
COMMENTS OF 


EENADU TELEVISION PRIVATE LIMITED 


TO 


TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA'S 


CONSULTATION PAPER 


ON 


FORMULATION OF A REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 


FOR 


APPLICATION-BASED LINEAR TELEVISION DISTRIBUTION 


(ALTD)SERVICES 


(INCLUDING FREE AD-SUPPORTED STREAMING TELEVISION 


(FAST) SERVICES) 


DATED - 6TH APRIL 2026 




EENADU 

RAMO] ® TELEVISION 
G R 0 U P 

T o 
Dr. Deepali Sharma 
Advisor (BCS), 
T e lecom Regulatory Authority of India, 
World Trade Cente r 
41

", 51
" 61

" & 71
" Floor, Tower F 

Nauroji Nagar 
New Delhi -110029. 
Email: advbcs-2@trai.gov.in 

Jtadvbcs-l@trai.gov.in 

Respected M ad am, 

PRIVATE LIM ITED 
Dt 11-05-2026 

We are pleased to e nclose herewith Eenadu T elevisio n Private Limited's comments to Telecom 
Reg ulatory Authority of India's ("TRAI'' / "Autho rity") consultation p ape r dated 06-April-2026 o n 
Formulation of a Regulatory Framework for Application-based Linear Television Distributio n 
(ALTD) Services (Including Free Ad-Supported Streaming T e levisio n (FAST) Services) 
("Consultation Paper under response") 

Eenadu Television Private Limited ("ETPL") takes this opportunity to thank the Authority for allowing 
stakeholders to submit their comments on issues raised in Consultation Paper tmder response. ETPL has 
been a pioneer in regional broadcasting, delivering culLurally rooted, high-quality T elugu Language 
programining across gen.res including entertainment, news, infotainment, kids, and special events. r\s an 
active participant across both traditional and digital distribution ecosys tems, we recognise the significant 
potential o f ALTD/ FAST services in expanding reach, particularly for regional content. At the same time, 
the evolving nature of this segment necessitates a balanced, forward-looking and light-touch regulatory 
approach, ensuring that innovation, investment and consumer choice are not constrained at a nascent stage. 

At the outset, it is submitted that r\LID/ FAST services operate in a fundamentally different technological, 
economic and consumption environment compared to traditio nal broadcasting platforms. \'Vhile concerns 
relating to transparency, discoverability and fair competition merit consideration, these may be addressed 
through principle-based safeguards rather than prescriptive regulation. H owever, it cannot be denied that 
such services arc increasingly performing functions analogous to traditional distribution platform operators 
(DPOs). Accordingly, a regulatory framework to the extent of ensuring parity, non-discrimination, 
and platform accountability is essential to prevent marke t distortion and protect content p rovide rs, 
pa rticula rly regiona l broadcasters. Thus we also propose that all Application Providers (APPs) must be 
subject to clear regulatory o bligations mandating parity in content availability, discoverability, and 
commercial treatment, and must refrain fro m any form of arm-twisting or discriminatory practices agaii1st 
content providers. I t is important that any framework avoids regulatory duplication on broadcasters, who 
arc already governed under extensive content and advertisement norms, and instead focuses on platform­
lcvcl accountability, where necessaxy. 

I lowevcr, it is further submitted that all content providcrs, other than licensed television channel 
broadcasters, should be subject to appropriate regulatory guidelines, includillg adherence to applicable 
programrnillg and advertisement codes. Additionally, conrent made available by such providers sho uld be 
duly monitored and brought witllill the ambit o f applicable censorship guidelines, so as to ensure 
compliance with c..xtant content-specific regulatory provisions. 

across the broadcasting and digital 
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(i) All pla tform operators (r\PPs) shall be subject to regulatory obligations ensuring parity in content 
availability and treatment 

(ii) Any form of favouritism, preferential placement, or suppression o f co mpeting content must be 
strictly prohibited. 

\.'Vhile we recognize tl1e rransformative po tential o f ALTD/ FAST services in enhancing content 
accessibility, it is equally critical to ensure tlrnt tl1e given current market senarion it is important to fosters 
fair competitio n, transparency, and sustainability, in this segment. Thus we are of the primary opinion tl1at 
tlle AL"ID/ FAST ecosystem should, at tlus stage, be governed tluough a light touch regulatory approach 
where registration o f Application Providers shall be subject to licensing requirements, allowing market 
forces, competitio n, and industry-led self-regulation to drive growth, innovation, and co nsumer o utcomes. 

However, without prejudice to tlus position, and only in tl1e event that a regulat01y framework is considered 
necessary, it is submitted that such framework should be nunirnal, facilitative, and designed to ensure 
seriousness of par ticipan ts and accountability, rather than impose operational restrictions. 

\'Ve would further like to submit that ALTO services are still evolving and imposing legacy-styled regulations 
may prematurely restrict ilicir potential. Thus, highly regulating ilie ALTO/ FAST Services ecosystem may 
lead to : 
(i) Reduced incentives for platform innovation and investment 
(ii) Constraints o n content C..'<perimentation and regional expansion 
(iii) Increased compliance for broadcasters 

A review o f global regulatory approaches across jurisdic tions such as tl1e U nited States, Cl1ina, Japan and 
the E uropean Union demonstrates a consistent preference for light-touch or self-regulatory regimes for 
ALTD/ FAST-type services. T hese markets typically do no t impose tariff regulatio n, pricing controls, or 
rigid discoverability mandates, and instead rely on market forces, competition law, and industry-led 
governance frameworks. Regulatoty focus, where applicable, remains limited to consumer protection and 
harmful content safeguards, re flecting a recognition tlrnt internet-based television ecosystems require 
flexible and adaptive regulatory treatment. 

T his global approach is further supported by leading policy bodies and industry analyses, including OECD, 
European Commission (A VMSD ), Ofcom, FCC, GSMA, ITU, Deloitte and PwC, which consistently 
11ighlight tl1at over-regulation o f digital video mar kets may 11inder innovation and reduce consumer welfare. 
111e key takeaway across jurisdictions is clear-regulatory forbearance, supported by self-regulation and 
competitive market dynamics, is best suited for such ecosystems. In tlus context, it is respectfully submitted 
tl1at India may adopt a similar facilita tive approach, wlUle addressing specific co ncerns in a proportionate 
and evidence-based manner in the respo nses set o ut below. 

Definition of Scope of ALTD 

Ql. What sho uld be the appropria te definitio n and scope of Application-based Linear 
T elevision Distribution Services, i.e., 'ALTD Services' in the Indian broadcasting context, taking 
into account te rmino logies available inte rnationally? Stakeholders are requested to provide the ir 
comments wiili detailed justification . 

Response: 

ALTO services may be defined in a broad, technology-neutral manner as: 

''Application-based platfonns that delivering scheduled, linear television-like co11le11I over the i11Jemel, i11c/11di11g Free Ad­
Supporled Streaming Television (FAST) cha1111els." 

It is important to distinguish ALTO services fro m: 
• O n-demand OTT content 
• Traditio nal cable/ DTH sen rices 



A flexible definition ensures future readiness, clear classification will help in targeted and proportiona te 
regulation . \'Vhil.e formulatio n a definition it also be considered that global practice supports non­
prescriptive classification, further the scope of definition should remain non-restrictive, allowing hybrid 
and evolving models 

Primary Stakeholder 

Q2. The 'ALTD Services' ecosystem involves multiple entities, including application providers, 
television equipme nt m anufacturers, opera ting system providers, broadcasters, content providers, 
content aggregators and other technology or solution providers. However, the applicatio n provider 
appears to play a centra l role in the distribution of linear television channels across various 
business models. In this context, should the Application Provider be designated as the p rimary 
stakeholder respo nsible for obtain ing authorisation for the provisioning of 'ALTD Services'? 
a. 	 Ifyes, please provide detailed justification and supporting reasons. 
b. 	 If not, please identify the appropria te stakeholder(s) whoshould be responsible for obtaining 

s uch authorisation, a longwith rationale. 

Response: 

An authorisation system shall introduced, wherein the APPs may be considered as the primary interface 
with the consumer and may therefore be identified for compliance purposes. Application Providers / 
Aggregator s shall be designated as the primary regulated entities, with explicit obligations to: 

(i) 	 E nsure non-discriminatory access to a ll content providers 
(ii) 	 Maintain parity in onboarding, placem ent, and commercial te rms 
(iii) 	Re frain from coercive or arm-twisting p ractices, especially against regional broadcasters 

As the Application provider is the aggregation and distribution point. This will ensure single-point 
accountability, and will help in regulatoq overweight on multiple ecosystem players. In present scenario 
Application Providers are performing roles analogous to that of distribution platform o perators like MSO, 
DTH, H IT S, IPTV, therefore, a regulatoq framewo rk is envisaged, regulatoq obligations should logically 
be attach to the Application Provider, rather than to upstream or downstream entities. 

Further we would like to submit that broadcasters should remain co mpletely outside the scope of ALTD 
authorisation requirement since broadcasters and content providers are aheady subject to the existing 
licensing and compliance frameworks, Programme and Advertisement Codes, thus imposing additional 
authorisatio n requirements on broadcasters for ALTD distribution would, lead to duplication ofregulation 
and increase compliance burden without corresponding benefit. 

Q3. What should be the te rms and conditions including fees or c harges for the g rant of service 
authorisation to the application providers provisioning 'ALTD Services' in India, under the 
'Television Channel Distribution Services' as recommended in Annexure-II of 'Authorisation 
Recommendations dated 21st February 2025'? Stakeholders a re requested to provide their detailed 
comments including bui: not limited to the following conditions: 
a. 	 Service Area 
b. 	 Validity P eriod 
c. 	 Eligibility Conditions 
d . 	 Minimum N et worth 
e. 	 Processing Fee 
f. 	 Entry Fee 
g. 	 Bank Guarantee 
h. 
i. 



Further, what terms and conditions/obligations should be put in place for foreign entities 
providing 'ALTD Services' in India? 

Response: 

Without prejudice to our broader position favouring a calibrated and facilitative approach, be humbly 
submit that an authorisation fram ework shall be introduced for ALTD services, wherein the entry 
conditions should be stringent and credibility-focused, rather than operationally restrictive. 

Further, it is submitted that the registration requirements for Application Providers should be brought at 
par with those applicable to DTH, H ITS and IPTV service providers. Such framework should, inter alia, 
incorporate a "must carry" obligation and mandate that Application Providers extend fair, non­
discriminatory and non-biased access to all content providers. This would ensure (i) parity in content 
placement and availability, (ii) non-discriminatory co=ercial terms across all content providers, (iii) 
transparency in algorithms, recommendations, and discoverability thus nuture a level playing field for all 
stakeho lders and prevent gatekeepi.ng or preferential treatment within the emerging ALTD/ FAST 
ecosystem. 

(i) 	 Service Area shall be Pan-India without fragmentation, since digital nature of ALTD services will 
require uniform national authorisation. 

(ii) 	 Validity: l0- 15 year s, subject to compliance-based renewal 
(iii) 	 Eligibility: Mandatory incorporation/ registered presence in India with full legal and ownership 

disclosures 
(iv) Minimum N et Worth: High and stringent net worth requirement, a t par or higher than 

broadcasters/DPOs, to ensure participation of serious and well-capitalised entities 
(v) 	 Processing & Entry Fee: Reasonable but substantive to ensure commitment 
(vi) 	 Bank Guarantee & Security D eposit: Mandatory at m eaningful levels to secure compliance 
(vii) Authorisation Fee: Fixed or modestly revenue-linked 
(viii) Roll-Out Obligations: Limited to basic operational readiness timelines 
(ix) 	 Foreign Entities if allowed then the following shall apply 

(a) P ermitted only tlu:ough Indian incorporated entity or local partnership/JV 
(b) Mandatory compliance witl1 FEMA, FDI policy and all applicable Indian laws 
(c) 	 Full disclosure of ownership and control structure 

\V'e are o f tl1e opinio n tl1a t the above narrated approach will ensure entry o f credible players, enhances 
accountabili ty, and supports dom estic ecosystem development in line with "Ma ke in India" 
objectives, while avoiding excessive ongoing regulatory intervention. 

Q4. What sho uld be the common terms and conditions applicable for the authorised entities 
provisioning 'ALTD Services' in India, under the 'Television Channel Distributio n Services' as 
recommended in Part-I of Annexure-111 in 'Authorisation Recommendations d ated 21st February 
2025'? Stakeholders are requested to provide their detailed comments on the following conditions: 
a. 	 Re newal of Authorisation 
b. 	 Re newal Fee 
c. Equi ty Holding and M anagement Control 
d. 	 Restriction on cross-holding ofequity shares/capital contribution between 

1. 	 TV broadcasters and application providers provisioning ALTD services 
ii. Application Providers provisioning ALTD services and other DSPs 

e. Transfer/Surrende r of Service Authorisation 
f. Sharing of Infrastructure 
g. Any other terms and conditions 

Response 

Without prejudice to our overarching position favoming a light-touch, forbearance-based approach, it is 
submitted tl1at any common terms and conditions for ALTD services should be primarily applicable to the 
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Application Provider (platform operator) as the point of aggregation and consumer interface. Renewal of 
authorisation may be automatic and compliance-based, with applicable fees; equity and ownership 
requirements should be incorporated including but not limited to broad disclosures in line with existing 
FDl/ FEMA norms; and provisions relating to transfer/surrender and infrasu-ucture sharing should remain 
flexible and market-driven. No prescriptive restrictions are recommended on cross-holdings, as such 
matters are adequately addressed through competition law and market dynamics. 

\Ve would also like to submit that while maintaining operational flexibility, certain core o bligations must 
be mandatorily enforced, including: 

(i) Non-discriminatory treatment of all content providers 
(ii) Mandatory parity in pricing, placement, and technical quality 
(iii) Transparency in platform policies, revenue sharing, and content discovery mechanisms 

I t is further submitted that broadcasters should remain outside the scope of such conditions, as they are 
already comprehensively regulated under applicable frameworks including the Cable Television Networks 
(Reguhttion) Act, 1995 (Programme & Advertisement Codes), MIB Uplinking/ Downlinking Guidelines, 
and the Information Technology Act, 2000, along with self-regulatory codes. Accordingly, any residual 
obligations (if at all required) should rest solely with the Application Provider, ensuring no duplication of 
regulatmy burden while preserving flexibility, innovation, and ease o f doing business. 

QS. What should be the specific terms and conditions for the authorised entities provisioning 
'ALTD Services' in India, unde r the 'Television Channel Distribution Services' as recommended 
in Part-II of Annexure-111 in 'Authorisation Recommendations dated 21st February 2025'? 
Stakeholders are requested to provide their detailed comments on the following conditions: 

a. Reservation of operational channel capacity by Vertically Integrated Entity 
b . Platform Services (PS) offered by application providers provisioning ALTD services 
c. Monitoring and Inspection of facilities 
d . Supply of Informatio n to Central Govemment/TRAI 
e. Contravention of terms and conditions of authorisation 
f. Any other terms and conditions 

Further, whether the mandatory sharing of Sports Broadcasting Signals with Prasar Bharati and 
the compulsory transmission ofcertain channels as mandated for DTH, HITS and IPTV services 
should be applied to the application providers provisioning 'ALTD Services'. Stakeholders a re 
requested to provide their comments with detailed justification on all such obligations that should 
be made applicable on such entities. 

Response 

Requirements relating to reservation o f channel capacity, platform services, monitoring/inspection, and 
supply of information should be disclosure-based, and invoked only where necessary, avoiding 
prescriptive operational controls. It is submitted that platform conduct must be subject to enforceable 
regulato1y safeguards, particularly in relation to: 
(i) Content placement and discoverability 
(ii) Platform services and self-preferencing 
(iii) Fair access and non-discriminatory carriage 

Further, must-cany provisions (as applicable to traditional platforms) should be extended, mutatis 
mutandis, to J\LTD services to ensUie equitable distribution. 

It is further submitted that legacy broadcast obligations such as mandatory sharing of sports signals 
with Prasar Bharati and compulsory carriage of channels (as applicable to DTH/HITS/IPTV) 
should not be extended to ALTD services, given their fundamentally different, internet-based and on­
demand nature. Imposition of such \.-~ vould be disproportionate and m ay distort business 
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mode ls, particularly when broadcasters are already governed under comprehensive content and carriage­
related regulations. 

QG. What type o f assurance or certification mechanism should be prescribed for television 
manufacturers and operating system providers to ensure that applications provisioning ALTD 
services, (whether pre-integrated with television sets or made available for download through 
application stores or web platforms) are duly authorised by MIB. 

Response: 

W/e would to humbly submit that given the technical nature of certification requirements, it is recommended 
that any detailed framework in this regard be developed through a separate, focused consultation process 
with involvement o f the Ministry ofElectronics and Information Technology (MeitY), so as to ensure 
alignment with existing certification norms and practices applicable to similar digital and p latform-based 
se1vice providers in India, and to create a robust, harmonised and technically sow1d framework. However 
focus while framing such requirements it may be considered that no onerous certification mechanism 
should be imposed on television manufacturers or operating system providers. Instead, a simple self­
certification / declaration-based framework may be adopted, wherein Applicatio n Providers certify that 
their se1vices are duly authorised (if such authorisation regime is introduced), and such information may be 
made available through a centralised registry/whitelist maintained by the Ministry oflnformation & 
Broadcasting (MIB) . 

Television manufacturers and OS/ app store providers may rely on such centralised registry or API­
based verification, witho ut being required to w1dertake independent compliance checks. This approach 
ensures ease of implementation, avoids regulatory burden on hardware and tec hno logy layers, and 
appropriately places responsibility on the Application Provider (platform operator), which is the primary 
point of control and accountability in the ALTD ecosystem. 

Q7. What kind of assurance mechanisms should be instituted to ensure that the applications 
providers authorised for provisioning ALTD services carry only those channels whic h are 
authorised/permitted by MIB for distribution in India. What kind of 
penalty/disincentive/deterrent be instituted for non-compliance? Provide your comments with 
justification. 

Response: 

A self-declaration framework, supported by periodic compliance certification, may be adopted wherein 
Application Providers confirm that they carry only those channels which are duly authorised / permitted by 
the Minisuy of Information & Broadcasting (MIB). Enforcement (if any) should be limited to graduated, 
proportionate penalties on Application Providers for non-compliance (such as warning, monetary 
penalty, and suspension in extreme cases), while avoiding any extension of reg ula tory o bligations to 
broadcasters, ensuring no duplication and preserving a balanced, growth-oriented framework. 

Q8. Whether there is a need to prescribe any specific terms and conditions for value-added 
services offered by ALTD service providers? If yes, what should be the terms and conditions? 
Stakeho lders are requested to provide their detailed comments with justificatio n. 

Response: 

We would like to submitted that no specific terms and conditions shall be mandatorily required to be 
prescribed for value-added services (VAS) offered by ALTD service providers at this stage. Such 
services are inl1erently innovation-led, dynamic, and consumer-driven, and any prescriptive regulation 
may inadvertently resu-ict product development, differentiation, and investment in this evolving ecosystem. 



adherence to applicable laws. It is further submitted that content forming part o f VAS, w here re levant, 

would continue to remain subject to existing content and advertisem ent regula tio ns applicable to 

broad caste rs, and therefore, no additional or duplicative regulatory obligations should be imposed. 

Accordingly, a self-regulatory approach with pla tform-level accountability would be sufficient to 

address any concerns while preserving flexibility and growth. 

Q9. Whethe r the b road caste rs/content O'\vners providing or intending to provid e te levisio n 

channels on ALTD pla tfo rms o perating in India be m anda ted to obta in autho risation e ithe r for: 

• Sa te llite-based Broad cast ing and/ o r 

• G round-based Broad casting 

a long wi th its applicable te rms and conditions, before ente ring into the agreem ents with 

authorised entities provis io ning ALTD services to consumers ? If yes, pro vide reasons with 

justifications. 

Response 

\Ve would like to humblr submit that in the context of broadcaster interests, it must be recognised diat 

linear te levisio n feed s and conten t a re a lready governed under comprehens ive regula tory 

fram eworks, including the Cab le Television N e tworks (Regu latio n) Act, 1995 (Prog ramme & 

Advertisem e nt Cod es), MIB guidelines, and o d1er applicable laws. Accordingly, any additional or 

duplicative content-level regulation at d1e ALTD Services layer may adversely impact m a rke t sentiment 

and hinder the growth o f this evolving ecosystem . 

H owever, it is fur the r submitted tha t a ll content providers, other than licensed te levisio n c hannel 

broad cas te rs, shou ld be s ubject to appropria te regulatory guid elines, including adhere nce to 

applicable programming and advertisement codes. Additiona lly, content m ad e availab le by such 

provide rs shou ld be duly m o nitored and brough t within the ambit of applicable censorship 

guide lines, so as to ensure compliance with extant content-specific regula tory provisions 

QlO. In view o f the ava ilabili ty of the pay te levisio n channels on ALTD p la tforms, wha t p ric ing 

method o logy sho u ld be ad o p ted for price parity of te levision channels across these platforms? 

Please provide detailed justification for your response. 

Response: 

ALTD services represent an emerg ing, complementary distrib u tio n avenue with dis tinc t formats, 

audience coho rts, and consumption pa tte rns, rather than a direct substitute for traditional linear 

television distribution. In event if pay television channels in their original, linear form and / or any d1e 

content from such channels is curated, repackaged, or delivered under distinct formats and business models 

(including FAST and hybrid models), then in such cases p ricing pari ty and treatment pari ty must be a 

regulatocy obligatio n . Considering d1at ilie target audience, consumption behaviour, and delivery 

mechanisms for ALTD services are significantly different from those of traditional television distribution 

platforms and given d1e rapidly evolving market dynamics, where: 

(i) f\dvertising revenue is increasingly replacing subscription revenue, and 
(ii) Pay content is o ften made available free of cost-on ALTD/ FAST platforms under hybrid models, 

there is a significant risk of market distortion and revenue erosio n for traditional broadcasters. 

Broadcasters typically do not make their pay television channels avai lab le in the sam e linear form on 

ALTD platforms; instead, content is adapted, curated, or monetised thro ugh alte rna te m odels such as 

advertising-suppo rted s tream s o r hybrid offe rings. Additionally, the cos t structures and input 

economics for ALTD services di ffer materially from traditional broadcasting and distribution ecosystems, 

includ.i.ng variations in infrastruc ture, content acquisition, and monetisation s trategies. Thus for such 

specifically curated content d1er · mental differences, in target audience, revenue m ode ls, and ·~
\,.E.Vts10 
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underlying cost structures, mandating price parity for such content would be commercially 
impractical, misaligned with m arket realities and counterproduc tive. Accordingly, pricing for such 
fostered content should remain left open to be decided by m arket forces and commercial 
negotia tions, allowing broadcasters the flexibility to optimise content strategies across p latforms, while 
ensuring consum er choice and continued g rowth of the ALTD ecosystem . 

However, it is further submitted that in the event any licensed pay satellite television channel is made 
available on ALID services in its original linear form, then the pricing parity requirements as applicable to 
such channels on traditional distribution platforms should mutatis mutandis apply to such services as well. 
This should include adherence to prescribed MRP-based pricing frameworks and all applicable regulatory 
provisions governing cl1annel pricing. Additionally, such channels should be carried by platform operators 
on a non-discriminatory basis, ensuring parity in treatment across sinlliarly placed channels in terms of 
language and genre, no platform aggregator should be allowed to offer differential or preferential treatment 
to select content providers. It is further submitted that sinlliarly p laced services and content providers must 
be treated equitably by all such platform operators, so as to uphold fair competition and prevent any 
discriminatory or preferential conduct within the ecosys tem. 

Consumer Protection 
Q .11 What obligations are required to be specified for the authorised entltles provisioning 
ALTD services, with respect to consumer protection and g rievance redressal mechanism, 
considering the different m odes of service access such as sm art te levis ions, web sites, m o bile 
applica tions e tc.? Please provide your comments with de tailed justification . 

Response: 

\'<le would like to respectfully submit that obligations relating to conswner protection and grievance 
redressal for ALTD services should remain platfo1m-centric, flexible, and teclmology-neutral, given the 
multiplicity of access modes (smart TVs, mobile applications, web platforms, etc.). Application Providers 
may be encouraged to implement in ternal grievance redressal mechanisms, including clear user interfaces 
for complaint lodging, defll1ed resolution tirnelines, and transparent communication, supported by self­
regulatory principles rather than prescriptive regulation. 

Further, considering the technical complexity and evolving nature ofdigital service delive1y, it is submitted 
that a separate and detailed consultation process may be undertaken specifically on consumer protection, 
technical standards, and quality of service parameters, with active involvement of the :Ministry of 
Electronics and Information Technology (MeitY). Such a collaborative approach would enable formulation 
o f a robust, future-ready, and consumer-friendly framework, aligned with existing digital ecosystem 
standards in India, while avoiding premature or fragmented regulatoty prescriptions in the present 
consultation. 

Audience Measurement 
Q .12 With the revised guidelines now including multiple viewing platforms in a udience 
m easurem ent, stakeholders are requested to furnish their comments on the right m e thodology for 
integra ting ALTD service data into the te levision ratings fram ework, as well as the proposed 
timelines for implem entation, supported by detailed jus tifications. 

Response: 

We would like to submit that integration of ALID services into the existing television ratings framework 
shall not be envisaged at this jw1Cture. The ALID ecosystem is fundamentally distinct from traditional 
television, both in tenns of content formats and conswnption patterns. ALID services typically cater to 
specific, segmented audiences, often skewed towards different age groups and usage behaviours compared 
to the broader and more uniform audience base of traditional television. 

Further, the quan twn, nature, and measurement of viewership in ALID environmen ts differ significantly, 
being driven by 011-dema11d. app-based. a11d,Per,ro11alised co11sumptio11. lo contrast, television ratings are designed 



to capture linea.r, mass-viewing behaviour. Accordingly, any attempt to integra te ALTD da ta into the 
television ratings ecosystem at this stage would be premature and may dilute the integrity a11d pu.rpose of 
television audience measu.rement. It is therefore submitted that ALTD services should co ntinue to evolve 
under separate, platform-specific measu.rement frameworks, until such ti.me that methodological 
convergence, if any, beco mes viable and industry-validated. 

Q13. Under the revised guidelines, te levision distribution pla tforms and/ or OTT platforms may 
publish periodic viewership data o f broadcaste rs/channels they carry on their platforms and /or 
on their websites, without prior registra tion. In this context, stakeholders a re invited to provide 
their comments on how such an enablement can be aligned wi th the proposed autho risatio n 
framework for application providers provisioning ALTD services, along with any rela ted 
considerations. 

Response: 

In this rega.rd ou.r response to Q12 above shall be consid.red additio nally, the proposed enablement for 
platforms to publish periodic viewe.rship data may be aligned with the ALTD authorisation framewo.rk 
through a light-touch, disclosu.re-based approach, without .requiring p.rio.r .registration o.r approval. 
Application Provide.rs may be permitted to publish such data subject to basic principles of transparency, 
·accu.racy, and non-misrepresentatio n, with appropriate disclaimers rega.rding methodo logy and scope of 
data. 

It is further submitted that, given the distinct nature of ALTD ecosystems and absence of standardised 
measu.rement methodologies, such disclosu.res should remain voluntary and platform-specific, a11d should 
not be treated as a substitute for or directly comparable witl1 traditional television ratings. A11y compliance 
obligation, if at all requi.red, should rest solely with the Application Provider, \vitl10ut e..x tending an y 
additio nal burden on broadcasters. T h.is appro ach would ensu.re transparency and innovation in data 
reporting, while prese1v ing flexibili ty and avoiding premature standardisation or regula tOl)' overlap. 

Future considera tion for 'ALTD Services' 
Q14. Considering the scenario wherein application providers provisioning ALT D services may 
adopt a hybrid bus iness m odel offering free and/or paid services, stakeholder comments are 
invited on how such services should be subject to the regula tory framework, particularly with 
respect to tariff, inte rconnection and q uality of service aspects. Please provide your comments with 
justifica tion. 

Response: 

In this .regard we would like to cl.raw attention to o ur submission to Q lO and additionally we would also 
like to submit that hybrid models adopted by r\.LTD service provide.rs (offering free and/ or paid se1vices) 
should be subjected to ta.riff, interconnectio n, o.r prescriptive quality o f service .regulations applicable to 
traditional televisio n distribution platforms. Even though it may be contested tlw t such models ope.rate o n 
fundamentally different commercial constrncts, including advertising-led (FAST), freemium, and 
subscription-based o fferings, witl1 dynamic pricing, bundling, and content strategies tailored to diverse 
consumer segments, but the content being offered by such sen rices remains somehow tl1e same. 

Thus all such hybrid models being o ffered by playfrom agreegators shall be brought \\r:ithin a strnctured 
regulatory framework, eosw:i.ng, (i) Parity across distribution modes, (ii) Non-discriminato.ry access and 
monetisation opportunities and (iii) Prevention o f free-riding on regulated content ecosystems. 

Any o ther Issue 
Q15. Whether there are other issues (such as channel positioning on home screen, E PGs, 
revenue sha ring, interconnection agreem ents including m arketing and placement ag reements, 
etc.), not specifically covered in this consulta tion paper, which m ay be relevant for consideration 
while formulating the reg ulato ramework for ALT D services? Stakeholde rs a re a lso requested 
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to share relevant international best practices or regulatory approaches, if any, along with 
appropriate justification. 

Response: 

It is respectfully submitted that issues such as channel positioning (home screen/ EPG), revenue sharing 
arrangements, interconnection agreements, marketing and placement practices, etc., should be subjected to 
regulatory oversight in the context of ALTD services ensure, (i) Transparency, (ii) N on-discrimination and 
(iii) Fair competitio n. 

All Application Providers must treat all Content Providers on a non-discriminatory basis, ensure complete 

parity across all operational and co mmercial aspects, and maintain full transparency .in their dealings. Any 

deviation, including but no t limited to differential pricing, biased discoverability, preferential placement, 

technical discrimination must be strictly prohibited to ensure a level playing field and protect the long-term 

sustainability o f tl1e broadcas ting ecosystem, particularly regional content providers. 


Thanking You, 


Yours Faitl1fully, 

For Eenadu Television Private Linliced 


Ch Chowdai.y M 

Autl1orised Signatoiy 



