The Future of the MEDIA Programme
Submission by the UK Film Council

Summary of recommendations

1. We consider that the MEDIA Programme is vital both as a unifying force in European audiovisual policy and as a complement to initiatives at the level of the member states and the regions.  However, to ensure the best possible fit between the MEDIA Programme and national schemes the many uncertainties and inconsistencies regarding state aid need urgent resolution.
2. We believe that a fundamental outcome of the review process being conducted by the Commission is to inform an analytical decision (ie independent of the political decision about the level of funding available) based on what the Commission realistically considers European audiovisual policy should be, the means required to carry forward that policy, and, in the context of wider political considerations including the GATS and TRIPS negotiations, the level of resources this implies.  The essential consideration for the UK Film Council is that there are sufficient resources to meet the objectives that have been set for the MEDIA Programme.

3. We would welcome proposals from the Commission for how to enhance exchanges between Europe and selected international territories with a view to fostering a vibrant and diverse film culture.  
4. We believe that the key place for MEDIA to intervene is in theatrical distribution and the key to a successful European film industry, able to meet the demands of both citizen/consumers and Europe’s policy-makers is a stronger European distribution sector, better co-ordinated, with companies of sufficient scale to be able to handle the risks and to seize the opportunities across all platforms.
5. We believe that there should be extensive consultation with professionals in the design of action lines and the drafting of guidelines in order to ensure that the operation of the programme fits well into how the market operates.

6. We believe that the Management Committee should be more devoted to establishing policy, the definition of guidelines and the evaluation of the programme; it should not devote time to the approval of projects except in the context of programme evaluation. Selection of projects should to the greatest extent be a function of the application of clear, transparent and accountable mechanisms conforming with policies and guidelines agreed by the MEDIA Management Committee.
7. We recommend the closer integration – certainly at a policy level – of MEDIA with other Commission programmes that have a bearing on the audiovisual sector. That is not just with other programmes falling under the aegis of DGEAC (including the e-learning programme), but, for example, with the Structural Fund and the Sixth Framework.  The Commission needs to ensure that its audiovisual policy is properly informed by and linked into, for example, the EQUAL programme. 

8. We recommend that, as a matter of urgency, the Commission make available its own analysis and also the data on which the analysis is based for MEDIA II and MEDIA Plus, in order to substantiate its proposals for the MEDIA Programme, with regards to both the rest of MEDIA Plus and the period 2007 and beyond.

9. We recommend that the Commission builds into both MEDIA Plus and the new MEDIA Programme effective data and research capabilities and that it make provision for the publication (perhaps by the European Audiovisual Observatory) of validated and comprehensive information about the operation of the schemes and about the markets those schemes address. 

10. We propose that there should be specific provision made for lower-budget films as existed in MEDIA 1 and exists with Eurimages. In this way, the UK Film Council considers that the aim will be achieved of promoting diversity and avoiding discrimination against smaller national audiovisual industries.

11. We believe there is scope for a network – like Europa Cinemas – to play a leading role in the deployment of a digital cinema infrastructure appropriate to the objectives – shared by the UK Film Council and the Commission – to improve the range of films shown in cinema and the public’s access to those films.

12. Having reflected on the need to balance the two sets of objectives – to promote diversity and to improve competitiveness – we have concluded that broadcasters, who already enjoy considerable public support, should not need to draw resources away from the independent sector in order to fulfil their public service responsibilities one of which is to ensure the production and circulation of European works – therefore the current injunction should be retained.
13. We believe it is important that the Commission should support activities which will assist the development of markets for European audiovisual content, including from the rich European cinema heritage, through new distribution platforms such as DVD and online services.  Specifically, the Commission should establish an agency to coordinate the identification, rights clearances, and cataloguing of European material for release on new platforms across all territories.
14. We consider that the co-ordination function performed through MEDIA in the area of promotion is valid but, as with distribution, should be underpinned by the publication by the Commission of proper information and analysis that, apart from anything else, would help member states to deploy better their own resources for promotion as well as build a case for more significant funding in this area.  

15. The process of funding development – especially slate-funding – has been widely-accepted as an efficient way of promoting the European industry and assuring the production of films that find their audiences. Looking forward, we would expect to see closer integration between development and training (as between training and the other strands of MEDIA).
16. We consider that the effectiveness of training support could be enhanced by closer integration with the rest of MEDIA, notably in the area of development. We also consider that, with this integration, the scope would emerge for more resources to be devoted to support training in promotion and exhibition and less, say, to producer-training. 
17. We would also propose that the Commission review the funding arrangements for training since it is our sense that the rule regarding the 50% (sometimes 40%) contribution from the training bodies is producing some distortions and anomalies.
18. In addition, we would suggest that funding arrangements for training should explicitly recognise the need to achieve cultural and social diversity objectives.  We would urge the Commission to reflects in its plans for training a full understanding of the needs of both individuals and companies in order to ensure that the programme properly addresses industry and society’s needs.
19. We recommend that in order to maximise the Commission’s investment in training, there is still a huge need for the Commission to put in place an organisation or mechanism to ensure the effective co-ordination, promotion and evaluation of supported training initiatives.
20. We want to see improved information and analysis in order to guide both the Commission itself and the member states in decision-making about how MEDIA should develop. Improved information would also lead to a more flexible and dynamic MEDIA Programme, better able to adapt to market conditions and more accurate in responding to challenges and aspirations. By making this information available to the industry, the MEDIA Programme would become an essential tool enabling professionals to have a better understanding of markets and more capable to contribute to the fulfilment of the policy objectives that MEDIA is intended to advance.
Introduction
The UK Film Council is the lead agency for film in the UK ensuring that the economic, cultural and educational aspects of film are effectively represented in the UK, in Europe and throughout the world. 
Before considering some of the themes proposed by the Commission that the MEDIA review might address, the UK Film Council thought it useful to consider four basic questions, the answers to which should inform the stance we take in terms of recommendations on the specific, practical matters.

Do we need a MEDIA Programme at all?

The MEDIA Programme owes its existence in good measure to political and market conditions in the second half of the 1980s, the beginning of the end of public service monopolies and of the liberalisation of television in Europe, a process marked by the adoption in 1989 of the Television Without Frontiers Directive: rather than have a regime based on binding quotas, it was considered desirable to provide incentives to encourage the circulation of European audiovisual works. Since then, things have moved on somewhat both in terms of the challenges faced by the broader audiovisual industry and the responses to those challenges at the national level. We need only think of how support in the UK for the audiovisual sector has evolved over the last fifteen years, not least with the creation of measures to support non-national European films.

Not to be forgotten is the extent to which MEDIA is dwarfed by other support mechanisms that cover many sectors including the audiovisual and that have directly benefited film, notably the Fifth and Sixth Framework programmes, and the Structural Fund which we may assume directs considerably more money into the wider audiovisual sector (for example, through the English Regional Screen Agencies) than MEDIA does. 

The UK Film Council has a commitment to public bodies across the European Union working to build a rich and diverse film and television culture through mutual support of and exchanges between national film and television industries. We see the European Commission, through the MEDIA Programme, being an essential partner in the co-ordination and the reinforcement of initiatives that, together, lead to a dynamic and successful European audiovisual industry and a vibrant market for European film: not even a comparatively large market like the UK’s can sustain, on its own, its film industry or satisfy the demands of the national market. We therefore consider that the MEDIA Programme is vital both as a unifying force in European audiovisual policy and as a complement to initiatives at the level of the member states and the regions.  However, to ensure the best possible fit between the MEDIA Programme and national schemes the many uncertainties and inconsistencies regarding state aid need urgent resolution.
Assuming we need a MEDIA Programme, what should be its scope?
It has become a commonplace to compare the level of support provided by the MEDIA Programme (approximately €80 million-a-year) with the expenditure on producing and bringing to market a single Hollywood film. The level of funding for MEDIA is the outcome of compromises between member states, some of which have (like the UK) been cautious to allocate money to what was once memorably termed “the creation of a European audiovisual space.” However the budget level has been set, it was principally a function of conditions – both political and economic - in the 1980s. 
Common sense suggests, given the way the market has evolved in the course of nearly two decades, that what might have been adequate in the 1980s is unlikely to be adequate in the 21st century. It is probable that a measure of the success of the MEDIA Programme is increasing demand for the support it provides as the industry grows, the market opportunities increase and competition to grasp those opportunities – in domestic, European and global markets – intensifies. It is unlikely, looking forward to the next three or four years, that there will be much appetite in many member states for a significantly increased Community budget, and it is likely that other sectors will be given a higher priority than the audiovisual sector. We believe that a fundamental outcome of the review process being conducted by the Commission is to inform an analytical decision (ie independent of the political decision about the level of funding available) based on what the Commission realistically considers European audiovisual policy should be, the means required to carry forward that policy, and, in the context of wider political considerations including the GATS and TRIPS negotiations, the level of resources this implies.  The essential consideration for the UK Film Council is that there are sufficient resources to meet the objectives that have been set for the MEDIA Programme.

In the context of MEDIA Plus, there has been increasing attention paid to the European audiovisual world in a global context. The UK Film Council’s own strategy is defined in terms of the place of the UK in a global industry and market and we believe that European audiovisual policy needs to be similarly positioned. This arguably implies that we need to be mindful of the circulation in Europe of audiovisual works from all over the world as a way of promoting cultural and social diversity, as much as of the circulation of European works in third countries. As clearly emerged in 2002 during the Spanish presidency, the industry and agencies in South America, Africa and Asia share many if not all of the objectives of European audiovisual policy and there is scope to radically improve the exchanges between Europe and other parts of the world. Indeed, this may be considered one of the predicates of European audiovisual policy especially as this relates to trade policy and the policy towards emerging economies. The UK Film Council would welcome proposals from the Commission for how to enhance these exchanges between Europe and selected international territories with a view to fostering a vibrant and diverse film culture.  
Looking forward to the next generation of MEDIA and reflecting upon the Pilot projects, the UK Film Council is also convinced that there needs to be greater emphasis laid by the programme on the European audiovisual heritage. Although ‘enhancing the European audiovisual heritage, in particular by digitisation and networking’ was one of the six objectives of the MEDIA Plus programme, it received insignificant funding when resources were allocated. The rules of the MEDIA Programme relating to distribution may have unwittingly inhibited the circulation of the classics of European cinema and certainly have contributed little to improving access, especially for young people, to the richness of the European audiovisual heritage. We consider, in turn, that people’s increasing lack of familiarity with this heritage is inhibiting their ability to engage with the richness and diversity of new European films. 
Whether it be through initiatives in education, or directly through support to distribution, the MEDIA Programme needs actively to support initiatives aimed at improving access to Europe’s audiovisual heritage. Likewise, the MEDIA Programme needs to engage with the issues surrounding archives and other resources that are critical to such access (mediatheques, digital archives etc.). This engagement will necessarily involve an active dialogue between MEDIA and other Commission programmes, notably the Sixth Framework.

Independent of the scope, how should the budget be allocated?

About 70% of the main MEDIA budget is devoted to the distribution of new films, with around 50% of the main budget benefiting theatrical distribution (including exhibition and promotion). The training budget is separate and ring-fenced. Development has been the other consistently-supported strand, accounting for around 19% of the main budget. The MEDIA Desks – the informational and communication, marketing and promotion functions of the programme – have historically been under-resourced: they account for around 3.6%. Under MEDIA Plus, a very little money (4%) was moved to support digital projects and of this a small part was allocated to the enhancement of Europe’s audiovisual heritage.
Meanwhile, cross–border television distribution of European programmes has been a major challenge.  And suggestions by the Commission for MEDIA money to be directed towards broadcasters for them to participate in the fulfilment of MEDIA objectives have been strenuously resisted (notably by the independent producers).

A question rumbling under the surface is direct support for production. Does the current prohibition against MEDIA money going into production still stand up and – with the enlargement process meaning that nearly all Eurimages members are also MEDIA members – might there be a case for closer integration of Eurimages-type support and MEDIA-type support.
As we assert below, the UK Film Council believes that the key place for MEDIA to intervene is in theatrical distribution and the key to a successful European film industry, able to meet the demands of both citizen/consumers and Europe’s policy-makers is a stronger European distribution sector, better co-ordinated, with companies of sufficient scale to be able to handle the risks and to seize the opportunities across all platforms. Like the MEDIA Programme, the UK Film Council places a big stress on training and on development. With regards to promotion, we would share the view of the Centre National de la Cinématographie that the Commission needs to adopt a more strategic approach which complements and reinforces the work of national bodies and of the industry itself to raise the profile, both inside and outside of Europe, of European film and television; this approach should focus more on market information and co-ordination. The MEDIA Desks have a vital part to play in discharging this role, assuming they are resourced to do so.

What should be the structure of MEDIA?

In its lifetime, MEDIA has operated according to three models. Under MEDIA 1, the Commission handed money over to industry (or ‘professional’) organisations for them to manage: hence EFDO, Euroaim, Script etc. Under MEDIA 2, bespoke organisations were directly appointed by the Commission to manage the money (EMDA etc.). Under MEDIA Plus, the Commission has exercised direct control over funding. It is now possible that the Commission will strengthen and internalise still further the central management of the programme. 

Strong internal management may be the response to the poor practice that have affected some aspects of the Commission’s operation. Its drawback – one that can be seen in MEDIA Plus – is that the mechanisms especially for selecting projects and allocating money – have become distant from market realities. The decision-making process can be too slow and too heavy as well as lacking in transparency (for example, when an application is successful but the award is much lower than that requested). A solution needs to be found to ensure that the operation of the MEDIA Programme fits well into how the market operates, by drawing more extensively on professionals in the design of action lines and the drafting of guidelines.
A related issue is the management of the Programme. The role of the Management Committee (the national representatives who meet on average every two months to approve the Commission’s decisions on what to fund and how much to give them) has been weakened since MEDIA 1. National delegations sometimes seem under-prepared, their knowledge and understanding of both the programme and the market it addresses, insufficient. The MEDIA Committee needs to be an effective partnership between the Commission and member states; its members need to be able to critically engage with the Commission and assist it to take forward agreed objectives. The Management Committee should be more devoted to establishing policy, the definition of guidelines and the evaluation of the programme; it should not be devoting most of its time to the approval of projects except in the context of programme evaluation. Selection of projects should to the greatest extent be a function of the application of clear, transparent and accountable mechanisms conforming with policies and guidelines agreed by the MEDIA Management Committee. Thus Management Committee members need to be better prepared and the information they are given by the Commission needs to be vastly improved in its quality, timeliness and intelligence. 
This shortcoming is starkly illustrated in the case of the evaluation of the performance of MEDIA: the evaluation of MEDIA II has yet to be made available nearly three years after the end of the programme, even though, by June 2001, we understand the quantitative analysis had already been completed. The Commission needs to supply the Management Committee with appropriate information and also make that information publicly available (so that, for example, the industry could obtain the benefit of better market data).

A precedent for tackling the issue of powerful market analysis and intelligence is provided by the initiatives, under MEDIA 1, of the Media Business School that was charged with making available to industry and policy-makers alike the relevant tools. In the process, it set a benchmark for research of the audiovisual sector that subsequently has seldom been met.

Finally, the UK Film Council looks forward to the closer integration – certainly at a policy level – of MEDIA with other Commission programmes that have a bearing on the audiovisual sector. That is not just with other programmes falling under the aegis of DGEAC (including the e-learning programme), but, for example, with the Structural Fund and the Sixth Framework. The Commission needs to ensure that its audiovisual policy is properly informed by and linked into, for example, the EQUAL programme. 

Analysis and evaluation of the existing programmes 
The UK Film Council’s contribution to a discussion of whether the present MEDIA Plus and MEDIA Training programmes provide an appropriate and adequate response to the current needs of the sector, is hampered by the profound lack to us of information about both the conduct of the programmes and of the markets those programmes are intended to address. Without access to the evaluation of MEDIA II, let alone to the mid-term evaluation of MEDIA Plus, it is only possible in the main – as witnessed at the public hearings held by the Commission in July 2003 – for us to offer up speculative inferences.

Into this information vacuum rush the voices of the only ones with direct experience of the programmes: the beneficiaries of (and the disappointed applicants to) the programmes. But the UK Film Council considers that these experiences – that relate to the sufficiency of support given, the timeliness of that support, the effort involved in obtaining that support – should not be the prime consideration in the analysis and evaluation of the programmes. The primary consideration should be about the benefit to the industry as a whole and – to an even greater extent – the benefit to the consumer/citizen. The Commission has provided neither the analysis nor the information on the basis of which others (such as the UK Film Council) could carry out their own analysis. Accordingly, any view we express here is necessarily provisional.

We recommend that, as a matter of urgency, the Commission make available its own analysis and also the data on which the analysis is based, in order to substantiate its proposals for the MEDIA Programmes, with regards to both the rest of MEDIA Plus and the period 2007 and beyond.

THEME 1: Distribution of European audiovisual works

Such data as are available are confined to theatrical distribution of feature films. This is the activity that receives the most support through MEDIA, perhaps 50% of all funding. There is undoubtedly a causal link between the availability of information and the availability of support; like all agencies responsible for the management of public funding (including the UK Film Council), the Commission presumably prefers to put money into activities for which it can observe what is happening to that money. There is also an assumption (that the UK Film Council shares) that supporting the theatrical distribution of feature film is the most effective way of improving the circulation of European works (including television programmes). However, in the absence of data and analysis, this remains an assumption.

But even for data and analysis about theatrical distribution there are problems: comparing the two comprehensive data sources – the D-and-S website and the European Audiovisual Observatory’s LUMIERE database – one cannot help but be anxious about the lack of consistency. And it appears that the Commission itself has not reflected in any kind of rigorous way on these data (or, if it has done so, it has kept those reflections very much to itself). 

When it comes to other areas of distribution, specifically home video, multimedia and television, the inadequacy of data for theatrical gives way to a gaping void. As far as home video and multimedia are concerned, logic dictates that, by lowering the risk to the distributor, MEDIA support should result in the distributor spending more on releases (either more on individual releases or more releases). But, for all we know, the effect of MEDIA support may only be to improve distributors’ profitability by lowering their costs (rather than increasing their turnover at constant or even reduced margins). It will be many years, given the starting point (which is zero), before we have sufficient data to gauge the impact of the schemes to support video and multimedia.

We recommend that the Commission builds into both MEDIA Plus and the new MEDIA Programme effective data and research capabilities and that it make provision for the publication (perhaps by the European Audiovisual Observatory) of validated and comprehensive information about the operation of the schemes and about the markets those schemes address. 

As noted above, we are in the position of having to make assumptions about the performance of the Distribution schemes in the absence of information and analysis of the current operation of the schemes, however it is our sense that both the selective and automatic schemes work better on the whole to incentivise the larger distributors and the distributors of the larger films. Indeed, this would be consistent with the “industrial logic” of the MEDIA Programme. Therefore we would propose that there should be specific provision made for lower-budget films as existed in MEDIA 1 and exists with Eurimages. In this way, the UK Film Council considers that the aim will be achieved of promoting diversity and avoiding discrimination against smaller national audiovisual industries.

One of the vagueries of MEDIA is that support for exhibition is subsumed under distribution. Support for exhibition is channeled principally through Europa Cinemas and, to a lesser extent, through Media Salles. The UK Film Council is actively involved in directly supporting exhibition, notably through its plans to create a digital screen network in the UK and through initiatives to improve access to cinemas for the many people in society who are not able to enjoy easily a visit to the cinema: people in remote areas, disabled people etc., in short, the socially-excluded. 

Indeed, diversity and inclusion is central to the UK Film Council’s approach to audiovisual policy. Our approach is entirely consistent, reinforces and complements the requirement for the European Commission to mainstream diversity and to evaluate the diversity impact of policy proposals. 
The UK Film Council considers that the task of ensuring that a wide range of films is shown in cinemas (one of our key aims), and especially of films from other parts of Europe, is most effectively handled by distributors. However it recognises the role of a scheme like Europa Cinemas to mobilise exhibitors, to integrate them into the European project and to enable them to fulfil their role as (potentially) the most important interface between the cinema and the public. We have no way of knowing whether the money is sufficient and well-spent, we cannot judge the scope or necessity for expanding the Europa Cinemas network. We are convinced, however, that Europa Cinemas has a vital role to play in the enlargement countries to improve access by the public to European films, working (as it does) with both exhibitors and distributors (who, as in the rest of Europe, are often – but not invariably - one and the same). We also see the potential for Europa Cinemas – or perhaps another action line for exhibition – acting as a catalyst for broadening access for the socially-excluded. We would hope that action lines for exhibition also encompass and extend the work of Media Salles, notably in training and in the assembling of data for the exhibition sector, and that those action lines draw in to the fullest extent possible the mainstream exhibition sector. 

Looking forward to 2007, we see the scope for a network – like Europa Cinemas – to play a leading role in the deployment of a digital cinema infrastructure appropriate to the objectives – shared by the UK Film Council and the Commission – to improve the range of films shown in cinema and the public’s access to those films.

The public consultation – both for the future of the MEDIA Programme and the revision of the Television Without Frontiers Directive – have featured a discussion about the role of broadcasters in improving the circulation of European audiovisual works in general, and of non-national European films in particular. It seems that the Commission is considering making broadcasters directly eligible for MEDIA support. In reflecting on the need to balance the two sets of objectives – to promote diversity and to improve competitiveness – the UK Film Council has concluded that broadcasters, who already enjoy considerable public support, should not need to draw resources away from the independent sector in order to fulfil their public service responsibilities one of which is to ensure the production and circulation of European works, and therefore the current injunction should be retained. The exclusion of broadcasters from eligibility in no way detracts from the requirement that the needs of television distribution are fully addressed by the MEDIA Programme. The proposition has been advanced, inter alia by the CNC, that there is scope for effective intervention at the level of independent television programme distributors. The UK Film Council urges the Commission to explore this option.    

It is vital that European companies quickly position themselves to take advantage of the emerging digital market place.  We believe it is important that the Commission should support activities which will assist the development of markets for European audiovisual content, including from the rich European cinema heritage, through new distribution platforms such as DVD and online services. Progress in the widest distribution of Europe’s cinematic heritage has been held back by the territoriality of rights and the lack of coordination across Europe. Specifically, the Commission should establish an agency to coordinate the identification, rights clearances, and cataloguing of European material for release on new platforms across all territories. In addition this agency could facilitate the enhancement of releases by sourcing additionality for DVD releases and new online services and provide support for multilingual subtitling of key films from the European cinematic heritage.
THEME 2: Promotion of European industry in Europe and world-wide

Unlike distribution but like training (see below), the results of promotional activity are very difficult, even impossible, to quantify. The assumption is that, without or with less promotional activity, the European industry would perform less well both in Europe and world-wide. Therefore, without knowing (we presume that the Commission does not know) how much is being spent on promotion by the industry itself and by member states, it is safe to assume that spending more is a good thing. 
The question that must be asked is: how do promotional activities, distinct from direct support to distributors, contribute to the circulation of European works within Europe? The answer is presumably the same as that given in relation to organisations like Unifrance, the German Film Export Union and Italia Cinema: that certain promotional activities are most effectively done by a central marketing agency which, because of its public good characteristics and the problem of companies benefiting from its work who have not contributed to its costs, has to be financed by the state. The central arrangement for the support of promotion – through European Film Promotion – achieves the result that, more than in any other area, the Commission’s actions through MEDIA are extremely well-integrated with those of member states through their national film promotion agencies which comprise the membership and owners of European Film Promotion. The arrangement for festivals – where the member states fund the festivals and the Commission funds the co-ordination of the festivals – is not dissimilar. 
The problem – which may or may not arise – is where member states are effectively paying twice for the same thing, once directly through its contribution to MEDIA and once via their national agencies which also contribute to the running of the co-ordination bodies. In practice, it is the UK Film Council’s view that these co-ordination functions are under-resourced to an extent that imposes inefficiencies on the national agencies, that is to say that functions that could best be performed centrally are handled by national agencies (or not at all), at a cost to efficiency (this, incidentally, is also true of the European Audiovisual Observatory).

We consider that the co-ordination function performed through MEDIA in the area of promotion is valid but, as with distribution, should be underpinned by the publication by the Commission of proper information and analysis that, apart from anything else, would help member states to deploy better their own resources for promotion as well as build a case for more significant funding in this area.  

THEME 3: Development of European audiovisual works and TV production/ distribution of European audiovisual works 
The idea of making public funding available for development – not just scripts but all the other aspects of creating projects – was perhaps the key innovation of the original MEDIA Programme (where it had existed before, such as at British Screen Finance, it was always seen in the context of funding the production rather than development per se). It is an innovation that has now been taken up in many – but not all – member states and, in the many member states that do fund development, it is at a very low level relative to the funding of production. Therefore, on the one hand, the additionality of the MEDIA Programme has reduced (because member states are now doing something they did not use to do) while, on the other hand, the value of supporting development is much greater.
Like promotion and training, the value of development translates into successful films, i.e. films that find their audiences. This assumes that effective distribution exists: without it, no film, however well-developed, ever finds its audience. A film connects with its audiences via deliberate, strategic and creative risk-taking by distributors. For this reason, distribution and development activities need to be better related to one another. The UK Film Council believes that investment in development, especially slate-funding, is an extremely efficient way of supporting the production of successful films. It also believes that this efficiency is enhanced by the close integration of development and training. That said, even for UK-produced films that tend to perform well outside of their country of origin, awareness of markets and audiences, and the extent to which that awareness feeds into the development process, are limited. Unlike US producers, European producers are often working in an information void that makes it difficult to take informed decisions around development.

The process of funding development – especially slate-funding – has been widely-accepted as an efficient way of promoting the European industry and assuring the production of films that find their audiences. Looking forward, the UK Film Council would expect to see closer integration between development and training (as between training and the other strands of MEDIA).  

We would also recommend consideration of an extension of the definition of production projects which will be supported to encompass distribution platforms which develop European capacity in the global market for new online services including educational services which promote and enhance the understanding of European film and television. 

THEME 4: Training of European professionals in the audiovisual industry

Coinciding with the life of MEDIA, the attitudes and policy in the UK towards training have evolved from a position in which training was considered marginal to one in which it is considered central. The valorisation of training within MEDIA may have been an important contributor to this new consciousness. Training is not only about improving the skills level of people in the industry and their ability to adapt to new conditions, it is also the key – from a UK perspective – to ensuring equality of opportunity and social inclusion: for women, for minority ethnic groups, disabled people, for people in geographically remote areas or living in disadvantaged communities. Training ought to work to increase the cultural and social diversity of the film industry’s workforce.

Training has also been fundamental for the development of professionals interested and able to operate at a European level: through the training courses, such as entry-level courses like EMAM and MEGA, higher-level courses like EAVE and Film Business School, and specialised training offered, for example, by Arista, Equinoxe, a generation of professionals have emerged with good contacts across Europe, confident of being able to move around Europe and to engage with projects that exist at a European rather than a national level.

In addition to the areas identified in the questionnaire in relation to new digital technologies the Commission should support training for public film and television archives in digital technology so that they can prepare for the probable new technological parameters which will underpin future moving image archiving. Training should also be extended to encourage best practice in delivering access to archival materials through the identification of sites of best practice and the creation of one or more centres of excellence in this field. The latter could be extended to encourage best practice in online audiovisual education services.

We consider that the effectiveness of training support could be enhanced by closer integration with the rest of MEDIA, notably in the area of development. We also consider that, with this integration, the scope would emerge for more resources to be devoted to support training in promotion and exhibition and less, say, to producer-training. We would also propose that the Commission review the funding arrangements for training since it is our sense that the rule regarding the 50% (sometimes 40%) contribution from the training bodies is producing some distortions and anomalies, although we recognise that closer integration between training structures in member states with those of MEDIA could reduce any perverse effects. We would also suggest that funding arrangements for training should explicitly recognise the need to achieve cultural and social diversity objectives.  We would urge the Commission to reflects in its plans for training a full understanding of the needs of both individuals and companies in order to ensure that the programme properly addresses industry and society’s needs.   
Separately, training is the only funding strand in the MEDIA Programmes that seems to have surplus resources.  This was demonstrated by the fact that in the last two years it was necessary to publish additional training calls because the budgeted annual amount had not been allocated as a result of the initial call.  On the other hand there is concern, also recognised by the Commission, that since there are over 2,000 places offered for trainees in Europe each year the existing providers struggle with recruitment.  

In addition to this there isn’t an effective research, evaluation and co-ordination mechanism which would:

· differentiate the courses based on their quality

· ensure that the supply of training is in response to industry needs.

Training Net was an attempt by the Commission to address this problem.  The main weakness of this project however was the requirement to generate 50% of the budget for the evaluation/co-ordination body from sources other than the Commission.  Since that organisation would serve the whole of Europe it is, perhaps, unrealistic to assume that one or a handful of member states would commit to financing of such project.  
That said, to maximise the Commission’s investment in training, there is still a huge need for the Commission to put in place an organisation or mechanism to ensure the effective co-ordination, promotion and evaluation of supported training initiatives.

THEME 5: Access to financing for SMEs active in the audiovisual sector

The UK is not one of the national markets that has been able to derive much benefit from the i2i or EIB initiatives because our state does not stand behind the banks who lend to producers. But even if UK companies could access more easily the support, it is hard to see how that support would make a significant difference since the problem is not to cover these items (interest, financing fees, completion bonds etc.) per se – these will tend to be line items in a production budget – but the access to capital itself. The UK Film Council is therefore currently exploring mechanisms to reduce the risk to banks of lending to producers and would hope that the solutions it develops would fit in well with the Commission’s initiatives. It is confident that the Commission and the EIB will continue to develop initiatives to better respond to conditions in all member states. 
THEME 6: Effects of enlargement of the European Union on the European audiovisual market and possibilities for international co-operation

The full integration into the MEDIA Programme of the enlargement countries throws down significant challenges to the structure and procedures established within MEDIA. First, these countries tend to enjoy much less-developed and less well-funded national support systems. Their national film industries tend to be weak and their markets are dominated by US product. Also, it is rare that their films gain access to audiences in other European countries. There is an acknowledged existing strength of cinema heritage in some of the accession countries. The Commission should encourage the exchange of ideas and practices between the existing member states and the ten accession countries in the fields of archiving and media education. 

There is also a challenge in terms of the management of the programme; the inclusion of ten new delegations in the MEDIA Management Committee makes it even more urgent that the Commission and the member states attend to the task of ensuring that national representatives are able to discharge effectively their duties to manage the programme. 

Side-by-side with enlargement is the need for a greater focus on markets outside of the European Union. This means both the developed markets, such as in North America and the Far East, where there is considerable room for improvement in the penetration achieved by European works, and the developing markets, for example in South America, Africa, and in Asia, where there is an opportunity for Europe to play a significant role to the benefit of cultural and social diversity, economic and political exchange.

Analysis of the sector and its emerging needs 

To a large extent, we have sought to address the issues around the analysis of the sector in the preceding section. In our view, the Commission could have been more purposeful in providing its analysis and assisting the analysis of others with a view to identifying needs that the MEDIA Programme was best placed to address, and developing responses to those needs. It is clear, however, that the industry has developed under the influence of the MEDIA Programme and abrupt changes to the way the programme operates would produce shocks, some of which might be very destabilizing to the sector. Likewise, the MEDIA Programme has exerted powerful influences on national support systems (for example the increased focus on development and on training); as those national systems evolve, the MEDIA Programme needs to adapt but the watchwords should be complementarity and leverage. To be avoided is support mechanisms that do not pull in the same direction: this is as true regarding MEDIA and individual national mechanisms, as well as between different national mechanisms.

It is equally clear that the belief held in some member states and in some parts of the audiovisual sector – that a successful programme would contribute to the creation of an industry that did not require public support – has proved to be empty. Still, both national systems and the MEDIA Programme have to ensure that they are responsive to market conditions, what is often referred to as “working with the grain of the market.” This requirement puts still greater stress on the need for the Commission to ensure that it has a full understanding of market developments; the establishment of the Pilot programme, which devoted funding to services that have failed to materialise and which look to have been technologically as well as economically premature, might indicate that the Commission needs a stronger grasp of market realities if its initiatives are to be fruitful.

As in the preceding discussion, the UK Film Council wants to see improved information and analysis in order to guide both the Commission itself and the member states in decision-making about how MEDIA should develop. Improved information would also lead to a more flexible and dynamic MEDIA Programme, better able to adapt to market conditions and more accurate in responding to challenges and aspirations. By making this information available to the industry, the MEDIA Programme would become an essential tool enabling professionals to have a better understanding of markets and more capable to contribute to the fulfilment of the policy objectives that MEDIA is intended to advance.
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