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he Caucus has continued to keep its members up to date on 

Ôdigital advancesÕ with a series of compelling symposiums 

conducted by leading authorities.  In turn the Journal has 

highlights of these sessions, the panels Digital Revolution (December 

2005) and Cross-Platform concepts (March 2006) are included this time. 

On the political front donÕt miss Sally HamptonÕs article on the most 

important issue of the day Ñ certainly the most contentious Ñ ÒNet 

Neutrality.Ó ItÕs a must-read for all of us who care about an open and free 

Internet.  And on the lighter side, writer Bill Blinn is happily back with 

us. ÒThe Horror, Oh, The HorrorÓ offers a unique insight of Los Angeles 

life. If you ever wondered why there arenÕt more women directing movies, 

the answer here may confirm your suspicions with hard facts Ñ director 

Vickie Sampson is the writer. Skipping to another generation,  would you 

believe theyÕre regularly teaching teenage students in public high schools 

how to make movies. It seems that visual presentations, story boards, 

working closely with others, acting techniques and the like contribute to 

superior work in other subjects. ItÕs all in the Journal Ñ this issue.



OCUS. If ever 
there was a 
mant ra  that  

served us well, one single 
word, focus, is it. In the 
past months since our last 
journal, The Caucus has 
made great strides moving 
forward in the areas of 
government affairs,  
disseminating information 
on new media to the 
creative community, and 
increasing our new 
members roster. All 
important directions taken to keep our 
organization healthy, impactful, and vibrant.	

Through the wonderful work of Chuck 
Fries and Lee Miller we can boast that this 
yearÕs Caucus Awards Dinner was the best 
in many years. Both the presenters and the 
award recipients were top notch and the 
event was news worthy enough to make the 
KABC 11:00 pm news. 	

In March, another very successful and 
insightful NEW MEDIA breakfast panel 
was launched; the topic, ÒCross Platforms 
Ñcell phones, iPods and the internetÑcan 
they be monetized?Ó The panel was hosted 
by Brian Seth Hurst of The Opportunity 
Management Company and included Randall 

Dark of HD Vision 
Studios, Bruce Gersh of 
A B C  B u s i n e s s  
Development, digital 
marketing consultant 
David Goldsmith, Jeremy 
Toeman of Sling Media 
and Dean Valentine of 
Symbolic Action as 
panelists. The information 
discussed in the breakfast 
meeting was perhaps the 
most art iculate and 
enlightening of any panel 
I have ever attended. A 

transcript and video of that event will be 
available on our Caucus Website, but the 
highlights are reported here in this Journal. 
I urge all of our members to investigate the 
unabridged version available from this 
enlightened panel just by clicking on 
www.caucus.org.	

April brought the second installment of 
the American Spirit Award with this yearÕs 
honors going to Representatives Mark Foley, 
(R) Florida and Diane Watson, (D) 
California. The American Spirit Award was 
created to recognize politicians who 
understand and embrace the need to celebrate 
and preserve the independent voice of 
AmericaÕs television producers, writers,

F



directors and actors, who have often been 
amongst our nationÕs best story-tellers. 	

OUR American experience is shared 
with each other, and with those around the 
world, largely 
t h r o u g h  
television. We 
learn about our 
shared history 
and values, we 
learn about our 
differences, and 
in many ways it 
i s  t h r o u g h  
television that we 
learn how to live, 
in our world. 
This story, our 
story, is the most 
important thing that independent producers, 
writers, directors and actors have to offer.	

This American story is being told in 
more ways, by more people across more 
media platforms, than ever before. Tonight 
while we watch TV, a 20-year-old college 
student in Boston will be running a network 
out of his dorm room. He will create original 
content, pull content from othersÑhopefully 
legallyÑand put it out on the web, iPods, 
low-power FM, and a host of other media 
platforms. Ten, 20, 50 years from now, what 
we know as television will be as different 
from what we know today, as vaudeville 
was from radio.	

When Representatives Watson and 
Foley return to Washington they may be 
asked to consider new legislation on 
franchising and net neutrality. In coming 
months and years Congress and the FCC 

may continue to try to control content 
directly, through new rules on violence and 
indecency and indirectly through a la carte 
programming. The media ownership 

landscape will 
continue to shift 
a s  w i l l  t h e  
c o n c e r n s  o f  
controlling piracy 
and the theft of 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  
property.  And 
those who make 
the devices, run 
the wires, and 
l a u n c h  t h e  
satel l i tes wi l l  
continue to find 
new ways to  

deliver programs to viewers who appear to 
have an endless appetite for gadgets and 
content.
    It is tempting for our elected 
representatives and our regulators to look 
into this uncertain future and attempt to 
create policy using old solutions to old 
problems. We would hope they would resist 
this temptation Ñfor some of those solutions, 
will fail in the future, as many have in the 
past.	

Accordingly, we should look closely at 
what WE do, what values WE bring to our 
creationsÑand what value others derive 
FROM those creations.	

Rather than rush to give old answers to 
old questions, we should ask new questions 
that new opportunities demand. How can 
we, as tellers of the American story, survive 
and thrive in the new media environment?



How can policy best ensure equal 
opportunity for success for the story teller, 
provide real choices for consumers, and 
ensure that everyoneÕs work is fairly 
rewarded? How can we togetherÑproducers, 
writers, directors, actors AND policymakers, 
make the best of these exciting new 
opportunities and AVOID the pitfalls before 
us? Those are a lot of questions; for better 
or for worse, IÕm not sure I have all the 
answers. But I do know that the answers we 
find must serve the television audience and 

the creative community.	
We need to follow the example set by 

our award recipients Representatives Watson 
and Foley, and make sure that the search for 
answers is about advancing our world 
together, rather than about fostering 
differences. We need to work across political 
lines, as Representatives Foley and Watson 
do. And we need to work with all the creative 
guilds, never letting our important differences 
get in the way of our shared goals and values.

Winners of the 
prestigious Caucus 
American Spirit 
Awards, our U.S. 
Representatives 
Mark Foley (R-FL) 
(center left) and 
Diane Watson (D-
CA) (center right) 
with Chuck Fries 
(left) and Vin Di 
Bona (far right).



t our Awards Dinner in January, 
2006 we presented our Second 
Annual Gold Circle Awards. The 

first prize of $2,500 and a $15,000 
Panavision film package went to Adam 
Schlachter of the American Film Institute 
for his film entitled My 
B a c k y a rd  w a s  a  
Mountain.	

The Second Place 
Award of $1,000 and a 
$10,000 post production 
package from HD Vision 
Studios went to Lila Place 
of Stanford University for 
her film entitled Under 
the Rollercoaster. 	

The Foundation has 
been functioning for five 

years awarding 48 grants plus awards totaling 
$315,000 to a diverse group of filmmakers. 
Ours is a unique grant program and 
something the Caucus is proud to sponsor.	

Our students continue to garner other 
awards. Ham Tran of U.C.L.A., who entered 

his f i lm t i t led The 
Anniversary in The 
Riverside Youth Festival 
won an in-kind production 
package for up to $50,000. 
And this year will mark a 
Special Division of the 
Ojai Film Festival for our 
recent grant recipients 
arranged by Steering 
Commit tee member  
Herman Rush.

Chuck FriesÕ combined service to the Caucus as Chairman, Co-Chairman, and Secretary 

exceeds two decades. In addition to President of the Caucus Foundation, he serves as a 

member on the Board of the American Film Institute.



The world of content production and delivery 
is changing at Òwarp speed.Ó This 
technology is in one of the biggest, most 
exciting changes in its history; one that will 
affect the way that each of us creates, 
produces and distributes our productions. 

On December 7, 2005 at the Beverly Hills 
Hotel, The Caucus for Television Producers, 
Writers & Directors hosted a seminar to look 
into DIGITAL MEDIA Ð THE NEW 
WORLD OF DIGITAL TELEVISION. The 
event was co chaired by Chuck Fries, Lee 
Miller and Bob Finkel. 

The panel was moderated by M. Kenneth 
Suddleson, Senior Counsel/Co-Head of 
EntertainmentÑMorrison & Foerster. 
SuddlesonÕs practice includes advertising 
and representing major motion picture 
studios in such matters as the acquisition of 
f i lm l ibraries and motion picture 
development production and distribution. 
From January Ô88 to Ô91 he was Executive 
Vice-President of Paramount Pictures and 
has been an adjunct professor at UCLA 
School of Theatre, Film, and Television 
since 1995. 

The panelists were: 
Mike Doggett, President, Post ProductionÑ
Technicolor Creative Services. 
DoggettÕs responsibi l i t ies include 
TechnicolorÕs digital post production 
operations in Los Angeles and New York 
City. His expertise is seen in TechnicolorÕs 
worldwide deployment of digi tal  
intermediate, and high definition dailies and 
preview screenings as produced by 
Technicolor.

Amy F r i ed l ande r ,  Sen io r  VP 
ProgrammingÑSBC Communications (now 
AT&T). 
Fr ied lander  oversees in teract ive 
programming, convergence with other SBC 
platforms, games and music on the new 
IPTV service. She was previously General 
Counsel and Senior Vice President of 
Business Development for Entertainment, 
the first video on demand service delivered 
over both broadband and cable. 

Vincent A. Malcolm, VP & General 
ManagerÑKTLA TV. 
After many years with Grey Advertising in 
New York, Malcolm became an account 
executive in radio for KISS, Los Angeles. 
Then he moved over to KCAL in 1990. And 
from KCAL he moved to KTLA in 1994



and is currently Vice President and General 
Manager of KTLA. 

James Mercs, Senior VP & General 
Manager, Digital Authoring Center Home 
EntertainmentÑSony Pictures. 
Mercs has been developing technology for 
the entertainment industry for over twenty 
years. His work has led to numerous awards 
such as an Emmy for Video Effects, and an 
Oscar Sci-Tech Award. 

Russell Weiss, Partner/Co-Head of 
Technology TransactionÑMorrison & 
Foerster. 
Weiss has represented video game, motion 
picture, television, cable, music, and 
multimedia companies in structuring, 
negotiating, and drafting a broad range of 
agreements involving the financing, 
acquisition, development, production, 
marketing, promotion, distribution, 
publishing, sale, and other exploitation of 
video games, motion pictures, television and 
Internet programming, and music. 

The panel opened with Moderator Ken 
Suddleson. Edited highlights of the panel 
follow:

Suddleson: Many of you have probably 
heard the reports of the destruction of some 
of the kinescope copies of the original 
ÒTonight ShowÓ episodes because there was 
a lack of storage space. Well, to state the 
obvious weÕve come a very long way since 
then. ItÕs the goal of this excellent panel to 
provide you with some information on how 
the development of digital technology has 
dramatically changed how content is 
recorded, processed and then distributed, 
including some of the new digital forms of 
distribution and where we think it might 
lead us. One term that weÕve heard an awful 
lot about in the last year or so is 
Òrepurposing,Ó taking content from 
conventional broadcasting and utilizing it 
in other ways. And I was hopeful that each 
of the panel members would speak for a 
moment about how repurposing is impacting 
them and what they see the future of it is. 
Amy, want to start with you?

(Seated L-R):Ê Lee Miller, 
Vin Di Bona, Chuck Fries
(Standing L-R): Russell Weiss, 
James Mercs, Amy Friedlander, 
M. Kenneth Suddleson, 
Mike Doggett, Vincent A. Malcolm



Friedlander: SBCÑor I should now say 
AT&TÑis getting into business to compete 
with cable and satellite and offer television 
service. So, when we think about the idea of 
repurposingÑwhether that be television 
shows, or film, or otherÑwe have a lot of 
different ways that weÕre going to be able to 
distribute content to consumers. So, I think 
the whole point is as we see the whole market 
move, itÕs becoming less and less about 
delivering a television show, or delivering 
something on broadband to the Internet, or 
delivering something to the cell phone, and 
more about brands and content being 
wherever that 
customer is ... 
being able to just 
serve content 
wherever you are 
whether youÕre 
sitting at home in 
front of a high 
definit ion big 
sc reen ,  your  
compu te r  o r  
whether youÕre 
standing in line at the grocery store and youÕve 
got five minutes and able to watch something. 

Malcolm: Yes, weÕre challenged. I think that 
if youÕre creator of the content youÕd like 
the opportunity to distribute your product 
on various platforms. But if you are a 
distributor and you used to have an exclusive 
product, youÕre not happy that itÕs available 
anywhere else. So, that forces us to think 
about what we want to do with the product 
that we have.

Suddleson: James, does repurposing impact 
the home market?

Mercs: The home market wants to distribute 
to as many people as they can, wherever 
theyÕd want to watch the content. I think it 
gets a little bit tricky of what contentÕs 
available on what device and when. Because 
itÕs happened in the last six or eight yearsÑ
there was a theatrical release and possibly a 
home entertainment release after that. In 
television thereÕs a ÒwindowÓ after theatrical 
or just the initial television release, and now 
itÕs turned out everybody can pretty much be 

there the day after 
the contentÕs 
completed and 
have a digital 
copy. 

Suddleson: Russ, 
what impact do 
y o u  s e e  
r e p u r p o s i n g  
h a v i n g  o n  
audiences? Is it 

going to dramatically change their viewing 
habits or is it simply a supplemental way of 
viewing content?

Weiss: From a technology standpointÑfirst 
of all, repurposing content is essential for 
the content companies. I agree with AmyÕs 
comment that you donÕt look at a TV show 
anymore as a TV show but rather content 
out there and youÕve got to figure out a way 
to get it to your viewers. And viewers 
nowadays donÕt consume content in the 
same way. They donÕt sit there in front of



the television. TheyÕre in front of their 
computers on the Internet or theyÕre on their 
cell phone. So, whether itÕs a PSP or whether 
itÕs an iPod, or whether itÕs the InternetÑI 
donÕt even know if I look at it even as 
repurposing. I just see it as various 
distribution channels ... And the issue of 
ÒwindowsÓ was mentioned before: If youÕre 
doing a motion picture you donÕt want to 
destroy the theatrical release by releasing 
the home theatrical or pay TV too close to 
that. Or you can take the other approach 
where they say: Look, IÕm going to start 
putting out movies and shows and IÕm going 
to release everything in the same window. 
And I think youÕre going to see more of this 
happening because the bottom line is content 
gets out, whether you want it out there or 
not itÕs going to get out, and through 
legitimate and illegitimate manners. You 
know, a movie gets out and often even before 
the movie hits the screens itÕs available on 
the Internet obviously in a pirated illegal 
form. And granted, you know, when you 
view something from one foot away as 
opposed to ten feet away you get a 
completely different experience but there 
are people who are willing to do that. So, I 
think the short answer is yes. I look at it as 
more that repurposing is being dictated by 
how the consumer wants to view content, 
and itÕs having choices. And so, things need 
to be repurposed or sent through various 
distribution channels.

Suddleson: So, in other words thereÕll just 
be this menu of choices? No one in particular 
will be the dominant method as television 
has been for instance for years? Or the 

mobile phone as an exampleÑis that simply 
a supplementalÑthe traveler whoÕs on a 
plane and doesnÕt want to miss the latest 
episode of ÒLostÓ?

Weiss: WhatÕs happening in the mobile 
world is there are a couple of new platforms 
coming out. Nokia has one and Qualcomm 
has another where youÕre going to be able 
to have pretty high quality streaming video 
on your cell phone or other mobile device. 
I donÕt think thatÕs going to replace television 
but I see it as a great way to supplement 
income that you need when you create 
programming. And if you ignore that, youÕre 
going to be left for prey. Content companies 
need to be embrace new technologies, and 
if they do that, theyÕre going to be able to 
recoup their investment a lot more quickly.

Mercs: We wonÕt threaten television but free 
television will go away. WeÕre currently 
subsidized by ninety-nine percent 
advertising. So, as you get fragmentation, 
the numbers disappear. So, unless we start 
charging much like cable can, like the phone 
companiesÑthey charge. Television doesnÕt. 
The advertiser subsidizes the free television, 
so unless we get the ability to charge for the 
content, then free television will not exist. 

Suddleson: But can we afford to produce 
the traditional kind of content?

Malcolm: Well, we could change. For 
example, our model has been much of the 
syndicated, the off network sitcoms. So, as 
the off network sitcoms disappear, we donÕt 
have an option. So, IÕll do more news, more



sporting events. And what we do with thatÑ
IÕve personally gone to a different model, 
not a rights fee model but a revenue share 
model. They bring the content. I bring the 
distribution. I bring the promotion. We go 
to the market. WeÕre now marketing 
partnersÑas opposed to the cash model. ... 
They need to make their money now maybe 
on the cable side, which is where they have 
two revenue sources. ThatÕs where the 
money is really, not the advertising. For 
cable, itÕs twenty-five percent advertising 
support, seventy-
five percent sub-
scription support, 
which is all what 
these models are 
whe the r  i tÕs  
phone or iPod. 
I t Õ s  t h a t  
subscriptionÑ
money for that 
product thatÕs 
d r i v i n g  t h e  
revenue.

Suddleson: Many of the people in this room 
obviously are engaged in producing content. 
Russ, given these new forms of delivery, do 
you see new forms of units of creation?

Weiss: Well, certainly one of the advantages 
of having more distribution channels is I 
think thereÕs a higher need for content. If 
you look back at the phenomenon that 
happened when Apple created the ability for 
people to create (pod casts)ÑI think youÕre 
going to see the same thing with video pod 
casts. And what itÕs going to do is itÕs going 

to allow content creators who may have 
normally been able to break the monopoly 
that there was in the distribution channels, 
theyÕre now going to be able to get their 
content out there and youÕre going to see a 
lot more content which go towards smaller 
niches and smaller audiences. And I think 
the bottom line is youÕll see bigger variety. 
Technology will help content creators 
because while they have to worry about 
piracy, theyÕre also going to have an easier 
time getting their content distributed because 

thereÕs a bigger 
demand I think 
now.

Suddleson: And 
t h e s e  n e w  
delivery systems?

D o g g e t t :  A  
challenge we face 
with anything 
thatÕs digital is 

trying to define the cost model, what the 
price is going to be for those services because 
typically the mindset with the Internet is itÕs 
free. I pay my monthly service fee and 
everythingÕs free from that standpoint 

Suddleson: You raise an interesting point 
when you talk about the Internet being free 
basically. As more and more content is 
delivered by the Internet, does that model 
remain the same? Is it essentially modest 
subscription plus advertising or are we going 
to start paying for the Internet, or various 
components of the Internet?



Weiss: Consumers are starting to adopt the 
requirement of having to pay for valuable 
content whether itÕs ninety-nine cents for a 
song or a dollar ninety-nine for a video, or 
maybe something in between for one or 
both. And I donÕt think the Internet is 
necessarily seen as being free but rather the 
distribution mechanism of it is free. But the 
content, if it has value, youÕre going to have 
pay something for it. So, you pay for it 
through the Internet and then you put it on 
your TV to view it.

Suddleson: Conversational wisdom has been 
that while the Internet is interesting, most 
people arenÕt going to want to watch 
television as weÕve known it on a computer 
screen. And if not, is the monitor of the 
future, you know, one big screen in the living 
room which is both the computer screen and 
the television, and then throughout the house 
there are various wireless devices? 

Weiss: I think youÕre going to have both. 
What you see now with the XBox 360 is its 
potential as a home entertainment and media 
hub which will allow you to get your content 
from your computer onto your television 
screen. And what youÕre going to see now 

is people will be able to get content off the 
Internet onto their computer, and then theyÕll 
be able to get it into their home media center 
and use their home stereo for sound and use 
their big screen TV for the video. And theyÕll 
still have their 19-inch or 17-inch monitor 
on their desk to do their word processing or 
surf the web. So, I think youÕre gong to see 
both... 

Friedlander: Well, I guess in all of this the 
key to it is, I donÕt think that regular 
television is going away. I think itÕs just 
going to be a question of how thatÕs 
monetized, of what does advertising look 
like to be able to support that. And I do agree 
that things are moving to where it doesnÕt 
really matter what screen itÕs coming in on, 
that you will be able to take it from wherever 
itÕs coming in and put it on whatever screen 
thatÕs important to you. So, I think we will 
see part of that convergence, but I donÕt 
want to walk away thinking: ÒWell, TVÕs 
all going away.Ó

A transcript and video excerpts of this event 
are available on the Caucus Website 
www.caucus.org



earning to consume, evaluate, 
understand and especially create 
media for the screen improves 

studentsÕ engagement in the classroom as 
well as their academic performance and 
social skills development. Creating media 
is now becoming as basic a skill as writing 
a sentence. Using the appeal of filmmaking, 
AFI has developed a model of teaching that 
integrates filmmaking techniques as a means 
to a greater goalÑmastering 21st century 
skills. 	

With major support from the U.S. 
Department of Education and Best Buy 
ChildrenÕs Foundation, the AFI K-12 Screen 
Education Center has become a significant 
new education resource, offering curriculum 
products, teacher professional development 
tools and interactive learning experiences. 
AFIÕs approach focuses upon providing 
teachers with the skills and confidence to 
use filmmaking to engage students in the 

mastery of traditional subject matter.
AFI Screen Education helps teachers and 
students express themselves, tell their own 
stories and work collaboratively. The entire 
process is managed through a Òdigital hub,Ó 
complete with personalized homepages 
where teachers are able to upload studentsÕ 
videos and the accompanying assignment 
materials. ÒAFI Find it!Óª, a comprehensive 
search tool, allows teachers to compare best 
practices in their classrooms, and to track 
their progress relative to others.	

During the past five years of product 
development and field trials, as well as 
classroom experience with over 30,000 K-
12 (kindergarten through 12th grade) 
students, the program has proven to be highly 
effectiveÑparticularly in terms of grades, 
attendance and overall test scores. AFI 
ÒScreen-EducatedÓ students are reading the 
texts, mastering technology and learning to 
work effectively in groups. The process

AFI Screen Education Brings Filmmaking into the Classroom

For nearly 40 years, AFI has been a leading educator within the professional film and 
television communities. The AFI Conservatory is one of the worldÕs premiere post-graduate 
learning centers for professional film and television artists, having nurtured thousands of 
filmmakers. Now the advent of digital cameras, computer editing and broadband Web 
distribution has allowed AFI to adapt its pedagogical model to the learning needs of 
AmericaÕs public school students.

L



transforms the classroom for both teachers 
and students, and is successful in K-12 
classrooms across the board: English, Social 
Studies, History, Math, Science, Special 
Needs, Gifted and Talented, Advanced 
Placement and even English as a Second 
Language.	

The adjunct skills embedded in the 
learning processÑthe group collaboration, 
the focus on problem solving, personal 
communication and comprehensionÑare 
essential to improving skills and readiness 
for further education, and future employment 
in virtually all professions. 	

AFI is now ready for a full-scale national 
launch of the AFI K-12 Screen Education 
program and has converted its hands-on 
workshops into a streaming, online 
appl icat ion,  LIGHTS, CAMERA, 
EDUCATION! This fall, the program is 
scheduled to be added to the menu of 

educational resources on Discovery 
EducationÕs unitedstreamingª service, 
currently available online to 70,000 schools 
nationwide.	

After navigating this online educational 
experience and accompanying curriculum 
guides, K-12 educators and students will be 
equipped with the tools, information and 
confidence needed to integrate the AFI K-
12 Screen Education process into the 
classroom. Users will showcase their fluency 
in the language of the screen and 21st century 
visual media as they make films about the 
subject matter that they are learning in 
school.	

The introductory module opens with 
directors, producers, writers, storyboard 
artists, camera operators, and editors 
discussing the language of the screen and 
how they use it to tell stories. Narration ties 
the interviews back to Screen Education,



illustrating that when students construct and 
define criteria for what makes good visual 
storytelling, they harness the power of visual 
media in a way that makes learning fun, 
productive, and enduring.	

In the first steps of the process students 
pitch their story ideas to their peers and get 
critical feedback that guides and shapes their 
projects. Based on ÒnotesÓ received in the 
pitch sessions, they prepare scripts and 
storyboards using their new awareness of 
screen language and then compare their 
storyboards with a number of different 
examples. In peer-to-
peer review of the 
storyboards, students 
beg in  to  t h ink  
critically in terms of 
what is effective 
storytelling and what 
distracts from the 
story, as they prepare 
to shoot their projects. 	

After shooting 
and rough cut editing, students compare 
their work to films completed by other 
students and refine their projects. They learn 
how music, transitions and special effects 
enhance visual storytelling, and they are 
challenged to employ these techniques and 
their emerging fluency in screen language 
to polish their films. 	

In other modules of the online learning 
experience, interviews and additional footage 
help users get to know a teacher and group 
of high school kids, and learn from them as 
they navigate the AFI Screen Education 
process. They tell (and show) what they 
learned, how they used the information, how 

they became a team, how they felt as they 
made the film, and how the process made 
learning both fun and productive. 
The program also includes interviews with 
teachers who have implemented the AFI K-
12 Screen Education Process. The strength 
of this segment is in its peer-to-peer 
approach, where teachers learn from each 
other. Several teachers discuss how they 
helped their students select a topic while 
others discuss more detailed aspects of the 
process such as storyboarding, scriptwriting, 
producing and editing. 	

Interviews with 
students who have 
created films by using 
the AFI  Screen 
Education process are 
also incorporated. 
Students will learn 
from other students, 
what worked best for 
them as they created 
the i r  f i lms and 

learned about a particular subject. Several 
students discuss how they selected their 
topics and pitched their ideas, in subject 
matter as diverse as the start of World War 
I, the development of the smallpox 
vaccination, and a modern adaptation of 
ShakespeareÕs Romeo and Jul iet.
After working through the online modules, 
users will have a thorough understanding of 
the AFI Screen Education process. They will 
be able to use the techniques and tools of 
screen language to become better teachers 
and students, and learn how to embrace a 
more enriching and engaging educational 
experience.

AFI Screen Education Director Mitch Aiken 
(right) with a student.



A First Person Account by 
Screen Ed Teacher Sean Daly 
10th Grade History Teacher
I-Poly High School
Pomona, CA

I am a very lucky teacher. I work at a 
project-based high school located on Cal 
State University PomonaÕs campus. Due 
to our curriculum and association with the 
university we were offered the chance to 
work with the American Film Institute 
(AFI) in piloting their new Screen 
Education program, starting in 2001. 	

AFIÕs first step was to educate the 
teachers. It was refreshing to have AFI 
model the same lessons that we would later 
implement with our students. All the 
teachers were grouped into teams, given 
one camera per team, and assigned the 
Ôdoor sceneÕ. Every participant in the Screen 
Education program knows the door scene. 
It is a simple set-up with unlimited options: 
Film a person approaching a door, getting 
their keys out, hearing a noise and getting 
nervous, opening the door, and getting 
through with a sense of relief.	

Students are immediately engaged in 
the lesson. Anytime you hand students a 
piece of equipment worth hundreds of 
dollars, give them some time outside the 
classroom, and ask them to be creative they 
are instantly interested in the lesson. That 
interest is then turned into the next key part 
of the Screen Education programÑpeer 
critique. The films are viewed and critiqued 
by the entire class when everyone is 
finished filming. The teacher facilitates the 
discussion by asking students which film 

showed tension, suspense, and relief. The 
Òwho, what, where, when, and whyÓ of the 
scene are explored in a student led 
discussion. Students are eager for more 
knowledge at this point and AFIÕs program 
makes sure the teacher has it so the studentsÕ 
needs are met.	

Students are now asked to storyboard 
their door scene. Using the same groups 
and their new visual language each team 
puts their storyboard together, including a 
new surprise ending. When the kids are 
finished and all excited about shooting their 
new scenes, AFI throws a curveball. The 
teacher collects all the storyboards and then 
redistributes them to different groups. The 
groups then have to shoot a different 
groupÕs storyboard. This is done to show 
the students first hand the importance of 
being clear in their storyboards. During the 
peer critique at the end of the session, the 
importance of storyboarding becomes clear 
to all student participants.	

Those are only the first few steps of 
the lesson. The complete door scene lesson 
introduces the students to all of AFIÕs five 
steps of the Screen Education process. The 
steps are as follows:

Script Development
Screenwriting/Storyboarding
Production/Filming
Editing
Exhibit/Review/Reflect	

Students explore each step at different 
times during the door scene exercise, and 
their curiosity and willingness to review 
and revise really demonstrate the 
importance of each step. These steps are 
taught naturally, and once the door scene
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is complete these five steps are ingrained 
in every student.	

The Screen Education program is a 
teacherÕs dream lesson. It contains detailed 
instructions, justifications, state and 
national standards correlation, and 
resources. The program also ties into their 
website, www.afi.edu, which contains 
many fine student examples and critiques.	

At my school we have used it 
successfully with Of Mice and Men, All 
Quiet on the Western Front, Enemy of the 
People, 1984, and Frankenstein. We tie in 
the study of literature to history, social 
studies and other core subjects. The same 
five steps are used but now in more detail. 
AFI does a wonderful job of guiding 
teachers through adapting the steps to any 
subject matter. Students love it since it is 
more interesting and challenging than a 
book report.	

Teaching literature can sometimes be 
a daunting task. No matter how successful 
student led discussions are, some students 
never get the point of a book. However, 
using AFIÕs program, they all do. When a 
student group takes a scene from a book 
and breaks down the elements to produce 
a film, this exploration leads to greater 
comprehension. Student testing on the 
literature has gone up since we have 
incorporated into our 10th grade 
curriculum. Student essays have also 
improved.	

This is real world stuff the kids learn. 
The most amazing part is it adds to the 
curriculum without distracting from it. 
Taking the time to follow these steps makes 
the teachersÕ and studentsÕ jobs easier and 
more importantly, a lot more fun!



magine an Internet where the 
consumers are still paying high fees 
for access but lose much of that access 

because Internet providers block or slow 
content that doesnÕt profit them. Imagine 
small businesses, artists and innovators, 
unable to pay high tolls for bandwidth to 
reach their customers, going out of business 
or never even able to get started in business. 
Imagine grassroots and pol i t ical  
organizations, on the left, right or center, 
not able to pay the fees to reach people with 
their message. Imagine our last truly 
democratic medium gone the way of profit 
mongers. 	

Since its creation, the Internet operated 
under the principles of Net NeutralityÑfree 
and open.  It made Òinnovation without 
permissionÓ possible and allowed the 
development of the World Wide Web and 
Internet companies like Ebay, Google, Yahoo 
and Amazon to exist. Many enjoy and benefit 
from the unlimited accessibility that our free 
and open Internet offers and tend to take for 
granted that a free and open Internet will 
always be available. Not so. 	

With tremendous pressure from telecom 
and cable giants, the FCC upended the forty 
year commitment to open access and 
nondiscrimination and now these same 
telecom and cable giants are lobbying again 
to wipe out Net Neutrality for good. Despite 

their promises to never interfere with the 
free and open internet, they want the power 
to do soÑthe power to privatize and close 
off the internet, to discriminate against any 
application or site and to stifle innovation 
and freedom. 	

This is why it is so important that a 
strong Net Neutrality provision be written 
into future lawÑto ensure that these telecom 
and cable giants keep their promise to never, 
ever interfere in our free and open internet. 
If they are sincere, that promise must be 
put into writing, as a contract with the 
American people. Because their actions 
indicate they have no intention of keeping 
their promise.	

As  independen t  a r t i s t s  and  
entrepreneurs, many of us are already tired 
of being locked out and giving away 
ownership and creative rights to television 
networks. We have begun to look to the 
Internet as our best hope to distribute our 
creations free of corporate control. But, if 
the telecom laws are changed, without 
provisions for Net Neutrality in the future, 
this will not be possible. 	

The Caucus for Television Producers, 
Writers and Directors supports the principles 
of Net Neutrality and the need for these 
principles to be guaranteed. Our official 
position can be read below in a recent letter 
sent to U.S. House Representatives Foley,



Watson, Dingell and Barton, Senators Inouye 
and Stevens and FCC Commissioners Copps, 

Adelstein, Martin and Tate.

Dear____________:   

The Caucus for Television Producers, 
Writers and Directors respectfully asks 
that you join us in support of ÒNet 
NeutralityÓÑthe principle that Internet 
users should be able to access any web 
content or use any applications they 
choose, without restrictions or limitations 
imposed by an Internet service provider, 
to preserve the free, open and 
nondiscriminatory Internet of today.	

You may be wondering why a group 
of independent producers, writers and 
directors would take a position on this 
issue instead of spending our time just 
writing and producing stories. However, 
if you take a moment to read the story of 
what has happened in network television 
over the last decade, you will find the 
answer.  	

Once upon a time there was a vital, 
independent creative community thriving 
because our creative ideas and the 
guarantees of authorship were protected 
by government regulation from the total 
control of media companies. This was the 
case for years, and during this time span 
independents produced most of the best 
shows in the history of television. That 
was until, through tremendous pressure 
from network lobbyists, the FCC 
overturned two critical media rules in 
1993 and the Telecommunications Act of 

1996 was signed by President Clinton. 
Despite their initial claims to the contrary, 
networks immediately began merging 
with studios and cable companies allied 
with internet service providers, giving 
these new media conglomerates 
unprecedented power and control of 
access to the national audience. The 
American model of a free and open 
television industry changed drastically 
and, as a result, vital independent, 
entrepreneurial companies were wiped 
out in the process. 	

  Absent regulatory oversight, self-
dealing replaced unfettered competition 
and ultimately stifled creativity and 
crushed entrepreneurial innovation and 
spirit in the television industry.     The 
Caucus believes that if the large telecom 
and cable giants are allowed to have their 
way, the free and open Internet of today 
will suffer the same fate, and as we move 
closer to Internet delivery of TV 
programming, this would surely destroy 
the promise of a resurrection of 
independent creators via this new medium. 
Like the networks that monopolize the 
television industry, the telecom and cable 
giants also seek to control both the content 
and delivery of the content to the public. 
If this happens, the Internet will no longer 
be the Ònew frontierÓ and way for 
AmericaÕs next generation of story tellers 
to access the audiences they hope to reach.



Only stories created or owned by the 
corporations who control the Internet will 
make it through to the consumers who, 
although paying more, will no longer have 
the freedom and choice enjoyed on the 
Internet today. 	

Those representing telephone and 
cable companies promise that they would 
neverÑeverÑinterfere with the publicÕs 
ability to access any lawful information 
on the Internet. This is dŽjˆ vu of the 
promises we heard made by the television 
network executives and studio heads 
before the laws were changed and the 
mergers began, not to mention the fact 
that, already, these companies are 
ÒinterferingÓ. Just one example is that 
Patrick Pfeffer, chief network architect 
for Detecon, was quoted as saying, ÒYou 
see Comcast in Philadelphia locking out 
the competition by not allowing them to 
re-transmit the local sports programs.Ó 
And this is only the tip of the ice-berg.	

Without the principles of Net 
Neutrality firmly imbedded as law, the 
continued existence of a free and open 
Internet is in grave danger. That is 
because in 2002 the FCC upended the 
forty year commitment to open access 
and nondiscrimination that made it 
possible for Òinnovation without 
permissionÓ and the development of the 
World Wide Web, Yahoo, Google and 
Amazon. Companies that built and 
maintained the Internet pipes have been 
regulated like telephone companies, and 
they are not permitted to discriminate 
among content providers or Internet 

applications. Now that these rules have 
been established, the door is open for 
telecom and cable giants to utilize most 
of the bandwidth for their own content, 
charge other content providers a premium 
for quality access to their consumers (or, 
in our case, audience) and leave little 
space for independents and startup 
companies. The only companies that could 
afford to buy premium access would be 
those who have already succeeded and 
the next generation of Yahoos and Googles 
would be barred from even entering the 
marketplace along with those independent 
creative voices already barred from 
network television.	

As Vonage head Jeffrey Citron put 
it, ÒAt the root, the network neutrality 
debate is about who will control 
innovation and competition on the 
Internet.Ó Citron added, ÒImagine if the 
electric company could dictate which 
television or toaster you could plug into 
the wall. ... What would happen tomorrow 
if one of the network operators decided 
to block Google, Vonage, Yahoo or 
Amazon? What would be the legal 
recourse? There is nothing in the statute 
or regulation today that protects 
consumers or Internet application 
providers from potential network 
discrimination.Ó 	

Letting the marketplace develop 
without government regulation and 
trusting that the telecom and cable 
companies wonÕt block access to content 
over the public Internet would be a na•ve 
and dangerous scenario.



Writer/Producer Sally Hampton heads her own company, KMA 
Productions. Her credits include a Wonderful World of 
Disney/ABC Movie, A Saintly Switch directed by Peter 
Bogdanovich and starring Vivica A. Fox and David Alan Grier, 
and a TV presentation pilot Living Straight. Both were inspired 
by her real life experiences and comedic point of view. Ms. 
Hampton is currently a member of The Caucus and serving her 
third term as a member of both the Steering Committee and 
Government Affairs Committee.

The genius of the Internet is its promise 
of freedom and unlimited accessibility. As 
independent content providers and 
entrepreneurs we urge you to keep the 
Internet free and open. But, also as 

consumers and, finally, as citizens of this 
great nation, we say keep the Internet free 
and open to protect our last truly diverse 
and democratic medium.

or me, filmmaking is about more than just telling a good story. It is about opening 
yourself up to strangers and trying to share with them the intimate visions that 
captivate and compel you. The Caucus Foundation allowed me to do so without 

compromising those visions and for that I am extremely grateful.

 ÑEric Lin, grant student winner of Fall 2005 New York University



VIN: Good morning IÕm Vin Di Bona, 
Chairman of The Caucus for Producers, 
Writers and Directors. And we welcome you 
all here this morning to a panel discussion 
that we think is going to be very important 
for all of you as you plan your futures. And 
look at what youÕve done in the past and 
see how it can be monetized, seen by others. 
The monetization of this is a big question, 
as I think weÕll find out today. And there are 
answers that are practical and there are 
answers that are pie-in-the-sky. And 
somewhere between those two, I think thatÕs 
what this panel has been amassed for. So 
thank you all for being here, and Lee, if you 
could introduce the panel? Thank you.

LEE: Good morning. Thank you, Vin. In no 
specific order, first is Bruce Gersh, whoÕs 
Senior Vice President of Development, ABC 
Entertainment Group starting in 2004. 	

David Goldsmith is an experienced 
broadcast television executive with more 
than twenty-five years of work in the 
Hollywood Entertainment Community. 	

Randall Dark, whoÕs an undisputed 
(leader) in the high definition industry, and 
is the creative and marketing force behind 
HD Vision Studios. 	

Jeremy Toeman, in 2004, joined Sling 
Media as Vice President of Product 
Management responsible for guiding 
development of the Sling Box from 
conception to launch. HeÕs now the vice 
president of market development. 	

Dean Valentine runs Symbolic Action, 
LLC, a media investment fund focused on 
the convergence of content and technology. 
Dean is the former President and Chief 
Executive Officer of the United Paramount 
Network, a position he held until 2001. 	

And finally, our moderator, BRIAN 
SETH HURST. HeÕs the principle and CEO 
of The Opportunity Management Company, 
a strategic consultancy. Brian has been 
referred to as the father of cross-platform, 
having coined the phrase in 1998. Please 
welcome Brian Seth Hurst, our moderator.

BRIAN: Thank you, Lee. And thank you 
for inviting me today. So, weÕre going to
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have a chance to go down the row and talk 
about the latest in terms of what these 
gentleman and their companies are doing to 
take advantage of the fact that technology 
is now becoming part of peopleÕs lifestyles. 
Last summer, two events happened that 
seemed to be great watershed events. One 
was Live 8. I think AOL was even taken by 
surprise when they found out that ten times 
as many people watched Live 8 in a video-
on-demand environment online than actually 
watched it live online. And of course, their 
coverage of Live 8 trumped MTV in its 
comprehensive nature and also in the ability 
to reach users. Then came AppleÕs Video 
iPod. And all of a sudden, even though there 
were the Windows portable media centers 
and you were able to have portable video, 
suddenly iPod, as a major force of the Apple 
brand, was able to bring portable videos to 
the masses. And the game changed. Within 
two months, every cable network was 
announcing major broadband television 
initiatives, including MTVÕs Overdrive, 
Nick Turbo, CBS, you name it. EveryoneÕs 
got something now.	

So you can see that the general 
environment in the last six months for 
television has changed. So our questions 
today are, well what is the environment? 
And all you guys on the panel seem to have 
come from traditional television backgrounds 
and are now making the successful leap into 
not just funding new media, but actually 
bringing content across platforms and 
(exciting) business models. 	

I donÕt know if you know, but within a 
half hour of ÒDesperate HousewivesÓ ending 
on the east coast, it is up and available on 

bit torrent for people all over the world to 
download. The UK is the number one pirate 
country in the world, followed by Australia. 
So the issues we deal with are many. So, 
weÕre going to start with Randall. If you 
were to advise producers in terms of what 
they need to be aware of right now, key 
issues, that you deal with?

RANDALL: Well, I love technology. I 
started doing HD in 1986. And anything 
thatÕs new, anything thatÕs exciting I start 
playing with and start using. So, out of my 
broadcast center, what weÕre doing is looking 
at innovative ways to market what weÕre 
creating. WeÕve done tests. Recently, we did 
a test out of HD Vision to taking high 
definition at 270 megabytes per second, 
going out of our broadcast center using dark 
fiber.

BRIAN: Okay wait a minute. Two hundred 
and seventy megabytes per second. What 
does that mean?

RANDALL: Well, it means that when youÕre 
at home and youÕre watching high definition 
on your home TVÕs, youÕre normally looking 
at 19 megabits per second. And even at 
times, PBS will dial it 19, because they have 
multi-casting happening, theyÕre dialing it 
down. So youÕre probably getting at 14 
megabits per second. Out of my broadcast 
center, weÕre sending it out at 270 megabits 
per second. 

BRIAN: So no standard definition of high 
definition?



RANDALL: Well, there is. The government 
mandated 14 different digital standards
ThereÕs two high definition standards, 
broadcast standards, not acquisition. ThereÕs 
720P (progressive), ABC. And then CBS is 
1080I (interlaced). IÕm watching high 
definition news at 720P and it still looks 
pretty good. ItÕs not 270 megabits per second. 
ItÕs 19. 

BRIAN: Okay, so what does it mean to a 
producer? So ÒDesperate HousewivesÓ 
which I watch in high def, itÕs being 
broadcast in regular. What do you do? What 
do you shoot in? 
You know, I want 
my content to be 
a b l e  t o  g o  
anywhere. Look, I 
got one piece of 
content that IÕm 
creating, right? 
IÕm paying a 
bunch of actors, 
IÕm paying a crew, I have hopefully a high 
license fee from the network or not. And I 
have to maximize the revenues from that 
piece of content across every platform 
possible. I got to go to where my own 
interestsÑwhat should I shoot in?

RANDALL: And you know, I think thatÕs 
one of the most important issues that we all 
have to address. I think you are insane, I 
think you are crazy if youÕre shooting four-
by-three low resolution as your image 
acquisition format, because the world is 
going digital. ItÕs going widescreen, itÕs 
going high resolution... I think my work is 
going to stand the test of time. So why would 

I shoot four-by-three low res knowing five 
years, six years, ten years, people wonÕt 
watch four-by-three low resolution. So, I 
donÕt believe a four-by-three low definition 
program is going to have as much value 
dollars in the future because the technology 
is driving it at a different direction.

BRIAN: Okay, IÕm going to stop and IÕm 
going to go to David.

DAVID: Okay.

BRIAN: Okay, so what if I donÕt want to 
be on television at 
all?

DAVID: Well, let 
me answer the 
question by giving 
a l i t t le  b i t  of  
overview. The way 
I look at the market, 
t h e r e Õ s  t h r e e  

cultural phenomenaÕs going on in the market. 
ThereÕs on-demand, the shift to on-demand, 
which is not only video-on-demand, but itÕs 
also what device you look at it on. ItÕs where 
you look at it. You can be on any device 
anywhere at any time. And the second aspect 
of that is addressability, which has to do 
with IP addresses.

BRIAN: That would be Internet Protocol 
Address, which means every device will 
have an IP address.

DAVID: Right.

BRIAN: Which means IÕll be able to reach



you personally through that IP and get 
information about you back.

DAVID: So advertisers are very interested 
in addressability, which is empowered by 
IP, and the third aspect of it, addressability, 
on-demand, and direct to the consumer. So 
thereÕs a big cultural shift going on, which 
is called direct to the consumer. Producers, 
who want to re-purpose or create new content 
direct to the consumer, bypass the networks, 
because you donÕt need mass media. You 
do if youÕre making a very expensive show. 
But if youÕre working in user-generated 
content, you can create shows and 
programming and create broadband channels 
to reach the consumer wherever he or she 
may be. 

BRIAN: So there are, like for example, if 
I want to get content up on a certain platform, 
IÕm going to have to convert that or encode 
that to MPEG four or whatever that 
broadband standard is.

DAVID: Right.

BRIAN: Bruce, you have really strong 
brands. Really strong brands. You got 
ÒDesperate HousewivesÓ, youÕve got ÒLostÓ, 
youÕve got ÒExtreme Home MakeoverÓ, But 
if IÕm David and I donÕt have a strong brand, 
how am I going to reach audiences? If I 
build it, how will they come? 

BRUCE: I think itÕs really challenging. As 
weÕve seen, and IÕll use the Apple iTunes 
analogy, we built that market with big brands. 
And as you look across the board and you 

look at whatÕs selling on their service, itÕs 
still the big brands that are selling. You 
know, lots of people ... have written 
television shows, and we see how difficult 
it is to launch a TV show on a broadcast 
network. So just think how difficult it would 
be to try to launch a TV show or a derivative 
of a TV show on an internet platform. At 
least today.

BRIAN: Well, and of course, you canÕt do 
it without money. So, Dean, it seems to me 
that every time there is a technological shift, 
it creates an opportunity for a couple of big 
brands. Is this new broadband era going to 
build some big broadband brand?

DEAN: It probably will. And the way I look 
at it is we are in the midst of the single 
greatest revolution in the entertainment 
industry ... probably since the arrival of 
television. And the core of that revolution 
I think basically is that distribution has 
become a commodity. ItÕs become free. I 
mean the entertainment business, throughout 
our whole lives, itÕs been a distribution 
business. The money guys and the 
distribution guys know that the entertainment 
(business) has been a distribution business.

BRIAN: Right.

DEAN: If you control distribution, you 
control everything else. You control labor 
costs, you control where the content goes. 
You control everything. And to control that 
distribution, all these companies starting 
consolidating in the late Ô80s, or you know, 
when FynSyn was repealed. And the whole



purpose of consolidation was to control 
distribution and to beat you guys into 
submission and take your equity away. But 
when something is free, what does that mean 
for all these guys who spent billions of 
dollars buying up all the television stations 
and all the distribution they could buy? It 
means that they are basically without value. 
And the new distribution, which is free, is 
creating more value in content. And thatÕs 
whatÕs happening. So, to me, itÕs an amazing, 
amazing opportunity for producers to create 
new content and get it out there. But I think 
within two or three 
years, I  think 
youÕre going to 
start seeing much 
more or ig ina l  
content.  IÕm very 
excited and I will 
say for the first 
t i m e  i n  t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  
bus iness,  IÕm 
optimistic about 
the business of creating content. Which I 
really havenÕt been because I havenÕt seen 
the point of you know, giving it all away to 
a large studio. So thatÕs my particular take 
on it. And IÕm putting my money where my 
mouth is.

BRIAN: Well I would agree. You canÕt reach 
the younger consumer through traditional 
media. And thatÕs really part of the crisis 
that the larger studios are having. The 19-
year-old male watching network television 
doesnÕt exist. ItÕs not part of the American 
television landscape anymore. And if you 

want to reach that person, you have to go 
online. And indeed, thatÕs what some of the 
studios are finally starting to wake up to 
that. So, speaking of television and the 
internet, I was in Norway at a conference 
addressing the group. And told them that I 
was really upset because I had to travel to 
Norway, I had missed ÒDesperate 
HousewivesÓ. But not to fear because I 
actually was going to take them all into my 
bedroom where I had my Òsling boxÓ on top 
of my Tivo and cable box. And I pulled up 
the episode of ÒDesperate HousewivesÓ that 

I missed from the 
night before and 
we all got to watch 
Ò D e s p e r a t e  
H o u s e w i v e s Ó  
through my laptop 
computer through 
a  v e r y  n i c e  
b r o a d b a n d  
connect ion  in  
Oslo. So Sling Box 
is just like, to me, 

the fact that I could be in a hotel and not 
have to watch what they want me to watch, 
I could actually watch my own local news. 

JEREMY: This is a consumer electronics 
device that you can buy at retail. This goes 
into your home. Hooks up with standard AV, 
interconnects to your cable box, satellite 
box, Tivo, Replay or even bunny ears. Any 
kind of video source gets plugged in. This 
gets hooked up to your high speed internet 
connection in your home. So the Sling Box 
doesnÕt travel with you. ItÕs not yet another 
thing you have to carry around and charge



up. This stays at home and you install 
software on your laptop. And that software 
on your laptop basically, automatically finds 
your Sling Box and connects to it over any 
high-speed internet connection anywhere in 
the world. 

BRIAN: And the idea is that I have more 
options. How is this affecting our jobs as 
producers? The chance to get our content 
viewed. How do you market the fact that 
you donÕt have to make an Òeither orÓ choice 
anymore? 

DEAN: I generally think the way the shows 
are going to be marketed, is advertising on 
the internet basically. I mean that, I think it 
is really fundamentally how things are going 
to happen. MySpace has fifty-six million 
subscribers. And in the choice of all 
demographics. You know, an ad on MySpace 
reaches fifty-six million people theoretically. 
And you know, that is a much more effective 
way and a much better place to buy an ad 
in my point of view than to buy a thirty-
second spot on a traditional broadcast 
network where youÕre not reaching anybody 
you want to reach anyway. If you have 
teenage children or you, you have a friends 
list. When somebody finds something that 
they like it goes to seven people or ten 
people. And those ten people send it to each 
of them, to ten people. And so what you see 
on the internet, is you see businesses that 
grow, grow exponentially and exceptionally 
rapidly because of the viral nature of it. So 
I think the internet is the answer.

BRIAN: I want to talk about brand extension 

briefly of traditional shows. ÒLost.Ó So you 
have a clue-based show. You now have a 
vehement, viral community talking about 
ÒLostÓ all the time. Tell us about the brand 
extensions of ÒLost.Ó

BRUCE: Well before we talk about ÒLostÓ, 
I just want to make one more comment on 
the marketing because while I agree, 
moneyÕs going to shift to the internet, itÕs 
going to shift in a way thatÕs strategic for 
the advertisers. And one thing that the 
advertisers, as well as the content people 
canÕt forget, is environment. So I just want 
you to think about that as youÕre producing 
your content. 

As we look at a show like ÒLostÓ, and we 
are playing with all the different touch points 
of being able to manage the franchise. 
Granted, we are looking at every extension 
possible. So whether it is a book publication 
that weÕre about to release in May, which is 
completely tied in to the series, or it is a 
derivative product, whether itÕs on the 
internet or on a cell phone, it all goes back 
to the content and the producers.

(QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE)

WOMAN: IÕm just a bit curious, we were 
going to talk a little bit about monetizing all 
of this. It sounds that advertising is still the 
key. Is that the way that most of this is being 
monetized? 

DEAN: You know, itÕs being monetized in 
a number of different ways. I think the 
business model, as they say, is still kind of



emerging. But thereÕs subscription. There 
are subscriber sites. You pay a certain amount 
and you know, the mobile content is largely 
subscriber business because the carriers have 
no capacity to take advertising, or put 
advertising together with content. 

BRIAN: And in broadband, thereÕs a lot of 
in-stream advertising that happens at the 
front of the show. TheyÕre just shorter, 
theyÕre ten seconds, fifteen.

DEAN: Yeah, thereÕs banner ads, thereÕs 
video ads, I mean thereÕs all sorts of stuff, 
but those are really the two models. I think 
itÕs going to go to an advertising model, 
personally. I think part of the answer is that 
the industry is still so new, that nobodyÕs 
figured out how the financing models work. 
I mean thereÕs a long history of how to 
finance a motion picture. You know, for 
better or worse, if you want to be in that 
business. ThereÕs very, very little model of 
how to finance digital content. But I believe 
that you know, demand will bring supply

JEREMY: I just wanted to add something 
on that. One of the ways to think about it is 
you can use all the analogies since Ô95 to 
present. In Ô95, anybody could go build a 
website, although it was kind of challenging 
at the time. And from that, we had basically 
Yahoo, Amazon, Google, a couple of other 
companies emerge and really stay. Then we 
went through these cycles of now, blogs, 
right? And some of the blogs are going to 
go professional. So weÕre going to see the 
blogs get taken off effectively to a lot of 
corporate run stuff. WeÕre going to see the 

Rocketbooms where a bunch of kids are 
now saying wait a sec, these guys just made 
forty grand? I can go make forty grand. So 
I think itÕs easy to predict that weÕre only a 
year, two years away from the model figuring 
itself out

BRIAN: Well, I just want to follow-up Dean 
because when cable came about, people 
invested in launching cable channels.

DEAN: Yes.

BRIAN: Do you think there will be 
investment in launching broadband television 
networks?

DEAN: If you define a network as very, 
very broad. I mean you know, my belief is 
that weÕre in a video-on-demand world. So 
content will exist in chunks that you can 
access in various ways. On your own 
schedule as opposed to having to show up 
when AOL wants you to show up.

BRIAN: But AOL, they are both on-demand 
and live.

DEAN: TheyÕre both, right.

BRIAN: So do they have a chance? They 
have Mark Burnett, Ashton Kutcher. TheyÕre 
starting to create original programming. 
Could they be the broadband network?

DEAN: AOL unfortunately has much deeper 
problems that have to do with the fact that 
you know, people bought them when the 
internet was coming through dial-up. And



now that itÕs not through dial-up anymore, 
nobody needs AOL and itÕs sort of declining 
in its base. 

BRIAN: But that was their experience of it. 
What if a new brand comes along that is 
specifically broadband television? You just 
said AOL has a legacy and Yahoo, they both 
have legacies to deal with.

DEAN: ItÕs going to be about the content. 
I donÕt think itÕs about the place where 
youÕre going to get the content. All these 
places are going to blend together. You know, 
all the content is going to be syndicated 
online. So if thereÕs a website, itÕll have a 
deal with thirty other websites so you can 
access the same piece of content, whether 
youÕre on AOL, or Yahoo. And they will get 
a piece of the advertising revenue from each 
of those websites. 

BRIAN: I would disagree. I would say that 
people need to be guided. Eventually thereÕs 
so much crap out there that people need to 
have trusted places that can bring them 
content.

MAN: Most of us here are interested in 
making television shows. WeÕre producers. 
And IÕd like to know what is the point when 
television networks are going to start 
participating with producers in this ancillary 
stuff weÕve been talking about?

DAVID: You know, thatÕs a good question. 
WeÕre working with a number of producers 
who are producing very high quality 
television shows for a million, million and 
a half, two million dollars an episode. 
Obviously they canÕt afford to produce that 
kind of content themselves to own the 
copyright. So they trade that for the 
networkÕs underwriting the cost of that. And 
or the studioÕs underwriting the cost of that. 
So a lot of the producers are interested in 
finding other ways to develop content that 
can go direct to the consumer through some 
of these broadband channels and retain a 
hundred percent of the copyright. And thatÕs 
an interesting push-pull thatÕs going on right 
now, because of the cost of production being 
so high to produce top quality network 
television. And the producers that weÕre 
working with are all interested in finding 
other ways to produce high quality, low-cost 
programming that they can retain the rights 
to distribute to a broadband channel, 
alternative media distribution first. 

LEE: I think weÕre going to have to stop, as 
we are out of time. I want to thank you, 
panel, very much for being here. And I want 
to thank you all for being here and weÕll let 
you know when the Caucus does itÕs next 
seminar and hope to see you again. Thank 
you very much.




