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(C) What to improve

(1) Given the absence of quantitative data to support the scale of the problems related to
media pluralism frameworks in the internal market, the report should exploit to the
maximum, the available evidence. It should expand the presented evidence base by using
the relatively plentiful anecdotal evidence in a more systematic way throughout the
problem analysis, particularly with a view to underpinning and substantiating the single
market angle.

(2) The report should make systematic targeted use of the information included in the
Annex containing an inventory of the varying media pluralism rules across the EU
Member States, to support the argument of market fragmentation, specifically in terms of
the problems these diverging rules pose to its good functioning. It should also more
precisely define the concept of ‘media pluralism’, providing a framework for practical
interpretation and assessment of the desired situation at the EU level and better
substantiating the scale of the problems to be tackled.

(3) The presentation of policy options should be clearer about the complementarities of
options and measures as they increase in legal intensity. The rationale behind the
demarcation between the options should be better explained, taking into account the
streamlined problem definition, which appears to equalise the significance of all problems
while the policy responses vary in ambition. The report should clarify whether some of the
problems are indeed more critical for the functioning of the EU media markets than others
and how this is reflected in the design and choice of the preferred option(s).

(4) The report should more explicitly address the drivers for effectiveness of the different
policy options, explaining in detail how precisely a given measure is expected to be more
effective.

(5) The report should strengthen the single market angle in the analysis of the economic
impacts. The current presentation of cumulated impacts for all Member States, without
much distinction between the specific problems is insufficient. Presentation of the
economic impacts included in the body of the report should be more transparent. The
additional explanation included in the methodological Annex should be streamlined and
clarified, in particular with regard to the application of the quantitative impact scores. The
report should better explain the values assigned to these scores for each policy option and
be more explicit about the uncertainty related to the outputs of deterministic modelling.

(6) The distributional analysis should be further strengthened, in particular with regard to
the impacts on the different market players, which are not sufficiently highlighted. The
report should also establish a better link between the supporting information of the Annex
and the main body of the report to sustain the analysis of all key impacts.
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(D) Conclusion

tables to reflect this.

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
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Facilitating free provision of diverse quality media services in the internal market

Media independence
principles +
recommendations to
promote editorial
independence, self-

regulation and media

Media companies
Journalists

Media companies: benefit from higher trust in their
services, level playing field - all abide by comparable
ethical standards, better possibility to take informed
business/investment decisions

Journalists: better safeguarded from risks of
interference within media outlets, empowered by self-

ownership regulation that safeguards editorial integrity

transparency Citizens: more trustworthy media, higher quality of
media services, possibility to evaluate who stands
behind editorial line (media accountability)

Independence Public service PSM: more independence in management and

safeguards for public
service media and an

obligation of balanced

media coverage

media
{audiovisual +
radio)

editorial decisions
Private media: fairer competition on the market
Journalists within PSM: lower risks of political pressure

Citizens: access to more diverse and independent
quality news and information

Safeguards for the

integrity of journalists

sources

,

Member States
{public actors
issuing
surveillance
orders)

Journalists

Journalists: protection of their societal mission, lower
risks of interference in their job across the EU

Citizens/entities who provide information to media:
anonymity, protection from negative consegquences

Citizens in general: higher trust in media

Ensuring transparent and fair allocation of economic resources in the internal media market

Principles/rules on

transparent, objective
and inclusive audience

measurement

Audience
measurement
service providers
(including online
players)

Audiovisual and press companies: fair competition
with online players when selling ads, better content
monetisation and potentially higher advertising
income

Business (at large): more informed decisions
concerning advertising spending

Media regulators: accurate data for market
assessments

Principles/rules on
transparent/fair
allocation of state

All (private)
media

Member States

Independent media companies: reduced market
distortion resulting from the misuse of state
advertising; media players critical of governments

TREE.1.B

advertising (authorities/state could benefit from more state advertising
_owned entities Citizens: lower risks of dependence of certain media
allocating outlets on state and hence manipulated information
advertising
expenditure to
media)
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() Further considerations and ad justiment requirements

The report should be clearer about the magnitude of the problems for the main
affected single media markets and substantiate them with solid and convincing
evidence. As not all problems seem equally critical for all media market actors or
equally relevant across Member States, the report should present a clear problem
overview and on that basis set a clear prioritisation and hierarchy of issues and
reflect it accordingly in the design of policy options. The significance and
evidence of some problems (e.g. lack of media pluralism, cross-border
investments, innovation in the media markets, distortions resulting from opacity
of audience measurement systems, problems related to the media coverage of
European elections) should be further developed.

The report should also identify the precise regulatory gaps that the initiative aims
to fill, better explaining the shortcomings of the existing regulatory measures
applicable to the media markets. It should further develop and substantiate with
clear evidence the problem of fragmentation of the single media markets, and the
resulting effects on the media market players and media pluralism. It should
better explain the different interpretations of regulatory concepts by different
national regulators. The analysis should underpin the choice of Article 114 as
legal base and better support the respect of the subsidiarity principle in view of
the diverse cultural, historical and political traditions of the media frameworks in
the Member States. The report should clarify the definition, practical
iterpretation and measurement of the notion of media pluralism.

Given the legal base the report should review the (general) policy objectives and
better explain their linkages as well as the interplay between the objective of
pursuing well-functioning single media markets and its link to promoting and
ensuring media pluralism in the Member States. It should be clearer upfront on
the balance and relative importance of further EU-level coordination versus new
substantive harmonisation measures.

The report should present a fully developed intervention logic by better
presenting how the options and their measures will precisely tackle the identified
problems (and their drivers). It should provide further detail to clarify the design,
content, functioning and rationale of the policy options and their measures. It
should better explain some of the measures, including spelling out the precise
legal obligations and minimum criteria linked to the principle-based design, to
make the practical difference between non-binding recommendations and fully
harmonised specific requirements clearer. It should also consider an explicit
option combining soft and hard law measures better reflecting the scale and
significance of problems and proportionality of some measures. Given the
diversity of existing media regulatory frameworks in the Member States the
report should discuss the pros and cons and choice of the available legal delivery
instruments, at least for the preferred option.

The report should further develop the assessment of impacts, in particular on the
single market. It should better assess the impact and effectiveness of some
measures (e.g. non-binding Board opinions, regulatory sandboxes, etc). It should
also explain in greater detail different impacts associated with the two
governance options. For instance, it should better justify why the Board
governance option involving an external secretariat would be clearly more
effective in fostering quality media content than the one where the secretariat is
provided by the Commission. In case a combination option of soft and hard law
measures is considered its impacts should be assess up-front along with the other
options.
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