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“You can never be too rich or too thin.”
Wallis Simpson, Duchess of Windsor, and wife of King Edward VIII (later Duke of Windsor)

I don’t know anyone who, generally, doesn’t appreciate Wallis Simpson’s famous quote; especially when it comes
to finances. And, for tonight’s panel focusing on finances, we will delve into various revenue streams that some of you
may not know much about.

That said, the music industry, after many years of declining revenues, is now experiencing tremendous growth in
revenues via different digital service providers such as Spotify, Apple, and Amazon, as well as an increase in revenues
from the use of music in different platforms such as Pandora, SiriusXM, Netflix, and Hulu. However, this growth in
revenue now requires an understanding of complex calculations for the collection of micro-pennies. This panel seeks to
demystify the collection and distribution of these revenue streams to the copyright owners of musical compositions and
sound recording masters.

We hope you enjoy tonight’s panel. Special thanks to Rene, Maria, Reggie, Richard, Bill and Michael for their time
and insights.

Best,

J. Charley Londofio, Esq.
President, California Copyright Conference
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STREAMING REVENUE
By Bill Collier

After 15 years of decline, the business of recorded music is arguably in its healthiest state since 1995. (See
“Recorded Music Developments 1995-Present” on page 23). The Recording Industry Association of America recently
reported that overall revenues grew a robust 11.4 percent in 2016—a welcome return to significant growth for the
industry.! The primary business model of recorded music is now one of access to licensed services based on sponsor or
subscription revenue rather than one of physical goods sold by units. As this new positive economic cycle for recorded
music begins, it is worth surveying the legal structures that frame the primary revenue sources involved.

Currently, rights owners and their agents are experiencing unprecedented speed, transparency, and efficiency in
accounting and revenue recognition. As examples, digital service providers (DSPs) like Pandora? and Spotify? make
geographic music consumption statistics available to artists on their platforms daily, record companies receive reports of
consumption from their on-demand streaming partners weekly,* and publishers receive reporting on the interactive
streaming of their compositions monthly, within 20 days after the close of the month.>

These reports are based on extremely granular per-listen data (as opposed to “per spin,” as is traditional for
broadcast radio). Because the Internet is based on one-to-one connectivity, it is now possible to know very quickly not
only that an album has sold or that the promoted single from the album has been broadcast but also that the third track on
the album has unexpected heat and should be considered for secondary promotion. For music publishers, mechanical
rights payments typically are now received 45 days after the close of the applicable quarter, whereas in the days of
physical distribution, these royalties were received several quarters in arrears, after complex and obscure reserves
calculations had been made to accommodate retailers’ right to return physical goods held on consignment.® Perhaps most
importantly, each “listen” on a streaming service is individually logged under the eyes of third-party auditors,’ creating a
certified, high-resolution data set documenting music listening behavior and narrowing to a historical low the number of
opportunities for nefarious accounting practices. Independent organizations like BuzzAngle® and Nielsen® are now able to
report with extreme granularity many hundreds of billions of streams by type (audio, video, on-demand, noninteractive,
ad-supported, subscription) in nearly real time.

There are numerous fronts along which the business and law of the recorded music industry are still rapidly
evolving. Two audio streaming segments are of particular interest, as they are now the largest parts of the recorded music
business: on-demand streaming and noninteractive webcasting.

One cautionary note on downloading: sales from the downloading of singles and albums remain significant—
together still comprising $2.3 billion in 2015!9—even as they are now declining faster than CD sales (perhaps because the
“possession” of a downloaded file does not serve the same desire for artifacts that CDs do).!! The decline in these
significant segments will create a stiff headwind against revenue growth until their cycles have fully tapered off, so the
streaming segments of the business will have to demonstrate a great deal of growth in order to maintain the pace of total
industry growth set in 2016. Prevailing predictions still expect relatively flat revenue growth for recorded music through
2020.12
On-Demand Audio Streaming

Between its launch in October of 2008 and June of 2016, 100 million people worldwide had come to know on-
demand streaming through the Spotify service!3 based in Stockholm, Sweden. Approximately 50 million of these users are
paying subscribers,!4 while the rest receive the service with advertising inserted throughout the experience. Spotify’s
nearest competitor, Apple Music, launched June 30, 2015, and has already exceeded 20 million paying subscribers;!>

Apple Music does not have an advertising supported tier. At $10 per month per subscriber, these two services alone



represent well in excess of $500 million a month in gross subscription revenue globally.!¢ It is difficult to find clear
comparative statistics, but various indicators suggest that ad-supported on-demand streaming produces significantly less
revenue,though the ad-supported segment still contributes a material incremental amount on top of subscription revenue.!”

The rights underpinning this business are primarily the rights to use the sound recordings (which the services
obtain from recording distributors) and the musical compositions embodied in those sound recordings (which they obtain
from music publishing administrators). Specifically, the single most valuable right in the “bundle of rights” afforded by
the Copyright Act and implicated by these services is the right to publicly perform the sound recording via digital audio
transmission.!8 This right must be licensed from the owner of the sound recording copyright (typically a record label),
usually through a sound recording distributor. Approximately 80 percent of this market is controlled by the label
conglomerates known as the “majors,” of which there are three: Universal Music Group, Sony Music Entertainment, and
Warner Music Group.!® Because the transmission of a sound recording must begin with a copy reproduced on a server,
however, the reproduction right—and arguably the distribution right—is also implicated. Streaming services must
therefore privately bargain with recording distributors to license these two primary rights, as well as related rights such as
the rights to exploit the artwork and the trademarks, names, and likenesses associated with the music.

Because these agreements are generally protected from outside inspection by confidentiality clauses, and because
they have evolved to be notoriously complex,20 some of the most significant issues surrounding them involve the
questions of transparency and equitable remuneration for artists.2! An example of one such license, between Spotify and
Sony, emerged in 2015.22 Examination of that agreement shows a complex set of royalty formulas with a core structure
based on the label receiving its pro rata share (or usage percentage) of a pool of revenue equal to 60 percent of the
service’s defined gross revenues, with certain per-stream and per-subscriber floors. This structure is overshadowed,
however, by substantial advance royalty payments that are often tied to “most favored nations” clauses that cause them to
ratchet upwards under certain circumstances. To the extent not recouped by royalty earnings during a given contract
period, these advance payments constitute a form of “breakage” in favor of the label, and for a long time it was not clear
whether the labels intended to share this revenue with artists. However, following the leak of the agreement between Sony
and Spotity, all three of the major labels felt compelled to release public statements describing their policies on this topic.
23 It has been observed, in particular by artists’ managers, that labels also sometimes secure equity stakes in their digital
music service licensees, leading to the more complex question of how profits from such stakes might also be shared with
artists.24
Musical Compositions

With respect to the musical compositions used in these streaming services, the identical consumer activity (on-
demand streaming) implicates a remarkably different legal framework. Again, the primary activity involved is the
transmission of an audio file from a server to a listener, suggesting the right of public performance (which, in the case of
musical compositions, is not restricted to digital audio transmission).2> While the public performance right is common to
interactive and noninteractive services, more emphasis in connection with on-demand streaming is arguably placed on the
rights of reproduction and distribution. During the 2000s, a debate emerged as to whether the rights of reproduction and
distribution are implicated at all by the mere transmission of an on-demand stream through a service not designed to retain
a copy of the song at the receiving end.26 Numerous structural features of the music business as it evolved over the
twentieth century helped shape that debate, including the fact that early in the century music publishers in the United
States had evolved separate collective management organizations around the public performance right and the so-called
“mechanical” right, each of which has differing flows of revenue as between music publishers and songwriters.?’ It was

apparent early on that a business built on access would inevitably erode a business built on unit sales, which would



consequently shift the relative economics of the performance societies vis-a-vis mechanical rights administrators.
Moreover, the mechanical right in the United States is the subject of a statutory license,?8 the fees for which are set by
Copyright Royalty Board (CRB) arbitration proceedings every five years.2 The debate was settled in the context of the
proceeding known as “Phonorecords 1,30 during which the parties—including the labels, publishers, and digital music
services—agreed that the mechanical right would apply, agreed that it would be licensable pursuant to the Section 115
compulsory mechanical license ! and established a royalty rate formula for this use that persists to the present time.32 As
of this writing, the successor to that proceeding, Phonorecords III, is before the CRB, its trial phase having just been
completed, and a final determination expected by December 2017.33 This proceeding will set rates and terms for the period
2018 through 2022 .34

In the traditional physical record business, mechanical license royalties flow to publishers from record retailers
through the record labels. For example, a label may obtain a mechanical license for a song from a music publisher and
have one of its contracted artists interpret that song into a recording, which would then be sold wholesale to retailers. The
statutory royalty rate operates effectively as a ceiling, because if the publisher does not agree to terms, the label can avail
itself of the Section 115 license for making and distributing phonorecords.35 These royalties then flow back to publishers
through the same chain, via the labels. This arrangement is fraught with data and accounting challenges that have led to
historical underpayment problems, culminating most recently in a $264 million late fee settlement in 2009 referred to as
the “Memorandum of Understanding” between the labels and publishers.36 As the on-demand streaming services emerged
in the early 2000s, however, this structure shifted. Because the services are actually producing and distributing copies of
compositions in this new “access” business, it falls to them to obtain the required mechanical licenses. Therefore, the
labels must obtain mechanical licenses to make (and sell any physical or downloaded copies of) the recordings, and the
DSPs must obtain separate mechanical licenses to operate their on-demand streaming businesses. Consequently, the
publishers are now in direct privity of license with the parties exploiting their songs at the retail level for the first time in
the history of the recorded music business.

The services have a range of options in obtaining these licenses. They can contract directly with publishing
administrators, collectively license via, for example, the Harry Fox Agency, which represents a group of affiliated
publishing administrators, or avail themselves of the statutory license by sending each publishing administrator a Notice
of Intention to Obtain a Compulsory License.3” In practice, most DSPs license their services using some combination of
these approaches. The primary challenge, however, is that sound recordings are largely controlled by a relatively
manageable group of distributors and each tends to be owned by a single party, whereas there are at least 57,000
publishing administrators who tend to own compositions in fractional shares. This creates an enormous transactional
challenge in terms of licensing, license administration, and royalty accounting. This challenge, and the consequences of
imperfection in meeting it, were laid bare in late 2015 and early 2016 when two class action lawsuits were filed against
Spotify,38 and a separate $30 million settlement was announced with the National Music Publishers Association.3® The
issues raised in these disputes bear a striking resemblance to those raised in the labels’ late fee settlement.

The royalty rates currently applicable to on-demand streaming services vary according to the type of offering a
service provides.*0 The rate that generally applies is roughly 10.5 percent of defined service revenue after application of
several greater-of and lesser-of comparatives involving, among other things, a penny-rate per subscriber and a metric
designed to maintain a rate that is roughly 21 percent of what the service pays to the labels for the corresponding sound
recording rights. From this amount, moneys paid by the applicable licensee for public performance rights are deducted,
because they also flow back to publishers and songwriters. Each month, licensees are required to perform this calculation

to arrive at a total royalty pool, which is then divided by the number of plays on the service to arrive at a per-play rate.



The per-play rate is then applied to each play of a song on the licensee’s service, with adjustments for songs greater than
five minutes in duration.*! According to the moving papers of the parties available at press time, a primary debate in the
current Phonorecords III proceeding is whether this formula should continue, perhaps with adjustments, or be replaced by
a simpler penny-rate per play or a pool based on a penny-rate per subscriber.42

Noninteractive Audio Streaming

More people are likely familiar with non-interactive, advertising-supported webcasting services—for example,
Pandora#? and iHeart Radio#—which collectively have hundreds of million users in the United States alone. Pandora is
the clear category leader in this segment: across all music streaming services, it held 25 percent of time spent listening,
edged out only by YouTube .45 Some of these services are simply simulcasts or near simulcasts of traditional over-the-air
broadcast radio stations* while others are programmed by computer algorithms designed to conform to individual
listeners’ tastes and afford a limited number of “skips” forward.47

As with on-demand streaming, the primary right type implicated by these services is the public performance of
sound recordings via digital audio transmission. However, when these transmissions are not interactive, they are eligible
for a compulsory license to publicly perform sound recordings by means of digital audio transmission*$ as well as a
corresponding right of ephemeral reproduction, which addresses the server copies from which such streams emanate and
any incidental reproductions made during the course of the transmission across the Internet.4® As with the Section 115
statutory mechanical license, these two statutory licenses are the subject of Copyright Royalty Board proceedings every
five years.>0 The most recent proceeding, governing rates and terms for the period 2016-2020, was styled “Web IV” and
concluded in December 2015 5!

The Web IV proceeding considered a wide range of issues in determining the rates and terms for the applicable
period. Among them was whether the penny-rate per-performance royalty structure that has prevailed since the first
proceeding to determine such rates and terms should continue or be replaced with a greater-of formulation taking into
consideration a percentage of the licensees’ revenues. In the end, the per-performance model was retained, at a rate of $.
0017 per stream in 2016, indexed to inflation for the years 2017-20.52

If less than two-tenths of a penny sounds small, all those streams add up. All royalties generated by the Sections
112 and 114 statutory licenses are collected and dispersed by SoundExchange, an agency deemed the sole “Collective” by
the judges of the Copyright Royalty Board in the context of the second proceeding to set rates and terms for webcasters.>3
SoundExchange distributed a record $883.9 million in royalties in 2016,54 although it is not clear exactly how much of
that sum was attributable to advertising-supported webcasting because the figure includes other business models eligible
for the Sections 112 and 114 licenses that are not broken out (such as Sirius XM satellite radio and residential digital
music services like Music Choice). It has been speculated that the majority of that figure is from webcasting and that more
than half was paid in by Pandora alone.5> Whether Pandora’s payments to SoundExchange will remain as high is
uncertain, given reports that Pandora has shifted its licensing strategy in connection with its move into subscription
interactive streaming, which would require at least some licensing direct from the labels, and not pursuant to the statutory
licenses.>¢
Licensing Compositions

Virtually all of those streaming sound recordings (excepting, for example, comedy sketches) embody musical
compositions that also must be licensed. Whereas on-demand streaming by industry-wide agreement implicates the
mechanical right, the noninteractive streaming market is entirely focused on the public performance right.

Musical composition public performance rights licensing is traditionally managed in the United States by

performing rights organizations (PROs). Although most territories have only one such organization, the United States



traditionally has three: the American Society of Composers, Authors and Publishers (ASCAP), Broadcast Music, Inc.
(BMI), and the smaller Society of European Stage Authors and Composers (SESAC).57 Recently, however, the notable
artist manager Irving Azoff founded a new PRO called Global Music Rights (GMR),>® and there are signs that other
entities may be planning to begin administering U.S. public performance rights on a collective basis as well.>®

Because they constitute collective bargaining units with significant market power, ASCAP and BMI were sued by
the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) during the middle of the last century (ASCAP in 1941; BMI in 1966) under the
Sherman Act and have labored ever since under consent decrees administered by the U.S. District Court for the Southern
District of New York.%® In recent years, antitrust scrutiny of the PROs has led to major shifts in the performance rights
landscape that had been relatively stable for several decades prior.

Since its inception in 1927, SESAC has managed to avoid coming under DOJ scrutiny, perhaps because its
repertoire was small enough, relative to that of ASCAP and BMI, that its impact on the market evaded government review.
Recently, however, the Television Music License Committee and the Radio Music License Committee (RMLC) that
negotiate collectively with the PROs on behalf of their respective industries, have challenged SESAC in private antitrust
actions. Notably, in 2014, the RMLC won a ruling against SESAC in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania that may also
impact GMR and any future PROs that may emerge in the United States. SESAC sought a motion to dismiss the claim by
RMLC that SESAC violated Section 2 of the Sherman Antitrust Act because it monopolized the relevant market, i.e., the
market for SESAC’s repertoire, through anticompetitive conduct. In denying SESAC’s motion to dismiss, the court found
that the RMLC’s complaint “cogently portrays how SESAC allegedly obtained and preserves its monopoly power through
exclusionary conduct...by obtaining a critical mass of must-have works, selling them exclusively in the blanket license
format, discouraging direct licensing by refusing to offer carve-out rights and obscuring the works in its repertory.”¢! The
case subsequently settled, and SESAC agreed to become subject to a binding arbitration regime with the RMLC, roughly
echoing the rate-setting procedure set forth in the consent decrees for ASCAP and BMI.62
DOJ Review

In 2014, ASCAP and BMI requested that the DOJ review the consent decrees, hoping to have them limited or
eliminated.63 During the process, however, it emerged that the PROs had differing views from the DOJ on how the PROs’
blanket licenses operate with respect to compositions fractionally owned by multiple parties in which one or more of those
parties are affiliated with different PROs.%4 Thus, rather than substantially reducing or eliminating the decrees, the DOJ
interpreted the existing consent decree as prohibiting ASCAP and BMI from issuing licenses solely to their controlled
share of a work. They effectively interpreted all existing ASCAP or BMI grants of license as extending to the whole of the
work, regardless of the PRO’s controlled share. In reaction, BMI filed suit with the U.S. District Court of the Southern
District of New York on the “fractional licensing” issue, and the court ruled in favor of BMI.95 The DOJ then appealed
that ruling to the Second Circuit, where it currently resides.®® ASCAP, meanwhile, has elected to take a legislative
approach to the matter.67

Against this background, a licensee must seek licenses from each of ASCAP, BMI, SESAC, and GMR, each of
which controls separate repertoire. The rates and terms of such licenses with ASCAP and BMI are well known, as they
have typically been set through the public process dictated by the consent decrees. The most recent precedent for
noninteractive audio streaming was effectively 1.85 percent of revenue for ASCAP% and 2.5 percent for BMI.% Not
subject to consent decrees, SESAC and GMR are free to negotiate their rates through private free-market negotiations;
therefore, comparative figures are not readily available.

Thus, at this stage of the business cycle, a set of relatively stable business models and new legal frameworks have

emerged, edging out the traditional physical records business. This evolution has replaced a “unit sales” business model



with a range of services based around access to streaming music, whether on a noninteractive or on-demand basis and
whether advertising-supported or subscription-based. While the business is certainly no less complex than it has ever
been, this new paradigm has come with enormous benefits for consumers in terms of access, as well as for rights owners
in terms of direct, rapid, and transparent accounting. Looking to the future, however, the lack of profitability among the
leading streaming music services constitutes a dark cloud over prospects for long-term stability in the business.’0 It
remains to be seen whether there is sufficient market demand for these emergent models to scale to profitability, or
whether further drama lurks in the offing.

SIDEBAR: RECORDED MUSIC BUSINESS DEVELOPMENTS 1995-PRESENT

1995: CD ROM drives become standard on computers, and Columbia House adds CD ROMS to marketing program.1
MP3 released.2 allowing “ripping” of Red Book format audio CDs into individual track files small enough to fit an artist’s
entire discography on one CD; audio files shared in Internet chatrooms.

1999: Napster triggers flood of peer-to-peer sharing of audio files.3

2000-2010: After initial unprecedented windfall rise generated by CD sales, music industry revenues fall.4

2005-2015: “Downloading” era (nearly synonymous with Apple’s iTunes Store) begins mainstream shift from physical
goods to electronic distribution business.5

2010-2015

Revenues barely tread water as mix of revenue sources shifts with expanding revenue from digital formats, offsetting
continuing decline of CD revenue.6

2015: Streaming revenue emerges as the largest segment of recorded music revenue (34.3 percent).7

2016: Recorded music revenues finally return to growth with strong double-digit showing (11.4 percent).8
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About the Panelists:
Richard Conlon, Chief External Affairs Officer, SoundExchange

Richard Conlon manages SoundExchange’s relationships with the company’s wide array of constituents. He
oversees the company’s corporate communications, industry relations and public policy efforts, helping to shape the
company’s vision and then put that vision into action. Richard also sits on the SXWorks Board of Directors.

Prior to joining SoundExchange, Richard was a Principal at Rights Management Holdings LLC, where he was a
senior strategic advisor to major music publishers, collective rights management organizations, record labels and financial
institutions involved in the entertainment space. Previously, he was Senior Vice President Corporate Strategy,
Communications & New Media. Richard launched BMI’s digital rights licensing division.

Richard holds a B.A. in English from Boston College and earned his Master’s Degree in Communications

Management from the Annenberg School of Communications at the University of Southern California.

Maria Gonzales, Yardnoise, Co-Partner
Maria is a leader in the world of e-commerce and merchandising as displayed through her groundbreaking and
innovative campaigns for the likes of HIM, The Jabbawockeez, Kreayshawn, Madonna, Michael Bublé and T.
Mills. Many of her e-commerce and merchandising campaigns sold out or became well sought-out collectibles. She has
worked at Roadrunner Records, Bravado, BandMerch, Warner Bros. Records, T. Mills Records, and owns her
management and music production company, Yardnoise.
Throughout her career in the music industry Maria has worn several hats: Artist and Media Relations, A&R, Artist

Manager, Marketing and Merchandiser, while working with an eclectic roster of talents.

Michael Crepezzi, BMI, Executive Director, Distribution and Administration Services

Michael Crepezzi is based in BMI’s Los Angeles office. In his role, he works closely with the Operations and
Information Technology departments and is an integral part of the team responsible for the ongoing development of
royalty payment policies and procedures with regards to the use of music in audio-visual productions performed on the
Internet and in other new media outlets. Crepezzi also continues to execute his responsibilities regarding BMI’s music use
reporting and television performance related initiatives. In addition, he maintains and develops relationships within the
music publishing, composer and music production communities by answering inquiries and educating key constituents on

BMI policies and procedures on a daily basis.



Crepezzi joined BMI in 1993 as Associate Director, Performing Rights. Since joining BMI, he has continued to
elevate throughout the company receiving several promotions including his current title as Executive Director. Prior to
joining BMI, he was Royalty and Accounting Manager at both Disney Music Publishing and Capitol Records’ publishing

divisions, Screen Gems/Colgems Music.

Bill Colitre, Music Reports, Inc., Vice President and General Counsel

In his role, Colitre serves as counsel to Music Reports, strategic consultant to its clients, and head of the company’s
Licensing and Royalty Services divisions, as well as its Business Development lead.

Bill began his legal career in the Entertainment Department of Loeb & Loeb, LLP, where he was a founding member
of the iLaw Group and later served as counsel to the firm of Altschul & Olin, LLP, the Roll International Corporation
(parent company of Fiji Water LLC, Teleflora LLC and other enterprises), and CBS Paramount Network Television Home

Entertainment.

About the Moderators:
Reggie Calloway, Sound Royalties, Director of Music Royalty Funding

Reggie Calloway has received five Grammy nominations including the R&B Songwriter of the Year for the hit song
“Casanova,” in 1987.

In 2011, he began providing financing for artists and publishers who needed a way to monetize their royalty assets.
Reggie directed a sales team that was instrumental in bringing to the market thousands of song titles including the music
of artists Whitney Houston, 50 Cent, John Legend, Will Smith, 3 Doors Down, J Lo, Lil Wayne, Justin Timberlake,
Timbaland, Earth Wind and Fire, Travis Tritt, and more.

Best known as the founder of the popular techno-funk band, Midnight Star, Reggie led the group to international
success writing, producing, and arranging a string of top mega #1 hits including “Operator,” “No Parking on the Dance
Floor,” and “Freak-a-zoid.” He has penned songs for LeVert, Teddy Pendergrass, Gladys Knight and Natalie Cole. One of
Reggie’s original compositions “I’ll Be Good for You,” was featured on *NSYNC’s 10x’s-platinum CD, No Strings
Attached—the best-selling album of the last decade.

Rene Merideth, Exploration, Co-founder and COO

Rene Merideth is the co-founder and COO of Exploration, a comprehensive multi-platform digital rights
administration company servicing songwriters, publishers, labels, and other new media companies around the globe. Prior,
she was the VP of Operations at AdShare.tv, Director of Licensing/Head of West Coast Licensing for BMG Chrysalis and
Bug Music, and Manager, Mechanical Licensing for Windswept Holdings.

Rene began her career in the country churches of Southern Missouri as a roadie for her Grandfather's gospel band.
She worked with various acts of all genres in the St. Louis area, until she headed off to college, receiving a BA in Music
Business from Belmont University in Nashville. While working across many aspects of the industry, she found her niche
in artist management and music publishing.

Moving to Los Angeles, she started working for Windswept Publishing and survived two high-profile mergers to
become Head of West Coast licensing for BMG. Over the years, she has worked on music by artists including Alison
Krauss, Vince Gill, Kings of Leon, KISS, Bruno Mars, Beyonce, Eminem, Pink and Pete Townshend, among others.

In 2012, she founded her consulting firm, Red Dragon Management, with the goal of educating creators and helping

the little guys have a voice in their industry.
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Exploration B

Exploration proud supporter of :

What’s In Your Wallet...... Show Me The Money

SAVE THE DATE:
Tuesday, April 10th, 2018
“Latin Music Panel”

Moderated by Tomas Cookman/CEO of Industria Works
Panelists: TBA

Tuesday, May 15th, 2018
“Film & Television Music Panel”

Moderated by Jonathan David Neal and Eric Palmquist
Panelists: Deborah Lurie, Wendy & Lisa, and Kathryn Bostic

Join us at the Sportsmen’s Lodge Event Center 12833 Ventura Blvd., Studio City, CA 91604
6:15 PM Check-In | 6:30 PM Cocktails 7:00 PM Dinner

Please visit our website, theccc.org, for more information soon!

OIGIWIC)
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