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Information contained in this report only reflects solely the author’s view on the 
subject based on intensive best-effort research of published materials, 
deductive reasoning and calculated speculations. While the author and 
publishers have done their best to ensure the accuracy of all the information, 
they, however, can accept no responsibility for any loss or inconvenience 
sustained as a result of information contained in this volume. 

The information contained in this paper can be freely used but a 
reference should be made to this document. 
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1 Introduction 
Recently bmcoforum published a study “The Status of National Licensing 
Frameworks for Mobile TV – a country-by-country Assessment”, showing that 
the majority of central European countries had assigned frequencies, 
established regulatory and licensing frameworks and started or were about to 
start mobile TV services in 2008.  

With the exception of central Europe, a significant proportion of countries have 
not yet decided upon a licensing process or conditions. As this kind of activity 
normally takes quite some time and effort, often requiring public consultations 
and law changes, it’s becoming an urgent requirement to speed up the decision 
process in order that the mobile broadcast industry is better able to exploit the 
current market potential of mobile TV.  

In its study “The Status of Mobile Broadcast Business Models – Generic 
Business Models & country-by-country Assessment” bmcoforum has described 
generic business models as well as providing a number of implementation 
examples from countries who have already started or who are about to start 
commercial mobile broadcast services. Most of these commercial 
implementations differ in some respect, having both pros and cons related in 
some respect to their specific regulatory frameworks. 

So, for countries which are about to decide upon their particular regulatory 
framework(s) and preferred business model(s) it could well be useful to 
describe best practice approaches by considering the existing frameworks and 
their implementations. This is the main objective of this study. 

This objective is in line with one of the conclusions of the communication of the 
European Commission on “Strengthening the Internal Market for Mobile TV” to 
provide guidance for a coherent framework for authorisation regimes across the 
EU by identifying best practices in the EU and promote their adoption by the 
Member States. 

Obviously an assessment of existing regulatory frameworks can be done only 
based on a set of objective criteria. The next chapter of this report describes 
the selected criteria set. The following chapter gives a detailed analysis of the 
implementation criteria. The last chapter will summarize the results and give 
some general recommendations. 

This study is based upon the joint work of bmcoforum work items “Regulation 
and spectrum lobbying” and “Generic business models” and the specific input 
from bmcoforum members. The contributions represent a collection of personal 
view’s partially amended by discussions within the respective working groups. 
We would like to thank them for their contributions and comments. Other 
players may have different opinions. These players are invited to enrich our 
further discussions. 
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2 Assessment criteria 

2.1 General criteria considerations 
Obviously, regulatory framework should target on enabling a fast kick-off of a 
mass market for mobile broadcasting. So, criteria should be found that are 
most important for reaching this target. 

Regulation influences the described fast mass market kick-off target in two 
phases: 

• During the  regulatory framework establishment and implementation 
process itself, e.g. law approval and tendering process 

• During the service provision phase by setting the right framework for the 
sustainable business  

In the following criteria will be described to be applied for the assessment of 
these two phases. 

2.2 Regulatory process related criteria 
The main objective of the regulatory framework establishment and 
implementation phase should be enabling a fast decision on the business 
framework for mobile broadcasting, at the same defining the suitable business 
framework allowing fast market kick-off. 

So following criteria can be used to assess this phase: 

R1. Transparency of the consultation/tender process for a wide 
discussion of the regulatory and business framework among the 
potential market players. 

R2. Licensing entry barriers for all the potential market players to enter 
the selection procedure. 

R3. License granting speed including fast set-up of the regulatory 
framework as well as fast license decision making under the 
assumption to give the players enough time for preparing valuable 
proposals. 

R4. License and other service costs influencing the business. 

R5. Support of value chain set-up  

 This criterion is to assess the contribution of the licensing process to 
bring together the players of the value chain to avoid blocking 
situations after the license decision. This also may include stimuli for 
risk and revenue sharing among the players. 

R6 Long term legal certainty to make the necessary investments in the 
network and service provision. 
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2.3 Service provision related criteria 
The following service provision related criteria can be used to assess the effects 
of the specific regulatory framework specified by laws or the licenses to enable 
a fast set up of mobile broadcast service and a sustainable business. They are 
classified into technology, services, content and marketing related criteria. 

2.3.1 Technology related criteria 
T1. Technology neutrality allowing the licensee to select among the 

available options (bearer, ESG, service purchase and protection). 

T2. Variety of devices enabling the provision of devices from different 
vendors as well as connected and unconnected devices. 

T3. Efficient use of spectrum enabling a large number of channels to 
customers. 

T4. System/network flexibility allowing the licensee to use standard 
options best fitting to the market requirements. 

2.3.2 Services related criteria 
S1. Service coverage requirements including population coverage 

aspects as well as indoor reception. 

S2. Network price control mechanisms for the broadcast network to 
avoid monopoly pricing as frequencies are a rare resource (only in 
relevant cases). 

S3. Service competition enabling customer to select among different 
service provisioning. 

S4. Requirements for Services support enabling integration of TV 
broadcast and 3G mobile TV. 

2.3.3 Content related criteria 
C1. Content requirements including public, commercial and pay TV 

content, special made for mobile content, interactive services, other 
than TV content as radio and data, languages etc. 

C2. Distributor influence on the bouquet enabling them to sell the most 
attractive content to their customers (at the moment of service kick-
off and afterwards). 

2.3.4 Business related criteria 
M1. Financial commitment of the licensee to enable a sustainable 

business. 

M2. Business model structure to be kept simple for the market kick-off. 
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3 Criteria-based Assessment 

3.1 Transparency of the consultation/tender process 
In some considered countries the transparency of the consultation process 
could be qualified as fair, while the degree of openness in some other could put 
into questions in terms of level playing field, criteria, predictability and 
certainty.  

Not in all countries a specific consultation for mobile TV has been carried out. In 
Italy and the Netherlands mobile TV licensing has been related to DTT 
licensing. 

In Austria the digitalisation concept published in 2007 includes mobile TV 
regulatory issues. The license criteria were well described and the license 
decision has been explained in detail for each criteria. 

In Germany the consultation process was focused on the platform license, as 
the frequency licensing does not differ from established licensing process. 
However, the platform license tender partly included obligations not discussed 
before. 

In the US, the process, run by the FCC, was open and transparent as well. 

3.2 Licensing entry barriers 
Few countries do not formally constrain the players that could bid for the 
license. Any players from the mobile broadcast value chain as well as third 
parties are allowed to bid.  

Normally the bidders have to demonstrate there technical, financial, business 
and organisational expertise to provide the mobile broadcast service. 

In Austria the licensee is not allowed to act as broadcaster or programme 
aggregator. However, he had to give evidence that he had secured its 
relationship with such actors prior to being granted with the license. Vertical 
integration (e.g. Broadcast Network Operator being a subsidiary of a 
Broadcaster) was not permitted. 

In Finland the licensee is in the role of the shared broadcast network service 
provider, selling the network capacity to all potential interested parties. Hence, 
different business models can be put in place and coexist. All the players were 
able to participate in the bidding process. However, the licensee is not allowed 
to act in a B2C business. 

In France the license will be granted to a group of TV channel providers. 

In the US, the process was open to all parties. 

Note, that there was no licensing process in Italy and Netherlands due to 
possibility to re-use existing fixed broadcast licenses for mobile broadcasting. 
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3.3 License granting speed 
After the amendment of the regulatory framework (Act) which had been 
originally set for DVB-T, at the end of July 2007, Austria had a one month 
public consultation of the selection criteria. The main principles for the selection 
of candidates were better concept for allocation of data rates, ensure 
cooperation between all parties of the value chain, allowing a quick roll out of 
the business. It took another 6 months from call for tender until license 
granting, so all together 7 months. 

In France, the legislation amendment of the regulatory framework (Audiovisual 
Law) which had been originally set for DVB-T was done in February 2007. The 
following consultation and tender process organised by the CSA (Audiovisual 
regulatory Authority) resulted in the selection of the TV channels to be offered 
(May 2008). The granting of the frequency to the multiplex operator (joined 
company of the selected channels) to which mobile operators can participate is 
expected in October 2008. 

In Germany, due to the split of media regulation responsibility among 14 
federal media authorities, these administrations had to agree on a nation-wide 
approach for platform licensing. After first tenders of some federal states in 
spring 2006 the framework was discussed about 12 months. It took another 11 
months from the 14 calls for tender of the federal media authorities to license 
granting, some states then delaying the implementation of the license decision 
for some months. The frequency license has been granted 6 months after the 
call for tender. 

There was no licensing process in Italy due to possibility to re-use existing 
fixed broadcast licenses for mobile broadcasting which allowed a very fast 
implementation. 

In Switzerland it took all together 5 months from the start of consultation 
until license granting, among them 4 months from call for tender to license 
granting. 

3.4 License and other service costs 
The administration costs for getting the license are normally low. Beside in the 
US where the process was an auction, administrations have chosen to date a 
beauty contest type procedure to grant the license.  

Switzerland charges a once only administration fee of minimum CHF 10.000 
for each applicant to cover the tender costs. 

In Germany it is in the same range, but for each federal media authority. 
Furthermore, there is an annual fee for the usage of the frequencies. 

Some country such as Switzerland requires other additional fees including: 

Annual license fee 

• No fee for the distribution of radio and TV channels (70% of the 
spectrum) 
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• Pro-rate annual license fee of CHF 1.560 pro 25 kHz country-wide (in 
total CHF 147.760 for 30% of the spectrum) for the provision of 
telecommunication services over the provided frequencies 

Annual management fee 

• Annual management fee pro allotment of CHF 4.560 pro MHz. For the 
country-wide license with 12 allotments this is an annual management 
fee of CHF 437.760 

• Annual management fee of CHF 960 for the registration as 
telecommunication service provider 

3.5 Support of value chain set-up 
In Austria the call for tender required the bidders to present agreements with 
programme aggregators and the agreements of them with broadcasters / 
content providers on the business model and on the base package bouquet. 
Programme aggregators package channels and additional services and 
distribute them to customers. The tender process would appear to consider it 
preferable that mobile operators be programme aggregators. 

Furthermore, bidders’ applications had to include details on  

• Integration of the know how of the programme aggregators and 
broadcasters into the set-up and operation of the multiplex platform 

• The decision making regarding the selection of programme aggregators 

• The decision making model regarding the selection of programmes 
(especially of the base package) by the programme aggregators. 

In Finland the license has been granted without any additional requirements 
for setting up the whole value chain. The licensee has coverage obligations but 
neither means to influence the provision of channels or services nor their 
distribution to the public. Furthermore, it is not allowed to operate as a 
distributor.  

Licensee is in the role of network capacity provider and is thus in the clean role 
of the horizontal business model. In that respect the licensee is depending on 
the creation of the whole ecosystem.  

In France the regulatory framework is ensuring the availability of content at 
the beginning by requiring the mobile TV licensees to form the platform 
operator within two months after the authorization process. However, the 
participation of mobile operators in this company may be unclear. 

In Germany the platform licensee has been announced, the final granting was 
connected to the provision of agreements with broadcasters within a short time. 
This brought the licensee in a potentially difficult contractual position. The 
licensee is also in a similar position regarding distributors as no requirements 
were set on the agreement with distributors in the course of the licensing 
process. 
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Due to the absence of any specific regulatory framework in Italy there is no 
influence on the establishment of the value chain. 3 Italy using a vertical 
business model approach only has to agree with broadcasters as they own all 
other parts of the value chain. They even provide own channels. In the 
Mediaset approach the agreements with TIM and Vodafone were the basis for 
setting up the network. The risk for getting contracted the right content is with 
the mobile operators. 

In the US, the FCC did not impose rules into the license which would limit the 
degree of flexibility and freedom to define and negotiate the value chain set-up 
between the required business parties. 

3.6 Long-term legal certainty 
In Austria and Switzerland the licenses have been granted for 10 years. 

As in Germany the regulatory framework has not yet passed the legislation, 
the platform license has been granted as pilot licenses only. The duration is 
between 3 and 7 years depending on the corresponding federal state law. There 
is some legal uncertainty what will happen after expiry of the pilot period. 

In France, the license will be granted for 10 years. 

In Finland it has been granted to Digita for 20 years until 2020. 

In the US, the spectrum licenses have a term of 16 years, giving a high degree 
of long term certainty. 

3.7 Technology neutrality 
In Austria and Switzerland the tender was technology neutral, but the 
regulator recommended DVB-H.  

The Finnish and French tenders were DVB-H specific although the legislation 
is technology neutral (however in France the government issued a decree 
making DVB-H compulsory for UHF band). 

In Germany two technology-specific licenses have been granted, one for T-
DMB and the other for DVB-H. However, the applicable legislation is technology 
neutral and subject to European standardization and compliance with spectrum 
requirement (e.g. under the ITU Geneva Plan 2006). 

The license in Italy is technology neutral. 

Except the recommendation normally no other technical constraints (e.g. 
transmission regime) are given by regulators. 

In the US, the license is fully neutral. The licensee must only comply with the 
FCC’s technical rules resulting in predictable and stable technical rules. 
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3.8 Variety of devices 
In Austria the call for tender required a variety of devices that can also be 
obtained by distributors other than programme aggregators (e.g. mobile 
operators). It also required describing how unconnected devices can be 
supported. 

In France, there was a criterion for the beauty contest which was to make 
programmes available to as many people as possible. Hence, some players 
considered not only connected, but also non connected devices so that to be 
well positioned with this criteria. 

In Germany no specific requirements are set in the tender. The bidder had to 
describe the development of the device market. The support of device 
distribution is described as one of the criteria. 

In Italy any device decision is left to the market. 

3.9 Efficient use of spectrum 
Most of the considered countries support the shared network model, which 
allows efficient use of spectrum by simulcrypt content transmission. 

In Austria the call for tender required the compatibility of protection systems 
to avoid multiple transmission of the same channel. 

In Germany in principle, all capacity maybe contracted by any distributor. On 
the other hand it is not forbidden to provide part of the capacity to a specific 
distributor. 

In France different but compatible service protection systems may be used. All 
content should be made available to all distributors if requested by them. 

In Italy the available spectrum is used inefficiently as some channels (e.g. Sky 
TG24) are transmitted several times: in the 3 Italy network, and two times in 
the Mediaset network, once for TIM and once for Vodafone. 

3.10 System/network flexibility 
In almost all considered countries the regulator has not prescribed any system 
or network parameter leaving this to the licensee. 

In Austria, the regulator required describing them in the tender. Any change of 
the system parameters has to be announced to the regulator. 
In France, the regulator specified the modulation profile and the number of TV 
programs (16) assuming an average of 250 kbps for each. But this has been 
the result of a consensus among interested parties resulting from the 
consultation phase prior to the tender. 
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3.11 Service coverage 
In Austria the license requires a minimum of 50% population coverage 10 
months after license granting (portable outdoor). 

According to the Finnish license terms, the network had to be opened to 
commercial operations by 01.12.2006 and to cover 40% of the population by 
01.12.2007. The coverage will be reviewed every year with the regulator. 

Within its French call for tender the regulator requires a minimum outdoor 
coverage of 30% of the population within 3 years, a minimum outdoor coverage 
of 60% of the population within 6 years. However, bidders were encourage to 
commit to more (and they did it) because quality of service was a criteria of the 
selection.  

In Germany a minimum of 50% population coverage should be reached in 
every State Capital (16 cities) until December 31st, 2008; and preferably 20% 
coverage of German population to cover until December 31st, 2008. 
Furthermore, coverage of at least every city with more than 150k inhabitants as 
well as at least the four biggest cities with more than 100k inhabitants in each 
federal state should be reached until June 16th, 2015. Finally the tender 
requires a preferably 70% coverage of the German population until June 16th, 
2015 and 90% coverage of the German population until 2015 if in 2013 DVB-H 
services have reached a penetration usual in the market. 

There are no coverage obligations in Italy at all. 

In Switzerland the coverage obligation by the license require 44% of 
population outdoor until end of Mai 2008 (EURO 2008) and about 60% of 
population until end of 2012. 

3.12 Network price control mechanisms 
In Austria no specific price control mechanisms are foreseen. This is due to the 
fact that bidders have to form a successful consortium with program 
aggregators prior to the application. Therefore, bidders have a natural incentive 
to offer reasonable conditions.   

In Italy and in France this is left to the market as competition exists. 

3.13 Service competition 
In all considered countries service competition is foreseen, either by the 
prescription of the wholesale/shared network model to enable a set of 
distributors or, as in Italy, by having available several networks and limited 
upfront regulatory limitations. 

3.14 Services support 
None of the considered tenders foresees a specific requirement to support 
integration of broadcast TV and 3G mobile TV. 
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3.15 Content requirements 
In Austria the capacity of the multiplex is to be divided into a base package 
which contains programs available to customers of all aggregators, and 
premium packages which may be filled with (pay) content individually selected 
by aggregators. The license requires an assignment of a minimum of 50% of 
the capacity to the base package. Upon request, the base package must contain 
all national terrestrial TV channels which will be carried free of charge until the 
end of 2009. 

In Finland no single entity can purchase more than one third of the capacity. 

In Germany on reasonable conditions the platform should provide capacity to 
all together 9 channels places: 

• Channels with high coverage and attractive content for mobile 
distribution 

• News, music and sport channels 
• One regional TV channel 
• Radio channels (one TV channel equivalent) 

The rest of the available capacity may be allocated by the platform provider 
using transparent criteria. This shall also include multimedia services. 

In France the regulator is licensing authorized TV channel providers, so 
defining the whole package. 

In Italy the normal DTT constraints apply, but there are no content 
requirements. 

In Switzerland a minimum of 70% of transmission capacity has to be used for 
TV distribution. 

3.16 Distributor influence 
In Austria the licensee is not allowed to have any influence on the selection of 
content. This is the task of program aggregators (distributors) which come to 
agreements with TV and radio stations, package channels and distribute them 
to customers.  

According to the Finnish license terms, the licensee is required to sell mobile 
broadcast capacity to all programming license holders under equal terms. No 
single entity can purchase more than one third of the capacity. 

In France there is no influence of the distributors on the content bouquet as it 
is defined by the regulator granting the mobile media licenses granted. The 
bouquet is fixed for a long time, so that any change is possible only via the 
regulator. However, for programmes similar to those operating in DTT, there is 
a substantial margin of adaptation of the programmes for taking into account 
mobile TV specificities as compared to the DVB-T content.   

In Germany, influence of the distributors on the content bouquet is not 
organised by the regulatory process. 
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In Italy the distributors define their content bouquet by themselves. This is 
obvious for the vertical business model of 3 Italy. In the case of Mediaset 
multiplex TIM and Vodafone have rented each an own part of the capacity of 
the multiplex they do not share each with other. 

3.17 Financial commitment 
In Austria the bidder had to satisfactorily show that he complies with the 
financial requirements for a continuous service offering by providing a business 
case including costs for signal distribution and documents on investment 
financing. 

In Germany the bidder had to provide a high level business case (for 3 years) 
and to demonstrate its economic qualification. 

In Italy the financial commitment can be assessed high as the 3 Italy and 
Mediaset bought DTT network to provide the service. TIM and Vodafone signed 
medium-term contracts with Mediaset for using the network. 

In the US, the financial commitment is market driven and reflected by the 
auction process. 

3.18 Business model structure 
In Austria the business model is a shared network model with limitations on 
the relationship of the players. The broadcast network operator as the licensee 
had to secure its relationship with programme aggregators1 and the 
agreements of them with broadcasters / content providers prior to bid for the 
license tender.  

The specific of the Finnish situation is that it allows having different coexisting 
business models. In that respect it is up to market players how do they setup 
the model around the one network provider. There is no preset model defined 
by regulator and thus gives flexibility for the market. The missing support for 
service set-up has avoided a full commercial start so far. 

In France the business model is allowing a number of business options 
including any kind of distributors (mobile operators, pay-TV companies, other 
interested parties…) as well as monthly fees or one-off fees for acquiring the 
service. All signals will be encrypted.  

In Germany the business model gives the licensee any freedom regarding 
distribution and service provision. But he is limited in selecting the broadcast 
network operator and he is given a number of constraints regarding the channel 
bouquet. 

Italy has no constraints at all regarding the business model, so both, vertical 
and shared network models have been implemented. 

In the US, the regulation is free from complex and stringent layers of regulation 
impacting economics and commercial negotiation. 
                                          
1 Explanations on programme aggregators see under 3.5 
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4 Conclusions 
The criteria-by-criteria analysis in chapter 3 shows that due to the existing 
regulatory constraints amongst considered countries, the regulatory 
frameworks for mobile TV differ considerably. It’s therefore evident, that there 
is no single country bmcoforum could recommend as the ideal best practice 
regulation. For countries considering setting their individual regulatory 
frameworks, they may if they wish select amongst the positive aspects already 
identified and combine as available and selected.  

If the future frequency situation allows for competition using different 
multiplexes, the market can be left to decide on technology, business model 
and any other detail for each of the multiplexes separately. Italy can serve as 
an example here. In other cases where frequency spectrum is limited a shared 
network approach is a good basis for content and service competition. 

Utilising an existing DTT licensing framework for mobile broadcasting may 
speed up the licensing process but may not result in the best long-term 
solution.  Where a DTT licensing framework is absent, for example due to late 
digital switchover, a special mobile TV framework is necessary. 
In countries, such as Italy and the Netherlands, where DTT licenses have been 
directly re-used and mobile TV services implemented very quickly, this does not 
prevent competition at the service level. 
Experiences show that consultation, tendering and license granting will take 
some time. Best practice here is about 6 months. 

The consultation process has to be transparent and open to any potential player 
of the mobile broadcast value chain. This includes broadcast and mobile 
network operators, mobile service providers, public and commercial, free-to-air 
and pay TV broadcaster as well as any kind of potential distributors. This will 
enable a discussion of a wide range of possible business models. 

In all countries where only one multiplex is available, the shared network model 
is used. 

An important question concerns applicable business models and whether the 
tender should constrain the role the licensee may play in the value chain. Some 
countries such as Austria and Finland do not allow the licensee to enter into the 
broadcast or distribution business, limiting him to the broadcast network 
provider role and so implying a structural separation due to the monopoly 
situation of the licensee. On the other hand, this may also set tender entry 
barriers for broadcasters and distributors. 

The business model should be kept open for different partnerships amongst the 
players, and promote partnership opportunities without blocking each other. 

The Mobile broadcast value chain is bringing together different industries, at 
least broadcasting and (mobile) telecommunications industries in this case. The 
regulator may wish to help overcome cooperation barriers and so support faster 
value chain set-up by asking within the tender process for proposals from 
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complete industrial consortia having already established an agreed value chain 
at least in principle. An example of this was seen in Austria recently. Again, as 
in Austria, after, license granting, the winning consortium should be open to 
add other players on fair and reasonable terms. 

In most considered countries service competition is foreseen, either by the 
prescription of the wholesale/shared network model to enable a set of 
distributors or, as in Italy, by having available several networks and limited 
upfront regulatory limitations. 

Calculations of the market players show that due to high operational costs the 
business case of mobile broadcasting is challenging and if possible should not 
be burdened by licence conditions or regulatory costs such as tender, license 
granting and annual license operational fees.  

Valid business cases can be supported also by beauty contest instead of auction 
and long term legal certainty. At least 10 years license granting seems to be 
best practice. 

There is no specific trend regarding technology neutrality of the tenders. Some 
countries are neutral, other prescribe or recommend a certain technology. 
bmcoforum has already stated in response to EC’s mobile TV communication 
that it does not support mandating of any mobile broadcast technology in 
Europe.  

In any case it is best practice not to prescribe specific configurations and 
options within a certain technology. Unless it would be the result of a consensus 
among interested parties resulting from the consultation phase prior to the 
tender, this would allow the licensee to adapt to the market needs and the 
technological progress.  

It is good practice in most of the countries to requests for a wide variety of 
devices for both, connected devices as mobile phones and non-connected 
devices. This may open a wider market. 

Service coverage requirements depend on the specific country situation, 
including spectrum availability as well as geography and population distribution. 
Most countries oblige the licensee to cover 40-50% of the population outdoor 
within the first 12 months. Normally no indoor obligations are given, leaving it 
to the licensee to provide a certain service level which is often considered as 
criteria of selection. 

Countries considering TV as a cultural asset set content obligations on the 
channels to be distributed. As the media frameworks are quite different no best 
practice can be identified. Nevertheless, bmcoforum supports an approach 
where a considerable part of the capacity is left for the licensee to meet the 
market needs of the distributors and users.  

No unique regulatory approach can be found regarding the influence of the 
distributors selling the mobile TV service. Austria is an example where the 
rights of defining the bouquet to the so called programme aggregators is taken 
away from the licensee, which will help to fast set up the value chain. After the 
market start it should be in the interest of the cooperation partners to agree on 
the best content bouquet. 
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Our analysis could not identify a specific financial commitment requested from 
the frequency and platform licensee other than coverage obligations. Normally 
bidders are requested to provide their financial figures. 

bmcoforum will continue to analyze best regulatory frameworks worldwide and 
is ready to help the setting up of such activities by supporting specific national 
actions in response to public consultations or open workshops. 
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5 On the bmcoforum work items  
This study was generated in cooperation of two bmcoforum work items: 

• Regulation and Spectrum Lobbying 

• Generic Business Models 

Work item “Regulation and Spectrum Lobbying” 

In March 2006 the “Regulation and Spectrum Lobbying” work item published its 
spectrum position, which was subsequently revised one year later in March 
2007. The spectrum position lobbied for provision of any type of spectrum 
which can be used for mobile broadcasting, whilst giving priority to UHF band. 
Furthermore, administrations were urged to provide available spectrum as soon 
as possible before digital switchover if at all possible. 

The group responded to a significant number of communications and position 
papers of the European Commission, namely those focussed toward mobile 
broadcasting and the digital dividend, but also to national public consultations 
on mobile broadcasting. 

This work item is in close contact to the European Commission on mobile 
broadcast issues including spectrum and is performing the observer status of 
bmcoforum in CEPT. 

Work item “Generic Business Models” 

In November 2006 the “Generic business models” work item published the 
report “Mobile Broadcast Business Models – A State of the Art Study”. After its 
publication several countries launched commercial services and established 
quite different business model approaches. These first experiences are now 
made available.  

So, in September 2007 the work item was reactivated to contribute toward the 
worldwide discussion on successful business models and how such business 
models could achieve commercial success. 

Among others the following aspects are part of the discussion within the work 
item 

• The worldwide business situation including business models 

• The relationship to the mobile business (streaming based mobile TV, 
interactivity, advertisement) 

• The value chain behind interactivity and advertisement 

• The influence of the regulatory model on the business model 

• Integration of public broadcaster and pay TV broadcaster approaches 
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