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What is Community Media and Why Does it Matter?

Internationally, community media is 

· Niche-, hyper-local content 

· Created by and for communities 

· Available over the air, on cable, and online.  

While the result is a programming service, community media’s main effects are:

· Community expression and self-awareness

· Strengthening democracy through public debate

· Providing the highway and technology for the “marketplace of ideas”

· Low-cost training and infrastructure development

Internationally, because it does not compete with public or private broadcasting for advertising or audiences, community media can take risks and innovate to provide communities with content focussed on their needs.

What Does Community Broadcasting Look Like in Canada ?

Canada has 171 communities with populations of more than 10,000 people – and only 72 community TV channels to serve them:

· 16 cable companies offer “community TV” in 139 communities, but only about 45 (of the 139) are distinct services, with 25 in Quebec

Cable company staff – not communities – make over 70% of programs, although some 30 communities operate the community channels for cable companies through informal agreements (that cable companies are terminating)

· 2 cable co-operatives (Access, Westman) operate 20 distinct services,
  but cable co-ops are disappearing as for-profit cable systems buy them

· 7 over-the-air TV stations owned by small communities (six with populations under 10,000); CRTC has denied several similar applications 

· By contrast, there are 138 community radio stations, and there were once 294 community TV stations.
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Who Pays for Community TV?

Primarily Cable Subscribers:  S. 29(4) of the CRTC’s BDU Regulations requires each cable company with 20K or more subscribers to use “2% of its gross revenues derived from broadcasting activities in the broadcast year” for “the community programming undertaking” 

Community channels do not receive LPIF funding.

Cost to subscribers in 2008:  $133 million 

· Cable-run channels cost $132 million, at an average of $948K for 139 channels, or $1.9 million per distinct service.

· Community-run over-the-air TV stations cost $910K, at an average of $130 K for 7 stations 

Trouble in Canada’s Community Sector 

a)
More Canadians – but Fewer Cable Community Channels 

Year
Canadian population
Cable community channels

1982
25,117,424
294


1994
29,035,981
220


2009
33,873,357
139


% ch.
+ 35%
- 53%

Although Canada’s population has increased by more than a third since the CRTC first created cable community channels, the number of channels has dropped by more than half.

b) Shift from Local, to Regional Focus 

Year
Canadian population
Distinct cable community channels

1982
25,117,424
294

2009
33,873,357
48

% ch.
+ 35%
- 86%

The 53% decrease in cable community channels probably results from “zone-based” licensing by the CRTC, which has allowed cable companies to merge licences of adjoining communities.

Since cable companies replay programming from other systems the number of distinct community TV services has shrunk by 86%

For example, New Brunswick once had 30 community channels.  Now it has one English-language programming service and one French-language programming service that blanket the whole province, with infrequent insertions of local content.

c)
Lack of Diversity:  Five Cable Companies Dominate Community TV

Shaw, Cogeco, Rogers, Bragg and Quebecor operate more than 9 out of 10 community channels – defeating the principle of diversity.  All community TV in New Brunswick and Newfoundland is controlled by one company (Rogers); the same is true in PEI (Bragg).

Licensee
AL
BC
MA
NB
NF
NS
ON
PE
QU
SK
Grand Total
% by owner

Shaw 
7
22
2
 
 
 
2
 
 
3
37
26%

Cogeco 
 





20

13

33
24%

Rogers 
 


6
1

23



30
21%

Bragg 
1
2



8
2
1

1
15
11%

Quebecor
 







8

14
10%

Subtotal – 5 companies
8
24
2
6
1
8
47
1
21
4
129
92%

8 other (Telus, Bell, MTS, Novus etc.)companies 
1
2
1
0
0
1
2
0
2
1
10
8%

Total
9
26
4
6
1
9
49
1
29
5
139
100%

% by province
6%
19%
3%
4%
1%
6%
35%
1%
21%
4%
100%


% controlled by top 5
89%
92%
50%
100%
100%
89%
96%
100%
72%
80%
93%


d) Less Programming

The fewer distinct community services that remain on cable carry fewer hours of original production.
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Money once used to mobilize and co-ordinate large numbers of volunteers now goes to cable staff to produce programs; cable companies’ own data shows that only 27% of the hours carried on community TV channels is produced by local communities.

Without more community contribution to local production, the same economic forces that have reduced the volume of local content in the public and private sectors will continue to reduce local content in the community sector.

d)
Loss of Access

The CRTC has allowed cable companies to close the open-door policy they once had for volunteers:

· Some systems do not welcome the community in any role except as guests.

· Other systems may use volunteers as free labour in technical roles if they are already trained (favouring TV school students over the general public).  

As demonstrated by the CRTC’s data, based on cable companies’ own reporting, over 70% of programs are produced by staff, not community members.
CACTUS believes that the actual rate of staff production is higher than 70%.   Cable companies often claim “access” includes any segment in which a member of the public is given coverage or appears as a guest, not when the public actually produces or exercises editorial control.

We estimate that fewer than 10% of Canadians have meaningful access to a community channel today.

e)
Lack of Accountability and Transparency

Although the CRTC requires cable companies to retain logs of their community-access programming, it has never published them to enable Canadians to understand how cable companies spend $133 million in subscriber fees for community channels.

Access to information requests by CACTUS found the CRTC has assessed cable TV performance in community TV only three times in the last twenty years.

The CRTC’s studies of one week of community TV programming from a handful of cable companies in 2003, 2004 and 2005 confirm CACTUS findings that:

· Cable companies often fail to keep complete logs.

· Where logs have been kept, programming is frequently replayed among neighbouring communities and double-counted.

· Programming claimed as “access” programming produced by local communities, is in fact produced by cable company staff.
So far the CRTC has ignored five requests from CACTUS since October 2009 that the CRTC obtain and publish the community programming logs for the 2008/2009 year, in time for its April 26 hearing to review community TV performance.

f)
Shift from Niche Local Service to Competition for OTA TV 

CACTUS schedule analysis reveals that cable companies increasingly compete for audiences and advertising dollars with over-the-air commercial TV and with commercial radio.  

· Large parts of “community” programming schedules are filled with professional sports (Canwest informed us that it had been outbid in some cases by a “community channel”)  

· Commercial radio (not even community radio) fills many mornings on community “TV”

· Product placement and moving-video sponsorships aired on community TV are hard to distinguish from ads on commercial TV 

The CACTUS Solution:  

Multi-Media Access for Every Community at NO NEW COST
a)
What is CACTUS?

Formed in 2007 to intervene at the CRTC’s Diversity of Voices hearing, members of the Canadian Association of Community Television Users and Stations (CACTUS) represent all classes of community-controlled programming services as well as Canadians from coast to coast to coast.

CACTUS proposes a community broadcasting policy that 

· provides communities of every size 

· with resources and training to create and distribute multi-media content

· to enable them to reflect their communities in our broadcasting system

· at no new cost.

b)
Canada Needs 21st Century Technology

The CRTC should modernize Canada’s concept of community media, by moving  from TV- and radio-only channels to digital multi-media access centres:

· that offer radio, TV, Internet, and new media training and production.

· whose content is distributed:

· over the air, so that communities control distribution and can access content free of charge

-

on the cable basic tier, and

-
via new media, including the Internet, (live and on-demand), to wireless devices, via podcasts, and other new media as they become available.

Enabling and relying once more on communities themselves to produce content will reverse production concentration in large centres, studio closures in small communities, and spending on relatively few staff-produced shows.

This more efficient use of both bandwidth and the hundred million dollars now paid by subscribers for community TV will:

· Provide Canadians with a volume and diversity of local content that is no longer possible in the public and private sectors  

· Make the latest technologies available to almost every Canadian community.  

As libraries were the public service centres of the 20th century, Canada’s new multimedia access centres will be the public service centres of the 21st century.  The creativity of community organizations, small- to medium-size businesses, and individual Canadians will be unleashed.

c)
How Will the CACTUS Proposal Work?
CACTUS aims to establish a multi-media access centre within reach of at least 90% of Canadian.  These 90% live in 171 communities across the country:   

· 85 communities with 10 to 30 thousand people, 

· 77 communities with 30 to 500 thousand people, and

· 9 communities with more than 500 thousand people.

Communities, 
by Population
Proposal
Estimated Costs ($M)
# of Centres

Population
#

Avg 

Start-up
Avg Operating


Less than 10,000

Combined centre with other small communities


~56

10,000 – 30,000
85
Multi-platform centre in each community
$0.48
$0.42 - $0.52
85 

30,000 –500,000 
77
Multi-platform centre in each community
$0.61 - $0.67
$0.56 - $0.71
77 

> 500,000
9
One multi-platform centre per 500,000
$0.61 - $0.67
$0.56 - $0.71
33

Total 
171

$113 million *
~250

· Some partially enabled centres already exist, owned and operated by communities.

This plan will reverse the centralizing effect of recent BDU policy, by distributing subscriber revenues ear-marked for community expression back out to the communities in which they are collected.
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The CACTUS proposal will increase the number of communities with a community channel by 80% - without any new cost to subscribers

The Community Access Media Fund (CAMF)

CACTUS has proposed that the CRTC redirect the 2% of subscriber revenues that cable companies now collect to a new Community-Access Media Fund (CAMF).

Communities that want a multi-media access centre will create boards that represent a broad cross-section of community interests, including: 

· Municipalities, local libraries, and community centres, some of which would collaborate directly on productions (e.g. municipal council, townhall and other programming) and share facilities.

· Local artistic, cultural and journalistic organizations, including existing video and film co-operatives, community radio channels, and community newspapers

· Local businesses

· Minority and special-needs group, as identified in each community

· Community organizations such as sports groups and social services.

Applicants would seek a CRTC “community-access” over-the-air television (and possibly also radio) licence.  

Applicants would submit their business plan to CAMF for funding, including:

· Facilities’ design and equipment needs 

· Hiring and training plans, and 

· Communications strategies with specific targets to improve the community infrastructure and dialogue about community challenges.

Funding recipients will file annual reports summarizing content volumes, categories and genres, and community access and impact statistics.  

CAMF will publish an annual report detailing nation-wide community channel performance.

CACTUS
As a separate not-for-profit organization, CACTUS will:

· Advertise the availability of community licences and accompanying CAMF funding.

· Assist communities in identifying available frequencies with Industry Canada, preparing CRTC licence applications, and preparing funding applications to CAMF.

· Assist new licensees and grant recipients with technological expertise, start-up and operational plans, hiring, and staff and volunteer training.

The CACTUS Five-Year Plan

YEAR
Targets

1
Upgrade existing community-controlled channels to multi-platform access centres that distribute over-the-air (digital and HD), inclusion on basic cable tier, and on-line.


Identify and upgrade existing community resources that have some skills and facilities of a multi-platform access centre:  libraries, community radio channels, film and video co-operatives.  

Upgrade at least one small and one large community per region.

2
Use centres upgraded in year 1 as models and regional training hubs for new centres in communities with more than 10 thousand people, one per community.

3
Complete roll-out of new centres, one per community, in communities with more than 10 thousand people

4
Add additional centres in cities with more than 500 thousand people (one per each additional 500,000).


Add regional centres in areas with multiple communities < 10,000 and/or establish part-time staff and mobile facilities whose content can be relayed to a larger centre.

5
Fund reaches steady state, expensing primarily operational funding

Why Adopt the CACTUS Proposal?

· At no new cost, provide multi-media and media literacy training, and access to digital technologies, to over 90% of Canadians.
· Reduce cable system costs for administering existing cable community channels, permitting cable to focus on their core businesses.

· Reduce CRTC costs of monitoring cable industry adherence to policy. 

· Ensure accountability and transparency, through annual reporting of financial and programming performance.

· Meet Parliament’s objectives in the Broadcasting Act, 1991:

· Strengthen diversity.

· Enable access to the broadcasting system.

· Intensify cultural expression.

· Strengthen democracy by increasing public discourse and engagement of Canadians as an electorate  

� EMBED PBrush  ���








� A “distinct” service is defined by having more than 50% locally produced programming, since many cable companies repurpose programs among systems.


� The CCSA reports an additional 25 cable co-op channels, not independently verified by CACTUS.


� 	Frank Spiller report


� 	Canadian Cable Television Association 


� 	CRTC Broadcasting Notice of Consultation CRTC 2009-661.


� 	Based on on-line programming schedule analysis undertaken by CACTUS in January of 2010, and submitted to the CRTC.  The number 139 provided by the CRTC in 2009-661 should be used with caution.  CACTUS is aware both of stations in this list that no longer exist, as well as stations that exist that are not listed.  The lack of accurate information about the sector is a major problem for accountability and transparency.


� Hours per week shown include replays.  Original hours are not reported.  CACTUS analysis of on-line schedules suggest that the original hours or production may be as low as 1/10th the numbers shown.
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