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I: So broadly how would you describe the corporate and business strategy of (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) and the brands that you are responsible for?
P: My role is about delivering control of P&L for the channels and delivering profit for the shareholders. That fundamentally gets driven by control of the programme budget and the marketing budget. So, the way in which we spend our money on shows that we are buying for the channels, the shows that we are making for the channels, the output deals of the output services in place, through to commissioning and acquisition of those shows and scheduling of those shows and the way in which we are suing them when showing them to the viewers. I handle the communication side of things as well, so through to viewers and the marketing route we are taking, creative and marketing and the immediate planning of that media. Media and continuity, the mission and the brands themselves and what definition we are setting for the brands and how we are using them. So, all of the different aspects and my role is to take a step back from the running of things and look at the big picture and the strategic side of it and setting that vision, setting that strategy and trying to ensure that all of those different teams, who actually do all the pieces of work, try to keep them all aligned. So, make sure we are all walking on the same road at the same pace.
I: So broadly how would you describe the corporate and business strategy of (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) and the brands that you are responsible for?
P: So, our corporate strategy. there are three elements to our corporate strategy: growth in our linear business, so, we have (multiple) channels in (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) split cross the play and free platforms, Sky, Virgin, BT and also Freeview. One of our main pillars is about driving growth of those channels. Second, driving is about driving growth of IP ownership. So, where we are controlling and able to use more rights. So, where the market has fragmented over the past decade or 15 years or so. Really where on-demand has increased the need for to be able to produce content for different platforms has increased. So, having a position where we are controlling more rights and more platforms is important. Third is about growing our broad aspirations. Our IP sits between the linear business and the VOD business. So, we now have a service called (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) Play which sits in a free-to-air world and we have a lot of VODs for our pay channels on those paid platforms. So, growing that business. Understanding that the world is changing and moving on, and as that is developing, ensuring that we are developing in an on-demand world alongside that. So, linear business which is traditional TV is thriving and is the majority of our revenue. The on-demand world, I'm pretty sure we can feed both of those and ensure we are controlling the IP and the content rights to people we that we serve.
I: And that strategy plays across the brands and the umbrella brand of (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME)?
P: Absolutely. From my point of view, for Dave, for example, I've got specific targets that I need to hit for the channel, on air and linear channel. There's also targets about we are integrating that with on-demand and making sure we are getting the viewers coming through to our on-demand platforms. And then the challenge to constantly increase the IP engine that we have, primarily through commissioning our own shows or by buying them, because there's great sort of level of IP ownership and rights we can have by doing that. So, yes, those three sort of buckets sort of focus on my role.
I: If it is possible, in a nutshell, how would you describe the brands that we are talking about here, (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) as a brand and then the channel brands that you are responsible for?
P: (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) - how would I describe the brand and the individual brands? It's an entertainment, media entertainment organisation. So, it's delivering entertainment content to viewers through a variety of different touchpoints and a variety of different content choices. The individual brands, they start with Dave as the home of witty banter, smart, irreverent, witty content taking it to a young, up-market slightly male audience. W is very much about taking slightly smarter female entertainment audience, serving rather a female audience. So, focussing on 30-39 ABC1 women and delivering entertaining content to them. And then Gold is ... it's really about bringing together contemporary and classic comedy. The nation's favourite comedy be that old or new and we are beginning to create more of that ourselves, as we are commissioning more. We are starting to commission more content, so it's about marrying that new and the old to deliver content, comedy content, that audiences adore and, to be honest, appeals to a much broader audience.
I: Within that strategy of growth, growth of platform, overall growth and development of content and IP, how important are collaborations, as broadly defined earlier, to you in that strategy?
P: Starting off from an internal point of view, the way in which we are structured as a business, very much as a matrix structure. So, I run those channel businesses and within my remit I have programme team, a scheduling team, a marketing team, a digital and social team and a media planning team. So, five teams which are the key functions there. At the same time there's these functions are part of those own groups. So, there's a scheduling forum, there's a marketing department, there's a social department, there's a commissioning team and acquisitions team. So, they also have their own separate reports. We sit as a collective unit, so we can maximise our collaborations so that when we get an new idea through to go, 'I've found this great idea for a show we want to make or to buy, marketing what do you think about it?' 'Well, that's great, that fits with the brand, we are doing some marketing over here next week, we can talk about it'. 'Media planning, does that work for you?' 'Yes, we can probably generate two million eyeballs to see it within three days and actually something else for now, if we do it now we have a great opportunity. Can we get it in the schedule?' 'Well yes, we can put a hole in the schedule or next Thursday, brilliant'. And similarly, when something falls out, our top priority is to say well that show is going to be delayed now, the instant conversations mean we can take the trailer off air, not put it out. Marketing can change their messages and communications so there's a purely process point of view it helps to ensure that exchanging information is quick and seamless. The same thing equally supportive and more important for me from a creative and editorial point of view position it means that we are all discussing things. So yes, I have a member of the team whose prime responsibility is to find great content and someone whose responsibility is to market that. Fundamentally, they are talking to each other apart that and Gerald? has found a great show he wants, he'll show it and we'll do a screening downstairs where the marketing guys and the PR guys - actually the PR department is beyond our team - and the research guys watch it together and have a conversation to understand the different viewpoints and to understand different people's skill sets and the different roles that they are doing. 'Will this be a PR show? yes or no?' From a research point of view, 'have you got any examples that you can show of things that have worked in the past?'
I: Internal collaboration can play a role. How about the external side of things where you work with other organisations?
P: I sense that that is different depending on which way round it is. So, for example, that would be with producers to make new shows we are commissioning, again very very strong. We will spend a long time talking to producers so that they can understand our channels, they can understand what our needs are, our wants are. And we go a step beyond that, we try to ensure that they understand what the needs and wants of our consumers are and our audience is. So, that when they are coming up with ideas or when they are going through their list of ideas they have in development they can kind of go 'well actually that would be perfect to go and talk to W about production'. 'We know what they are after, we know what the brand is about, we know what the channel is about, we know what it's for. We've got all that information, it's perfect for them' Sydney then would get the idea and bring it in to us and we'll spend a long time with the commissioning department and working with those guys to build up an understanding of how to develop that show. I think we will do similar kind of things with our creative agencies and media agencies. We'll spend a long time with them talking and deliberating about what's the best media to use, about the creative to use and a lot of discussion around that. So, there's part of the business where there is a lot of collaboration, with our PR department and our creative agencies. Acquisitions market is slightly different, I think even within there are splits. There are a number of distributors who again our acquisitions team work very hard to create very strong relationships to try to ensure that they understand what our channels are about, who they are for and getting in the right kind of shows. I think the distribution market is more a pure sales market, more contractual, more 'we've got the show, do you want it. I want to charge the maximum amount of money for that show. Whereas, the commissioning market is more about an idea, working with you and we'll spend some money developing this and let's put some time in and talk about this.
I: What forms do those tie-ups with commissioners take? Would you recognise them as alliance or a joint venture or are they some other form?
P: It's still a contract to make the show. There will be a contract to make the show. Whereas from a distribution point of view we will buy a rights package. I'll buy a show from Warner Bros. for example, I'll buy the rights to show that ten times over a two-year period, so I can play it on the channel and then maybe some catch-up rights involved with that, so every time it goes out I can show it on the catch-up service online. Probably not any box sets rights; I can't do an over-the-top service, kind of sale, within that. Similarity with the commission, although a better rights position. We buy most cases we but unlimited rights in perpetuity with a full set of online rights. On top of that then there'll be a back-end position in that if we sell these tapes internationally to a broadcaster in Australia or America then there's split of revenue there. Similarly, if it's a formatted show, we may be splitting that format, depending on whether the producer came to us with a fully-fledged format or whether they came with an idea and we worked on it with them together in which case then there may be four. So, there are numerous, different scenarios of how that will play out from a back end much more advantageous to us. You would never get them buying a programme off the shelf from Warner Bros.
I: In terms of collaboration, do you ever end up at a position which is different to a contractual type of arrangement? perhaps an informal way of working, a project team or an alliance, a joint venture, or even an acquisition?
P: We haven't, no. So, we've looked at a number of options as we are growing as a company. We look at different ways in which we should operate. Is M&A something we need to look at to bring a new crew in. We haven't done that as such. I've tried things elsewhere. Even when we have gone into a development period with a piece of talent or with a producer, we would still have contractual piece, which is £15 grand for some development work here. What we expect to get at the end is a piece of finished tape and a document to understand how that show will look and then there's an option for us to commission that show going forward if we want to.
I: Because of a lack of opportunities to do that type of thing or it's not part of the way in which you see the strategy playing out?
P: I don't think that is how we have seen the strategy playing out. I think there are maybe more opportunities going forward as (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) has seen incredibly large growth over the last ten years. It has massive growth, I think we are in a mature market. And part of that has been market growth, digital expansion, digital switchover etc. and branding. But a big part of that, you know we are in a mature market, the linear TV market is now a mature market. Growth in that is very difficult to see. You've got 98% digital switchover has happened and you see very little change now in pay size of audience and free audiences. You might see people going from Sky to Virgin and to BT and back to Sky again but that group of paying people and that group of people doesn't change massively. So, the linear TV business is pretty mature so growth of us in that industry is tough. We've done all the growth through platform growth and distribution growth. Now it's about organic which gets harder and harder. The new sort of online world of non-linear and VOD and OTT services and SVOD and whatever other types of VOD come up, there is still opportunity for massive growth in those areas. However, it's not as financially viable. So, we are in a mature market, so we are now looking for other routes of growth. So, what do we really need to look at? Do we need to buy someone to continue growing? We've been growing by ourselves.
I: When you think about your strategy going forward, next 3 - 5 years, what are the sort of guiding principles, for want of a better word, the things that will inform that strategy? The things you will do, the things you won't do?
P: Will it drive linear growth? Will it drive video demand growth? Will it drive IP ownership? So, the fundamental thing we will say is OK we need to grow these three things, there's no more linear growth in how we are currently working. Do we acquire other channels? If we can't grow our VOD business, because it's not big enough. Do we need to maybe partner with other people, because we don't have business big enough and pool together into another service or acquire another service? Or for our service to sit on someone else's bigger service. And from an IP ownership point of view, the best way to create great IP is to buy a production company or to buy a distributor to set up some indies with talent to ensure that we are growing our IP. So, going forward, there will be collaboration there. There will be much more looking at ways in which we can spark growth in those areas. I think it is much more difficult for us to do that  organically. So, we are going to have to look at different routes of achieving that.
I: Potentially, collaboration in its broader definition could be part of that strategy, going forward?
P: I think we have seen that just in ...not just from (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME). We have seen that in (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME), but if you look at the market, ITV and ITV Studios buying up a whole range of independent producers. Channel 4 have bought minority stakes in a number of producers. BBC Worldwide have invested generally about 30-40% stake into a number of producers. So, you kind of see that all within the big players and Viacom are doing the same and Sky doing Sky Vision and buying Parthenon. So, you can see that big media players are diversifying from being merely a broadcaster or purely a broadcaster platform to getting into that production sector and that doesn't seem to be slowing down at all. So, that has kind of become over the last 5 or 6 years or so a well-trodden path.
I: Today, (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) hasn't taken that road. What might be the reasons for that?
P: I think there are probably a few reasons. As I say we've grown, we've exceeded our targets as a business for the last few years, for the last decade I guess. So, we haven't seen a stagnation in growth which hasn't gone 'crikey, how do we move forward now?' We haven't needed to go and find new ways of being able to grow organically. That's one. I think other broadcasters have found it easier to go down those roads, those routes, because of their ownership.  That's a strategic way of putting it. So, you look at the way BBC Worldwide is...it has its own ownership and can therefore do that. ITV has its shareholders which are other big media players in the market or members of the public own shares. We are not a public limited company. There have been, trying to be diplomatic about it, different ways are shareholders have viewed those opportunities, perhaps. So, there is slightly less control for us to go down those routes as maybe applies to Channel 4 or ITV.
I: I was wondering if there was a question of the availability of partners or the fit of partners?
P: I think availability is getting harder and I think if you look at the market now for production companies or distribution companies who are still independent, who are of a size, who offer instant value from an archive they may have or for productions they may have and who are priced in a territory where they still offer value for the long term this list is much shorter now than it was ten years ago.
I: Let's talk a little bit about the criteria that might play put if you were hypothetically speaking looking ahead for future strategy what might be the some of criteria that come into play when you think about potential partners for you, strategically?
P: I think, cost is one. There are a number of productions now that are of an equivalent size to (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME), that are probably not for (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME). But it wouldn't be impossible to see some of the bigger production companies, the RTF, Endemols, going and buying up a media network or from the smaller club of producers, you could see them looking for collaborations on how they could get their content to air rather than broadcasters looking at ways in which they could secure content. Cost would be one thing. I think it is about alignment with our business. So, the degree in which there is a cultural fit, the degree to which there is content fit. Is their content right for our network? No, that's not to say that we would be buying into a production entity or into a distribution entity or whoever it might be, purely to secure a content pipeline. I think it's also about diversification of revenue streams. So, we would be quite foolish to look at buying a pay producer that is only going to produce for us. You want people who are going to maximise the opportunity in the market. Cost, availability, cultural fir, production fit. I think there also what value we can bring to those companies. So, they can take a step and say, OK there's a cheque on the table here, so if it's an M&A what value is there in signing up with (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) as opposed to other broadcasters. So, it’s understanding that whole sort of collaboration from both sides.
I: Would yu explore that cultural fit a little more, please. What does that mean to you, specifically within the context of (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) and the cultural fit with potential partners?
P: It's very much depends on how you structure it. There are some simple things which can have big impacts, I think. For example, if we have a creative side to our business be it production maybe, does that sit within the building or external to that? So, from a cultural point of view bringing in, say if it was from LA, for example, and they came into our building here, how does that change the dynamic of our company. We are 300 people strong roughly. If we were BBC with 20,000 people and you bring in another 50 people, it probably doesn't have a big impact on our culture at all. Bring a company in that's of similar size, say 300 people that's going to have a dramatic shift in resistance? So, take we are very particular culture here, very collaborative, very open plan offices, chatty, there's a lot going on. How does that impact on the way in which we work as a business? We would want to bring them into our culture rather than having that culture be fundamentally changed.
I: Thinking about that cultural fit and moving from that to talking about some of the values, the organisational values, that (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) hold dear and what role they might play in any potential collaboration?
P: Again, our values...collaboration is one of those. Collaboration is one of those. Creativity and learning that's a big part of what we do. And I think, taking a step back and being realistic about it, we are talking about the media sector here, we are talking about creative companies at heart. I think they will be a lot of shared values across those. There isn't a production company, creative company that doesn't have collaborations at the heart of what they try and do. It's going to be quite likely from a media perspective. It's very much what goes on. 
I: Thinking about the opportunities in the marketplace at the moment for growth, how driven do you think you will be in the future by what you are today, the brands that you have or by what is going on in the market?
P: That is a really interesting question that is very hard to answer. I think technology has over the last decade become increasingly important and the way in which content is delivered to the viewers has changed dramatically and continues to change. We’ve gone from linear TV through satellite, cable through to internet delivery of content to on-demand delivery of content. You can start and stop whenever you want to. To mobile delivery of content, which is a subset of those kind of on-demand world through to now social platforms being desperate to get people to buy, Twitter, Snapchat and that technology has driven, personally I think technology has driven it more than consumer behaviour has been driven by technology. People didn't ask for mobile delivery, it was something that happened to happen on the mobile phone. Something that started happening. So, I think technology has driven changes in the market. Our channel brands, as important as they were...so if you look at Netflix or Amazon, Ki or Britbox or numerous different, iPlayer or ITV Hub, you go to their services and there is the umbrella brand. You go to Netflix and there are no channels. You go to iPlayer and you can search by channel but that's not the primary way you generally look for content, similar to ITV Player of All4.So, in that world, the channel brand has less importance. So, I think, you could see a world in which those channel brands, Dave, W etc. are less inclined to be the drivers. Content on the flip side is as important as it ever was. Content is still king and content brands are still important. So, you go onto BBC iPlayer and yes you may look for drama, but increasingly, the statistics show that people go to the Line Manager. They would know the show that they want to watch and they go and search it out. So, those content brands are still prevalent but in an on-demand world platform and content are too. The role for channel brand is nested within that and doesn't mean there isn't a role but currently nobody cares?
I: Just talking about brands there for a moment, what do you think that impact might be then on that trend for the umbrella brand? Not the channel brand but the corporate or overall brand?
P: I think it has to become increasingly important. The challenge there, for us in particular, is we have built a business where our corporate is more of a business-to-business brand and our channel brands are consumer brands. So, we talk about shows, we talk about consumers, we talk about Dave, Gold and W and we talk with Channel 4 about doing our advertising. We talk about P&G about buying airtime. We talk about what (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) can offer them as a collection of brands. So, we haven't specifically ... we've talked about this at (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) and (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) Play is a way in which can use that to start and get understanding of what (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) stands for. But historically our channel brands have got more awareness and more cut-through, more recognition than our corporate brand. Therefore, there is a job to do to sell people what (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) is and what it stands for, what it encapsulates. What as someone who goes to the (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) brand area what you to get to appreciate by going there. There's definitely a continuing and long-term job that we need to do. 
I: Aand therefore when you look at collaboration with other industry brands, what importance would you attach to that partner's brand, what it looks like and what it stands for?
P: I think they will vary depending on what the purpose of that collaboration is. Is it a consumer-facing collaboration? Are we investing into a show? Or are we investing into a distribution company that the consumer will never, ever know about? So, in that world is it such a brand that we need to be recognisable?  So, we brought Red Dwarf many years ago. And to do so, one of the big areas of interest in Red Dwarf is that it is a massively well-known brand by consumers for us to market that to viewers it was quite straightforward. We just had to say the brand-new series on Dave was on at this time, we didn't have to tell them what that show was. So, that brand brought its own credibility to it. Working with a production company as such, the brand of the production company is not something that is going to affect the consumer base. So, is there importance to industry branding? Absolutely, this production company has industry recognition which is important. Once again, it varies and depends on what that purpose is. Is it driving a consumer relationship or is it diving a business-to-business relationship? We are setting up and driving our own service forward. What are those brands that will help us to that? We keep working with (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME) to help drive recognition. That is different what programme brands can do in driving viewer numbers.
H: how well do you think you have been able to collaborate in the past and how well do you think you will be able to collaborate in the future?
P: I think, we haven't done anything incredible in the past. I think we have got strong relationships with talent, producers, distributors and advertising from and advertising point of view and a sponsorship point of view. We have strong relationships with our platforms, paid platforms, free platforms and we could always do more with all of those guys. So, I think our collaboration in the market has been incredibly strong and I don't see that decreasing in any way. We are different broadcaster, we are a different middle man we sit in between content and viewers and platforms in some respects and viewers again, so we need to have strong relationships with people who can actually transmit our shows and our channels and take them into the living room, be that Freeview, BT or Sky.  We have incredibly strong relationships with cultural producers. We are not BBC or ITV where we get internal production synergies that way. So, we create relationships with people that make shows, sell shows so that we can have that content coming in. We have great relationships with advertisers because they are a key partner to us. So, without that collaboration, without those relationships, we are an island, floating in sea of Brexit.
I: Any last thoughts on this broad area of the role of the brand in collaborative strategies going forward at (BROADCASTER ORGANISATION NAME)?
P: I think it's ...I'll step back and say how does the consumer demand, what is driving their behaviour? Is it programme brands, is it channel brands, is it platform brands? In reality, it's a combination of those three things. Where is that importance and what is that important feature of the mark et, which is ever-changing at a fast rate. In an on-demand world, the channel brand is less important. I think hasn't been used greatly by other platforms. Can it be used? I suspect it probably can be I'm not quite sure in what way. So, I think it's about thinking about what it is important to viewers. Where are they going to see content? How do they make their programme decisions, what is that based? Is it about advertising, is it about prevalence on the services? What is it that is driving that? Is it recommendations, where are those recommendations coming from? What are the brands controlling those recommendations? Is it word of mouth or is it Radio Times magazine or is a variety or somewhere in between? I think from that in a world where there is greater fragmentation of content, greater fragmentation of platforms; number of channels on Sky is still increasing year on year - I thought about ten years it would decrease, as not all of these channels can survive, more and more channels appear every year on the platforms. So, the choice gets greater on linear demand, on top of that you've then got on-demand TV and then you've got the OTT services like Netflix. So, the choice of content for viewers is increasing. You've got social platforms getting into the act. So, more, more, more. How do you cut through? How do you get your message out to somebody? How do you convince somebody that you are the place to be to watch the content? And I wonder if in that world we need some strategic partnerships, greater relationships and greater collaboration with a variety of different people to get those message through.
I: And the brand could play a significant role?
P: The type of brand is interesting and I'm not sure on that one and I'm not sure the role of a descriptive brand e.g. drama, comedy versus a state of mind brand like Dave or W which are more about a variety of different content, which is right for you at any given time. I'm not quite sure that that sits in that future world and I think what we have to test and see. It will be much more of an emerging kind of strategy really and seeing is that working or is that not working.
I: Would you adopt a similar approach to partnerships? Sorry I know that is an additional question.
P: I think possible I don’t know depending on the cost and the level of resources. There is a large cost issue going for talent partnerships. That is not something you want to try for six months and then walk away from. If it's something that has cost us £50 over a conversation then let's see what happens. Yes, let’s try lots of those, but it comes down to value and resource. 
I: Thank you, I'll stop the tape at this point.
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