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1. Executive Summary

1 Media Access Canada (MAC) is a not-for-profit organization with a mandate to increase the quantity and quality of accessible content in all Canadian media on behalf of Access 2020 Group of Accessibility Stakeholders. Access 2020 is a consortium of national, regional and local disability organizations, academics, small business and others who serve or represent  Canadians with disabilities including those who are blind, low vision,  deaf, hard of hearing, cognitive and mobility disabilities.  Access 2020 stakeholders include senior citizens
 as well as the families of Canadians with disabilities. 

2 Our objectives for the outcome of this hearing are threefold:

POLICY:  Mandate 100% equivalent access to the entire broadcasting system for Canadians with disabilities.

COMPLANCE: Go beyond voluntary reporting in broadcast logs in assessing the pace of progress in the provision of accessible content.
TANGIBLE OUTCOMES: Ensure broadcasters are improving quality and quantity of accessible content.

To make the case for the listed objectives, we will respond to BNOC 2014-190 from the perspective of accessibility. Since the early 1980’s Canadians with disabilities have been used as a bargaining chip in one broadcast licencing renewal hearing after another. Broadcasters have opposed measures to increase accessibility on the basis of increased costs and technological barriers. 

Under increasing pressure, the broadcasters have established dedicated tangible benefits funds and committees to improve accessibility, but these have largely remained empty gestures. The broadcaster/BDUs tightly controlled administration of funds and activities dedicated to improve accessibility, limit the participation of experts and academics in design and delivery of technologies that enhance accessibility. 
3 This intervention is intended to highlight the increasing importance of accessibility issues to the Commission. We submit that there is a need to adopt more effective policies for improving accessibility in Canada, hopefully to 100%. 
4 We preface our intervention with a list of the Access 2020 organizations who requested to be listed in this filing as supporters. Access 2020 brings together organisations of different cultural backgrounds and regions of the country and represents Canadians with disabilities of all ages.
5 Many accessibility stakeholders have participated independent of this MAC filing, both as individuals and organizations with specific disability interests.  Our goal in this submission is to provide a broad message on behalf of Canadians with disabilities, to clarify the current status of accessibility in Canadian broadcasting, to encourage the Commission to preserve what is effective in existing policy and to assist in the development of new policies aimed at increasing the pace of progress in improving accessibility.
6 In response to BNOC 2014-190, we submit 11 points support of our desired outcomes. We hope the Commission will use the information provided to ensure optimal policy development, meaningful compliance and tangible outcomes.
· Canadians with disabilities should be included in CRTC-commissioned research, specifically, in audience measurement as it relates to Canadians with disabilities and broadcaster compliance as it relates to the provision of accessible content requirements.
·  In evaluating the effectiveness of current policies and potential changes that help achieve objectives of the Broadcasting Act (S.3.1.p), the CRTC should consider the benefits to all Canadians that arise from improving accessibility to persons with disabilities
· BNOC 2014-190 mischaracterizes existing broadcasting environment as it pertains to accessibility issues: 

· It asserts the existence of a disability channel,

· It gives a partial picture of accessibility under the Broadcasting Act.

· A reduction in basic service hurts lower income Canadians, seniors, and disproportionally affects Canadians with a disability
.
· Removal of simultaneous substitution could reduce the amount of accessible programming. If simultaneous substitution is eliminated, measures should be taken to protect pre-existing U.S.-fed accessibility.

· Television towers are needed to ensure access to television service for every disabled Canadian. 

· Dominant ISPs should be treated as broadcasting service providers. A portion of the 5% tax on gross revenues should fund non-CMF Canadian content targeted at independent television services and local programming services.

· Require BDUs to implement a strong accessible procurement policy. 

· We address accessibility specific CRTC questions and provide evidence of why descriptive video is affordable, what more broadcasters can do to improve accessibility and general overview of ongoing technical barriers.

· All content that is accessible should be labelled as such. This is essential in any electronic programming guides accessed by any user interface.

· Until the broadcast system is 100% accessible, Canadians with disabilities are entitled to some discount on their service as the content they have access to, is substantially less than that of other subscribers. Mandating the BDUs to offer customers the option to pick and pay specific content that fits their particular needs can also help address the fact that under the current approach persons with a disability pay for content they can not use, thereby effectively subsidizing the rest of Canadians. 
2. What do we mean by 100% accessible?
7 The content is entirely closed captioned and with descriptive video according to International Standards Organization (ISO) standards for closed captioning and audio description.  All content transcoded for non-traditional (un-regulated) distribution formats is done keeping the closed captioning and audio descriptions intact.
3. Access 2020 Group of Accessibility Stakeholders

8 Access 2020 was formed to unite accessibility organizations in support of a common objective: 100% accessibility in Canadian media. Access 2020 created MAC and every two years elects MAC’s board of directors.

9 Over the last 3 years, MAC has led Access 2020, which brings together a broad range of organizations, associations and individuals whose common goal is to achieve the complete accessibility of Canada’s communications system for Canadians with disabilities by 2020.  

10 Access 2020 Group participants include a diverse range of Canadians with disabilities, including blind and low vision, deaf and hard of hearing, mobility and cognitive and intellectual disabilities. 

11 Access 2020 stakeholders who worked with us on this filing include:


Bob Rumball Organizations for the Deaf



Canadian Council of the Blind



Canadian Hard of Hearing Associations



Canadian Hearing Society


Consultant, Geoff Eden


Disabled Women’s Network



Easter Seals


I Can Do This


March of Dimes



Media Access Canada


Neil Squire Society


Ryerson University, Inclusive Media and Design Centre, Dr Debra Fels


Starling Access Services
12 Access 2020 continues to grow, reflecting the needs and concerns of all Canadians who will benefit from improved access to the Canadian broadcasting system.    

4.   An accessibility response to BNOC 2014-190

4.1 The Current broadcasting environment

The Canadian television system today

13 Canadians with disabilities should be included in CRTC commissioned research, specifically as it relates to Canadians with disabilities and in audience measurement and broadcaster compliance as it relates to the provision of accessible content requirements.
14 Through partnerships with Statistics Canada and others, CRTC undertakes research each year to create its “Monitoring Report”
.  BNOC 2014-190, repeatedly cites this report in “The Canadian Television System Today” section of the document.  Yet, the “Monitoring Report” and the commissioned research used to create the report do not include Canadians with disabilities or the provision of accessibility in broadcasting.  We have requested on numerous occasions
 that the Commission include Canadians with disabilities in their audience measurement research and provision of accessibility from their broadcast logs and other available research
.  Once again, we formally request the Commission, as a policy, to include disability and accessibility considerations in its measurement and other broadcasting research undertakings. 

15 It has become apparent over the years that absent clear requirements, meaningful sanctions for failure to comply and an effective enforcement mechanism are all essential to ensure improved provision of accessible content. The CRTC should adopt Access 2020’s policy target and monitor the pace of progress towards its achievement.  

16 Without data and independent research, it will not be possible to measure demand and supply of accessible content and monitor the pace of progress in achieving 100% accessibility in Canada. It is not logical to give responsibility for evaluating accessibility issues to an industry which has taken 61 years to provide the very limited accessibility we now enjoy. The Commission needs to reconsider this approach and create compliance measures with clear objectives, credible penalties for failure to comply with obligations to provide programming that is accessible to disabled persons as mandated under S 3(1)(p) of the Broadcasting Act.

17 Misinformation in BNOC 2014-190 document that must be corrected to ensure tangible outcomes from this proceeding:

a. The Notice of Consultation states there is a disability channel and assumes that it is sufficient for Canadians with disabilities –

18 While technically there is a licenced disability channel
, it has little distribution and does not meet the needs of all Canadians with a disability. It has very limited programming, no funding and note the CRTC denied its application for must carry in the 9(1)h hearings.  Therefore we do not believe the CRTC was referring to “Disability Network” in BNOC 2014-190.
19 Rather, we believe the Commission, when referring to a “disability channel, was referring to Accessible Media Inc., AMI.  In 2007, the CRTC licenced AMI, an English-language digital service, which provides a variety of programming for Canada’s blind and low vision community.  Accessible Media Inc. is distributed on a mandatory basis with a monthly subscriber rate or $0.20.
 In 2013, a French equivalent was licenced
.

20 “AMI is a television broadcaster licenced by the CRTC to devote itself to providing programming of interest to those who are blind or visually impaired, in a format accessible to those individuals.  The Commission renews the broadcasting licence for the national English-language specialty described video 
Category A service AMI-tv from 1 September 2013 to 31 August 2018. The service will provide a wide breadth of programming to Canadians who are blind and partially sighted through open format described video. The terms and conditions of licence are set out in the appendix to this decision”

21  AMI is a disability-specific television channel established to provide programming for blind and low vision Canadians. To be clear, AMI provides programming for only a fraction of Canadians with disabilities.  Canadians with disabilities are diverse and include those with cognitive and mobility disabilities, those who are deaf and hard of hearing.  There are also intellectual disabilities and cross disabilities, all of which are NOT serviced by programming for blind and low vision Canadians
.
22 To state there is a disability channel in BNOC 2014-190 is to suggest that AMI represents all disabilities and that is misleading and serves only to remind Canadians with disabilities of the need for a “must carry” disability channel.  
23 Canada’s blind and low vision community are well served by AMI. They are represented at the board level, right through to programming and production and MAC supports AMI’s efforts to expand their hours of original content.  Canadians with disabilities, however, still need a must carry disability channel, be it AMI with an expanded mandate or another licensee, that has board representation and programming meaningful to all Canadian disability sectors and provide them with sufficient funding from BDU fees to deliver a richer portfolio of programs to Canadians with a disability.  
b. The document does not provide a comprehensive assessment of accessibility issues and CRTC’s effectiveness in achieving accessibility objectives under the Broadcasting Act.
24 BNOC 2014-19 states one of the objectives of the proceeding is to make the broadcasting system accessible to Canadians with disabilities under the Broadcasting Act
. Parliament’s objectives for the broadcasting policy in section 3(1) include accessibility, and state that (p)  programming accessible by disabled persons should be provided within the Canadian broadcasting system as resources become available for the purpose;

25 “As resources become available for the purpose” predicates the accessibility funding model MAC is criticising in this submission and provides BDUs with a legal basis to avoid doing what they don’t want to (e.g. adjust hardware/set top box configurations or functions to improve accessibility to particular groups, designate accessible programs clearly in guides and search tools, etc.). 
26 Instead of encouraging BDUs to invest in accessibility enhancing technologies and content, the manner in which the law is written actually can discourage the BDUs from investing in accessible media on their own accord (without public subsidies, some other regulatory concession from CRTC/Industry Canada or very good PR from engaging in ventures that appear to serve those with a disability and other vulnerable communities). 

27 Accessible Media Inc. provides 100% descriptive video and 100% closed captioned broadcast day to its viewers. Assuming a $0.20 cent subscription fee is somewhere around $35 million per year, it follows that any television broadcaster with gross revenues of $35 million has the resources to provide 100% described and captioned broadcast day. Therefore, we respectfully ask that the CRTC require this POLICY be implemented as an outcome of this hearing and as required under the Broadcasting Act.
28 While we acknowledge some of AMI’s programming is not originally produced description and therefore, NOT paid by them, allowing them to save the cost of creating accessible content, e.g. simulcast with CBC that CBC has paid to describe - this is true of all broadcasters. For example, Global television will air ,  US programs where descriptions are created in the US and Global enjoys providing descriptions to Canadian viewers at no cost to themselves. 
29 We believe an analysis of  “original vs. acquired accessible programming matrix across the Canadian broadcasting system would prove the resources are available and that compliance is required under the Broadcasting Act.
Maximizing Choice and Flexibility

30 A reduction in basic services hurts those with lower incomes and disproportionally affects Canadians with a disability.

31 The television broadcast system is not 100% accessible.  Given the pick and pay packaging options in the market, a Canadian with a disability pays the same subscription rate as a person who has access to 100% of the broadcast system, but may not be able to enjoy the majority of content they are paying for.  By decreasing the basic service, they will continue to pay more, plus have to purchase additional channels just to get enough programming to fully participate in Canadian society.
Simultaneous Substitution

32 Simultaneous substitution has, for years plagued the availability of captioning by eliminating those following commercial breaks.  Through advocacy and education on the part of Canadian disability organizations and individuals, this technological barrier, for the most part has been resolved.

33 Simultaneous substitution has plagued accessing captioning for years by eliminating the captions following a commercial break.  Through advocacy and awareness from disability organizations, the problem, for the most part has been resolved.  We would prefer the elimination of simultaneous substitution in order to remove the problem fully and permanently.  
34 However, removal of simultaneous substitution could now reduce the amount of accessible programming.  Often a US feed’s accessibility content is added during a live feed and picked-up by the Canadian broadcaster in real time.  For example, if a Canadian broadcaster chose to air a US soap opera in advance of the US scheduled broadcast feed, that program might not have the descriptions as they would need an advance copy of the program.  Since a broadcaster must only provide 4 hours a week of described programming, they could air the soap opera without descriptions and still be in regulatory compliance.  Any policy to remove simultaneous substitution must consider and account for this.

35 Therefore, if simultaneous substitution is eliminated, Put measures in place to ensure if the U.S version of the program is accessible, so too must the Canadian.
4.2 A Canadian television system that encourages the creation of compelling and diverse Canadian programming

36 Over The Air (OTA) television towers are still essential to ensure access to television service for every Canadian with a disability. 

37 One compelling reason to maintain OTA towers to ensure all Canadians have access to television services, the basis on which Canadian broadcasting is built.  The ability to access core television services allows any Canadian to participate fully in Canadian society. To eliminate OTA towers in regions where there is no BDU competition is tantamount to the removal of all train tracks in Canada.  

38  OTA is critical to Canadians, especially those who cannot afford BDU rates. While Canadian’s may use BDUs, they are simply a marketing service that is not fundamental to the foundation of Canadian broadcasting.  To build the entire broadcasting system around them is to empower them further.

39 Private local television stations cannot compete with the huge vertically integrated media entities for programming or advertising revenues. As stated in BNOC 2014-190 they saw revenues fall 5% in 2011-12 as a direct result of the “David and Goliath” broadcasting landscape and NOT  because of the cost of maintaining OTA transmitters as suggested in BNOC 2014-190. 
40 Giving independent television industry relief by removing OTA transmitters not only hurts Canadian’s access to television, it is only a bandage solution. Re-instating cross-media ownership rules would be a much more effective way of insuring a financially viable independent television. While the previous statement is provocative, it is intended to illustrate how important it is to ensure free television for all Canadian’s and a vital and relevant independent television industry.
Financing and promoting compelling Canadian programming

41 Redefine broadcasting to consider ISP a broadcasting service and use a portion of the 5% tax on gross revenues to pay for non-CMF Canadian content specifically targeted to independent television services and local programming services.

42 Financing of Canadian programming is important to Canadians with disabilities as the CMF underwrites accessibility for any content it funds as long as a content distributor/television programmer requires that a 100% accessible master be delivered. Funding for Canadian produced accessible content is critical to the health, well-being and cost base of the Canadian accessible content production industry.  BDUs sell Internet access services typically with data caps. Customers must pay more if they exceed these caps or if they want unlimited services. 
43 There are clear parallels between harnessing the amount of content through tiers and harnessing the amount of content through the Internet.  While viewers have more diversity of programming using the unregulated ISP distribution systems BDUs and ISPs are both distributors of content.  Therefore, BDU and ISP revenues should be considered broadcasting revenues, and therefore the 5% rule should apply to those revenues.  In doing so, we ask the CRTC to divert some of those funds to Canadian content which is NOT CMF funded, thereby assisting local independent television services that serve the disabled.
Making television services available to underserved audiences

44 Require BDUs to implement a strong accessible procurement policy. 

45 User interface access to television programming has been a challenge from the introduction of accessibility in Canadian broadcasting in the late 1980s.  While tremendously frustrating for a Canadian with a disability, it has traditionally been beyond the scope of the CRTC. 
46 Since the break-up of the Department of Communications, the issue has been shunted back and forth between the Industry Canada and Canadian Heritage. BDUs argue their hardware demands are not large enough to impact Cable Labs and other researchers and manufacturers of hand sets and set-top boxes to ensure, for example, a dedicated accessibility button with tactile markers indicating either closed captioning at one end and described video at the other; or, in the case of people with mobility impairments compatibility of the remote controls with their assistive technology
. 
47 We ask, therefore, the Commission to require each BDU to provide the number of boxes they purchase each year and to provide copies of any correspondence with manufacturers requesting improved accessibility features. This would allow us to better analyse the issues and assist in the development of a CRTC required accessibility procurement policy.
48  In BNOC 2014-190 the Commission states:

49  ” VI companies are frequently able to use their larger scale and synergies between their services to generate greater revenues and profits. For instance, 49% of specialty pay, pay-per-view and VOD services are owned by VI companies, but these services receive 84% of all subscriber revenues and 92% of all discretionary service advertising revenues (2012-13 broadcast year). Similarly, VI BDUs serve 80% of all subscribers across Canada and generate revenues of $7.1 billion as compared to revenues of $1.7 billion for other BDUs.” 

50 The founding argument for introducing vertical integration was that it would help Canadian broadcasters/BDUs compete internationally and ultimately provide to Canadians a stronger and more viable broadcasting industry.  The competition and market share have proven to be true, but vertically integrated media companies still have a long way to go in the provision of a strong and more viable broadcasting industry. The failure to resolve this relatively simple matter of making set-top boxes and hand-sets accessible could cause one to question the efficacy of vertical integration. 
51 This lack of voluntary leadership on the part of Canada’s vertically integrated media companies, suggest the need for stronger regulation from the CRTC.  MAC would be willing to partner with all stakeholders in resolving this issue.

52 The CRTC has asked 3 specific questions targeted specifically at Canadians with disabilities.  They are: 


a. Q43. What further actions can broadcasters take to improve the accessibility of programming for persons with disabilities, including, but not limited to the accessibility of program guides, regardless of the platform on which programming is broadcast? 

1. Ensure any content a broadcaster has rights to is accessible and that the accessibility of the content is not lost when transcoding to non-regulated content distribution platforms, e.g. IPTV.

2. To bridge the gap between no description of commercials and 100% description of commercials, ensure during commercials that the product name is mentioned at least once.  For example, the delightful peekaboo commercial for Dove soap is unidentified, as is a recent bank commercial that offers "interest and no charges".
3. Ensure in all content licencing contracts with production companies that there is a clause requiring delivery of a described and captioned master.  This will force the independent Canadian production company to request the funds from CMF
. 
4. Insert more program identification audio tags at beginning of shows and following commercial breaks.  Please note, even if the program is not described it is good to know what is on.

5. Require description production companies to whom they sub-contract work to comply with international standards
.  This would guarantee quality, provide description consistency across all programming regardless of where it was produced, and allow for the development of new markets/audiences. 

6. Improved audio management by limiting processing as processing often makes simple footsteps or a door closing sound like a cannon shot.

7. Work with MAC and other subject matter experts to research and debate around synthetic voice vs. real voice.  Synthetic voice technologies are improving and should be examined for cost reduction. 

8. Establish compliance measurements and validation for CRTC conditions of licence.

9. Ensure accessible procurement policies are a high priority for licencee’s.

10. Examine new markets for accessible content and ensure acquisition and licencing of copyright gives them right to new markets.

11. Support by working with an organization to establish a clearinghouse for accessible content, so that if accessible content is available for a program, that it be used and not re-done.

12. Ensure, through contractual, operational or gentle reminding methods, that any television listing that refers to the broadcasting of a programmer’s content, indicates accessibility. 

13. Survey described video listeners to determine what programs should or should not be described.  For example,  Dancing with the Stars is just too difficult to follow
.  Could money be better spent on other content?

b. Q44. What are the technical issues and costs of increasing the amount and quality of accessible programming, more specifically described video programming, in the system? 

i. Cost – a survey of Canadian described video writers revealed they are paid on average $225 per half hour or $400per hour or $8.50 per minute in the case of a film
.  What therefore is the cost to not requiring a 100% described video broadcast day? 

The cost is reasonable enough
 to require a 100% accessible broadcast day. The problem is lack of competition in the descriptive video industry, due to lack of demand for the service. This lack of competition, a monopoly of sorts, allows for the billing of well over $1400 per hour by the production companies. 

For captioning, in 1992 Canada Caption Inc., a charitable organization put itself between broadcasters and the production industry and through RFPs was able to build a strong captioning production industry and therefore, a more competitive captioning production industry. In 1992, the cost to real time caption the Olympics was $800 per hour.  In 1995, the cost to real time caption one hour of news was $125 per hour
.  They encouraged new entrants, provided guidelines and standards and tried to remove barriers to entering the accessible content marketplace.

Similarly, the descriptive video production industry must grow to become competitive, but this will not happen unless hours of original description is increased along with leadership in nurturing the growth of a descriptive production industry. 
ii. Technology - Industry Canada has been very involved in ensuring accessibility standards for spectrum.  This remains true for the successful implementation of accessible digital television.  It is, in fact, equipment, be it broadcast, distribution, or user-interface products, which create accessibility barriers.  For example, transcoding to new platforms, 27 clicks to enable.  With each new generation of technology comes the need for retrofit caused primarily by not thinking of accessibility considerations at the planning stages. 

For this reason, the same technical issues continue to be a huge barrier for a person with a disability – a. frustration that comes with not knowing why a program is not accessible when they understood that is was, (master control policy needed); b. user interface – number of clicks… lack of  procurement commitment policy from BDUs  c.  Captioning quality, eg. delays in synchronizing real- time captioning increases depending upon the means by which the captioner receives the audio portion of the program. (The audio delay to the captioner can be removed by the use of audio coupler at the program origination source such as the broadcaster’s master control).
c. Q45. What are the technological barriers to improving the accessibility of features—like described video—to persons with disabilities?

Lack of priority in an accessible procurement policy:

· Many blind people, who have no need for a screen, use the audio feed from the set top box, commonly through a VCR or other tuner.  Some older set top boxes had the ability to send audio directly to a personal stereo.  This function is disappearing in newer set-top boxes.

·  Inability to use PVRs, so if a blind or low vision person is late to turn on a program, they miss it. Some blind and low vision people have taken the extraordinary measure of memorizing sequences of button pushes in order to use their PVR.  Of course, the vast majority don't have the skill or tenacity to perform such an arduous task in order to time shift or review a program. 
There are many more technological barriers today, as there always will be when technology changes, is upgraded, etc.  Key therefore is to ensure a strong accessibility procurement policy. 

4.3 A Canadian television system that empowers Canadians to make informed choices and provides recourse mechanisms in the case of disputes 

Enhancing safeguards and controls relating to programming content

a. All content that is accessible should have an indication of that. As well, as we move to a more customized viewer programming universe, it is key that Canadians with a disability are able to independently participate.  This is especially important for electronic programming guides accessed by any use interface.
A person living with a disability does not want to be dependant and providing accessible solutions whereby there is no need to depend on others should frame any implementation of new ways to access programming and program listings.  
We not there are always solutions to the provision of accessibility.  It just requires leadership, be it voluntary or regulated.  For example, international research into accessibility will reveal possible solutions to technological barriers.  For example, The American Federation of the Blind has an extremely useful telephone newspaper system which is widely used by people with limited technical skill.  This could be a possibility for the delivery of a real-time program guide.
b. Until the broadcast system is 100% accessible, there should be some kind of cost savings to Canadians with disabilities as the BDUs are not delivering the same volume of programming to blind or low vision person as they are to a sighted person, yet the person with disability must pay the same.
Limited competition and a high degree of vertical integration enable Canadian BDUs to offer bundled packages that do not allow subscribers to pick and choose content/channels they desire. Since persons with disabilities must pay the same retail package prices as others but cannot enjoy much of the content they are paying for, the lack of pick and pay options in the Canadian market effectively represents a cross-subsidy from those with a disability to the broad customer base of the BDUs. To address this inequity, MAC recommends that CRTC adopts policies that enhance the ability of Canadians to select and pay for the type of customized packages that fits their individual needs.   
c. Adopting guidelines for BDU-subscriber relationships and creating recourse mechanisms in the case of disputes is necessary only because the concept of customer service does not apply in an industry where there is no competition.  Canadians with disabilities do not have access to 100% of the system which they must pay for in order to access just a very little of it.  Canadians with disabilities should not have to pay for services they do not receive.  If a program is not 100% accessible, then they are not receiving it.
General guidelines that aim to limit the potential for misleading advertising, transparency in retail contracts, and contractual lock-ins for the governance of the BDU-subscriber relationship are of particular concern to Canadians that are more vulnerable to such practices, such as the disabled and the elderly. For example, reading the fine print in retail contracts is often a sufficiently difficult problem for sighted persons and can be particularly difficult for the disabled. Consequently, the MAC recommends that the CRTC adopts policies that promote simple, flexible and transparent terms in contractual arrangements. Analogously, the availability of credible and low cost recourse mechanisms for addressing potential disputes that arise in the BDU-subscriber relationship are also of particular importance to Canadians who might be more vulnerable to unlawful behaviour by less scrupulous BDUs. 
5.0 Conclusion

53 Media Access Canada’s objective in this filing was to convince the Commission , in the Let’s Talk TV process, to agree there is more work to be done in accessible policy development/adjustment and compliance to ensure tangible improvements in accessibility in Canadian broadcasting for Canadians with disabilities.
54 We have attempted to give not only tangible examples of what broadcasters can do to improve accessibility in broadcasting, but also some key CRTC policy and compliance considerations that would ensure 100% accessibility.  Some of these are;

55 Research: 

a.  Audience measurement and program volume and quality compliance

b. User interface needs analysis

c. Analysis of user interface purchases and distribution, e.g. industry purchase of set-top boxes per year

d. New markets of accessible media business case

e. Evaluation of cost of descriptive video across the broadcasting system which considers hourly vs. volume; free vs. original over programming grids.
56 Policy: 

a. Any broadcaster who has gross revenues equivalent to a $0.20 cent BDU subscription fee be required to provide 100% captioned AND described broadcast day.
b. Accessible Procurement Policy requirement

c.  Broadcast Act compliance

d. Accessible content distributed across regulated distribution systems must also be made accessible when distributed across non-regulated distribution systems, regardless of originating programmer.

e. Consider impact on accessibility in new policy development and when changing existing policy
f. Divert funds to accessibility from BDU/ISP broadcasting revenues to support independent television industry programming that does not qualify for CMF funding.
57 Tangible Outcomes:

a. 100% accessible broadcast day distributed across the entire Canadian broadcasting system

b. User interface accessibility

c. Strong and competitive accessible production industry/cost per hour reduction for descriptive video
d. New markets for accessible media
58 Finally, we remind the Commission that in re-evaluating policy, establishing committees or other changes in the Canadian broadcast system it should empower the accessibility community which includes equally weighted participation from Canadians with a disability, subject matter experts, broadcasters/BDU and academic researchers.   

59 Media Access Canada, on behalf of Access 2020, thanks the Commission for the opportunity to participate in this Call for Comments.
*** END OF DOCUMENT ***
� [a]n estimated 4.4 million Canadians—one out of every seven in the population—reported having a disability in 2006.   In 2006, 43.4 percent of persons over 65 reported having a disability, and more than half (56.3 percent) of persons over 75 reported having a disability.   The rate of disability among the Canadian population is expected to increase dramatically over the next 10 to 15 years. Projections indicate that by 2026, seniors will comprise the largest population group with disabilities, at just over three million people. Statistics Canada, Participation and Activity Limitation Survey, 2006, Catalogue no. 89-628-x <http://www40.statcan.gc.ca/l01/cst01/HEALTH71A-eng.htm>.


� “Statistics indicate that persons with disabilities, in comparison to non-disabled persons, have less education, are more likely to be outside the labour force, face much higher unemployment rates, and are concentrated at the lower end of the pay scale when employed…” Eldridge v. British Columbia (Attorney General), [1997] 3 S.C ://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1997/1997canlii327/1997canlii327.html>.


�  http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications2.htm


�  Meeting with Conrad Von Finkelstein, Shaw/Global hearings 2010, various hearings.


� ◦Monitor 2: A Report on the Quantity of Accessible Content in Canadian Broadcasting in 2010, http://www.mediac.ca/projects.asp


�  http://www.disabilitynetwork.ca/


� New digital specialty described video programming undertaking; Licence amendments; Issuance of various mandatory distribution orders, Broadcasting Decision CRTC 2007-246 (Ottawa, 24 July 2007) at pp23.


� http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-372.htm


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-385.htm" �http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/2013-385.htm�, pp1


� For example, approach to descriptive video or captioning for cognitive disabilities requires frame delay or stop motion, etc…  See, ISO/IEC PDTS 20071-21 Information Technology — User interface component accessibility — Part 21: Guidance on descriptive video (audio)


� BNOC 2014-190, pp33


� In some cases, the “teachable” infrared remote control technology built into the assistive technology is not compatible with the modulation and encoding technology used in the infrared remote controls supplied with the set top box. The incompatibility also means users with mobility impairments are often unable to access the channel and volume controls of the set top boxes.


� As a policy, CMF requires captioning of any program to which it invests.  However, for descriptions, they will fund only when the funds are requested by the production company.


�ISO/IEC PDTS 20071-21 Information Technology — User interface component accessibility — Part 21: Guidance on descriptive video (audio) For example,  


� Focus group research gathered and published in the Monitor Report, www.mediac.ca


� Confidential e-mail responses from Canadian descriptive video writers, in MAC survey, 2014,


� Closed captioning will cost anywhere from 125 –1 200 per hour, depending on style and volume


� Discussion with Beverley Milligan, who founded and was CEO of CCI until its sunset in 1997.





MAC - The Access 2020 Group of Accessibility Stakeholders


