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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

In recognition of the increasing importance of the external dimension of audiovisual 
policy, the European Community ratified in 2006, together with 12 Member States, the 
UNESCO Convention on the protection and promotion of the diversity of cultural 
expressions. In this context, in December 2007, the European Parliament adopted in the 
2008 budget a preparatory action focusing on developing EU relations with third-country 
audiovisual markets. This preparatory action, called MEDIA International, provides the 
opportunity for strengthening relations and networks between European Union and third-
country professionals in the audiovisual sector. Ministers in charge of audiovisual matters 
in the EU and the EFTA countries adopted a declaration in May 2008 welcoming MEDIA 
International and encouraging the Commission to examine the desirability of a proposal 
for a support programme to promote cooperation between European audiovisual industry 
professionals and industry professionals in third countries. As a result, this report 
assesses a new programme MEDIA MUNDUS with an estimated budget of €267.5 
million over three years. 

(B) Positive aspects 

Several improvements have been made to the report following the Board's first opinion: 
alternative sets of action lines under option 3 have been developed and analysed, 
including their cost-effectiveness; the section on objectives has been supplemented by an 
additional objective (attaining the market share of 7% of EU works in third countries and 
vice versa over three years). The report also discusses the lessons learnt from designing 
and implementing MEDIA programmes since 1991 and their relevance for MEDIA 
MUNDUS. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more technical comments 
have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be incorporated in the final version of 
the impact assessment report. 

General recommendation: The report should be improved further on several 
aspects. Primarily, the report should further explain why it is necessary to create a 
new instrument, rather than integrating international activities in the existing 
programme MEDIA 2007. It should also demonstrate with greater precision the 
(cost-)effectiveness of different scenarios in achieving the objective of 7% market 
share of EU audiovisual works in third countries and vice versa. Finally, it should 
provide a clearer explanation of the added value and justification for the number of 
outputs under each action line in terms of expected benefits. 

(1) Provide further explanation of why the extension of MEDIA 2007 would not be 
optimal or feasible. While the new version of the report provides additional arguments 
for the creation of a new instrument (rather than extending the existing MEDIA 2007), it 
should however substantiate the claim that the opening the strands of MEDIA 2007 to 
non-European professionals would create confusion amongst professionals, dilute the 
impact of the existing programme and detract from the achievement of the internal 
market objectives. In this context, the report should also explain in more detail which 
strands of MEDIA 2007 could (and which could not) be opened for professionals in third 
countries (and why), and to what extent target groups of MEDIA 2007 and MEDIA 
MUNDUS differ. 

(2) Demonstrate with greater precision the (cost-)effectiveness of the options 
(scenarios 1 and 2). Given that the new version of the report introduced the objective of 
7% market share of EU works in third countries and vice versa, the report should assess 
the extent to which each of the scenarios can meet this objective. 

(3) Provide a clearer explanation of the added value and justification for the 
number of outputs under each action line. While the new version of the report 
provides some explanations for the added value of action lines, the fact that Member 
States do not take action does not in itself prove that the EU action is necessary or has 
value added. This argumentation should be strengthened. While the new version of the 
report provides the necessary justification for the amounts allocated, the report should 
better justify the necessary number of outputs under each action line in terms of expected 
benefits (contact points, trainings, supported co-production projects, consortia, etc.). For 
example, the minimum number of events to ensure the selection of high quality projects 
under the action "Organisation of co-production markets and partner search events" 
should be clarified (currently, it is different under both scenarios). 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The report contains a number of duplications and should be shortened accordingly. The 
concept of cost-effectiveness and administrative burden should be used more rigorously 
throughout the report (rather than being used interchangeably with the more general 
concepts of effectiveness and administrative costs, respectively). 
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