TUC RESPONSE TO OFCOM PUBLI C SERVI CE
BROADCASTI NG REVI EW

1 The TUC wel cones this opportunity to nake a further
contribution to the O comreview of public service
broadcasting. As we pointed out in our earlier response,
the TUC has a dual status in these di scussions,
representing unions with menbers enployed in the
broadcasting sector and, with a total of 6.4 mllion
menbers working in all sectors of the econony, also
representing a substantial and diverse proportion of

vi ewers and |isteners.

2 Qur unions fromwithin the sector will be making their
own contributions to the review but for the TUC as a whol e
we would wish to stress that all our unions continue to

i mpress on us the inportance that they attach to public
servi ce broadcasting and the | eading role played by the
BBC. Qur Congress in Septenber 2008 carried a resolution
which referred to current Ofcomreview and called on the
General Council to defend public service broadcasting in
the UK by canpai gning vigorously: for a review of the BBC
licence fee settlenment with a view to achi eving a necessary
i ncrease in BBC fundi ng; agai nst any proposal to top-slice
the BBC licence fee and redistribute Iicence fee funding to
commerci al broadcasters; and for nuch-needed alternative
fundi ng nmeasures for comercial PSB, such as a |evy on non-
PSB broadcasters, gifted spectrum and revenue fromextra
adverti si ng m nut age.

3 W& were pleased that the conclusions of the earlier part
of the review |argely coincided with our own views on the
central inportance of the leading role played by the BBC in
public service broadcasting but that public service
broadcasting as a whole is strengthened by the presence of
ot her strong and secure providers.

4 Like others, we recogni se the speed of change taking

pl ace wi thin broadcasting and that current funding
arrangenents for 1TV and Channel 4 are under severe strain,
with inplications both for output and enpl oynent.

5 We too value the inportance of regional programrming, in
particul ar regional news; and the provision of inpartial
but diverse coverage of news and current affairs and
children’s programres, none of which, from current



experience will attract adequate funding from commerci al
sour ces.

6 In response to the questions posed under Section 4,

whi ch | ooks at different nodels, as was indicated above we
agree that public service provision and funding beyond the
BBC is an inportant part of any future system Qur
preference would be for the evolutionary nodel, which is
the only one retaining a clear role for the comerci al
public service broadcasters.

7 Looking nore broadly at the funding issues, we believe
that there is now an opportunity to establish a | ong-term
secure funding basis for public service broadcasting within
the digital framework. As the Congress resol ution nmade
clear we are strongly opposed to the top-slicing of the
licensing fee, for reasons which we nade clear in our
earlier submission — nanely the dilution of the clear link
between the licence fee and services provided by the BBC

8 The main point which we wish to make at this point is
the need for further detailed research into the potenti al
for developing a sinple and effective funding stream
through an industry | evy on broadcasters who do not provide
public service content and further work on the potenti al

for the other forns of funding identified in the Congress
resolution, namely fromregul atory assets (eg spectrum
extra advertising m nutage).

9 The strength of the licence fee, and we believe the
reason that it has survived over such a long period, is
that the public can see the clear |ink between what they
pay and the services provided. There is a also a degree of
i ndependence from governnment, which provides greater
protection frompolitical interference, though as the

poi nts made in the Congress resolution on the current fee
settlement make clear, the independence is not conplete
and, as at the present tine, there are occasions on which
the settlenment does not reflect either the needs of the BBC
or the public's willingness to pay for BBC services. In our
opi nion we now need to devise a systemwi th simlar
strengths for other public service broadcasters.

10 W recognise that there are genuine difficulties with
devising an effective |levy systemand these are explored in
sone detail in the consultation docunent. However in our



opinion the difficulties are not insurnountable. There is
sone international experience, in particular in Canada and
France, where an exam nation of the strengths and
weaknesses of their respective systens could bear useful

| essons for the UK, for instance.

11 W& support the points made in paragraph 6.73 of the
consul tati on docunent, namely: that follow ng publication
of the phase one report interest in the potential use of an
industry levy as a fundi ng mechani sm has grown, suggesting
that the options deserve further consideration, and that
one of the attractions of an industry levy is that it

mai ntains the prinmary single relationship between the BBC
and the licence fee.

12 W woul d wish to see these points devel oped and woul d
not support the contention earlier in 6.73 that a | evy was
undesirabl e because it could | ead to market distortions or
sinply be passed on to the consunmer. As with any tax on
enpl oyers there is the possibility that this will be passed
on to consuners, rather than being borne by the enpl oyer
as a business cost, however this would be no nore true for
an industry levy on broadcasters than for any other form of
business tax and a levy applied fairly across the industry
on all those not contributing to public service
broadcasting would be fair and easily understood and far
fromleading to market distortion would renpve the current
di stortion which gives an advantage to broadcasters who are
not nmeeting the additional costs of providing a public
servi ce.

13 W understand the conplexities of applying these sinple
principles, such as the cost of collection, the

i nternational nature of nodern broadcasting, the varying
points at which a |levy could be applied and not |east the
need for an additional independent body to manage the

noni es collected and redistribute fairly to public sector
provi ders. However we do not believe such issues are

i nsurnmount abl e and that they do indeed nerit further
consideration. This will be a detail ed undertaking and

whil st, no doubt others, including ourselves, would wish to
contribute to such an exercise, we believe that O com
itself is the body best placed to undertake such a detailed
and serious study as an inportant part of its regulatory
remt.






