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Introductory question

The green paper covers topics relating to the future of UK television and media. More
specifically, it includes content on:

the current market and audience context

prominence of news and of public service media

future of TV distribution and regulation

a new system for public service media

media literacy

Q1. What are your overall views on the future of television and media in
the UK, related to the topics in this green paper?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Broadcast television built shared national experiences through institutions the public
owned and based on rules the public set. That settlement is dissolving. A handful of global
companies now control the platforms where audiences find video, the algorithms that
decide what they see, and increasingly the Al systems that answer their questions. The
Green Paper describes this honestly. The British Broadcasting Challenge believes the
response must now match the diagnosis in ambition. A paper this clear-eyed about the
problem cannot end in half-measures.

The evidence of where audiences have gone is in the government's own figures. YouTube
accounts for 19% of identified viewing, level with the BBC and ahead of every other British
broadcaster. It is the most-watched service for children aged 4 to 15. Among 16 to 24 year
olds, video sharing platforms and streaming took 74% of in-home video time in 2024,
against 9% for live television. Meanwhile 73% of Britons distrust news on social media,
and trust in news overall has fallen to 30%, a record low, even as trust in individual public
service brands holds steady. The BBC's own research found a majority of Al answers
about news carried significant issues, and around a fifth of those citing BBC content
introduced factual errors. The institutions still command trust. The environment around
them is destroying it.

That environment is not a natural phenomenon. It is the product of concentrated private
power over the means of finding things out, and it is corroding the shared factual ground
that social cohesion and democratic decision-making stand on. Public service media is the
counterweight this country already owns. The Green Paper itself recognises that some
broadcasting infrastructure already forms part of the UK's Critical National Infrastructure.
We would go further: the public service media ecosystem as a whole should be treated
with the seriousness we reserve for critical national infrastructure, and planned, funded
and protected accordingly - with the essential proviso that the BBC's independence must
be secured in the Charter settlement before any security framing is applied to it, so that
protection never becomes a route to control.

From that starting point, one organising principle should run through the White Paper:
regulate by what services do, not by what they used to be. Treat streamers as
broadcasters. Treat social platforms as what they now are - the distribution network for
content consumed by British audiences - and regulate the algorithms that decide what
those audiences see. The earliest legal framework for prominence guaranteed that the
first channels every viewer found were public service channels. Nobody called that a
Ministry of Truth. It was ordinary, successful regulatory practice for decades alongside a
proliferation of consumer choice. The task now is to apply the same principle to feeds,
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recommendations, search and Al assistants, where discovery happens. Tier 1 designation
of the major streaming services from April 2026 shows the direction of travel. Follow it
through.

Four things will decide whether the new system succeeds, and all four must be settled
together with the BBC Charter Review. The two papers describe one system, and they
should conclude in one settlement. Decisions on prominence, distribution and PSM reform
that ignore the funding, independence and permanence of the system's anchor institution
will fail, however well designed.

First, funding. On the Green Paper's own figures, the BBC's licence fee income has fallen
by over 30% in real terms over the past decade. VLV puts the fall since 2010/11 at around
£2.7bn, or 40% - revenue that would stand near £7.1bn had it tracked inflation and
household growth. No design of prominence regimes, transition schemes or literacy duties
can compensate for a system whose anchor is being defunded. Every new obligation this
paper proposes - the media literacy duty, transition responsibilities, prominence
compliance - needs commensurate resources, or it simply deepens the cut. We propose a
Universal Licence Fee, an evolution of the existing licence fee, with everyone contributing
because everyone benefits.

Second, prominence. Prominence is a floor of discoverability, not a hand on the viewer's
remote. To work, it must be statutory rather than voluntary - bilateral deals like the
BBC—-YouTube agreement favour the largest incumbent and exclude the rest of the system
- and it must be open to all public service providers on fair terms. It must reach the
surfaces where audiences actually are: video sharing platforms, social feeds, streaming
interfaces, search and Al assistants, not just the smart TV menus the Media Act 2024
covers. And it must be verifiable, which is where content provenance comes in. There is
also a distribution problem prominence alone cannot solve: organic placement mostly
reaches people who already watch. One practical approach would be to reserve a defined
share of platforms' paid advertising inventory for regulated public service content -
machinery that already exists, with every targeting tool the job requires, and with
precedent: NHS guidance received exactly this treatment during the pandemic. We urge
the government to examine it seriously.

Third, distribution. We support a managed, BBC-led transition to IP-only delivery, and we
support switch-off of digital terrestrial television only when it is safe. Safe means
conditions, not calendar dates. Around 1.51 million households will still lack IPTV access
in 2034, and they are overwhelmingly older, poorer and more likely to be disabled.
Switch-off should proceed when independently verified universality conditions are met -
affordability, coverage, reliability, device and software continuity, and usability - with the
Minimum Digital Living Standard, developed at the University of Liverpool, as one of the
published tests. On that standard, 45% of households with children currently fall below the
digital baseline. The precedents for doing this well are British: the BBC-administered
Digital Switchover Help Scheme assisted 1.3 million older and disabled people through the
analogue transition, and public service content, including BBC Bitesize, has already been
zero-rated on UK mobile networks. Free at the point of use must survive the change of

pipe.

Fourth, technology. The next system will run on recommendation engines, provenance
standards, cloud infrastructure and Al rather than spectrum and EPGs. If all of that is
rented from companies whose incentives run against the public interest, the system is
public service in name only. Public service media should build and demand technology
with the public interest at its core, on open standards, so no single foreign company is a
point of failure for the nation's television. The BBC has done this before - it co-founded
C2PA, now the global standard for verifying digital content, with over 5,000 member
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organisations. iPlayer should evolve into a cornerstone of shared public service
infrastructure making the whole system's content accessible, giving every provider the
scale and bargaining power none has alone.

Ambition also means opening the system up, and here we ask the government to be bold.
Public service content is defined by its quality, purpose and commission, not by who made
it. It can come from an established studio, a small independent, or an individual creator
with a camera and something worth saying. We propose the government revive and
reimagine Ofcom's proposal for a Public Service Publisher: a new institution that
aggregates and commissions public service content for the platforms where audiences
now live, funded additionally - for instance through a charge on video sharing platforms'
UK revenue, as Demos proposes - and open to creators the current system cannot reach.
Channel 4 was created to do something structurally similar, and it built the UK
independent production sector, now worth over £3bn. A new Public Service Publisher
could do for a generation of digital-native public service creators what Channel 4 did for
independent producers. A new entrant must join a well-funded BBC and other sustainable
PSBs, never becoming a claim on their funding or a competitor for it.

The foreign controlled tech companies will lobby hard against this, directly and through the
creators who earn a living on the platforms. There will be pressure from allies abroad to
water it down. We ask the government for courage. The UK invented public service
broadcasting and exported it to the world. The White Paper is the chance to invent its next
form: a public service media system treated as national infrastructure, prominent wherever
audiences are, universal by design, technologically sovereign, and open to everyone with
something of quality to contribute to our national life. The diagnosis is written. Match it.




Section 1 - Market and audience context

Chapter one of the green paper describes a series of challenges impacting the UK’s TV
production ecosystem, including:
e the spending power of public service media (PSM) providers is decreasing, which
impacts their ability to commission new content
e the sector faces rising production costs and inflationary pressure, particularly for
high-end content like drama
e PSM providers are adopting ‘fewer, bigger and better’ commissioning strategies,
often prioritising digital-first content, which has resulted in fewer commissions for
some genres
e when global streaming platforms commission directly, they typically retain the IP. This
inward investment, while filling production expenditure gaps, risks shifting the
residual commercial value offshore, creating a challenge for producers to retain IP
and long-term economic value
e screen-based businesses report unmet finance demand and feel underfunded,
despite a high rate of actively using external finance

Q2. What measures do you feel would be most effective for the
government to take to overall address these challenges?

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

The five challenges Chapter 1 identifies share a single root cause. Falling commissioning
volumes, the retreat to 'fewer, bigger, better' strategies, the squeeze between rising costs
and fixed budgets, and the drift of IP offshore are all downstream of the first challenge on
the list: the declining spending power of public service broadcasters. The most effective
measure available to government is therefore not a production-sector intervention at all. It
is a funding settlement that restores that spending power - decided through the BBC
Charter Review, as one settlement with the conclusions of this Green Paper.

The Green Paper's own evidence makes the case. PSBs accounted for just over 80% of
domestic UK television commissioning spend in 2024. The BBC's licence fee income has
fallen by over 30% in real terms over the last decade, and the Voice of the Listener and
Viewer calculates the full fall since 2010/11 at around £2.7 billion, or 40%, in real terms.
Combined advertising revenues of the commercial PSBs were around £1.7 billion in 2024,
more than £700 million lower in real terms than in 2018. During the same period, first-run
originated output has fallen from roughly 10,800 hours in 2014 to 8,800 in 2024. The
production sector's crisis is a demand-side crisis: its principal customers have less money.
Better access to finance, export support and skills investment are all welcome, but no
supply-side measure can substitute for commissioning demand.

Government holds a different lever for each part of that demand. It cannot legislate the
advertising market back to 2018 - the remedy for ITV, Channel 4, Channel 5 and STV lies
in the prominence measures elsewhere in this response, which carry real commercial
value. The lever government controls directly is the licence fee settlement - how the BBC
is funded.




The BBC anchors this economy. KPMG's independent analysis found the BBC generates
£4.9 billion in GVA and supports 50,000 jobs, with a multiplier of £2.63 - every pound of
BBC spend generates a further £1.63 of economic activity. In 2024, primary
commissioning in the nations and regions generated £1.16 billion in producer revenues, of
which PSB network commissioning accounted for 68%. Inward investment - £3.3 billion, or
81% of UK high-end television production spend in 2025 - follows the crews, talent
pipeline and facilities that decades of PSB commissioning built. Pact's evidence to the
CMS Committee describes sustainable BBC funding as the bedrock of the predictable
commissioning cycles that maintain investment, jobs and creative capacity across the UK.
If the anchor weakens, the inward investment this paper rightly celebrates has less to
anchor to.

On IP, the Green Paper has identified the right problem and should resist the wrong
solution. The value drain it describes - streamers retaining IP when they commission
directly - is precisely the problem the terms of trade solve within the PSB system. Since
2004 that framework has let independent producers build asset value through international
sales and secondary exploitation, growing the sector, on Pact's figures, to over £3 billion,
with the share of nations and regions commissioning spend going to independent
producers rising from 33% in 2017 to 48% in 2024. We support the government's decision
to let the Media Act reforms settle before considering further change. But the framework
only functions while the broadcasters commissioning under it can afford to commission. A
strong terms of trade regime attached to a shrinking commissioning base protects a
shrinking asset. The way to keep commercial value onshore is to keep the IP-retaining
route to market - PSB commissioning - properly funded.

The funding logic runs both ways. Where this Green Paper proposes new obligations - the
media literacy duty, prominence responsibilities, the costs of a distribution transition -
these must come with commensurate resources. Imposed without funding, they deepen
the real-terms cut described in Chapter 1.




Section 2 - Prominence of news on social media

Q3. How often do you encounter news you feel is untrustworthy when
online (for example, something you consider to be misinformation)?
Options:
e Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Very often
Not sure

Q4. Do you believe ‘trustworthy’ news content should be more visible on
social media?
Options:

e Yes

e No
e Not sure

Q4a. How would you like this to look in practice, so that audiences can
access trustworthy news more easily on social media?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

A workable regime needs four properties: statutory footing, algorithmic reach, open
eligibility and independent verification.

The Green Paper states a strong preference for industry-led voluntary agreements, with
legislation only required if these fail to deliver its objectives. We believe we are already at
that point. Voluntary deals favour the largest incumbents on both sides: the platform
chooses its partners, and the partner with the most leverage gets the deal. On that model,
the terms of the UK's information environment are set at the discretion of a handful of
global companies. The BBC-YouTube agreement announced in January 2026 shows the
model's ceiling - a bilateral arrangement between the two biggest players, on terms neither
Parliament nor Ofcom sets, revocable at will, and unavailable to smaller PSBs and to local
and independent regulated providers. A statutory regime open to every qualifying provider
on equal terms answers both the discoverability problem and the legitimate concern of
commercial publishers that prominence must not become a private advantage for the
BBC. Ofcom has already recommended that government consider underpinning voluntary
platform arrangements with legislation. We agree.

The regime must operate where discovery actually happens. The Media Act 2024
prominence framework stops at the smart TV: it covers designated television selection
services, and Ofcom's implementing proposals concern app placement on connected TV
platforms. Audiences have moved past that perimeter. YouTube now accounts for 19% of
identified viewing, level with the BBC. It is the most-watched service for children aged 4 to
15, and video sharing platforms and streaming together took 74% of in-home video time




among 16 to 24 year olds in 2024, against 9% for live TV. Meanwhile Facebook's news
engagement fell 78% between 2021 and 2024 while non-news engagement rose.
Prominence obligations must therefore apply to recommendation feeds, search results
and Al assistants - the surfaces that now determine what people see - and should be
outcomes-based, as the paper's own principles propose: content from qualifying providers
should be at least as discoverable as comparable promoted content. That is a floor of
discoverability, not a mandate on consumption.

Users keep complete control over what they watch and follow. The measure governs what
platforms may bury, not what people must see. UK law has guaranteed the first five
channel positions for decades, and Ofcom proposes extending this to seven slots on
regulated connected TV platforms. Applying the same principle to the surfaces where
audiences now discover content simply brings a longstanding policy up to date.

A relative test needs a guard against the obvious avoidance route. The Facebook figures
above describe a platform reducing a whole category, and a platform that finds news
carriage newly burdensome can satisfy a comparative standard by doing exactly that. The
baseline should not move with the platform's own decisions about how much news to
carry. Prominence also needs to sit alongside the commercial relationship. Ofcom and the
Competition and Markets Authority advised government in November 2021 on a code of
conduct governing the bargaining between platforms and news providers, and nothing has
been done with it in the five years since. Visibility rules and fair value are the same
problem approached from two ends: fix what platforms must surface while leaving what
they pay untouched, and the incentive is to carry less.

Eligibility is where the paper is weakest, and where the design matters most. It uses
'trusted' and 'trustworthy' throughout without an objective, independently verifiable
mechanism for assessing either - a gap the Press Recognition Panel has identified. The
Online Safety Act's recognised news publisher definition is the right starting point, but it
requires only that a provider has a standards code and a complaints process, not that
those standards are independently enforced.

There is a huge disparity in trust between different kinds of news publishers. We know
from multiple independent and reputable surveys that public service broadcasters
command far more trust in the UK than online or newspaper publishers. There are good
reasons for this long-standing disparity: under successive legislation, PSBs have been
subject to impartiality laws and regulation which militate against any expression of opinion,
and impose accuracy obligations. This legacy of impartial, accurate reporting - subject to a
transparent, independent and effective process of accountability - has shaped their culture
and is recognised by news consumers.

Therefore, our strong preference is for the regime to prioritise public service broadcasters
- the BBC, ITV, Channel 4, Channel 5 and the nations' equivalents. We would also be
open to extending the same privileges to news publishers independently and effectively
regulated within the framework of the Royal Charter on the Press. Eligibility would include
regulated local as well as national providers - the government's own research on the
summer 2024 riots shows local news is where trusted prominence matters most under
pressure.

We recognise what this means in practice. High-quality journalism from credible publishers
that are neither public service broadcasters nor regulated by a regulator recognised by the
Press Recognition Panel, would not receive guaranteed prominence under this proposal.
While non-PSB broadcasters are regulated by Ofcom, its framework was not built to
deliver the specific requirements of journalism regulation, including independence. The
existing prominence regime already draws this line: the guaranteed channel positions
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have only ever applied to PSBs. What we propose rolls this forward, while adding a
pathway for those currently outside it. Any publisher can qualify by joining Impress or any
other future journalism regulator that meets the Press Recognition Panel's criteria. The
Independent Press Standards Organisation (IPSO) falls short of that bar: fewer than 1% of
its recorded complaints are upheld at a hearing, and it has never launched a standards
investigation or imposed a fine.

The critical property of this design is that criteria based on independently assessed
regulation require no judgement by the state or by platforms about editorial viewpoint or
political position. That is the complete answer to any charge that prominence means
government picking winners. The charge will come regardless, not least from the platforms
whose commercial models the regime constrains. A second predictable charge is that
prioritising some providers harms news plurality. It does not. News consumers keep the
same wealth of sources they have today - publisher websites, broadcast, print, radio. The
measure decides what platforms must not bury, not what people are free to read. The
design withstands it, and government should legislate with that confidence.

A prominence obligation is only enforceable if qualifying content can be identified at scale.
C2PA Content Credentials - the open standard BBC R&D co-founded, now backed by
more than 5,000 member organisations and named in this paper - embed verifiable
metadata showing where content came from. The known obstacle is that platforms strip
provenance metadata on upload, so the content most in need of verification, virally shared
content, is exactly the content most likely to lose it. Designated platforms should be
required to preserve and surface provenance metadata as a condition of the regime, and
the government's Al-labelling taskforce should treat metadata preservation as squarely in
scope.

Provenance settles what a piece of content is. A separate question is whether the platform
acted on it. Compliance with an algorithmic obligation cannot be checked from outside,
because the ranking systems concerned are not observable to Ofcom, to researchers or to
the public. Designated platforms should therefore be required to report on the
interventions they have made and on the resulting reach of qualifying content, broken
down by genre and by audience demographic, and to provide vetted independent
researchers and the regulator with access to the underlying data. The European model
shows this can be built: the Digital Services Act requires periodic transparency reporting
from the largest platforms and provides for data access on defined conditions of
independence, security and purpose. Without a measurement limb, an algorithmic
prominence duty is an obligation whose fulfilment nobody can confirm.

Finally, organic prominence has a structural limit the regime must confront. Organic
algorithmic placement tends to reach people who already consume that content, or are
demographically likely to. The audiences this regime exists for - people currently reached
only by unreliable sources - can only be reached through paid placement. There is
precedent: during COVID, Google, Facebook, Twitter and Instagram gave NHS guidance
guaranteed top placement in search and dedicated information panels. The government
should explore reserving a defined share of paid platform inventory for qualifying
providers, an intervention close to economically neutral, since withdrawing volume from an
advertising market raises unit prices.

These measures should be permanent rather than crisis-activated. Trust in individual news
brands has held steady while trust in the news environment has collapsed - 73% of Britons
distrust news on social media, and trust in news overall has fallen to 30%, a record low.
The institutions still hold the public's trust. Prominence puts them back where the public
now are.




Q5. If the government gives prominence to trustworthy providers of news
(meaning by making them more visible online), should this prominence
be ongoing, and ‘always on,’ or only active during periods of crisis?
Options:

e Ongoing and ‘always on’

e Only during periods of heightened vulnerability

e Not sure

Q6. Do you feel individual users should be given an option in whether
prominence measures for trustworthy news content are switched on or
off for them?

Options:

e Yes - users should be given an option in whether prominence measures are switched
on or off for them

e No - users should not be given an option in whether prominence

measures are switched on or off for them
e Not sure
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Section 3 - Media literacy duty and joint venture

Q7. How concerned, if at all, are you about the impact of misleading or

unreliable information on society?
Options:
e Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not very concerned

Not at all concerned
Not sure

Q8. How concerned, if at all, are you about the impact of misleading or
unreliable information on democracy?
Options:
e Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not very concerned

Not at all concerned
Not sure

Q9. Public service media refers to organisations such as the BBC, ITV,
Channel 4 and S4C. Which of the following statements most closely
reflects your view on the role of public service media in helping people
critically engage with news and other information they encounter online
or offline?
Options: (select only one)
e Public service media has a role in supporting critical engagement, and is currently
doing enough
e Public service media has a role in supporting critical engagement,
and should do more
Public service media does not have a role in supporting critical engagement
Public service media is currently doing too much to support critical engagement, and

should do less
e Not sure

Q10. How important, if at all, do you think it is for people to be able to
judge the accuracy and reliability of information they encounter, for
example online or in the news?

Options:
e Very important
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Somewhat important
Not very important
Not at all important
Not sure

Q11. How valuable, if at all, do you believe collaboration between public
service media, civil society organisations (for example charities and
education groups), and the media sector could be in supporting people
to critically assess information?
Options:

e Very valuable
Somewhat valuable
Not very valuable

Not at all valuable
Not sure

Q12. Which of the following models, if any, do you consider most
effective for further media sector collaboration in this area?
Options: (select all that apply)

e Informal coordination and sharing of learning
A structured forum with agreed objectives and reporting
Joint delivery of public-facing initiatives
No additional collaboration is needed
Not sure

Q12a. Please provide any supporting evidence as to why you think the
model(s) you selected are effective for collaboration between public
service media and the media sector.

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

We selected a structured forum with agreed objectives and reporting, and joint delivery of
public-facing initiatives. Informal coordination has already been tried, and it has not closed
the gap the Green Paper identifies.

The diagnosis is the government's own. The 2025 House of Lords inquiry found the media
literacy sector highly fragmented. Provision is geographically dispersed and organisations
work in silos. Informal sharing of learning does not change that. It depends on goodwill
and fades when funding or attention moves on, and no one is left accountable for the
result. A standing forum with agreed objectives and published reporting is the minimum
structure that turns dispersed effort into coordinated delivery. The reporting matters as
much as the forum - it is what lets Ofcom and government see what works and redirect
effort, rather than fund activity no one evaluates.
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Joint delivery matters for a reason the green paper also supplies. Its own evidence shows
people engage with media literacy when it comes from organisations they trust.
Broadcasters carry that trust. So do the intermediaries who reach the audiences most
exposed to an unreliable information environment and least reached by national
campaigns - librarians, teachers, community lawyers and heritage professionals. A forum
that convenes public service media, civil society and these professions, and delivers
through them, reaches people a broadcaster-only effort cannot. Question 11 names
charities and education groups for this reason. We would widen the circle further, to the
professions the public already turns to when it needs help making sense of what it reads.

There is a structural argument the green paper does not make but should weigh. The
commercial interests shaping the information environment act as one. In the United
States, the largest technology firms have overtaken Big Oil and Big Tobacco as the
biggest corporate lobbying spenders. The public-interest side is dispersed across dozens
of small organisations, each with its own remit and none with the reach of the platforms. A
structured forum is how a dispersed public interest matches a coordinated commercial
one. This is a federation, not a merger: members keep their own missions and need not
agree on everything, provided each understands why the others act as they do.

One condition governs our support. A forum, and any accompanying media literacy duty,
are new obligations. As we set out at Question 9, public service media should do more.
But a new duty imposed without funding deepens a real-terms cut in the BBC's licence fee
income already exceeding 30% over the past decade, on the green paper's own figure.
Collaboration must not become a route to loading unfunded work onto providers who have
already absorbed a decade of reductions. The compact has to balance - new
responsibilities require commensurate resources. On that basis, a properly supported
structured forum with joint delivery is the model most likely to work.
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Section 4 - Future of TV distribution

Chapter 3.1 of the green paper outlines the government’s preference for an IPTV transition
from either 2034 or 2044. The following questions seek views and evidence relating to this
proposal.

Q13. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the government’s
assessment of the case for change relating to the future of digital
terrestrial television?

e Strongly agree - audiences should definitely adopt Internet Protocol Television (IPTV)
and similar technologies

Agree - audiences should adopt IPTV and similar technologies
Neither agree nor disagree - no strong opinion either way

Disagree - audiences should not adopt IPTV and similar technologies

Strongly disagree - audiences should definitely not adopt IPTV and similar
technologies

e Not sure

Q13a. Please provide further rationale for your answer and any relevant
evidence.
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

The direction of travel is right. Viewing has moved online and will keep moving. The Green
Paper's own connectivity figures make the point: fixed-line connections under 30 Mbps
halved in four years, ultrafast connections doubled to 16.5 million by the end of 2024, and
broadband take-up among under-65s now stands at 98.7%. Revenues from the licence
fee and linear advertising combined have fallen more than a quarter in real terms since
2016. A managed transition to IP is coming, and the BBC should lead it.

Our agreement stops at the word "managed". The case for change describes a
destination, not a timetable. The households still reliant on traditional broadcast in the
2030s are, by definition, the hardest to reach - the residual left after the easy migrations
have happened. Agreeing that IPTV is the future settles nothing about the pace at which
DTT can safely be withdrawn, or the conditions that must hold before it is.

So we agree, but our agreement is conditional. The full argument sits in our answer to
Question 14a. In short: set the conditions for switch-off and verify them independently,
rather than fixing a calendar date now and hoping the conditions catch up.

The green paper outlines two timing options for digital terrestrial television (DTT) switch-off.
These are 31 December 2034 (option 1 at Annex A) and 31 December 2044 (option 2 at
Annex A).

Q14. Which option do you prefer as timing for DTT switch-off?
Options:
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Strongly prefer 2034
Somewhat prefer 2034

No strong opinion either way
Somewhat prefer 2044
Strongly prefer 2044
Neither 2034 or 2044

Not sure

Q14a. Please provide further rationale for your answer and any relevant
evidence.
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Neither date is the right answer, because a date is the wrong instrument. The question
asks us to choose between two calendar commitments made now, in 2026, for a switch-off
that depends on facts about affordability, coverage and household readiness that will not
be known until much closer to the event. We decline both and propose a third path: set the
conditions, not the date.

Switch-off should happen when a defined set of universality conditions is independently
verified as met, and not before. Those conditions are affordability, coverage, reliability,
device and software continuity, and usability for people with low digital confidence. They
should be written into the Operating Agreement as binding obligations on both the BBC
and government, and tested by an independent body against published thresholds. Not
illustrative aims. Pass or fail, verified, before the transmitters go dark.

The Green Paper already accepts this logic in part. Annex B states that government
intervention "could include requiring evidence that standards are being met before DTT
switch-off". Our position takes the government's own conditional and makes it firm: the
evidence must be required, not merely available, and the judgement must be independent
rather than ministerial.

The government's own figures show why a date fixed now cannot guarantee no one is left
behind. Around 1.51 million households will still be without IPTV access in 2034, falling to
around 0.52 million by 2044. That population is not a random cross-section. On the Exeter
research the Green Paper itself cites, of DTT-reliant households without broadband, 92%
are over 55, 58% sit in the two lowest socioeconomic bands, and 41% include a disabled
person. Annex C notes that by 2034 the group will be overwhelmingly aged 65 and above.
These are the people a calendar switch-off puts at risk, and they are the people least able
to absorb the cost or master the setup on their own.

There is also a timing problem inside the timing question. A DTT switch-off takes seven to
eight years to execute properly, on the assessment of those who have run the
infrastructure. Measured from a decision in 2026, and set against the planning,
procurement and public-awareness work a safe transition needs, 2034 has little runway
left. Choosing it now risks locking in a date that then forces the transition to be rushed at
exactly the point where care matters most.

We know a condition-led transition can be delivered, because the state has done it before.
The Digital Switchover Help Scheme, administered by the BBC between 2007 and 2012,
was open to around seven million eligible households and gave practical help to more
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than 1.3 million older and disabled people, at up to 20,000 installations a week. That is
roughly the size of the DTT-reliant population the Green Paper projects for 2034. The
history shows a properly funded, BBC-administered scheme, planned around the people
most exposed, can move a large and vulnerable population across a technology shift
without leaving them behind. That planning takes time, and it takes money, which is
another reason the conditions must lead and the date must follow.

One caution on sequencing. A condition-led approach only works if the conditions are real
and the verification is independent. A list of aspirations signed off by the parties with an
interest in switching off is worse than a date, because it offers the appearance of
protection without the substance. The value is in the independence.

Set the conditions. Verify them independently. Bind both the BBC and government to them
in the Operating Agreement. Switch off when they are met, whenever that is.

Q15. Do you have evidence that another timeframe is preferable to the
ones specified in this consultation? If so, please provide further details.
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Yes. The preferable timeframe is a condition-led one, as set out in full in our answer to
Question 14a. Rather than fix switch-off to 2034 or 2044, tie it to the independent
verification that defined universality conditions - affordability, coverage, reliability, device
and software continuity, and usability for low-confidence users - have been met, with
binding obligations on both the BBC and government in the Operating Agreement.

DTT switch-off will take around seven to eight years to execute safely. Any timeframe the
government adopts should be measured backwards from the point at which the
universality conditions are verified as met, not forwards from an arbitrary date, so that the
execution window is never compressed at the audience's expense.

Q15a. (For industry/organisations only) To deliver an IPTV transition
would require collaborative working with audience groups, industry and
across government. Please outline your organisation’s commitment to
supporting this work, including relevant experience, resources, and
innovative solutions as to how you would deliver this transition.

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

The British Broadcasting Challenge is a civil society coalition, not a delivery organisation.
We do not run infrastructure or audience-support programmes, and we will not claim a role
we cannot fill.

What we can offer is convening. We aim to develop a civil society dialogue programme
that brings groups such as librarians, teachers, lawyers and heritage professionals into
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broadcasting policy - trusted local intermediaries who reach exactly the audiences a
transition puts at risk. Older people, people on low incomes and those with low digital
confidence do not, in the main, take their guidance from government campaigns or
platform notifications. They ask someone they already trust. The library, the school, the
advice service.

That network is directly relevant to the "delivering for all audiences" challenge in Annex B.
If the government stands up an audience-support scheme for an IP transition, the
trusted-intermediary layer will be central to reaching the households least likely to migrate
on their own, and we would be glad to help convene it. We are also a member of the
Citizens' Public Service Media Forum, which gives us a route to the wider public-interest
sector working on these questions.

Q16. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the challenges
identified in the green paper (delivering for all audiences; maintaining a
reliable television service; promoting competition and innovation in the
television industry and supporting a sustainable future for PSM
providers) capture all of the considerations when making a decision on
whether, and how best, to support audiences to adopt IPTV and other
similar technologies?

e Strongly agree - the challenges comprehensively capture all of the considerations
when making a decision on whether, and how best, to support audiences to adopt
IPTV and other similar technologies

Agree - the challenges capture all of the considerations

Neither agree nor disagree - no strong opinion either way

Disagree - the challenges do not capture all of the considerations
Strongly disagree - the challenges definitely do not capture all of the considerations
Not sure

Q16a. Please provide further rationale for your answer.
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

The four challenges are the right starting point. They are not the whole picture. Six further
things are missing.

Affordability as a permanent cost transfer, not a one-off. The challenges treat affordability
as a transition cost to be smoothed. It is a structural change in who pays. DTT is free at
the point of use. IPTV requires an ongoing broadband subscription, and for many
households that is a new and recurring bill. The Green Paper's own cost model assumes
only 8.6% of eligible households take up a social tariff, which is another way of saying it
assumes the vast majority pay full price. In June 2025, 532,000 customers used a social
tariff - under 9% of those eligible - and in October 2025, 70% of eligible households did not
know social tariffs existed. Even the cheapest social tariff, at around £150 a year,
approaches the whole cost of the licence fee. The affordability question is not whether a
subsidy exists on paper. It is whether households actually receive it, year after year, for as
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long as they need television.

Universality needs a measurable test. "Delivering for all audiences" is a goal without a
metric. The Minimum Digital Living Standard, developed at the University of Liverpool,
gives universality a measurable form: a defined basket of connectivity, devices and skills a
household needs to take part in modern life. On that measure, 45% of households with
children currently fall below the standard. A switch-off decision should be tested against a
standard of this kind, not against a general aspiration that no one is left behind.

Zero-rating of essential public content. If public service television moves onto broadband,
the data cost of watching it falls on the household. There is a strong case for removing
that cost, particularly for those on the lowest means. It has precedent: during the
pandemic, mobile networks zero-rated NHS advice so it consumed no credit, and the
arrangement was later extended to online education including BBC Bitesize. Emergency
calls connect without credit on the same principle: some things are essential enough that
access cannot depend on the credit on the account. Essential public service content in an
IP world belongs in that category: gov.uk, nhs.uk, bbc.com.

Device continuity, which nobody guarantees. The cost model treats the IPTV device as a
single purchase, but the software that keeps a smart TV or connected box able to run PSB
apps has a shorter life than the set itself. Samsung and Sony have both withdrawn BBC
iPlayer from smart TVs within six to eight years of sale, generally through an expired
security certificate rather than any hardware fault - the pattern researchers call app
obsolescence. Even Freely, the sector's own answer, launched through a five-year
agreement between Everyone TV and its first manufacturer partner, with no commitment
to bring older but perfectly capable sets into the platform later. The Product Security and
Telecommunications Infrastructure Act 2022 requires manufacturers to disclose a
minimum security-update period for connected devices, including smart TVs, but sets no
floor and does not cover continued access to any particular service. The EU already goes
further for phones and tablets, mandating at least five years of software updates
measured from the date of last sale. Nothing equivalent protects the television a switch-off
decision depends on, and a transition plan built on one device purchase per household
needs exactly that guarantee.

Sovereignty and dependence on foreign-controlled infrastructure. The challenges say
nothing about who controls the pipes and platforms an all-IP system would run on. This
matters for resilience, not branding. Under the US CLOUD Act, dominant cloud providers
cannot fully guarantee that data held on European soil is beyond the reach of US
authorities. Dependence can also be switched off: in June 2026, a US government
directive suspended worldwide access to a leading US Al provider's most capable models
at a few hours' notice. Access was later restored, but the exposure was the point.
Governments are already responding - Gartner forecasts worldwide sovereign cloud
spending of $80bn in 2026, up more than a third on the year, with governments the main
buyers. An IP transition that moves the nation's television onto infrastructure controlled by
a handful of foreign companies, with no plan for open standards or the ability to move
workloads, trades one dependency for a riskier one. We set out the sequencing this
requires in our answer to Question 20.

The funding mechanism the transition breaks. Distribution and funding are treated here as
separate questions. Switch-off connects them. Licence fee enforcement has always relied
in part on evidence visible from outside the home: an aerial indicates a household
equipped to receive licensable content, which is what has made enforcement possible
without entry. Switch-off removes that signal for every household at once, at a point when
evasion and non-purchase already represent over £1.1 billion of potential lost income in a
single year, on Pact's evidence to the CMS Committee. The remedy is to settle the funding
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mechanism before the switch-off date rather than after it. A Universal Licence Fee, as we
propose in our answer to Question 1, is the most practical replacement. Fix the date
without fixing the funding model and government will face a choice in the 2030s between a
collapse in collection and an enforcement regime considerably more intrusive than the one
it replaces.

None of these six is a reason to keep DTT forever. Each is a reason the four challenges,
as drawn, are not yet a complete basis for a switch-off decision.

Q17. In your opinion, which, if any, of the challenges are most important
to you? Please rank in order of importance, where 1 is the most
important to you.

Options:

e Delivering for all audiences - Any transition to IPTV and other similar technologies
must preserve universal access to TV, including public service media providers,

regardless of income, location, age, or digital confidence. 1

e Maintaining a reliable television service - The ability to communicate to the public
in a national emergency must be retained beyond a move to IPTV. Before digital
terrestrial television is switched off, industry must show that alternative technologies

can deliver comparable or better standards of reliability, resilience, and coverage. 2

e Promoting competition and innovation in the TV industry - A managed transition
to IPTV and other similar technologies offers an opportunity to modernise TV
delivery, the transition should free up resources and spectrum, and allow
broadcasters to focus on content and innovation rather than maintaining parallel

legacy systems. 4

e Supporting a sustainable future for public service media providers - public
service media providers play a central role in the UK’s cultural, civic, and democratic
life. Industry must ensure that new distribution models support, rather than

undermine, public service media providers’ ability to play this role. 3

Q18. In the event of an IPTV transition, which of the following, if any, do
you think are the most important to ensure everyone can still access
television from their own home? Please rank in order of importance,
where 1 is the most important to you.
Options:

e Affordable broadband for all, suitable for television viewing 1

e Low-cost or subsidised broadband for people receiving benefits or on low incomes 5

e Low-cost or discounted internet capable television sets for people on low incomes 6
e Simple devices that connect older television sets to the internet with no ongoing fees

2
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e Services and systems that feel the same as digital terrestrial television so they are

easy to use for people with limited digital skills 3
e Built-in, easy to use accessibility features for disabled users, for example subtitles

and audio description 4

e Digital skills required to navigate or set up IPTV 7

Q19. What are the likely environmental impacts associated with both a
2034 transition and 2044 DTT switch-off (transition to IPTV)?

In your response, please provide evidence where possible on:

e The comparative energy use and carbon emissions of different distribution
technologies.

e The environmental implications of changes in viewing behaviour (for example,
increased streaming or on-demand consumption)

e The lifecycle environmental impacts of relevant infrastructure and consumer
equipment (such as transmitters, network infrastructure, set-top boxes, and
connected televisions)

e Opportunities to improve the environmental sustainability of television distribution,
including through technological innovation, infrastructure efficiency, or consumer
behaviour

e Any risks that policy decisions on the future of TV distribution could unintentionally
increase environmental impacts

Please include any available data, modelling, or research that could inform the government’s
assessment of environmental impacts.
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

We do not hold distribution-level energy or emissions modelling and so would just echo
VLV in calling on government to require service providers and device manufacturers to
publish the underlying data, so that the assumptions in the appraisal can be independently
checked rather than taken on trust.

On the one dimension where we can be specific, the lifecycle of consumer equipment, the
Green Paper's appraisal understates the impact.

Annex C costs the transition on the basis that each household without IPTV buys a device
once, priced on the £69.99 Freely puck, across a nineteen-year appraisal period. The
evidence on how long these devices remain usable does not support that assumption. As
we set out in our answer to Question 16a, manufacturers have withdrawn BBC iPlayer
from smart televisions within six to eight years of sale, generally because a security
certificate expired rather than because anything failed, and no UK requirement guarantees
a minimum period of continued access to public service content.

The environmental consequence follows directly. Once access to public service television
depends wholly on a working app, every software withdrawal becomes a disposal event
for a functioning television set. A switch-off decision that leaves support periods
unregulated converts a software lifecycle into a hardware one at national scale, and the
embodied carbon in a television is substantial relative to the emissions from using it. That
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is the category of risk the fifth part of this question asks about: a policy decision
unintentionally increasing environmental impact.

It also complicates the comparison between the two dates. Running terrestrial
transmission alongside IP delivery for longer carries a continuing emissions cost, and that
cost is real. But an earlier switch-off concentrates device replacement into a shorter
window, and without guaranteed support periods it sets up repeat replacement cycles
afterwards. Neither option is environmentally free. The appraisal currently models one side
of that and not the other.

Minimum guaranteed support periods for public service app access should be a condition
of any device marketed as switchover-ready, with backward compatibility requirements in
software updates so that a set is retired when it stops working rather than when it stops
being certified. And the appraisal should model device replacement volumes explicitly,
instead of assuming one purchase per household across nineteen years, so that the
environmental case and the affordability case rest on the same realistic estimate of how
long the equipment lasts.

Q20. Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the future of
TV distribution that has not already been captured?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Two points, one on infrastructure and one on sequencing.

First, the government is right to recognise that broadcast distribution is already partly
critical national infrastructure. As the Green Paper notes, some broadcasting infrastructure
supports essential systems including smart metering, emergency communications and
public information in a crisis. This is the strongest argument for a managed, BBC-led
transition rather than a market-led drift. Critical infrastructure is not something to let erode
by default while commercial carriage decisions are taken one at a time. It is something to
plan around. The BBC, as the anchor of the system and the body with the clearest
public-service duty, is the right lead for that plan, working to binding obligations in the
Operating Agreement that hold both the corporation and government to the
universal-access commitments the transition depends on.

Second, a caution about how the critical-infrastructure argument is used. There is a live
case for treating public service media, and the digital infrastructure it will increasingly
depend on, as nationally important. Dependence on foreign-controlled cloud and platform
infrastructure is a genuine resilience risk - the CLOUD Act exposure and the June 2026
Mythos model suspension both show how access controlled elsewhere can be withdrawn
or reached into by others. But the order in which we act matters. BBC independence must
be secured first - funding, governance, the permanence of the Charter - before
critical-infrastructure framing is applied to it. Reach for the security framing first, before
independence is locked down, and you hand government a justification for closer control
over the very institution the framing is meant to protect. Resilience is the goal.
Independence is a precondition. The sequence is not optional.

That points to a practical ask. The transition plan the government intends to publish should
be explicit that any move toward critical-infrastructure designation for the BBC or public
service media follows, and does not precede, the Charter settlement that secures the
BBC's independence. Get that order right and the infrastructure argument strengthens the
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BBC. Get it wrong and it weakens it.

We would also note that a resilient IP transition needs open standards and the ability to
move workloads between providers, so that no single foreign company becomes a point of
failure for the nation's television. Sovereignty here means the absence of a single point of
failure, not a British flag on imported kit. This connects to the wider technology arguments
in our answer to Question 29.

Section 5 - Future of TV regulation

Chapter 3.2 of the green paper sets out some of the challenges regarding the future of TV
regulation, such as which TV-like services should be regulated going forward, and to what
standard.

Q21. Is there any information or comment you would like to provide in
relation to the future of TV regulation?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

The Green Paper reaches the right conclusion and should commit to it. Chapter 3.2
proposes shifting away from a system that regulates by how content is delivered, towards
one that regulates by where audiences find and consume TV-like content. We support that
shift. It is the only basis on which regulation can keep pace with how people now watch.

The case is in the paper's own figures. YouTube is now the most-watched service for
children aged 4 to 15, at 28% of their in-home video viewing. Video sharing platforms and
streaming took 74% of in-home video time for 16 to 24-year-olds in 2024, against 9% for
live TV. A regulatory framework that applies high standards to the channels this audience
has left, and minimal standards to the services it has moved to, does not protect that
audience. It protects the smallest and oldest part of it.

The Tier 1 VOD designation shows the direction of travel works. From 1 April 2026,
mainstream on-demand services with over 500,000 UK users - Netflix, Disney+, ITVX -
were designated for enhanced, TV-like regulation. The principle is now settled in law: a
service that looks and behaves like television should be regulated like television, whoever
operates it and however it reaches the screen. The task is to follow that principle through.

Following it through brings the video sharing platforms inside the perimeter. If the test is
TV-like content and TV-like consumption, YouTube's living-room viewing is squarely within
scope. The current settlement is the problem the paper itself identifies: licensed
broadcasters and mainstream VOD held to high standards, video sharing platforms held to
the lower audience-protection standards of the Online Safety Act, and other online TV-like
content barely regulated at all. That is the uneven playing field. Regulating by where
audiences watch is what levels it.

Two conditions must hold. First, consistency of standards. The paper couples this reform
with a pledge to cut regulatory cost. Proportionate regulation is right, but the fixed points
are audience protection, due accuracy and due impartiality in news, and accessibility.
Those standards should rise to meet the platforms, not fall to accommodate them.
Second, Ofcom must be independent and resourced to match the widened remit. A
perimeter that covers the largest platforms in the world cannot be policed on the budget of
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one that stopped at the smart TV. Scope without capacity is a standard on paper only.
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Section 6 - Prominence of PSM content in the platform age

Q22. How easy or difficult is it for you to find culturally relevant content
on video platforms, including video sharing platforms like YouTube and
TikTok and streaming platforms like Netflix and Amazon Prime Video?

Examples of culturally relevant content could include stories set in Britain, with British
presenters, representing British values or referencing British events or customs.
Options:
e \Very easy - | have no issues in finding culturally relevant content on these platforms
e Somewhat easy - | have very few issues in finding culturally relevant content on
these platforms
e Neither easy nor difficult - no opinion either way
Somewhat difficult - | have some issues in finding culturally

relevant content on these platforms

e Very difficult - | have a lot of issues in finding culturally relevant content on these
platforms

e Not sure

Prominence can be defined as giving certain content a privileged position, for example,
ensuring a specific channel appears at the top of search results or features on a
recommendation feed, within a user interface so it is particularly easy for audiences to find
and watch.

Q23. To what extent do you agree or disagree that content from public
service media providers (like the BBC and Channel 4) should be easier
to find on video platforms?
Options:

e Strongly agree - it should definitely be easier to find Public Service

Media content on these platforms

e Agree - it should probably be easier to find public service media content on these
platforms
Neither agree nor disagree - no opinion either way
Disagree - it should probably not be easier to find public service media content on
these platforms

e Strongly disagree - it should definitely not be easier to find public service media
content on these platforms

e Not sure

Q23a. What do you see as the benefits of content from public service
media providers (like the BBC and Channel 4) being easier to find on
video platforms?

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]
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The benefit is a better-informed public, and the evidence for it is measurable. Ofcom's
News Consumption in the UK 2025 finds that people who use public service media for
news are more likely to identify important factual information correctly, more likely to trust
institutions, and less polarised than those who do not. Making that content easier to find
on the platforms where people now spend their time extends those effects to the
audiences that currently benefit least from them.

The Green Paper accepts the mechanism. It notes that in countries with strong and
well-funded public service media, societal polarisation is lower. Prominence is how that
benefit reaches people who no longer come to public service media directly. On the
paper's own figures, YouTube now accounts for as much identified viewing as the BBC.
The audience has moved. The public value has to move with it, or it stops reaching the
people it exists for.

Discovery is the point at issue, not content. Public service broadcasters already make the
content. What they cannot control is whether an algorithm optimised for engagement
surfaces a documentary or buries it beneath something more provocative. Easier
discovery corrects for that. It sets a floor of visibility for trusted content in an environment
that otherwise rewards whatever holds attention, regardless of accuracy.

The benefit is sharpest where trust is failing. UK trust in news overall has fallen to 30%,
among the lowest recorded, while trust in individual public service brands has held up. The
gap is a discovery problem: the brands people still trust are harder to find in feeds full of
material they do not. Prominence closes that gap. It puts trusted brands in front of people
in the places they have learned to be sceptical.

This is the audience-facing case for the prominence regime we set out in full in our answer
to Question 4a. There we address how it should work - statutory rather than voluntary,
open to all public service providers on fair terms, and verifiable through content
provenance. The benefit here is the reason to build it.

Q23b. What types of content from public service media providers do you
think should be easier to find on video platforms?
Options: (select all that apply)

Arts and classical music

Children’s

Comedy

Drama

Education

Entertainment

Factual entertainment

Feature films

General factual

News and current affairs

Religion and ethics

Soaps

Specialist factual
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e Sports
e None of the above
e Other (please specify)

Q23c. On which video platforms do you think content from public service
media providers should be easier to find?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Content from public service providers should be easier to find wherever audiences now
discover video. In practice that means the video sharing platforms first - TikTok, Instagram
Reels and YouTube - where the youngest audiences increasingly start. It means the
streaming interfaces, Netflix and Amazon Prime Video, whose recommendation screens
now serve as the front door to television for many households. And it means the smart TV
platforms themselves, whose home screens and manufacturer channel line-ups shape
what audiences see before they open any app.

The regime should also reach the discovery layer forming now: search and Al assistants.
People increasingly ask an assistant what to watch, or put a question to it instead of
searching. The BBC's own research found that a majority of Al answers about news
carried significant issues, and around a fifth of those citing BBC content introduced factual
errors. If public service content is not discoverable through these tools - and not
represented accurately by them - the prominence regime will have secured visibility on the
platforms of the last decade while missing the platforms of the next.

How prominence should work across these surfaces is set out in our answer to Question
4a.

Q24. Do you regularly create video content and upload it to video
sharing platforms, such as YouTube and TikTok?

Options:
e Yes, primarily for fun or as a hobby
e Yes, primarily for professional purposes or to generate income
e No
e Prefer not to say

Q24a. As a content creator or someone who uploads content to video
sharing platforms, are there additional changes or features that you
would want video sharing platforms to offer? For example to increase the
visibility of your content, transparency of systems or to make content
more discoverable.

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]
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No response

Q24b. Thinking about the video sharing platforms you upload and share
content on, do you have sufficient awareness of how content is shown to
viewers through the algorithms?

Options:
e | have sufficient awareness of how the algorithm works
e | do not have sufficient awareness of how the algorithm works

e Not sure
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Section 7 - A new system of public service media for
television

Q25. Which of the following, if any, attributes of public service media
content do you value the most? Please select (up to) your top three.

Options:
e Diverse programming - content that features people like me, and people from
different backgrounds
e Quality news - news content that is accurate, and helps me better

understand what is going on in the world today
Regional coverage - programming or content that keeps me informed about my area
Quality content (non-news) - programmes or content that you see as high-quality and
or different in their approach to what is offered by other providers

e Range - the availability of a range of different types of programmes

(for example drama, comedy, entertainment, sport)

e Tailored to UK audiences - programmes that are specifically made for UK audiences,
and are relevant to me

e Shared viewing opportunities - programmes and broadcast events that | can watch
and talk about with others, for example family or my peers

e National cohesion - the broadcasting of events that bring the

nation together for a shared viewing experience
None of the above
Not sure

Chapter 4.2 of the green paper outlines the challenges public service media faces and how
the system tied to broadcast licences is relatively inflexible. The chapter suggests this limits
the options for benefits and obligations Ofcom can place on public service media providers,
and makes it harder to open up the system to new providers. It is argued this risks the
sustainability of the system as audiences move away from live broadcast TV to switch
between linear, on-demand, and user-generated content on multiple devices.

Q26. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the suggestion that
the public service media system needs to be reformed away from the
current model that uses broadcast licences?

Options:
e Strongly agree - the system definitely needs to be reformed away from using
broadcast licences
e Agree - | agree that the system may need to be reformed away

from using broadcast licences
Neither agree nor disagree - No opinion either way
Disagree - | do not agree that the system necessarily needs to be reformed away
from using broadcast licences

e Strongly disagree - | feel strongly that the system should continue to use broadcast
licences
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e Not sure

Q26a. Please provide a reason and any supporting evidence for your
view.

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

We agree the broadcast licence is the wrong instrument for the next decade, and we
agree with the government's reason. Tying public service status to a broadcast licence
made sense when broadcasting was how the public found this content. It no longer is. A
model built on licences cannot easily bring in a service native to video sharing platforms,
or attach obligations and benefits to on-demand and social distribution, or flex as viewing
shifts. On that much the Green Paper is right.

Two conditions decide whether reform strengthens the system or weakens it.

First, opening the system must mean addition, not substitution. In the Digital Britain era
Ofcom proposed a Public Service Publisher - a contestable commissioner of public service
content, not owned by an existing broadcaster. Reimagined for today, that is what opening
up could include: a new entrant commissioning public service content made for the
platforms where audiences now are, funded to add to what the system offers - we set out
a fuller proposal in our answer to Question 1. A wider set of providers is a gain. A wider
set of providers assembled by hollowing out the existing ones is a loss dressed as reform.

Second, the anchor has to hold. Public service providers accounted for just over 80% of
domestic UK television commissioning spend in 2024, and the BBC is the largest of them.
The flexibility the paper wants is worth having only while there is a well-funded core for
new providers to be added around. Flexibility attached to a shrinking centre spreads the
same declining resource more thinly across more claimants. That is managed decline with
more participants. The reform and the funding settlement are therefore one question, not
two - which is why this Green Paper and the Charter Review must conclude together, as
we argue in our answer to Question 1.

This fits our own position on how the BBC should be constituted. We favour moving the
BBC's foundational provisions - existence, mission, purposes, independence, universality -
into a permanent Charter, with operational matters that need periodic review sitting in a
separate Operating Agreement. The same logic applies across the system: settle the
enduring public service obligations in durable form, and let the mechanisms for delivering
them flex with the market. Reform of the instrument is welcome. Reform that loosens the
obligations, or the funding behind them, is not.

Our agreement is therefore qualified rather than strong. The direction is right. The
safeguards are what determine whether it works: new providers added to a funded core,
obligations preserved as the instrument changes, and no opening of the system that
becomes a route to diluting the BBC's funding or remit.

The green paper outlines four potential principles of the public service media system.
In brief, these are:
e Universality: to ensure that public service content remains universally available, free
of charge, reflecting audience behaviours and media consumption habits.
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e Public service content: to ensure provision of a wide range of high-quality,
distinctive public service content.

e Systemic sustainability: to ensure the system of public service media has a mix of
providers to increase its resilience to deliver public service media objectives in the
long-term. It should also be sufficiently flexible to the potential shifts of the current
collection of PSM providers and be open to opportunities of mergers, partnerships,
and definitions of public service content.

e A sustainable PSM compact: to ensure the benefits PSM providers receive are
proportionate to the obligations they must deliver for PSM status so as to be
attractive and commercially sustainable.

Q27. To what extent do you agree or disagree that each of the following
should be considered by government as principles of the public service
media system?

e Universality STRONGLY AGREE
e Public service media content STRONGLY AGREE
e Systemic sustainability STRONGLY AGREE

e A sustainable public service media compact STRONGLY AGREE
[For each, select between Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree, or Not sure]

The green paper outlines three illustrative models for our public service media system to
align with our proposed principles. These models are outlined below, and a more detailed
description on each is presented in chapter 4 of the green paper.

e A model focused on PSM institutions would see institutions, such as broadcasters or
streamers, designated as PSM institutions.

e A model focused on PSM services would allow specific ‘services’ to receive PSM
designation if they were to meet agreed requirements. In this context, ‘services’ could
range from linear provision, such as an arts-focused TV channel, a high-quality VoD
service, or channels on video sharing platforms, such as a history or documentary
channel on YouTube.

e A content-centric approach would determine whether something is public service
content subject to an agreed definition (which could evolve in line with
cultural/societal needs) rather than a particular provider (institution or service).

Q28. Please rank, in order, your preferred model of the public service
media system, where 1 is your most preferred model:
Options:

e A model focused on PSM institutions 1

e A model focused on PSM services 3

e A content centric approach 4

e A combination of the models 2
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Q29. Do you have any further comments you would like to add on the
content covered by this chapter, or any further information that will aid us
in interpreting your responses?

[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Three points that connect the content of this section to the Charter Review the
government is running alongside.

First, this is one settlement. The system this chapter describes has an anchor, and the
anchor is the BBC. Decisions here on the PSM model, on prominence and on the compact
cannot be sound if they are taken in isolation from the Charter decisions on the BBC's
funding, independence and permanence. Two consultations feeding one White Paper is
the right process. It works only if the conclusions are reached together. A reformed PSM
system resting on an underfunded or politically exposed BBC is a reform built on sand. We
make this argument in full in our answer to Question 1.

Second, the most useful thing reform could produce is shared public-service infrastructure.
The chapter asks how to open the system to new providers and how to keep public
service content discoverable as viewing moves online. Both point to the same answer: a
common digital home for UK public service content, built by evolving iPlayer into shared
infrastructure that other public service providers can use - the digital equivalent of the
transmission network the BBC once built and the whole sector relied on. A single trusted
public service destination is simpler for devices and platforms to make prominent, gives
smaller providers scale they cannot reach alone, and strengthens UK public service media
against the global streamers. The BBC's own consultation response supports this
direction. It is the practical form "opening up the system" should take - shared rails every
public service provider can run on, rather than a looser licensing regime by itself.

Third, two public purposes are missing from the BBC's current Charter, and this chapter is
the reason they matter. The system the government wants depends on public service
content that is discoverable across platforms, and on public institutions able to build
technology in the public interest and to defend the information environment. A BBC
mandated to do both is central to it. The technology purpose removed in 2017, which
drove the digital switchover and enabled iPlayer, should be reinstated and widened.
Al-labelling and deepfake detection are a live example of what that purpose should cover:
the BBC co-founded the C2PA provenance standard now used by more than 5,000
organisations, and that expertise needs a funded public mandate, not just a licence to
volunteer it. And a new purpose should be added: a duty to sustain a healthy information
environment, framed positively as building the conditions for informed democratic
participation, rather than as policing others' disinformation. New obligations of this kind
must come with the resources to meet them, or they deepen the real-terms funding fall the
Green Paper itself records.

That last point runs through our whole response. The ambition in this Green Paper is right.
It cannot be delivered on a declining budget, by institutions whose independence and
funding are settled a Charter process apart from the system they anchor.
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Section 8 - Equalities impact

There is a duty on public authorities to consider how their policies or decisions affect people
with protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010.

Q30. Do you have any evidence of the equalities impacts of any
proposals set out in the consultation?
[Text entry - 20000 character limit]

Yes. The proposals with the clearest equalities impact are those on DTT switch-off, and
the impact falls hardest on people who share protected characteristics under the Equality
Act - older people and disabled people in particular, with a strong overlap with low income
and rural location.

The evidence is in the Green Paper's own annex. Of the DT T-reliant households without
broadband, 92% are over 55, 58% sit in the two lowest socioeconomic bands, and 41%
include a disabled person. Annex C notes that by 2034 the reliant group will be
overwhelmingly aged 65 and above. Around 1.51 million households will still be without
IPTV access in 2034. A switch-off decision taken on a fixed date, before universal-access
conditions are verified, would transfer cost and complexity onto precisely the groups least
equipped to bear either - a direct adverse impact on people defined by age and disability,
concentrated among those on the lowest incomes.

Age and disability run through the affordability picture too. IPTV depends on an ongoing
broadband subscription, a recurring cost that DTT does not impose. The support meant to
offset it is not reaching the people it is for. Only 532,000 households used a social tariff in
June 2025, under 9% of those eligible, and 70% of eligible households did not know social
tariffs existed. Older and disabled people, more likely to be on fixed or low incomes and
less likely to be navigating the broadband market actively, are over-represented among
those who miss out. An equalities assessment that assumes the subsidy reaches its target
will understate the real impact, because in practice it does not.

There is a measurable way to test this. The Minimum Digital Living Standard defines the
connectivity, devices and skills a household needs to take part in modern life. 45% of
households with children currently fall below it. A switch-off decision should be assessed
against a standard of this kind, broken down by the protected characteristics most
exposed, so that the equalities impact is measured against a threshold rather than
asserted against a general hope that no one is left behind.

The remedy is the one we set out in our answer to Question 14a. A condition-led
switch-off, with affordability, coverage, reliability, device and software continuity, and
usability independently verified before DTT is withdrawn, is not only better distribution
policy. It is the course that discharges the Public Sector Equality Duty, because it makes
the protection of older, disabled and low-income audiences a binding precondition of the
decision rather than a hoped-for consequence of it. A calendar date does the opposite: it
fixes the switch-off first and leaves the equalities impact to be managed afterwards, on the
groups least able to withstand it.
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