjencia e Administrimit Kolektiv “ALBAUTOR” https://www.albautor.net 
15 Information provided by Neda Mansouri via mail 11th of February 2022 “The representative from the CMO 
for musicians provided some key statistics which provided a clear picture of the level of copyright protection in 
Albania, namely 0.36 % of user entities subject to pay copyright comply” 
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considering demands on users it is, however, wise to assess who the potential users for the 
purpose of collective rights management are. 

“The copyright is taken for the “right to copy”!” 

Two of the largest “umbrella organisations” within collective management in Sweden are 
Copywede (dealing primarily with broadcasting rights) and Bonus Copyright Access (dealing 
with licenses for copying within for example schools, universities and other educational 
establishments).16 The information regarding the potential to engage these sectors in licensing 
procedures is scarce. According to the 2020 Commission working document Albania 2020 
report there is a concern that the media scene is in the hands of a few major owners with strong 
political affiliations. However, if there is political support to further advance the accession 
negotiations with the EU, the point to raise here is that collective rights management is an issue 
that involves not only collective management organisations and rightsholders but also 
institutions such as public and private service broadcasters. Funding for universities, schools 
and other educational establishments should also be considered. Within collective management 
of musical rights, hotels, restaurants, and bars provide other examples of users that are 
interesting for the purposes of licensing agreements. For this study, we have received 
information on the Bar and Restaurant Association as well as the Albanian Tourism Union. 
Financial sustainability is however key, as without users willing – and able – to pay licensing 
fees there will be little chance of collective management organisations to develop sustainable 
administrative structures. 

Summary 
As mentioned above, the development of collective rights management has, in most countries, 
developed independently of the EU directive on collective rights management. The structures 
are a result of the engagement and subsequent negotiations between several different 
stakeholders. The EU directive on collective rights management aims to further improve 
collective management and multi-territorial licensing of rights and can thus provide guidance 
for the regulator on minimum standards. An analysis of the conditions for existing and/or new 
collective management organisations in Albania is, as we will go on to discuss now, not just a 
matter for copyright legislation to solve. Rather, it is a process involving the consideration of 
issues over a much wider spectrum. 

16 www.copyswede.se; www.bonuscopyright.se 
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Proposal: Capacity building activities 
As things stand now in Albania, the Collective Management Directive17 has not been fully taken 
on board. As mentioned above, we are of the opinion that the problems collective management 
faces in Albania are not solely due to legislation (and the fact that it is not up to date with respect 
to the latest EU developments in the field). Rather, they are mainly linked to basic and endemic 
issues that have to do with implementing and enforcing the law in practice, to practical issues 
in general pertaining to know-how and expertise, as well as to the so-called copyright 
mentalities in the country. 

Having taken into account: 
a) the discussions with Borana Ajazi, Director of the Albanian Copyright Directorate (held on 
the 24th of January and the 23rd of February) 
b) the 2020 Commission working document Albania 2020 report 
c) deliberations with actors within the creative industries sector during February and March 
d) the initial findings of the current feasibility report 

We are of the firm view that what is of utmost importance at this stage is to focus the capacity 
building activities on the structural issues of collective management. For this purpose, the target 
groups are the stakeholders whose engagement is indispensable for the improvement of 
collective management and the payment of royalties. 

We define these groups as: 
- the State 
- the current collective management organisations (from now on referred to as CMOs) 
- the users of copyright protected material 
- the rightsholders and 
- the international regulating bodies 

Returning to the current dialogue between the EU and the Albanian State, the Albania 2020 
Report specifically provides that: 

“[…] Albania should in particular: 

- intensify the efforts to align its legislation on copyright and neighbouring rights with 
the EU acquis; 

- further improve the functioning of collective management agencies and the payment of 
royalties to right holders. 

- […] 

17 Directive 2014/26/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 February 2014 on collective 
management of copyright and related rights and multi-territorial licensing of rights in musical works for online 
use in the internal market Text with EEA relevance, OJ L 84, 20.3.2014, p. 72–98 <https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0026>. 

8 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/101a425f-08ae-11eb-a511-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-210140240
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0026


  

 
 

  
  

 

 
  

   
 

   
 

 
  

      

 
   

   
   

 
 

 

 
 

  
   

 
 

 
  

   
 

   
   

 

  

 
   

  
 

Themes 
The Collective Management Directive has clear influences from both competition and 
consumer protection legislation. It is of utmost importance that the stakeholders involved share 
a common understanding of the underlying aims and requirements relating to transparency and 
information. The Albania 2020 report further supports this view in its findings that transparency 
and accountability are issues that need further attention.18 Without an effective management of 
rights, the core (“raison d’etre”) of collective rights management will be lost and authors might 
well be inclined to either attempt to manage rights on an individual basis or fall back on non-
enforcement in certain fields to the detriment of consumers and users of copyright protected 
material. Given that the structures underlying collective rights management are vulnerable to 
conflicts of interests, it is finally very important that there are effective sanctions in cases of 
non-compliance with the law, both for CMOs and users. 

We thus propose that the capacity building activities are based on the following themes: 
1. Transparency and information  
Focusing on 
a) members and potential members of CMOs 
b) users 
c) foreign CMOs with whom reciprocity agreements can be concluded and 
d) the Copyright Directorate 

2. Effective management of rights 
Focusing on 
a) collection (including ECL), and  
b) distribution (including administrative fees) 

3. Effective Sanctions in case of non-compliance with the law for 
a) CMOs 
b) users 

Some of these issues are dealt with under the Collective Management Directive. Yet, we repeat 
that our understanding is that the aforementioned issues cannot be solely dealt with legislative 
solutions. In some cases, appropriate legislation may be in place and handicaps may still arise 
in relation to its implementation and enforcement (or non-enforcement) in practice. The reasons 
for having an ineffective management system may be multifaced and may be also due to 
practical reasons such limited understanding in certain areas (not just copyright but also other 
fields such as regulation of other non-governmental organisations), limited know-how and 
expertise, lack of comparative experiences, lack of co-ordination, inappropriate policy 
decisions and weak incentive structures. 

18 COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT, Albania 2020 Report. Accompanying the Communication 
from the Commission to the European Sentence, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Cities 2020 Communication on EU Policy 
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How best to handle the issues at stake and whom to involve 
In order for us to be able to tackle the aforementioned issues, further investigation/research on 
the ground is required with stakeholders participating in the collective management chain such 
as beneficiaries/rightsholders, users, CMOs, policy makers, etc. 

Action needs to be taken simultaneously at various levels and in particular: 
a) at the level of law 
b) at the level of practice 
c) at the level of facilities (e.g., technical, and human resources), capabilities (e.g., 
competences), and policy making by State bodies and the State itself. 
In the light of the above we propose to proceed in three phases. 

Phase 1: Structured interviews 
During Phase 1 we intend to conduct structured interviews with stakeholders involved in 
collective management in Albania to specify further and map in more detail the issues identified 
above and pinpoint to the actual ‘problems’. The purpose of these interviews would be two-
fold: It would both provide an opportunity to inform key stakeholders of the benefits of 
collective management, as well as giving us an opportunity to clarify to the stakeholders the 
non-dispensable aspects that need to be in place for collective management to develop 
sustainable structures. 

We propose to conduct interviews with the following stakeholders based on questionnaires that 
will be prepared beforehand and which at the same time will be flexible enough to accommodate 
additional (not necessarily forecast) questions: 

a) the Copyright Directorate 
b) the National Copyright Council (SUADA) 
c) the four Albanian CMOs 
d) the rightholder representatives 
e) users’ associations 

CMOs in other countries which have reciprocal or representation agreements wih Albanian 
CMOs will not be involved in this stage but rather at the stage of the actual workshops. 

Specific actions: 
a) drafting of questionnaires, and 
b) conduction of structured interviews (note - actions will be set out in more detail below) 

Phase 2: Analysis of results, design workshops 
Phase two involves a further analysis of the way the various stakeholders interpret the 
demands of collective rights management and their respectively perceived challenges. At the 
end of this phase, we will be able to: 

a) identify the problems in categories and further specify them on the basis of the data we 
collect from the structured interviews 
b) assess - in very broad terms and essentially on the basis of the data acquired - whether 
these issues are i) a matter of legislation, ii) a matter of practical solutions, or iii) both 
c) design the detailed syllabus of workshops based on our specific findings/identified needs 

Specific actions 
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a) produce a written report summarising the findings of the further identification and analysis 
of the ‘problems’ 
b) design workshops in response to those ‘problems’. Here we suggest that external experts 
are invited to read the report. We also suggest that the possibility to invite external experts to 
offer the workshops (responding to the needs at issue) be considered. 

Note - Experts may be professors, representatives from International and European 
Associations, people from CMOs of other countries, etc. 

Phase 3: conduct workshops 
Phase 3 will deal with the workshops. These can either be conducted in situ or digitally 
depending on the pandemic data in Albania at this stage. Every day will be devoted to a separate 
issue. Participants will consist of all stakeholders (i.e., those interested to attend) irrespective 
of whether they have participated in the interviews - conducted under Phase 1 - or not. 
Workshops will combine presentations (with ppt), distribution of handouts, and discussion. 
Workshops will be conducted in English with simultaneous translation in Albanese (unless all 
participants speak English). Trainers will need to read thoroughly the Report produced under 
Phase 2 and design their presentation to respond to the ‘problem’ they have been allocated to 
discuss/offer solutions.  

Trainers will need to take into account: 
a) Albanian legislation, 
b) EU law and in particular the Collective Management Directive 
c) best practices and recognized standards as these have been published as well as relevant 
materials from international governmental and non-governmental organisations, associations, 
etc., 
d) comparative elements, as well as 
e) use their own experiences together with practical tips. 

The presentations will necessarily involve ppt presentations and handouts that will be 
distributed both to participants and to the organisers and will contain specific proposals as to 
how best to tackle an issue at stake taking into account the above (at their own discretion). 

Actions: 
a) Workshops outline 
a) PPT Presentations and Handouts 
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Timing, estimate of hours… (action plan): 
Below is a provisional estimate of hours regarding the tasks specified above as we see the 
matters now (ceteris paribus). We have departed from the information obtained thus far, as well 
as § 4 of the agreement between the Swedish Arts Grants Committee and the Swedish 
Intellectual property Office which specifies that the exact syllabus of the capacity building 
initiatives/workshops shall be agreed on following the presentation of the feasibility study. 

Phase 1 – Interviews with stakeholders 
Duration: [17/3/2022 – 27/3/2022] 

1. Design of Questionnaires (7 hours) 
2. Interviews with the following stakeholders: 

a. The Copyright Directorate (3 hours) 
b. National Copyright Council (SUADA) (3 hours) 
c. The four Albanian CMOs (4 X 2 = 8 hours) 
d. Rightholders (3 rightholders X 1 hour = 3 hours) 
e. Users’ association with whom CMOs have agreements (3 associations/users X 1 = 

3 hours) 
f. CMOs in other countries which have reciprocal or representation agreements wih 

Albanian CMOs (1 X 2 hours = 2 hours) 

Total number of Hours: 21 hours interviews + 7 hours for the designing of the questionnaires = 
28 hours 

Phase 2 – Report/Findings and Design of Workshops 
Duration: [28/3/2022 – 1/4/2022] 

1. Report based on the data collected identifying the findings/needs/problems in each 
area/category (5 hours) 

2. Design workshops based on our findings/needs/problems identified and contact 
speakers, participants as well as take care of any other logistics involved (7 hours) 

Total number of Hours: 12 hours 

Phase 3 – Workshops 
Duration: [09/5/2022 – 22/5/2022] 

1. Departing from a total duration of 30 hours broken down to 5 days X 6 hours per day. 
2. Collection of PPT Presentations and Handouts that will be distributed to participants 

and organisers. 

Total number of Hours: 30 hours 
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