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Executi ve sunmary

At its sinplest, the UK advertising industry seeks only
two things from broadcast | egislation:

the pronotion of good quality progranm ng to attract
t he audi ences we would |ike to address;

the protection of an open and conpetitive market in
which to buy the nedia required to reach these
audi ences.

In this context, we should ideally |ike to have retained
the current ownership rules — in as far as they have
preserved effective conpetition in the nedia sales

mar ket pl ace for the |ast six years and nore.

Havi ng said this, we recognise the narket has changed/is
changing in the face of technology, a world trend to
consolidation and, in particular, as a result of the
deci sions made by the Conpetition Conmi ssion with regard
to the take-over of United News and Medi a by G anada.

In drafting its papers, the Government has addressed
itself to what it considers the “big issues” in
owner shi p:

di versity of content;
plurality of ownership;

the health of the broadcasting sector.

Al ongsi de these objectives, the Governnent has been
perceived to view the needs of advertisers and the
advertising industry as inportant — but by no neans the
key determ nant in ownership matters.

Havi ng said this, advertising is a key force in the
econony, in enploynent terns and in fundi ng over 50% of
the nation’s view ng and reading.

Thus, while advertisers and the advertising industry may
not be the key driver in broadcasting policy, neither
can we be ignored — providing what we seek is

del i verabl e and conpatible with Governnent’s overal
public policy objectives.
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Qur proposal is therefore that we should | eave the
debate on the proposals on ownership to others, and

I nstead concentrate on ensuring appropriate conpetition
in that area where the Governnent nust recognise the

i ndustry’s needs are critically inportant i.e. the
actual sal es process.

In this context, rather than |ooking for guarantees of
ownership levels within and across nedia, the |IPA would
seek to ensure the m ni rum nunber of selling points that
shoul d represent these owners to enable fair
conpetition, proposing the follow ng:

within any single nmedium a m ni rum nunber of four
sales players (i.e. the old 25% of revenues |evel
after which the conpetition authorities would begin
to view conpany activities nore closely)

across nedia, a mninmmof seven players, with a
maxi mum r evenue share each of around 15%

Wil e organic growth would be permssible, if this, or a
nmerger were to result in an owned sal es point grow ng

| arger than these |levels, then the nedia owner woul d be
required to have an appropriate percentage of sales
handl ed by a separately and i ndependently run sales
point to ensure proper conpetition is naintained.

The concept of independent sal es houses has been shown
to work in this market in the past and woul d enabl e the
media owners to enjoy the benefits of consolidation,
whil e preserving the |levels of sales conpetition, which
we believe are critical to maintaining the effectiveness
of the advertising industry.

At the sane tinme, Governnent would be able to pursue its
key public policy goals w thout jeopardising the
interests of those advertisers on whose expenditure the
public’s enjoynent of commercial broadcasting and
publishing is principally based.



Consul tation on nedia ownership

The | PA wel conmes the opportunity to submt views to the

DCMS/ DTl

on the above consul tation.

1 About the | PA

1.1

1.2

The Institute of Practitioners in Advertising has
been the trade association and prof essi onal
institute for UK advertising agencies since 1917.
It represents all those conpani es concerned
primarily with providing strategic advice on

mar ket i ng comruni cations, creating and/or placing
advertising. The IPA"s 209 corporate nenbers
represent the major part of the UK s advertising
agency business, handling work with an estimated
val ue of around £7 billion in 2000 (over 80 per
cent of the advertising placed by agencies). They
al so play a pivotal role in advising the nation's
conpani es on how they shoul d deploy their total
mar ket i ng communi cati ons spend of £17 billion.

The appropriate and cost effective placenent of
media is as critical to the success of an
advertising canpaign as the devel opnment of the
advertising nessage itself. Thus the IPA' s

obj ective since its foundati on has been to secure
for its nenbers, and for British business as a
whol e, a favourable nedia environnent. This is
one which is both attractive for the audi ences
with which we wish to conmuni cate, and
sufficiently open and conpetitive to ensure that
advertising tine and space can be bought at a fair
market rate. To this end, it has therefore

| obbi ed for two principal goals:

1.2.1To mai ntain a high standard of progranme
out put capable of attracting substantia
audi ences of wi de diversity fromacross the
entire denographic and soci o-econom ¢
spectrum

1.2.2To secure and nmaintain a conpetitive
mar ket pl ace for the sale of advertising space
and airtinme.

Since nmedia ownership will inpact directly on both
t he above, it is of vital inportance to us — and
it is against these two criteria that the



observati ons and recommendati ons which foll ow are
made.

2 The format of our response

2.1

In order to preserve the flow of our thoughts,
thi s paper has been divided into two sections:

the mai n docunent which concerns itself with
the thrust of the consultation on a nmacro

| evel , the needs of advertising agencies and a
possi bl e solution to their concerns arising
froma consolidation in nedia ownership;

an appendi x which — as and where relevant to
advertisers —addresses the issues on which the
Governnent i s seeking specific comment.

2.2 Inthis way, it is hoped we will be able usefully
to restate and clarify our overall position to
Governnent, while answering its nore detailed
requests.

3 The nature of the current consultancy

3.1 The opening chapter of the Consultation on Media

3.

2

Omership Rules spells out the Governnent’s key
objectives with regard to comuni cation
regul ati on.

Under the overall theme of “how can governnents
bot h saf eguard denocracy and encourage an open and
conpetitive market,” it cites three principa
goal s:

3.2.1To ensure diversity of content, thereby
allowing the public to enjoy a w de range of
di fferent progranmes, publications and
servi ces;

3.2.2To ensure a plurality of sources of content,
so allowng the public access to a “variety
of different views, that, in a conpetitive
market, maintain their own bal ance”;

3.2.3To help maintain and i nprove the overal
health of the market by adopting a
deregul atory approach, leading to “further
consolidation, greater efficiency, nore scope
for investnent and a nore significant



I nternational presence”.

3.3 Al these are goals or “bigger issues” — which the

3.4

UK advertising industry agrees would be generally
desirable to address. As has been pointed out on
numer ous occasions, the interests of the public
and advertisers overlap significantly — what is
good and attractive for viewers, readers and
listeners is good and attractive for those who

wi sh to conmuni cate with them

Having said this, the advertising industry does
have its own set of specific needs, which

al ongsi de the “bigger issues” outlined above may -
at first sight — appear parochial. Wile we do
not expect these requirenments to be the linchpin
around whi ch Governnent policy on ownership

revol ves, we woul d neverthel ess underline their
critical inportance — not sinply in ternms of the
busi ness health of those manufacturing and

servi ces conpani es whose nessages we deliver, but
to the structure of the nedia market itself and to
the ability of the public as a whole to access its
news and ot her content on an equal basis.

4 The needs of the UK advertising industry

4.

1

To recap on points nmade earlier, irrespective of
the final format of any regul atory system
advertisers need three core things to pronote
their products successfully:

4.1.1Quality nmedia which attract substantial high
qual i ty audi ences

This, in turn, will require:

hi gh quality, involving and enjoyabl e
progr ames;

a wi de cross-section of channels fromthe
| arge nmai n narket to the niche;

an equally w de range of programme types
to call for all tastes and interests.

4.1.20pen access to these channel s

Advertisers need to be able to deliver their
messages to the audi ences attracted by the
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above conditions, requiring:
Media to be open to adverti sing;

Medi a that are accessed (and accessi bl e)
by the overwhelmng najority of the UK

4.1.3An open and conpetitive market for space and
airtine

Audi ences need to be accessible at fair and
reasonabl e prices, requiring:

An open and conpetitive market.

Ownership regulation will inpact critically on
each of the above. It is apparent from public
statenments by the nmedia owners (and underlined in
all their historical subm ssions to the DTI/DCV5
on the subject) that renoval of current interna
and cross nedi a ownership constraints will signal
a general nove to consolidation across the nedia
mar ket pl ace.

From the reader/viewer/listener’s point of view
this may not be a major concern. W are inclined
to favour those argunents whi ch suggest that

rat her than inhibiting choice, consolidation m ght
provi de nmedia owners with the incentive (and the
necessary financial nuscle) to offer their public
a w der range of entertai nment options within
their fields in order to maxi m se their audiences
and their income.

Having said this, we note the adverse inpact that
an alnost totally de-regul ated market has had on
the quality and diversity of programm ng in New
Zeal and. Thus we respect the Governnent’s desire
to retain sone el enment of content regulation

t hough we should want to see this exercised on a
macro | evel only, mndful that while the BBC
retains the quality of its output, this will — of
itself — set a benchmark for conmerci al
programmi ng st andar ds.

From the nedia owners’ point of view there may
al so be benefits from consolidation — nost

i mredi ately in cost terns but potentially from

i ncreased international presence (though here we
woul d highlight that the | evel of disparity
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bet ween consolidated UK nmedi a and operations |ike
ACL/ Ti me Warner and Bertel smann woul d continue to
see British conpanies as mnnows in the world

mar ket ) .

However, fromthe advertiser’s viewpoint, there
are inmmedi ate causes for alarmin any ngjor
consolidation trend — with over-concentration

| eading to inevitable fears of sal es dom nance and
expl oi tati on.

Hi storically, the advertising industry’s problem
has been how to reconcile these legitimte
concerns wth:

an overall trend toward nmedi a ownership
consolidation not only in the UK but across the
wor | d;

the i nmpact of new technol ogy which through
convergence will — in the longer termat |east
— render nedi a-specific ownership regulation
nmeani ngl ess;

the “bigger issues” ained at protecting the
bases of denocracy, with which the Governnent
is rightly concerned.

5 Why advertisers needs are still inportant

5.

5.

1

2

While all contributors to the ownership debate
will stress the inportance of their sector and why
their views should be heard, there is a real case
for treating the needs of the advertising industry
as fundanental to the entire UK nedia | andscape —
and vital to the econony as a whol e.

The basis for this argunment is three-fold:

5.2.1The role of advertising on a macro basis, in
hel ping to fuel the success of nmanufacturers,
di stributors, retailers and service
i ndustri es.

5.2.2Its role in financing the activities of the
majority of comrercially based nedia, which —
wi t hout advertising revenues — woul d be
forced into subscription/paid for funding.
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5.2.3Its role in maintaining free-to-air
broadcasti ng and accessi ble cover prices —
and t hereby ensuring that society does not
break down into those who can afford to be
i nformati on and entertainment rich and those
who cannot.

Al t hough, surprisingly, advertising may still be
vi ewed as an unnecessary extravagance in some
circles, the reality is that responsible
commercial communication forms a key factor in the
success of the “Geat Britain plc”. It inforns,
educates and entertains; it pronotes healthy
conpetition and as the IPA's own Effectiveness
Awar ds have underlined over the last 22 years, it
provides a vital elenent to the business m x which
can determne the growth and prosperity of whole
corporations. To this extent, advertising is a
vital conponent in ensuring the health of UK

busi ness and through this, enploynent and the

heal th of the econony as a whol e.

Al t hough, directly, UK advertising agencies may
enpl oy only 14,000 people — according to the
DCVMS own figures, this figure will rise to
approxi mately 93, 000 when supplier and nedia
conpani es are included — and when applied to the
econony as a whole, could justifiably be said to
play a role in the enploynent of the nation's
entire work force of 27 mllion

Advertising is, for exanple, the key stimulus in
the activities of the 5 000 call centres currently
operating in the UK According to the Health and
Saf ety Executive, these centres now enpl oy nore

t han 400, 000 peopl e or about 2% of the working
popul ation — nore than the coal, steel and car
manuf acturing industries put together. This is an
enornmously inportant — and growing — sector, with
i ndustry estimates indicating that enploynent in
call centres will rise to 665,000 by 2008. Having
said this, this sector is highly dependent on
favourabl e conditions for marketing conmpanies. In
a digital age, conpanies can easily contract for
their call operations el sewhere in the world.

However, advertising is not only responsible for
enpl oynent, its revenues are also critical in

funding a significant proportion of the nation’s
sources of entertainment and news. Advertising
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revenues presently directly fund the majority of
non- BBC broadcasting and are key in the

mai nt enance of current cover prices in the press.
Wt hout advertising revenues, commercial free-to-
air broadcasting in the UK would sinply cease to
exi st.

Finally, advertising helps ensure diversity. It
is still too early to assess the extent and speed
wi th which subscription and pay-per-view services
within television will finally devel op. Having
said this, they have both grown significantly and
have the potential to threaten other parts of the
market. This threat will manifest itself in the
potential |oss of major programm ng and events to
subscription or pay-per-view channels — creating a
significant gap between view ng opportunities for
t hose who can afford subscriptions and t hose who
cannot .

The BBC al one cannot be responsi ble for preventing
a slide into a country of the information rich and
poor .

As matters stand, the financial success of ITV and
Channels 4 and 5 depends on a delicate bal ance of
investnment in quality programmi ng capabl e of
attracting significant audiences — and airtinme
costs which are deened fair for accessing these

Vi ewers.

Shoul d the | andscape of this market alter
adversely as a result of owner consolidation,
advertisers could face a situation in which they
woul d be forced to seek potentially | ess effective
alternative solutions to their advertising needs.
In television terns, this could result in an

i ncreased reliance on “paid for” channels in
advertising — or nore |likely sponsorship, reducing
revenues for “free-to-air” services and so
creating a dowward spiral in which | ower revenues
lead to | ower programre investnent, resulting in

| ower audi ences, leading in turn to | ower
advertising investnment etc etc.

It is against this backcloth that Government mnust
exam ne the needs of advertisers in a
consol i dati ng mar ket pl ace.



Qur attitudes to nedia ownership
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As indicated above, the advertising industry
firmy believes that there should be healthy and
constructive conpetition both across nedia and
W thin each medi um

In an ideal world, we should have preferred to
have kept the current ownership rules intact — in
that they have been effective in maintaining
conpetition levels in the marketplace for the |ast
Si X years.

Having said this, we are realists and recogni se
that in the light of:

the increasing |ikelihood of media convergence
t hrough digital technol ogy;

the world trend toward nedi a consol i dati on

t he repercussions of the Conpetition
Comm ssion’s ruling to permt the G anada take-
over of United News and Medi a;

t he Governnent’s perceived acceptance of the
medi a owners’ efficiency and international
conpetitiveness argunents;

t he mai ntenance of this position is probably no
| onger possi bl e.

Along with the Incorporated Society of British
Advertisers (I1SBA), the IPAwuld like to see in
their place, regulation to ensure a m ni num of
four owners within any single nediumand seven
owners across all nedia as the nost appropriate
nunbers to ensure adequate |evels of conpetition.
However, the basis of calculating the maxi num size
of individual players in these situations is nore
difficult.

Wthin individual nmedia, this could be achieved
fairly sinply via a “share of voice” cal culation
based on viewership (TV), listenership (radio),
circulation (press), or — in the case of outdoor -
t he nunber of panels held by a single owner. (W
woul d assume that the BBC woul d be excl uded from
any of the calculations in the commercial markets
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in which ownership rules would be applied.)

The situation with regard to cross-nedi a

owner ship, however, is far nore conplex. W are
not convinced by proposals that would aimto
create a commobn currency across nedi a by
estimating the relative inpact value of each

i ndi vidual medium Different nmedia work in
different ways at different tinmes and in different
conbinations — and to attenpt to assess the
relati ve power of — say — TV vs the press woul d be
as inpossible as it woul d be neani ngl ess.

Faced with this, it is possible that the

cal cul ation of ownership could be based on
advertising revenues to provide an alternative
route and a conmmon currency. However given the
maj or issues of diversity and plurality which the
Governnent is concerned to protect, we are unsure
whether this basis is realistic.

Qur experience to date has shown that while the
Government has viewed the needs of the advertising
i ndustry and of British advertisers as inportant,

t hey have not been seen as critical - and
certainly not the key determ nant — in ownership
matters.

Rat her than seeking to have the advertising tai
waggi ng the public policy dog, we should therefore
| eave final recomendations on nedia ownership to
others — and i nstead concentrate on seeking a

guar antee of appropriate conpetition for the
advertising industry in that area in which the
Gover nment must recogni se advertisers’ needs are
critically inportant — i.e. the actual sales
process — and nore especially the nunber of sales
points required within and across the nedia.

7 Proposal s on ownershi p of advertising sales

7.

7.

1

2

Regardl ess of the final approach taken towards
overall nedia ownership, we believe that
regul ati ng saf eguards nust be introduced to
address the danger of concentrations in nedia
advertising sales, with their inherent risks of
price fixing and/or restricted access.

We believe this can be achieved by setting
thresholds for referral to the regul at or based on
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share of medi a advertising revenue.

Based on accepted narket practice the threshol ds
defining the scope of the regulators’ discretion

wi t hin each medi um shoul d be 25% of sectora
advertising and for cross-nedia sales control, 15%
of total UK nedia advertising revenue.

Where overall nedia ownershi p exceeds 25% of sal es
revenues within a specific nedium (or 15% across
medi a), the nedia owner should be required to
operate that percentage of his sal es above the

25/ 15% |l imts through an i ndependent sales

conpany.

In this context, ownership of sales should be
defined as ownership of the sale of advertising
and the advertising revenues this represents.
Advertising revenue shoul d be defined as those
nmoni es secured fromall forns of paid-for
advertising to include sponsorship, advertorials
and inserts, as well as traditional airtine and
space.

In those cases where the current sectoral shares
exceed 25% (eg TV, press and ci nema — see Appendi X
1) I PA acceptance of these positions would be
condi tional upon:

medi a owners’ undertakings not to exploit their
dom nant positions;

no further increase in these shares except
t hrough organic growth, achieved as a result of
successful sales of nedia stock;

a block on growth through nergers, acquisitions
or the appoi ntnent of new contracts.

On a cross-nedia basis, analysis reveals that the
proposed 15% ceiling on ownership of sales is not
currently exceeded.

In addition, we should seek the introduction of
specific rules governing the ownership of sales in
key/ sensitive regions in the country.

These shoul d be determ ned by nmediumto take
account of fair and proper conpetition by region,

10



with the foll ow ng applying as a m ni num

A m nimum of two London I TV sal es conpani es
until such a time as ITV falls to or bel ow 25%
of total television advertising revenue,

A m nimum of three commercial radio sales
conpani es by area in the UK

A m nimum of two regional newspapers in key
regions/cities of the UK, except for those
where one or none currently exist;

A m nimum of two poster contractors/sales
conpanies in key regions/cities in the UK
except for those where one or none currently
exi st.

8 The structure of the proposed i ndependent sales
conpani es
8.1 Wiile the I PA recognises that there are problens

8.

2

associated with the separation of sales fromthe
ownership of nmedia, we do not believe these are

i nsurnmount abl e. I ndeed, separate and i ndependent
sal es houses have operated across a nunber of UK
media in the past, and there are current exanples
of simlar arrangenents.

In this context, it is possible to cite the
Scottish Media Goup’s (SM5 relationship with
Carlton TV, which handles SM5 s airtine sal es,
while the D scovery Channel’s sales are now
handl ed by Sky and were previously the
responsibility of Carlton. (Although these
parallels may not be exact, they serve to show

t hat such arrangenents are possible and the | PA
woul d be happy to give a fuller explanation, with
nore detail ed exanpl es of separate nedi a sal es
operations and how these m ght work, if required.)

In the event that it should becone necessary to
separate sonme of the advertising sales fromthe
medi a owner, the follow ng rules should apply.

8.2.1The rul es and enforcenent of the rules should
be the responsibility of the overal
regul atory body (Ofcom or its appointed
comm ttee.

11
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8. 2. 20mershi p of the independent sal es operation
should be a m ninumof 81%entirely separate
fromthe nedia owners.

8. 2. 3The nedi a owners shoul d have no board
representation within the sal es conpany.

8.2.4The medi a owners shoul d be given no ‘ nmarket
sensitive’ information (either witten or
verbal by the sales conpany) which relates to
t he medi a market unl ess the nedia owner does
not operate sales in that or any other nedia
mar ket .

8. 2. 5Any sal es incentives that m ght be operated
by the nedia owner for the sal es conpany nust
relate entirely to the performance of the
sal es conpany in conpetition with all other
sal es organisations within the nmedia market
i ncludi ng the other sal es organisation either
owned or appoi nted by that nedia owner.

8.2.6lt would be essential that the nedia owner
and its appoi nted i ndependent sal es conpany
are accountabl e for adhering to the above
rules. As already stated, the regulatory
body shoul d have responsibility for this and
al so be responsi ble for policing and
enforcing the rules and inposing penalties if
they were not properly applied.

usi ons and recommendati ons

The | PA recogni ses the inportance of nedia
ownership and cross-nedi a ownership issues in the
Government’s proposals for the future of

br oadcast i ng.

Faced with the requirenent to ensure diversity and
plurality for the public we do not believe that it
is realistic to expect Governnent policy on these
i ssues to be determ ned solely by individual
sectoral interests.

Having said this, we believe that it is the duty
of Government to protect and enhance the interests
of key market players where these can be achi eved
W thout jeopardising its overall goals.

12
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As has been denonstrated in this paper, and on
numer ous occasi ons before, the advertising
industry plays a critical role not only in
ensuring the availability to the public of
commercial free-to-air broadcasting and accessible
cover prices, but in stinmulating and maintaining
the health of the econony as a whol e.

To this extent, the needs of advertisers cannot be
i gnored wi thout seriously endangering the current
medi a | andscape and the business health of the
country.

In general, the requirenments of advertisers for
good and attractive nmedia content are sinple and
coincide with those of the public.

Where the industry’ s needs are nore specific,
however, we believe they can be acconmodated via
specific regulation within the Broadcasting Bil
relating to the way in which advertising, inits
br oadest sense, is sold.

The inpl enmentation of the proposed 25% sect or
specific and 15% cross-nedia ceilings on nedia
sales by single sales conpanies is sinple,
transparent and easily policed. Moreover, its
concept of independent sal es operations has been
shown to work in this market in the past.

Through such an approach, we believe it wll be
possi ble to ensure the free and open conpetition
for media sales which we believe critical to

mai ntai ning the health of our industry.

At the sanme tine, we believe it will allowthe
freeing-up of overall nedia ownership to allow
nore general econonmies and an inproved ability to
conpete on the international stage.

In this way, it is hoped that the needs of the

public, the nedia owners and the advertising
i ndustry can all be successfully accommobdat ed.

13
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Det ai | ed comment s
on the questions raised
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General prohibitions (page 17)

The | PA notes the Governnent’s proposals to revoke the
rul es preventing |ocal authorities and adverti sing
agenci es from owni ng nedi a conpanies, but to maintain
the prohibition on ownership by political organisation.

As citizens, we appreciate the dangers of renoving the
| ast prohibition; with regard to the ownership of nedia
by local authorities, this would only be of concern to
us shoul d such ownership lead to anti-conpetitive
behavi our, which seens unliKkely.

By contrast, the ownership of nmedia by advertising
agencies is strictly forbidden to | PA nenbers as part
of the Institute’ s Menorandum and Articles.

This requirenent is designed to ensure that our nenbers
pl an and i npl enment canpaigns for their clients

i ndependently and purely in their custonmers’ best

I nterest.

Regardl ess of statutory abolition, this prohibition
woul d continue to forma cornerstone of |PA nenbership.

For ei gn ownership (page 17)

Wil e we can understand why for nacro econom c reasons,
the Governnent may wi sh to keep the current

prohi bi ti ons on non- EAA ownershi p of broadcasters, from
an advertising standpoint the nationality of ownership

is immaterial, in as far as our interests are served by
good and attractive programm ng and fair pricing

regardl ess of the |location of a broadcaster’s head

of fice.

Rel i gi ous ownership (pages 18/19)

Agai n, froman advertising standpoint, we have no views
on the above — other than, perhaps, that any resulting
i cences should be capable of attracting advertising
revenues rather than relying on subscriptions or

pl edges for their operation (ie that they should w den
the opportunities for advertisers rather than inhibit

t hem .

TV — single ownership of London ITV licences (page 19)
Hi storically, the | PA has opposed single ownership of
the two London ITV licences. Despite the recent
erosion of 1TV s overall revenue share, the capital
still accounts for c28% of | TV expenditure, which woul d
gi ve any single broadcaster enornous and unaccept abl e
power with regard to the purchase of airtine sales,



unl ess specific action were taken to ensure
conpetitiveness at the sales |evel (see Section 7 of
our main paper for the IPA's proposals in this area).

In addition, it is our belief that, w thout such

saf eqguards, this share would undoubtedly rise stil
further, adding to an inbal ance which woul d inpact on
conpeting broadcasters’ ability to invest in
progranmm ng and so exacerbate an al ready dangerous

si tuati on.

The 15%limt on share of TV audi ence (page 19)

As above, we have historically chanpioned the 15%I|imt
on share of TV audience and would only countenance its
renoval, if other safeguards were in place in addition
to conpetition | aw

News provision (page 21)

We have no particular view on the ownership of news
provi sion other than that any consolidation shoul d,

i ndeed, lead to nore dynam c investnent rather than a
| oss of independence and an increased vulnerability to
short-term managenent. Reducing the nunber of share
hol ders fromfive to three would seemto achi eve this.

Radi o (pages 23, 24 and 25)

The | PA has al ready gone on record in support of the
Radi o Authority/ CRCA s proposals to abolish the
current archaic points systemfor radi o ownership while
uphol di ng the Governnent’s policy objectives of |oca
plurality and diversity.

Just as in other nedia, we are concerned that the
sinple application of conpetition law to radio
ownership could | ead to the energence of worrying

| ocal nonopolies both within radio and across nedi a.

For this reason, we support the view that OFCOM shoul d
be responsi ble both for ensuring that in every |loca
area, there are at |east three owners of ILR
services/sales points in addition to the BBC and for
instituting a schene that simlarly ensures at | east
three owners of local digital sound programre service
licences in each area and plurality of ownership of
multiple |icences. Mreover we would go further in
this area to endorse the Radio Authority' s detailed
proposals to restrict cross-mnmedi a ownershi p between
radi o and newspapers and radi o and conmmerci al

tel evision (see the Radio Authority’s subm ssion to the
proposed Wiite Paper on Communi cation Reform June
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2000) .

Wth regard to the prevention of the onward sal e of
licences for a two year period after their award,
however, we should urge caution. |If the character of a
service resulting froman earlier “beauty-parade”

nmet hod of allocating licences has led to its
denonstrabl e market failure, we see little point in
perpetuating this situation. Instead, we believe it
shoul d be sold on at the earliest opportunity, allow ng
the consuner to judge whet her any change of character
is in his or her best interests.

The Press (page 27)

To date, we believe the press has been subject to a
degree of ownership regul ati on which has been based
nore on the perception of its power to influence public
opinion than its actuality in a nmulti-nedia society.

Press owners, uninhibited by the statutory requirenents
of the broadcast nedia to present “bal anced” views,
have sought to stress their inportance and, in so

doi ng, have attracted a level of intervention which is
significantly greater than other nedi a.

To this extent, we are in favour of |iberalising the
current regine.

Having said this, the IPAis as concerned to retain a
real |evel of sales conpetition in this market as in
t he broadcast nedi a.

This is particularly the case in |ocal/regional press,
where traditional nonopolies in “paid for” titles
appear to be growi ng across regions and into
freesheets.

Combining this with potential ownership of other |oca
nmedia |i ke radio and posters, could lead to rea
concerns that entire regions m ght becone the
“property” of single conpanies — hardening rates to the
detrinent of |ocal, regional and national advertisers
al i ke.

Cross-nedi a ownership (page 30)
(See the nmain docunent for our thoughts in this area.)

Revi ew of ownership rules (page 31)
Wil e the | PA woul d whol eheartedly agree with the
concept of a regular review of nmedia ownership rules by



OFCOM  we shoul d question a frequency period of two
years. Although it is clearly desirable to be able to
respond qui ckly to changi ng circunstances, the danger
of a review every 24 nonths would be a period of al nost
conti nuous | obbying fromall parties which would be
bot h expensive and tinme consum ng for all involved.

For this reason, we shoul d suggest such a review take
place at a mnimumof a three to four yearly interval



Appendi x |1

Advertising revenue shares

By Oaner

. TV

2001

%

€\V/S) 31.0
Carlton 26.1
Channel 4 20. 3
Sky 8.7
Channel 5 6.4
Fl ext ech 4,2
GMrv 1.9
O hers 1.1
S4C 0.3

Source MV Jan-Dec 2001 Esti mates



Advertising revenue shares

By Oaner

2. Newspapers and nagazi nes

a. Newspapers

2001

%

Associ at ed 25.8
News | nternati onal 20.1
Tel egr aph 14.1
Trinity Mrror 12.1
Nort hern & Shel | 10. 4
Fi nanci al Ti nmes 9.5
Guar di an Medi a 4.4
| ndependent News 3.7

b. Magazi nes

2001

%

| PC 18.0
EMAP 13.1
Nat i onal Magazi nes 8.9
Conde Nast 6.2
BBC Wor | dwi de 4.2
H Bauer 3.3
Denni s Publ i shi ng 2.2
Fut ure Publ i shi ng 2.0
Redwood 1.6
Hel | o 1.3
DC Thonpson 1.0
Reader s Di gest 0.8
Attic Futura 0.8
John Br own 0.3
Cabal 0.3
| Feel Good 0.2
O hers measured by MVS 35.8

*pased on MM5 and estimated figures
Source: MVB Medi al og



Advertisi ng Revenue Shares

By Oaner
3. Radio

2001

%

Qpus 28.1
Capi t al 22.0
Emap 18.0
Chrysalis 8.9

SI RS 8.0

| npact 4.9
Virgin 4.9
CCRS 4.0

Atl antic 0.9
Fusi on 0.3

Source: MVB/ W/ Jan-Dec 2001 Esti mates
4. Ci nena

2001

%

Carlton Screen Adverti sing 72.1
Pear| & Dean 27.9

Sour ce: MV Jan- Dec 2001 Esti mates



Advertisi ng Revenue Shares

By Owner
5. CQut door

2001

%

Cl ear Channel 22.0

Vi acom 17.0
Decaux 15.0

Mai den 14.0
Score 4.0

O hers 28.0

Source: Poster Publicity Estimtes 2001
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