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. Policies and major directions

A. FM radio policles

The CRTC issued an FM policy statement, 20 January
1975, called “FM radio in Canada.” Reviewed in last
year’s annual report, the policy was called “‘the Commis-
sion’s definitive statement on FM in the private sector.”
The Commission also proposed a new Promise of
Performance, a two-phase schedule for impiementing
changes, and amendments to the FM Regulations. A
public hearing to discuss the policy was scheduled and
held in Ottawa, 11-12 March 1975.

On 4 July 1975, the Commission issued a public
announcement which was intended ‘‘to comment on the
changes made in the amendments from those first pro-
posed [in the FM policy]. .. to clarify a number of ques-
tions . . . raised at the hearing” and ‘‘to set out the time-
table by which applications for new or renewed FM
licences are to be considered.” This public announcement
is a supplement to the policy statement of January 1975,
and “where the two announcements differ in any respect”
the 4 July 1975 paper is the governing document.

The amendments to the FM Regulations, as proposed in
the policy, deal with a variety of subjects. Some changes
were made “in response to concerns expressed at the
public hearing” or ‘“‘to clarify the regulations so as to make
them easier to understand and apply.”

First, the effective date proposed for the Regulations was
1 September 1975; the new effective date is 6 September
1976. Concerning classes of licence, the Commission had
suggested three such classes. There are now five: Joint
FM licences, independent FM licences, first radio service
FM licences, CBC FM licences, and special FM licences.

The new Regulations apply to all these classes of licence,
with two exceptions. Section 7 of the Regulations, on time
limits to commercial messages, does not apply to first
radio service FM licences or to special FM licences, which
will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis, nor to CBC FM
licences which do not as a rule carry commercials. Section
12(2) of the Regulations, on foreground format program-
ming, is applicable only to CBC FM licences, joint FM
licences, and independent FM licences.

Concerning limits on commercials, the new Regulations
specify that the basic restriction for the time periods 6
am-12 noon, 12 noon-6 pm, 6 pm-midnight remains, as
proposed, 40 minutes for joint FM licences and 50 minutes
for independent FM licences. However, where the policy
had proposed 8 and 10 minutes per clock hour of ads for
the joint and independent licences respectively, the new
level per clock hour is 10 commercial minutes for each
licence class. Again, CBC FM licensees are not subject to
these limits, nor are the first radio service or special FM
licensees who will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis in
their Conditions of Licence. The proposed regulation pro-
hibiting all simulcasting was changed so that simulcasting
is permitted between midnight and 6 am, and when public
emergency warrants, or in unusual cases, as a condition of
licence.

In its proposals for programming, the policy said that the
existing ‘‘Arts, Letters and Sciences’ quota would be
replaced by “foreground format” programming quotas of
25% and 16% respectively for joint FM and independent
FM stations, between 6 am and midnight. The Commission
defined the foreground format as ‘‘the presentation of one
particular theme, subject, or personality for at least fifteen
minutes without interruption by unrelated matter except
station or program announcements or advertising materi-
al” (FM policy, p. 13). Some broadcasters suggested that
shorter than fifteen-minute segments be allowed to qualify
as foreground programming, but the CRTC maintained its
fifteen-minute minimum requirement, saying that it was
“determined not only to encourage more thought and
preparation on FM stations but also to distinguish such
stations from AM stations” which already package short
presentations. However, the Commission did modify the
percentage of time required in the foreground format, and
reduced the quota for such programming ““‘to 20% for joint
FM stations and CBC FM stations and 12% for independ-
ent FM stations” (Public Announcement). These figures,
the CRTC pointed out, are minimums; they will be reeva-
luated at the end of Phase One (31 March 1978).

Although the fifteen-minute minimum for foreground pro-
gramming segments was retained, the CRTC encourages
production and use of shorter programming packages on
both FM and AM. Use of such packages will generally
allow the format to qualify as ‘‘mosaic’’ format, which the
Commission considers to be a “highly desirable” form of
programming. The mosaic format “‘is made up of shorter
pieces or packages and hence is readily distinguishable
from foreground format in structure and treatment,” but it
“nevertheless fulfills a valuable and useful role in radio”
(Public Announcement, p. 8, 9). In the FM policy, the CRTC
encouraged syndication or exchange arrangements, and
so added another question to Section D in the Promise of
Performance concerning ‘‘the number of hours or minutes
per week the applicant proposes to devote to syndicated
radio packages that contain matter in content categories 2
or 5 [backgrounding or spoken word—other] but are too
short to constitute programming in a foreground format”
(Public Announcement, p. 9).

Concerning the Promise of Performance itself, the Public
Announcement said that the draft released for discussion
in January 1975 had been adopted, with ‘‘some rewording
to clarify the extent and effect of the commitments and the
addition of a commitment respecting mosaic packages’
(p.10). The form was released with the Public Announce-
ment so that it could be used for Phase | licence applica-
tions. Hearings to consider applications for new FM sta-
tions, and for amendments and renewals of FM licences,
will be held in Phase |. The Commission also issued a list
of available FM frequencies, with a schedule of the hear-
ings. In the policy, the CRTC said it would not approve
more than one new FM station in a given market, unless
special circumstances warranted it. This referred only to
joint or independent FM stations, and “Applications for
CBC FM licences or special FM licences will be treated
separately and may be granted in addition to a licence for
a private commercial FM station’ (Public Announcement,
p. 11).



B. Cable television policies

In early 1975, the CRTC had pubiished proposals for cable
regulations, with position papers, which were to be dis-
cussed at public hearings in Ottawa later that year. The
hearing held 9 June 1975 discussed the position papers,
and the regulations were discussed at a hearing on 8-9
April 1975.

The CRTC published, on 16 December 1975, its ‘‘Policies
respecting broadcasting receiving undertakings (cable
television).” It had released its new Cable Television Regu-
lations on 26 November 1975; the Regulations came into
force 1 April 1976.

The CRTC’s “Policies” is intended “to achieve a number
of specific objectives” for cable television. In brief, cable
television licensees should:

(@) make a contribution to the quality and diversity of
the Canadian broadcasting and program production
industries;

(b) assume an increasing responsibility to contribute to
the strength of the total broadcasting system;

(c) contribute a unique social service in the form of a
community programming channel;

(d) improve the quality of cable television service and
the relations between the cable television industry and
the public it serves. (‘‘Policies,” p. 3)

The “Policies’” discusses the position papers released in
1975 and the June 1975 public hearing. These papers
dealt with: the community channel; radio services; aug-
mented channel service (converter service); special pro-
gramming channels; and pay television. The Commission
recognizes that in developing its cable policy, ‘“the
continuing problem is how to integrate cable television
into the Canadian broadcasting system as a full
contributing partner to the system’ (p. 5). Put another
way, the Commission recognizes the fact that Canadian
cable television has established ‘‘a distribution system
more effectively oriented to the development and distribu-
tion of more foreign programming than to the creation and
evolution of distinctly Canadian works” (p. 8). As the
Commission said in its July 1971 cabie television policy,
the cable television system in Canada must put emphasis
on “ways and means to develop programs rather than
hardware systems” (p.7). Thus the ‘‘Policies” sets out
three key issues for a discussion of Canadian cable
television:

(a) The extent to which cabie television should provide
community programming that cannot be provided by
over-the-air broadcasters and the extent of the
commitment which cable television licensees should be
asked to provide, to support such programming.

(b) The measures that cable television should be
required to take to minimize damage to the over-the-air
broadcasting system.

(c) The extent to which cable television can assist the
Canadian program production industry. (‘‘Policies,” p.
5).

The “Policies” then goes on to discuss the position papers
in the light of these factors, as outlined below.
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THE COMMUNITY CHANNEL

The Cable Television Regulations, issued 26 November
1975 and effective 1 April 1976, require the cable televi-
sion licensee to provide a community channel (Section
6(1)(f)) on the basic service as a priority. On this channel,
“Only programming produced by the licensee alone, or by
members of the community or communities served by the
licensee, with or without the assistance of the licensee, will
be permitted” (“Policies,” p. 11).

Specifically, the Regulations on the community channel
are:

11. Subject to the conditions of its licence, no licensee
shall distribute on its community channel
(a) any programming other than community
programming;
(b) any advertising material,
(c) any feature motion picture; or
(d) any signal or reproduction of any signal.

12. (1) Every licensee shall keep a program log, in a form
acceptable to the Commission, and shall cause to be
entered therein each day the following information:
(a) the date;
(b) the designation of its community channel;
(c) the title, the name of the producer, a brief
description and the duration of each program dis-
tributed on its community channel; and
(d) the times at which
(i) announcements promoting services that the lic-
ensee is licensed to provide,
(ii) public service announcements,
(iii) announcements promoting programs transmitted
by Canadian stations, and
(iv) channel identification announcements
are made and their duration.

(2) Subject to section (3), every licensee shall
(a) maintain for a period of four weeks from the date
of distribution or, if required by the Commission pur-
suant to subsection (4), for a period of eight weeks
from that date, and
(b) furnish to a representative of the Commission, on
request,
the program logs required to be kept pursuant to sub-
section (1) and the audio reproduction of all program-
ming distributed on its community channel.

(3) Where programming distributed by a licensee is
produced by a network operator licensed to provide
community programming, the network operator shall
maintain and furnish the audio reproduction of such
programming in accordance with subsection (2) and
the licensee shall not be required to do so.

(4) The Commission may, where it considers it in the
public interest that the material referred to in subsec-
tion (2) should be maintained for a period of eight
weeks from the date of distribution, require the licen-
see or network operator, in writing, before the expira-
tion of the period of four weeks from that date, to
maintain the material for a period of eight weeks from
that date.

13. (1) Where a licensee provides time on its community
channel for the distribution of programming of a parti-
san political character, it shall allocate such time on an
equitable basis to all political parties and rival
candidates.



{2) Where a licensee and the political parties and candi-
dates are unable to reach agreement as to what, in any
particular circumstances, constitutes an equitable allo-
cation of time by the licensee, the licensee may refer the
dispute to the Commission ‘and the Commission shall
allocate the time as it considers appropriate in the
circumstances.

14. Where a licensee provides opportunity on its
community channel for the expression of views on mat-
ters of public concern, it shall provide reasonable,
balanced opportunity for the expression of differing
views on such matters.

These Regulations are the minimum standards for licen-
sees, and the Commission expects that ‘“a continuing
effort” will be made ‘“to develop the potential of the
community channel” (*‘Policies,” p. 12). The Commission
encourages licensees to seek out potential community
programmers in their licensed areas, and, as licensees’
individual circumstances permit, to:

(a) Identify communities within their licensed areas,
such as neighbourhoods, wards, boroughs and, where
appropriate, municipalities, and give opportunities to
individuals and groups in these communities to express
their ideas and aspirations.

(b) Cover the activities of municipal councils and
school boards.

(c) Search out and give opportunity for expression to
individuals and groups with “‘communities of interest’’.

(d) Reflect where appropriate the bilingual nature of
the communities they serve. In some cases a separate
channel in each official language will be required, but in
other cases, a proportion of the programs in each offi-
cial language on a single community channel will suffice.

(e) Provide opportunities for expression by the various
ethnic communities within their licensed area.

(f) Decentralize production facilities, originate produc-
tion from remote pick-up points utilizing, for example,
bi-directional cable facilities, and introduce mobile
equipment to facilitate the use of the community
channel by individuals and groups within their licensed
area.

(g) Locate production origination facilities at places
within their licensed area easily accessible by such
individuals and groups.

(h) With the approval of the Commission, arrange with
the licensees of adjacent systems for interconnection or
for a joint programming facility to provide to similar
communities within their licensed areas simultaneous
programming of a kind which provides a significant
alternative to the programming available on the off-air
stations serving their licensed areas.

(i) Give consideration to making their community
programming channel available in community halls and
other such meeting places for the benefit of those who
do not subscribe to their service. (*‘Policies,” pp. 14-15)

Discussion centered on the paper’s requirement that “lic-
ensees expend a minimum of 10% of their gross annual

subscriber revenue for the annual operation of their
community channel . ... The Commission will expect the
major portion to be spent on the program production
process’ (“Policy statement, cable television—The com-
munity channel,” p. 6). The Commission’s main concern is
to provide stable financial support for the community
channel, and to this end expects licensees ‘‘to allocate a
reasonable percentage of their gross subscriber revenue”
to the channel. The 10% minimum will not be enforced, but
it is regarded as ‘‘a useful standard of expenditure for
community programming’’ (‘‘Policies,” p. 15, 16). Licen-
sees will be required, in applications for new, renewed, or
amended licences, to state the amounts proposed to be
spent, or spent, on the community channel, and to make a
separate entry for this amount in their annual returns.

The programming offered on the community channel
“should be distinctly different from the programming
offered by radio and television stations serving the li-
censed area’ (Policies,” p. 17). The Commission expects
cable television licensees to encourage citizen participa-
tion; provide facilities and staff to help train the
community people in program production and equipment
use, and also make the equipment freely available; set up
advisory groups from the community to help in program-
ming although the licensee remains responsible for pro-
gram content; and attempt the maximum of live commu-
nity programming. (‘“‘Policies,” pp. 17-20). The channel’'s
technical quality must also be acceptable, and the Com-
mission will discuss with the Department of Communica-
tions ‘‘the possibility of issuing technical specifications for
the operation of the community channel” (‘Policies,” p.
21).

The Commission has noted the use of “‘bicycled” pro-
grams on the community channel (programs produced by
other licensees). The Commission’s policy is to encourage
programming from their own licensed areas. The Regula-
tions define community programming as programming
produced

(b) with or without the assistance of the licensee, by
members of the community or communities served by
the licensee,

(c) by another licensee or by members of the
community or communities served by another licensee if
such programming is integrated into programming pro-
duced by the licensee or by members of the community
or communitites served by it, or

(d) by a network operator licensed by the Commission
to provide community programming to the licensee,

and includes announcements promoting services that
the licensee is licensed to provide, public service
announcements, announcements promoting programs
transmitted by Canadian stations and channel identifi-
cation announcements.

Concerning audio programming on the community
channel, the Commission requires video be given priority
but will permit audio programming if the programs and
their producers are identified by slides. Such program-
ming, like the video, must be distinctly different from
off-air audio services in the licensed area (‘‘Policies,” p.
21).

Finally, the Commission is ‘developing performance
specifications” based on the principles set out in the
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“policies,” and so will “provide criteria for the assessment
of new licence applications and for the evaluation of the
performance of existing licensees” (*‘Policies,” p. 23).

RADIO SERVICES

The Cable Television Regulations ‘‘require the licensees of
systems of 3000 or more subscribers to carry the signals
of certain radio stations licensed by the Commission”
(“'Policies,” p. 24). Section 15 of the Regulations states
that these are:

15. (1) Subject to subsection (4) and any condition of a
licence issued to it or amended or renewed after the
coming into force of these Regulations, every licensee
shall, in the following order of priority, distribute on the
FM channels of its undertaking
(a) the signals of all local FM stations;
(b) the signals of any regional AM or FM station
owned and operated by the Corporation that broad-
casts in one of the official languages unless the sig-
nals of a local FM station owned and operated by the
Corporation are broadcast in the same language as
the signals of any such regional station; and
(c) the signals of any regional AM or FM station that
broadcasts in the other official language, where the
signals of all stations required to be distributed pursu-
ant to paragraphs (a) and (b) are broadcast in the
same official language.

(2) Where a licensee satisfies the requirements of sub-
section (1), it may be licensed by the Commission to
distribute the signals of optional radio stations.

The Commission’s policy regarding optional signals is “to
encourage the development of local FM radio service,”
and to this end such signals may be carried (if in accord
with the Regulations) in the following priority:

(a) The signals of any non-commercial AM or FM sta-
tion licensed by the Commission not required to be
carried by regulation.

(b) The signal of any student carrier current radio
station licensed by the Commission provided that no
commercial content is included in the signal as
distributed.

(c) The signal of any regional FM station licensed by
the Commission not required to be carried by regulation
providing its programming service is distinctly different
from that of all other radio stations required to be
carried by the regulations or described in paragraphs (a)
and (b) above.

(d) The signal of any international short wave radio
station which is operated by a government funded
broadcast agency. (‘‘Policies,” p. 26)

Also, new local FM stations licensed by the CRTC must be
carried as they come into operation.

The “Policies” and the Regulations prohibit the use of
off-air audio signals as background for video channels
(“Policies,” p. 27, and Regulations, section 5). Some small
systems are exempt from the requirements on priority
radio signals, and they may use TV channels to carry radio
signals ‘“as a means to provide or extend local radio
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services. The Commission will deal with applications to
make use of television channels for this purpose on a
case-by-case basis” (‘‘Policies,” p. 28).

The Commission will consider taped or other non-off-air
audio service on video channels, “provided the service is
produced in Canada, utilizes a minimum of 30% of Canadi-
an music, and does not contain advertising material’’
(“‘Policies,” p. 27). SCMO (subsidiary communications
multiplex operations) service may also provide such back-
ground music, according to the above conditions.
Licensees offering closed-circuit audio services “not in
conformity with these Regulations and policies and which
have not been licensed by the Commission” must be
discontinued (see below, “G. Cable television,” for more
on closed-circuit audio).

AUGMENTED CHANNEL SERVICE

In last year’s policy proposals, the question of converter
service and fees to be charged for it was discussed. Cable
television licensees distribute a basic service—received
on channels 2 to 13 on the standard VHF television set—
but with a device called a converter, more signals can be
received. This additional service is now called the aug-
mented channel service. In 1972, the CRTC began licens-
ing cable television operators to provide augmented chan-
nel service. A number of fee structures evolved for
provision of the service, but the Commission decided that
the so-called combined-tier approach was the most suit-
able. Here, ‘‘the licensee charges a single fee to all sub-
scribers covering the reception of all channels distributed
by the licensee on its basic service and on its augmented
service” (“Policies,” p. 31). The converter devices may be
bought or leased and installed at the discretion of the
individual subscriber. The Commission’s view is that “‘the
channels of television service distributed by licensees on
their cable television systems should be considered a
single service whatever device is required to receive it in
the subscriber’s home’ (*'Policies,” p. 32).

Licensees are required to carry on the augmented channel
service ‘‘any priority service they cannot carry on their
basic service. Where this has been done, the licensees
may be authorized by the Commission to distribute other
services on the augmented channel service” (““Policies,”
p. 33).

SPECIAL PROGRAMMING CHANNELS

After public discussion of the proposed supplementary
programming channel, the CRTC concluded that such a
channel “is not a desirable objective at this time and as a
consequence . .. favors the present policy of considering
proposals for special programming channels on a case-
by-case basis” (“Policies,”” p. 35). The kinds of program-
ming that may be run on such a channel were given as

(a) Reruns of Canadian produced off-air broadcast
programs, including the original commercial messages
broadcast with such programs obtained from local
Canadian television stations carried on the cable televi-
sion system. In each case permission should be
obtained from the broadcaster to run such programs.



(b) Films or video-tapes from sources such as the
National Film Board, I’Office du film du Québec, the
Canadian Film Institute, la Cinémathéque québécoise
and other provincial and federal bodies and government
agencies.

(c) Films from foreign governmental sources and from
non-profit agencies such as the United Nations
Organization.

(d) Original feature motion picture films in languages
other than English or French. Feature films originally
produced in one language and dubbed or sub-titled into
a second language would not be acceptable.

(e) Amateur films or video-tape productions.

(f) Original foreign language programs (not dubbed or
sub-titled) not included in sub-paragraph (a) provided
they are not reruns of programs which have been dis-
tributed on Canadian and U.S. commercial television
networks or stations, and do not contain any form of
advertising.

(g) Sponsored programs such as documentary films or
special cultural programs, excluding national and inter-
national sporting events, in which credits appear only at
the beginning and end of the program and name only
the sponsoring organization and the creative personnel.
No specific product or service advertising may be
included in any part of the program. (‘“‘Policies,” pp.
36-37)

In such service, the priority should be given to (a) above,
and the licensee “must chose equitably among all local
Canadian television broadcasting whose signals’ are car-
ried on his system (‘‘Policies,”” p. 38). Advertising will not
be permitted on such a service nor separate audio
programming.

PAY TELEVISION

The concept of pay television—payment of a fee to receive
television signals, either off-air or via cable—was devel-
oped in the fifties but did not attract much attention until
recently. The Commission received 39 briefs on its *“‘Pay
television position paper” issued in February 1975, and
heard 15 representations at the June 1975 public hearing.
The Commission’s February 1975 paper said that it was
“‘questionable whether the Canadian broadcasting system
can absorb the impact of pay television service.” The
briefs and representations to the Commission in June
1975, from the broadcasting industry, the public, and
program producers, was mixed. But the cable television
industry “was eager to see the concept developed
immediately and offered proposals as to how it could help
Canadian production and at the same time not create
undue harm to the present over-the-air broadcasting
system. The cable television industry position was well
researched and documented’ (*‘Policies,” p. 41).

The Commission recognizes ‘‘that some form of pay televi-
sion is highly probable in the future,”” and that as a result
the ‘“over-the-air broadcasters, program producers, and
cable television licensees must work together to effect an
integrated use of the broadcasting system to assist
Canadian production’ (‘‘Policies,” pp. 41-42).

The CRTC’s cable television decisions issued in 1975-76
reflected its policies and Regulations in the areas of uni-
form monthly service fees for similar service in the same
geographical area, combined-tier fees for basic and aug-
mented service, prohibition of advertising on the
community programming channel, priorities in signal dis-
tribution, commercial deletion (in some decisions) and
substitution of suitable replacement material, approval of
special programming channels (in some decisions) carry-
ing no advertising except that integral to rerun programs.
More discussion of cable television appears below, “G.
Cable television.”

C. Programming

1. RADIO

In a number of AM and FM radio decisions (granting,
renewing, or amending licences) the CRTC again pointed
out the important place local and community
programming has in its radio policies.

For example, in Decision 75-99 (granting an English-lan-
guage AM licence for Port Hawkesbury, N.S.), the Com-
mission noted the proposed 49.5 hours per week of “local
live programming including programming for and involving
the French and Indian communities in the area” and said
that this was ““an important contribution to the service to
be provided.” In other decisions, the local licensee’s re-
sponsibility to develop local programming, or the licen-
see’s commitment to locally-originated programming,
were pointed out (Decisions 76-19, 76-53). And in Decision
76-78 (renewing the licence for CKTS Radio Sherbrooke
Ltée) the Commission said that because CKTS “is the only
local English-language station,” it was expected ‘'to play a
distinct role in the community and to provide, both in its
verbal and musical components, a balanced programming
service for all segments of the English-speaking commu-
nity in the region it serves.” The Commission required the
licensee to increase ‘‘substantially” the amount of its CBC
English network programming. Decision 76-15 (on Radio
Laval Inc.) granted the licensee’s application to amend its
licence to move its studio from downtown Montreal to
Laval. The same application was denied in Decision 75-63
last year, because the Commission pointed out that the
licensee had committed itself to programming directed at
metropolitan Montreal, especially *“in the areas of informa-
tion, community programming, and public affairs.” This
year the licensee demonstrated to CRTC’s satisfaction
that “certain technical problems make it impossible to
provide an adequate program service” to the downtown
Montreal area which the licence had required, and so it
was granted permission to relocate in Laval where it will
“provide a community-oriented broadcasting service to
the residents of Laval.” The Commission required the
licensee ‘‘to identify itself with its listening audience and
reflect the concerns of the Laval community.”

In two decisions approving applications for licence renew-
als (Decisions 76-84 and 76-85) the Commission reminded
the licensees of their responsibilities to provide *“more
adequate local and regional information service, focussing
on the social and cultural interests of the individual com-
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munities being served.” The decisions’ several recommen-
dations to CKAC Ltée and Radiodiffusion Mutuelle Ltée/
Mutual Broadcasting Ltd. were made ‘‘to ensure the
broadening of the sources of information which serve as
the basic framework of French-language news broadcast-
ing.” And in Decision 76-80, the CKVC (Québec) Ltée
licence was renewed, but the Commission reminded the
licensee that it had ‘“‘committed itself to give priority to the
local and regional and information and news services in
order to better serve its listeners.”” The licensee had
earlier promised to improve its performance in this regard,
and the Commission noted that while some changes had
been made, it would continue to “follow the implementa-
tion of these measures.”

At St-Jérdme, Quebec, the commission denied an applica-
tion by Radio Laurentides Inc. to amend its licence “to
broadcast simultaneously at St-Jérébme and at Lachute,
Quebec the programs of CJLA Lachute.” The Commission
pointed out that the licensee's station, CJEN St-Jéréme,
had been a local station for years and approval of the
application would *‘for all practical purposes” change it
into ‘‘a rebroadcaster of the new Lachute radio station.”
The decision said that a local station has ‘“‘an important
social role’’ to play in its licensed area, and “must be able
to count on the active support of the community it
serves.”

Decision 76-116 denied three applications for a French-
language FM radio station at Quebec, Quebec. In its
reasons, the Commission said that of the three applica-
tions, two did not meet the programming objectives set
out for FM radio in its 1975 FM policy. One applicant did
submit *‘an application which demonstrated a serious
endeavor to arrive at a new and distinctive programming
concept’” but the Commission was not convinced that
“*sufficient financial and human resources’ could be found
to carry out the proposal.

In a twelve-page public announcement dated 12 January
1976, the Commission discussed a promotional campaign
by CFCF-AM Montreal “to encourage listeners to sign a
petition against the Official Language Act of the Province
of Quebec, commonly referred to as Bill 22.”” The Commis-
sion had, as a result of the campaign, received about 100
telephone calls and several written complaints. The CRTC
then sent a Telex to CFCF requesting tapes of its pro-
gramming relating to Bill 22. The Radio (AM) Regulations,
sections 4(5)(a) and (b) require a licensee to ‘‘maintain for
a period of four weeks from the date of broadcast or, if
required by the Commission...for a period of eight
weeks from that date, and ... furnish to a representative
of the Commission on request...a tape recording or
other exact copy of all matter broadcast by that station.”
The Telex also said that ‘“‘the right to freedom of expres-
sion and the right of persons to receive programs was
unquestioned, but that programming should offer “a
reasonable balanced opportunity for the expression of
differing views on matters of public concern.”

The Commission received the tapes in question, but about
20% were inaudible or of very poor quality. The remaining
tape—199 hours of broadcasting—was analyzed and it
was found that 54 hours, or 27.5%, was talk and music
related to the Bill 22 compaign. Unrelated talk and music
constituted 107 hours, or 53.5%, baseball 38 hours or
19%. The compaign material varied from a daily low of
15% to a high of 55%. The public announcement said that
*the station allocated an unusually high amount of its
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broadcast time to programming related to this compaign.”
Further analysis of the 27.5% of broadcast time on Bill 22
showed that 28% was editorializing, 20% open-line, and
40% was promotion; ‘‘considerably more time was spent
on the promotion of the compaign itself than on an expla-
nation and discussion of the issues arising out of the
Official Language Act.” Further, at no time was the Act
read to the audience. In a table attached to the public
announcement as Appendix B, the CRTC noted that
expressed viewpoints aired against the Act made up
72.9%, while favorable comment was only 2.5%. There is
no evidence, however, that ‘‘the station had refused to
grant access to persons wishing to express viewpoints
favorable to the Act and unfavorable to the station’s
campaign.”

The public announcement said that all factors considered,
including other media reaction to the same issue, ‘‘the
Commission’s preliminary view is that the station has
failed to provide a sufficient degree of balanced program-
ming in the circumstances of this case” and so intended
“to call the licensee...to a licence renewal hearing in
Montreal scheduled for March 1976 to discuss, among
other matters, the programming which took place during
this campaign’:

This hearing will afford the licensee an opportunity to
express its views on the Commission’s analysis, how it
perceived its programming responsibilities during this
campaign and how the licensee considers that it met its
responsibilities.

The Commission will also wish to examine at this public
hearing the manner in which the licensee has fulfilled its
commitments made to the Commission at the time of its
application to acquire the assets of station CFCF and in
particular the commitment reiterated in the Commis-
sion’s Decision CRTC 72-221 that the licensee would
play a particularly creative role in interpreting the
cultural character of Montreal to its audience.

The hearing was held 30-31 March 1976, and no public
announcement had been issued on the subject at
year-end.

Decision 75-306 denied Goodwill Broadcasters of Quebec
Ltd.’s application to transfer all issued and outstanding
shares from the present shareholders to Deljean Inc.
Goodwill is licensee of CFOM Quebec. In its reasons, the
CRTC said that it had previously *‘noted its concern with
respect to the station’s programming and stated that it
expected the licensee to provide, in cooperation with the
CBC, more of the national service to its licensed area by,
as a minimum, fulfilling the reserved time requirements
which the CBC expects of its affiliates.”” CBC requires 25
hours per week, which the CRTC considers a minimum.
Deljean Inc. proposed to broadcast 24.6 hours per week of
CBC service if it became the CFOM licensee. Because
“CFOM is the only English-language radio station in the
area, the Commission finds this unacceptable.” Deljean
had also said it would ‘‘continue the programming of
CFOM in the same style'" as Goodwill. But the CRTC had
said in an earlier decision (Decision 74-59) that it was ‘“‘not
satisfied that the programming ... fulfilled the program-
ming commitments’” Goodwill had made and that the
CRTC expected *‘a balanced programming service for all
segments of the English-speaking community in its li-
censed area.” Deljean's application was therefore
unacceptable.



The decision said that the CRTC recognized CFOM’s
“economic problems in providing the only English-lan-
guage radio service to the area,” which would become
insurmountable if the CBC were to establish an English-
language station there as it had proposed. The CRTC
suggested “if the English-speaking population of Quebec
City can support only one radio service then it should be
the national service either through a CBC affiliated station
or through a CBC owned and operated station.”

In Decision 75-534, the CRTC approved applications by
Supravox Corporation Ltd./Supravox Corporation Ltée
(Montreal), Radio Rogers Ltd. (Toronto) and CHUM Ltd.
(Toronto) for amendments to their FM licences to add
subsidiary communications multiplex operations (SCMO).
At the May 1975 hearing in Hamilton, it was asked ‘‘wheth-
er scarce public frequencies should be utilized for SCMO
transmissions of background music, or other services that
are of little relevance to the general public in the context
of the Broadcasting Act, particularly since this back-
ground music service can be distributed by other means.”
The CRTC said that even though at present decoders were
necessary to receive SCMO service, the success of the
so-called talking-book service for the blind, inaugurated in
the United States, indicated that *‘a valuable service to the
public can be rendered via SCMO.” The decision also said
that 'as demands on the FM spectrum increase, particu-
larly for specialized broadcasting services to limited seg-
ments of the population, the possibility of a more mean-
ingful use of SCMO” than for background music “will have
to be considered.” The CRTC pointed out that SCMO is
““a form of broadcasting within the meaning of the Broad-
casting Act”’ and reminded the licensees of their respon-
sibilities under the Act for SCMO content.

2. TELEVISION

in several decisions concerning television, the Commission
expressed its view on ‘“‘the importance locally of television
as part of the numerous communication services available
to the community’ (Decision 75-323). In Decision 75-323,
renewing the licence of CHLT-TV Sherbrooke, Quebec,
the Commission said that one of its ‘““most important
objectives” was ‘‘the establishment and development of
local and regional television stations. The policies and
decisions of the Commission have always been directed at
strengthening the resources of local stations . . . to enable
them to produce an adequate number of quality programs
to meet the needs and aspirations of the population.”

Decision 75-522 approved in part an application for a
French-language TV station at Trois-Riviéres, Quebec. The
applicant proposed “insertion of local commercials” but
“had no immediate plans for producing local program-
ming.”’ The Commission said that “where an applicant
proposes to seek local commercial revenue from a
community, he should also be prepared to provide some
service to the community in the way of locally-produced,
locally-oriented programming.” The licence was granted
on the condition that “no local TV sales activity take
place” before the licensee provided to the community “‘a
programming service approved by the Commission.”

In Decision 75-517, the CRTC denied Cambrian Broad-
casting Ltd.’s application to amend its licences for CKSO-
TV-2 Timmins, CKSO-TV-3 Kearns, and CKSO-TV-4
Kapuskasing, Ontario ‘‘to broadcast separate program-

ming on the three stations.” The Commission said that the
licensee ‘'in effect proposes to feed each station with
separate local commercials with no regularly scheduled
local programming inserts.” The application was denied
because ‘‘the licensee's proposals do not provide for
separate locally-originated  programming to the
communities concerned.”

Channel SeventyNine Ltd.’s application for licence renewal
was approved in Decision 76-133. The Commission said
that this licensee’s station, CITY-TV Toronto, had ‘‘sub-
stantially moved toward the fulfilment” of its promise of
performance: ‘““to provide a television service uniquely
different from and complementary to the services then
being provided in the Toronto area by existing licen-
sees . . . it would produce live, vital programming directed
to and reflective of the Toronto community, feature
Toronto people, provide public access programming, and
serve as an outlet for local Toronto retail advertisers.” The
Commission expected that it would continue in this way,
and that the station’s orientation would not change when it
moved to the CN Tower which will give it much greater
coverage. Also, the decision said that the licensee “‘must
ensure that the present level”’ of its multilingual program-
ming, which grew from 4.5 hours per week to 30, “does
not diminish the station’s public affairs or access
programming.”’

Decisions 76-87 and 76-88 renewed the licences of Radio
Laval Inc.’s station CFCM-TV Quebec and Télé-Métropole
Inc.’s CFTM-TV Montreal. In Decision 76-87, the Commis-
sion said it noted “with regret” that CFCM-TV had not
lived up to its commitment to increase “‘its contribution to
the [TVA] network’s entertainment programming,” even
though it did contribute to the network’s sports and news
programming. CFCM-TV broadcast “only a limited
number of its productions in its night-time scheduling.”
The decision said that:

the Commission considers that Radio Laval Inc. is now
in a position to increase its program contribution to the
TVA network in order to reflect the characteristics of
that region. The Commission aiso considers that the
licensee is in a position to offer, in prime time, locally
produced quality programs. The Commission, therefore,
expects the programming of CFCM-TV to be consistent
with these requirements.

The Commission was also concerned by the commercial
character of some of CFCM-TV’s productions and is
requiring the licensee “to remedy this situation and to
submit, on a regular basis, examples of how the station
intends to implement this program production policy.”

Also, the Commission noted the ‘‘success of foreign pro-
grams broadcast by the licensee’’:

In the light of the licensee’s responsibilities as a user of
a scarce public radio frequency, the Commission will
expect the licensee to exercise greater care in the
selection of foreign programs, particularly those
containing violent elements which arouse the deep and
legitimate concern of many responsible citizens. Con-
sistent with its statement at the hearing, the licensee
should also exercise greater discretion in the scheduling
of such programs.

Decision 76-88, on Téle-Métropole Inc., noted ‘‘the signifi-
cance and diversity of the station’s original productions,
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the support the station gives to Canadian artists and
writers, the plans for the expansion of its production
facilities, and its intention to allocate more resources to
the preparation of its programming."” The decision went on
to say that:
Because a large part of its productions serve as the
basis for the Canadian programs broadcast by TVA
stations in prime-time, the Commission wishes to under-
line the important responsibility which Télé-Métropole
has in this respect. Therefore, the Commission
considers that Télé-Métropole has a special role to play
in the Canadian broadcasting system, particularly with
regard to the development and improvement of French
language broadcasting.

The decision also repeated the statement on foreign pro-
grams, quoted above from Decision 76-87.

3. GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS LTD.

In its Decision 75-594, the Commission approved Giobal's
application to amend its licence for CKGN-TV-1 Windsor
and replace Global’s American programs, which could not
be shown in the Windsor-Detroit area because of restric-
tive program rights, with slide announcements promoting
upcoming programs. In the decision, the Commission dis-
cussed at length “Global's difficulty in meeting the
Canadian content regulations'” which require that in the
twelve-month period beginning 1 October each year, 60%
of the station’s total broadcast time between 6 am and
midnight, and 50% between 6 pm and midnight, be
Canadian content (section 6A(1) (a) and (b)ii)). The deci-
sion said that the Commission believed “Global was not
meeting some of its commitments’’ on programming which
it had previously made to the Commission. However,
“continuation of renewal of Global's licence was not in
question.”

Global is ‘‘unique in several respects’’ because its trans-
mitters across southern Ontario place “‘a primary signal in
large rural and semi-rural areas as well as in major urban
centers,”’ so that it is “‘neither a local broadcaster nor a
national network.” The CRTC expected that such inven-
tiveness would be reflected in its programming, as had
been promised. Decision 72-224, granting Global's
licence, said that the Commission hoped ‘“‘Global will
contribute significantly to increasing the proportion of
Canadian programming in the areas of drama and varie-
ty.”” Global had also said that it would “avoid undue
provision of programming aiready provided or more
appropriately provided by others.”” Global’s commitments
were ‘‘substantially confirmed by the IWC group at the
1974 hearing’’ held to consider Global's financial difficul-
ties, which resulted in control of the company being trans-
ferred to a syndicate consisting of IWC Communications
and others for refinancing.

The Commission's study of Global's programming since
the transfer indicates that while its news and public affairs
programming ‘‘is commendable in terms of both quality
and quantity,” it is now “providing virtually no support,
encouragement, or outlet for independent Canadian pro-
gram production; nor is there any immediate prospect of
improvement in this situation.” Global also is “‘now having
great difficulty” in meeting the Canadian content
regulations cited above, and ‘“‘apart from its news and

8

public affairs programming ... does not offer program-
ming which provides alternatives to other television ser-
vices available in Canada.”

At a hearing, 4 November 1975, Global offered reasons,
mainly economic, why it had not carried out its promises,
but the Commission pointed out that these factors

are not unique to Global and were well-known to all
concerned before Global began broadcasting. These
programming economics, coupled with Global’'s own
financial situation, led Global to propose to this Com-
mission a relaxed Canadian content requirement for
independent Canadian television stations including
Global. Only thus, asserted Global, could an eventual
goal of both more and quality Canadian programming
be realized. The Commission rejects such a suggestion
as not being in the public interest.

While Global’s licences expire only on 31 March 1977, the
Commission nonetheless outlined several policy points
and placed Global “on notice in several respects’”:

1. Section 3 of the Broadcasting Act sets out a broad-
casting policy for Canada which it is the duty of this
Commission to implement. Part of that policy is to
ensure a Canadian broadcasting system which will ““. ..
safeguard, enrich and strengthen the cultural, political,
social and economic fabric of Canada', and in which
broadcasters will provide programming ‘‘using predomi-
nantly Canadian creative and other resources”. It is to
the achievement of these ends that the Canadian
content rules of Section 6A of the Television Broadcast-
ing Regulations are directed. The requirement is set at a
level which should persuade Canadian broadcasters to
address themselves in a substantial and meaningful way
to the “‘cultural, political, social and economic fabric of
Canada’”, but which at the same time should leave
ample opportunity for the use of foreign produced
programming.

In the opinion of the Commission, a relaxation of the
Canadian content requirements applicable to privately-
owned television licensees below the present 60% for
the overall 6:00 A.M. to midnight period and 50% for the
6:00 P.M. to midnight period would be contrary to the
public interest.

2. The Commission reminds broadcasters that Canadian
content requirements are not simply a matter of quanti-
ty, for Section 3 of the Act also requires that **... the
programming provided by each broadcaster should be
of high standard . ..” Thus, while the Commission notes
Global’'s desire to meet Canadian content requirements
in the 1975-76 year now in progress, the Commission
will be equally concerned about the quality of the pro-
posed Canadian content programming.

3. The Commission is aware of the management and
financial problems in existence at the time of the trans-
fer of control to the IWC group. Nevertheless, the IWC
group comprises sophisticated and experienced inves-
tors and businessmen with significant resources. This
group assumed and confirmed, at the time of the trans-
fer of control, important commitments to the Commis-
sion and the public. The financing arrangements entered
into by a licensee should be such as will sustain rather
than reduce its ability to meet those commitments. The
Canadian content rules were in force, and the economic



facts of life surrounding Canadian program production
were well known, both at the time of Global's original
application and at the time of the IWC group’s entry into
Global.

A hearing on these matters is scheduled for late 1976.
Concerning the application which this decision approved,
the Commission said that it recognized that the Detroit
market, one of the most lucrative in the US, was protected
from Canadian signals and that Globa! had attempted to
set up its transmitter at Cottam so that signals would not
penetrate that market but had been unsuccessful. The
area’s particular problem has “inhibited the introduc-
tion. .. of viable CTV programming service through an
affiliate relationship.”” The Commission said that it expect-
ed Global “to pursue remedies for this problem, including
sharing of the transmission facilities with other broadcast-
ers and seeking out new sources of programming. The
Commission expects that Global will have a proposed
solution to the problem for discussion with the Commis-
sion at the time of the hearing for licence renewal.”

4. NATIVE LANGUAGE PROGRAMMING

The Commission last year issued licences for three new
radio stations which planned to broadcast programs in
English and a native language. The station at Makkovik,
Labrador, Newfoundland will broadcast on its FM station
48 hours in English and 8 hours in Inuktitut (Decision
75-262); Norway House, Manitoba, plans 33 hours per
week of AM programming, 75% in Cree (Decision 75-559);
Green Lake, Saskatchewan plans one-third of its FM pro-
gramming in Cree (Decision 75-607); and Moosonee,
Ontario (Decision 76-90) will be an AM station with some
programming in Cree.

For all of these licences, the CRTC pointed out, as it
has in the past in licensing such enterprises, that *The
problem of making provision for the continuing funding of
northern community broadcasting stations’ is a “‘matter
of concern to the Commission which recognizes that, until
a permanent funding mechanism is established, the
source of funds may change from time to time.” The
decisions say that ““the Commission continues to believe
that the development of broadcasting services in isolated
areas requires special consideration and encouragement.
Consequently . .. those who provide funds . . . from time to
time, shall not interfere with the licensee’s control over the
management and programming decisions of the station.”

At Fort Franklin, NWT the CBC applied to amend its
licence for CBQO to add locally-originated programming
*‘to broadcast programs of community interest in the Hare
language.” The CRTC approved the application, saying
that it ‘““fully supports” the CBC’s “intention to provide
access to its radio transmitters in isolated communities by
local groups... such access will also facilitate
communication within the community in emergency situa-
tions” (Decision 75-193).

5. STUDENT PROGRAMMING

Two AM carrier current stations and two FM radio stations
were licensed last year to student-run enterprises. All are
to program in English.

The carrier-current stations are at Sackville, N.B. and at
Wolfville, N.S., issued to Attic Broadcasting Co. Ltd., Deci-
sion 75-102 and to Acadia Students’ Union Inc., Decision
75-261, respectively.

The Commission reiterated in these two decisions its
concern that such stations are ‘‘to reflect the interests and
activities of the total university or college community in
which they operate; to schedule a consistently high pro-
portion of Canadian material; and, above all, to promote
innovative programming which will explore and enlarge
student interests.” Also, in the Acadia Students’ Union
decision, it was noted that the applicant had proposed
four minutes of commercial advertising per hour, which
maximum is a condition of licence.

In Decision 75-247, the CRTC granted FM radio licences
to Jim Rogers (representing a company to be incorpo-
rated) at Winnipeg, and to the Carleton University Stu-
dents’ Association Inc., Ottawa.

The Carleton University Students’ Association had applied
for, and was granted, an AM student carrier current radio
licence in 1973 (Decision 73-304). In 1974, it applied to
amend its licence to broadcast commercials for a max-
imum yearly revenue of $5000; the application was grant-
ed (Decision 74-385). Jim Rogers applied last year, and in
a public announcement concerning his application, dated
17 July 1974, the CRTC discussed the application but did
not issue a licence.

Decision 75-247 this year defines student radio as broad-
casting “‘with a four-fold purpose’:

to communicate with students beyond the immediate
reach of any student carrier current or closed circuit
systems in operation at the particular institution, to
reach students who do not belong to the particular
campus community, to communicate the concerns,
interests and activities of the campus as well as of the
academic environment to the public, and to offer to the
general public innovative and alternative programming
fare which makes use of the many resources available at
the academic institution. Student radio may also provide
basic training for students interested in broadcasting
careers.

The Commission said that its policy would expect students
to apply for carrier current radio, or low-power drop-in
frequencies, where the audience was limited to the
campus, but that it would permit the use of FM channels
alloted by the Department of Communications if the sta-
tion proposed ‘‘programming ... intended as an alterna-
tive service to the public as well as [to] the students on
campus.” At this time, only one such station will be
licensed in any community, with the licensee allowing
access to its facilities by other groups from local post-
secondary institutions. The Commission also said it would
issue two such licences in one community, one English
and one French, if numbers of students were great enough
and if there were enough FM channels available.

The Commission pointed out that it has been concerned to
promote diversity and comprehensiveness of broadcast
services, and to this end has licensed various kinds of
community radio stations. But because ‘‘Competitive
pressures of the market place have a direct or indirect
influence on the nature of programming,”’ the Commission
has been concerned ‘‘to safeguard the special nature of
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the programming in the student sector” and has been
“reluctant to permit such stations to become involved in
conventional commercial activities.”” The decision said
that:

The Commission realizes that structures for alternative
funding may neither exist in some communities nor be
sufficiently developed in others. Funding of the CBC
through the federal government, educational stations
through the provincial governments, and the private
commercial sector through conventional commercial
activity leaves few alternatives for funding of community
access stations or institutional stations such as Student
FM. Inasmuch as student stations can and do derive
support from their students’ unions, they have one
financial resource which community access stations do
not have. For that reason the Commission will continue
to accommodate the financial needs of community
access stations before those of a student station in the
same location.

However, since both the stations involved in Decision
75-247 “‘propose to provide a certain amount of commu-
nity programming, and because the Commission to date
has not received an application for a community FM sta-
tion in either Winnipeg or Ottawa,”’ the Commission will
allow them a certain restricted advertising activity. The
maximum time for commercials is limited for these two
stations ‘‘to four minutes per clock hour, and the number
of interruptions for such messages to six per clock hour.”

The CRTC said that student FM stations ‘‘should be incor-
porated nonprofit organizations. A predominance of stu-
dents on the board of directors is essential, although
directors representing other aspects of campus or
community life are acceptable and even desirable. Both
applicants meet these criteria.”” The presiding officer and
each of the other officers or directors must be Canadian
citizens, as set out in the Direction to the CRTC of the
Governor-General in Council, PC 1969-2229.

The decision commended the applicants’ well-prepared
briefs and presentations, in which both proposed a high
level of foreground format programming (see the CRTC'’s
FM policy, “FM radio in Canada,” 1975, pp. 13-14). Also
the CRTC expected that “live musical and other forms of
artistic expression will find a significant place in the pro-
posed programming services,” and quoted the Winnipeg
brief to support its belief that in student radio, music
should be‘* ‘a stimulant, a sampler’ not ‘confined monoto-
ny’ and restricted playlists.”

Finally, the Commission pointed out that it expected the
licensees to surrender their licences voluntarily if financial
support “‘was not sufficient to maintain the project.”

D. Extension of service

1. CBC ACCELERATED COVERAGE PLAN

In keeping with the Broadcasting Act’s policy that *‘all
Canadians are entitled to broadcasting service in English
and in French as public funds become available,”” and that
the national broadcasting service must ‘‘be extended to all
parts of Canada” and “be in English and French, serving
the special needs of geographic regions,” the CRTC
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continues to make extension of service a priority. Televi-
sion and radio stations, as well as LPRTs and FM frequen-
cies carrying AM programming, are licensed by the Com-
mission to provide extension of first, and where possible
second, service to Canadians (see Tables 5, 6, and 14).

The CBC’s Accelerated Coverage Plan (ACP), announced
in February 1974, was designed to extend national radio
and television service to unserved communities of 500 or
more people. Last year, the Corporation began broadcast-
ing in 18 such communities under the ACP. In the North-
west Territories, Cape Dorset, Pangnirtung, Eskimo Point,
Pond Inlet, Resolute, Cambridge Bay, and Coppermine
began television and radio service; Igloolik began radio
and Baker Lake began television. In Quebec, Fort George
and Nouveau Comptoir began bilingual television as well
as English and French radio service. In Manitoba, Grand
Rapids, Snow Lake, and The Pas started English radio
service. In Saskatchewan, La Ronge received English
radio and Cumberland House English television. Nain, in
Newfoundland, began English radio and television.

The ACP will, when completed, provide national radio and
television service to some 300 isolated localities by means
of 600 new transmitters. Service in French and English will
then be available to 99% of Canada’s population. Cover-
age of remote locations is made possible by extending
land networks and through the Anik satellite. To date, the
CBC has submitted applications for 137 ACP projects to
the CRTC.

In Decisions 75-96 and 75-97, the CRTC approved CBC
ACP applications at Easterville, Grand Rapids, Moose
Lake, Snow Lake, The Pas, and Flin Flon, Manitoba (see
above). The decisions said that these were ‘‘the first
related group of applications under the CBC’s Accelerated
Coverage Plan. ... The commission was informed that an
essential element in the implementation of the ACP is the
grouping of several installations in the same geographical
area into a single project for purposes of engineering,
planning, construction, and installation, in order to achieve
savings in both cost and time.” Other CRTC decisions
were taken approving ACP radio and television stations,
both English and French, which had not come on air by
year-end. Twenty-nine English and 10 French FM stations
and 33 English and 11 French television stations were
approved, a total of 83 ACP stations.

CBC’s non-ACP projects which went on-air last year
number 27, for both radio and television; this includes
rebroadcasters and new originating stations. Nine radio
stations—six English, three French—came into operation,
three LPRTs and six FM stations. New FM operations
began at St. John's, Newfoundland (CBN-FM), Halifax,
Nova Scotia (CBH-FM), and Calgary, Alberta (CBR-FM), all
English. In Decision 72-197 the CRTC had deferred the
CBC'’s application for these stations (plus three others and
a French FM network), but on 18 October 1973, the
application was approved; the Commission said in its
October 1973 announcement that the CBC had ‘“‘taken
decisive initial steps” to answer the CRTC’s questions in
Decision 72-197.

In television, 18 new CBC stations came into operation,
seven French and 11 English. All except CBRT Calgary,
Alberta are rebroadcasters. CBRT was licensed in Deci-
sion 74-269 (29 July 1974).



2. THE MARITIMES AND NEWFOUNDLAND

in New Brunswick, the CRTC approved Moncton Broad-
casting Ltd.’s application for renewal of its licences for
CKAM-TV Upsalquitch Lake, CKAM-TV-1 Newcastle, and
CKCD-TV Campbeliton (Decision 75-287). The CRTC also
approved Moncton Broadcasting’s application for a
rebroadcaster of CKCW-TV Moncton at Florenceville-
Woodstock (Decision 76-18).

In Decision 75-287, the CRTC reviewed the licensee’s
arrangements with New Brunswick Broadcasting Co. Ltd.
concerning use of transmitters to serve northeastern New
Brunswick, an extension of service which is a CRTC priori-
ty (see Decision 74-349). Transmitter arrangements could
not be agreed on, and consequently Moncton Broadcast-
ing applied in Decision 75-287 *to renew its existing
licences. . . with transmitters continuing to be located at
Upsalquitch Lake and Campbellton on the basis that the
facilities at Upsalquitch Lake would be renovated to
improve the reliability and quality of service.” It is a
condition of licence that the Upsalquitch Lake facilities be
“able to produce a reliable service to the licensed area.”
The licensee had also indicated its intention to extend and
improve its service in Chatham and in the Miramichi River
Valley region. The CRTC said it expected applications for
rebroadcasters for this region. It was also a condition of
licence that Moncton Broadcasting apply for a rebroad-
caster of CKLT-TV (rebroadcasting CKCW, a CTV affiliate)
to serve western New Brunswick.

In Decision 76-18, Moncton Broadcasting applied for and
received approval for a rebroadcaster of CKCW-TV, which
was a condition of licence in Decision 74-350 renewing the
licence of CKAM-TV Upsalquitch Lake. The rebroadcaster
will provide CTV service to western New Brunswick.

This decision also discussed extension of French CBC
service. The CBC and several others had intervened at the
hearing which considered Moncton Broadcasting’'s
application for the Florenceville-Woodstock rebroadcast-
er, approved for channel 3, and said that the proposed
station on channel 3 could “preclude the future establish-
ment of a UHF French-language rebroadcasting station at
Grand Falis which is at present inadequately served by the
CBC affiliate station in Edmunston, CJBR-TV-1."" While
fully agreeing that northwestern New Brunswick should
receive French programming comparable in technical
quality and content to that of the rest of the province, the
CRTC said “‘this improvement cannot be effected solely by
the establishment of a rebroadcasting station of CBAFT
(Moncton) at Grand Falls. ... A more adequate solution
would be to start with the service improvements of
Edmunston.” In Decision 76-16, renewing the CJBR-TV-1
Edmunston licence, the Commission said that the “‘techni-
cal service provided by CJBR-TV-1 is clearly inadequate.”’
(CJBR-TV-1 carries programs of CJBR-TV Rimouski,
Quebec.) The station was expected to redesign its techni-
cal facilities “to take better advantage of the coverage
capabilities of the channel, and thus to improve the grade
of service to those areas now receiving a technically inferi-
or service.” Also, the station should arrange to include
and distribute ‘‘those regional programs produced by
CBAFT Moncton. .. at the same times as they are dis-
tributed throughout the rest of the province.”

New Brunswick Broadcasting Co. Ltd. applied for English-
language television licences at Campbellton and Newcas-
tle/Chatham, which were approved in Decision 75-288.

The new stations will rebroadcast CHSJ-TV Saint John, a
CBC affiliate. The decision noted that the licensee was “to
provide a minimum of five and three-quarter hours per
week of separate local programming for the residents of
northern New Brunswick.” The licensee had also under-
taken to provide service to the Miramichi River Valley, and
the CRTC expected applications for rebroadcasters to be
submitted “in sufficient time that service may be provid-
ed” to the area at the same time as the service approved
in Decision 75-288. In Nova Scotia, the CBC applied for
two French-language FM stations, at Cheticamp and Mar-
garee, which were approved in Decisions 75-538 and
75-539. The stations will rebroadcast CBAF Moncton. The
Corporation also applied for and was granted a licence for
an English-language TV station at Northeast Margaree,
rebroadcasting CBIT-2 Cheticamp (Decision 75-257).

The Commission renewed the broadcasting licences of the
Newfoundland Broadcasting Co. Ltd., in Decision 76-164.
The stations, affiliates of the CTV network, are at St.
John’s, Bonavista, Clarenville, Argentia, Grand Bank,
Lawn, Marystown, Ramea, Swift Current, St. Alban’s, and
St. Shotts. A condition of the licence renewal was that the
licensee continue to be affiliated to the CTV network. In
the decision, the CRTC said it recognized “‘the difficul-
ties . . . in providing CTV television service to the scattered
population of Newfoundiand.” The licensee at the time of
this decision (31 March 1976) had 22 transmitters, pro-
vided service to five community-owned transmitters, “‘and
continues to be pressed to extend service to additional
remote communities in Newfoundland and Labrador. The
licensee’s dilemma is that the necessary support for these
activities must be derived from the relatively limited adver-
tising revenue available to Newfoundland broadcasters.”

In Decision 76-165, renewing the CBC's licences for CBNT
St. John’s and CBYT Cornerbrook, with their 16 rebroad-
casters, the Commission said that CJON-TV had inter-
vened concerning the CBC's commercial activities in New-
foundland and that ‘‘the rates for advertising charged by
the CBC in this case should be more commensurate with
the size of the audience obtained, and should not provide
unfair competition to the private licensee in the same
area ... the Commission understands that the CBC has
reviewed its commercial rates and policies and will be
announcing significant changes.”

Another point noted in the Newfoundland Broadcasting
Co. Ltd. decision was the complaints made ‘““about the
licensee's practices during the recent provincial election
campaign.” The CRTC, after studying the station tapes
and logs, concluded that “‘no proper grounds for action
against the licensee existed in this regard,” but the licen-
see was reminded of its responsibilities under the Broad-
casting Act to provide reasonable, balanced opportunity
for expression of different views on matters of public
concern.

3. QUEBEC

In Quebec the CBC applied for a new English-language TV
station at Chicoutimi, approved in Decision 76-118. in this
decision the Commission said that the CBC was expected
to provide improved CBC French-language services to the
Saguenay—Lac St-Jean area, both TV and radio. At Sept-
iles, the CBC applied for and was granted a licence for a
French-language FM station rebroadcasting CBGA
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Matane (Decision 75-266). The CBC’s licence for CBV
Quebec was renewed, along with CBFQ Lac Edouard,
CBFD St-Fabien de Panet, CBFP Parent, CBFS Sanmaur,
CBFU Clova, CBFD Megantic, and CBFD-FM St-Fabien de
Panet (Decision 76-132). In the decision, the Commission
reminded the CBC of its 1974 commitment to upgrade
CBV's power to 50,000 watts; the CRTC expects ‘‘to
receive the application in the near future so that the
citizens of Quebec may receive an improved French-lan-
guage radio service.”

Decision 75-326 issued a broadcasting licence to the CBC
for a French-language radio station at Rimouski, rebroad-
casting programming from CBGA Matane. The CBC has
committed itself to establishing a radio and television
production center in Rimouski; the CBC AM radio station
is “the first step’” toward providing second French-lan-
guage TV service in the region, one of the CRTC’s objec-
tives. The CBC said it would assign two correspondents to
the Rimouski area to provide regional input to CBGA
Matane; the CBC plans six hours of daily regional produc-
tion originating from Matane. The CRTC also issued
licences to the CBC for French-language FM stations at
Lac au Saumon and Causapscal; the Lac au Saumon
station will retransmit programs from the CBC Rimouski
AM station, and the Causapscal station, programming
from Lac au Saumon (Decisions 75-474, 75-475.)

In northern Quebec, the CRTC approved three applica-
tions by Northern Radio—Radio Nord, one to amend its
licence for CKRN-TV-4 Matagami to change the program-
ming source from CKRN-TV Rouyn to a proposed station
at Joutel, Quebec and to increase its power; the second,
for a French-language TV station at Joutel rebroadcasting
CJDG-TV Lithium Mines; and for a French-language TV
station licence at Béarn/Fabre to rebroadcast programs
from CKRN-TV Rouyn. The Commission approved the first
two (Decisions 75-340, 75-341). The third (Decision
75-342) was approved in principle. The CRTC said that the
requested channel 9 was technically unacceptable and
that after consultation with the Department of Communi-
cations, the licensee should submit an amended applica-
tion. In Decision 75-569, the CRTC approved channel 3 for
the Béarn/Fabre station.

In south-eastern Quebec, Radio Megantic Ltée applied for
and was granted a renewal of its licences for its Reseau
des Apalaches, stations CKLD Thetford Mines, CKFL Lac
Megantic, CFDA Victoriaville, CKTL Plessisville, and CJAN
Asbestos. A condition of licence was that the network be
operated “‘as part of the CBC French-language AM radio
network’’ (Decision 76-10).

At Montreal, the Commission approved Télé-Métropole
Inc.’s application to renew its TVA network of stations at
Montreal, Quebec, Chicoutimi, Sherbrooke, and Hull
(Decision 76-86). The Commission said that “one of its
principal goals” was “bringing Canadian private and
public television services to the greatest possible number
of Canadians.” The decision continued, “The Commission
is pleased to note the expansion of the TVA network to
Sherbrooke, the Ottawa-Hull area, and shortly to Trois-
Rivieres, as well as the proposals and continuing
discussions on the expansion of TVA to Rimouski, the
Gaspé¢, the North Shore, and the Abitibi regions.” Financ-
ing the extension of second French-language service
poses certain problems, and the Commission said it “has
come to the conclusion that the associates in the TVA
network, and particularly Télé-Métropole Inc. (CFTM-TV)
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and Radio Laval Inc. (CFCM-TV) must allocate, as soon as
possible, adequate funds for the provision, carriage, and
distribution of TVA network programs.”

In Decision 75-286, Radio Laval Inc. (now Les Entreprises
Téle-Capitale Ltée) applied to acquire the assets of sta-
tions CFCM-TV and CKMI-TV Quebec from Télé-Capitale
Ltée and for licences to operate them. The application was
approved.

4. ONTARIO

The CBC applied for and was granted licences for English-
and French-language FM stations at North Bay, rebroad-
casting AM network programming from CBC Toronto and
CJBC Toronto respectively (Decisions 75-146, 75-147). It
also received approval of its application for an FM radio
station at Kingston to rebroadcast the CBC’s English-lan-
guage AM programming (Decision 75-328). At Sudbury,
the CRTC approved CBC'’s applications for FM stations to
rebroadcast the network’s English- and French-language
AM programming (Decision 75-329).

Under the Accelerated Coverage Plan, the CBC applied
for and received licences for FM stations at Cornwall
rebroadcasting the network’s English- and French-lan-
guage AM programming (Decisions 75-576, 75-578). At
the same time, the CRTC approved CBC’s application to
use subsidiary communications multiplex operation
(SCMO) channels to transmit CBO-FM Ottawa and CBOF-
FM Ottawa programming to the two proposed stations in
Cornwall. Two other decisions approved CBC ACP
projects for CBC French-language network programming
from CBCFT Toronto at Peterborough, Kingston, and
Belleville, and for FM stations at Kingston and Belleville
rebroadcasting the CBC’s French-language AM network
programming from CJBC Toronto (Decisions 75-542,
75-476).

At Espanola, Algonquin Radio-TV Co. Ltd. applied for and
received a licence for an English-language AM station
(Decision 76-53). This station “‘will provide a first local
service to Espanola and communities along the north
shore area of eastern Manitoulin lIsland.” A licence
condition is that the station be a CBC affiliate. At Moo-
sonee, W. J. C. Sleaver (representing the James Bay
Broadcasting Corporation Inc.) applied for and received a
broadcasting licence for an English and Cree AM station.
The licence was issued on condition that “those who, from
time to time, provide funds’ to the corporation “shall not
interfere with the licensee’s control over the management
and programming decisions of the station” (Decision
76-90).

The CRTC approved an application by Central Ontario
Television Ltd. for an English-language TV station at
Huntsville, rebroadcasting CKCO-TV-2 Wiarton. This sta-
tion “will extend CTV network service to the Huntsville,
Muskoka, Parry Sound, and Haliburton area and will pro-
vide it with some local programming” (Decision 75-166).
At Thunder Bay, the CRTC approved an application by the
Ontario Educational Communications Authority (OECA) for
a licence for ‘‘a television undertaking at Thunder Bay,
Ontario with studios at Toronto” (Decision 75-285).
Approval of the application “‘will provide educational pro-
gramming to the area.”



5. THE PRAIRIES

Decisions 75-454, 75-455, and 75-456 approved applica-
tions by Garry H. Shapera to establish English-language
TV stations at Jenpeg, Long Spruce, and Limestone,
Manitoba, carrying programming rebroadcast from
CBWNT Cross Lake (at Jenpeg) and CBWLT Gillam; these
carry programming from CBWT Winnipeg, a CBC station.

In Saskatchewan, the CBC received a licence for a French-
language TV station at Regina (Decision 75-183). At Swift
Current, the Swift Current Telecasting Co. Ltd. was denied
a licence for an English-language TV station to carry CTV
programming (Decision 75-488). The Commission felt that
the applicant could not ‘‘satisfactorily supply CTV network
service as a supplementary affiliate.”” The decision said
that CTV service could be provided “by one of the existing
CTV affiliates’ and that the Commission hoped ‘‘the
action necessary to accomplish this will be undertaken in
the very near future.”

At Saskatoon, the CRTC approved an application for an
English-language AM radio station (Decision 75-532). The
station had been approved in principle in Decision 74-505
but no licence had been issued because of technical
difficulties, overcome by the present licensee.

In Alberta, the CBC’s application for a rebroadcaster of
CBRT Calgary at Rosemary was approved (Decision
75-186). The Alberta Educational Communications Corpo-
ration applied for and received a licence for an English-
language FM station at Medicine Hat to rebroadcast the
programs of CKVA-FM Edmonton (Decision 75-307).

6. BRITISH COLUMBIA AND YUKON TERRITORY

New English-language television stations were established
at Shalalth and Gold Bridge (Minto Mountain) to rebroad-
cast CTV service (Decisions 75-196, 75-197). Licences to
provide CTV service were granted for Mount Hamilton,
Rimrock, Soda Creek, Avola, Wokas Lake, Elk Falis Look-
out, Gold River, Mount Begbie and Glacier Camp (Deci-
sions 75-199, 75-322, 75-453, 75-479, 75-478, 75-477,
and 76-146).

CHEK-TV Ltd., a CBC affiliate, had its licence renewed for
CHEK-TV Victoria. CHEK-TV’s applications for stations at
Port Alberni (Decision 75-335), Sheringham Point, and
Sooke (Decision 75-431) were also approved, providing
first CBC service to these areas.

CBC television service was also extended to Mount Hamil-
ton, Rimrock, Soda Creek, Hagensborg, Avola, Mount
Wells, Campbell River, Coal Harbour, Mount Begbie and
Glacier Camp (Decisions 75-198, 75-321, 75-451, 75-452,
75-563, 75-574, 75-575 and 76-147). The CBC applied to
acquire the assets of CJAT-FM Trail and to broadcast on
that station programs from CBU Vancouver; the applica-
tion was approved in Decision 75-565. Decision 75-237
approved an application for a radio station to carry CBC
AM radio service at Prince George, and to reduce CBC
AM programming carried by the applicant on its licensed
station CKPG Prince George. The decision said that “in
granting a second radio AM licence to the same licensee
for provision of similar services in an area, the Commis-
sion has taken into account the temporary nature and
exceptional circumstances of this application.”

Decision 75-426 approved an application by British
Columbia Television Broadcasting System Ltd. to renew
its licences for CHAN-TV-1 Chilliwack, CHKL-TV Kelowna,
CHKL-TV-1 Penticton, CHKL-TV-2 Vernon, CHKM-TV
Kamloops, CHKM-TV-1 Pritchard, CITM-TV Mount
Timothy, CITM-TV-1 Williams Lake, CITM-TV-2 Quesnel,
CIFG-TV Prince George, B.C. expiring 31 December 1975
and CHAN-TV-2 Bowen lIsland, CHAN-TV-3 Squamish,
CHAN-TV-4 Courtenay, and CHAN-TV-5 Brackendale. A
condition of licence was that CHAN-TV continue to be a
CTV affiliate.

In its Decision 75-3, the CRTC had renewed these licences
to 30 September 1975 and required the licensee ‘‘to
submit the following in applying for further renewals’":

1. a plan, including proposed timetable, for the exten-
sion of CTV service to the northern part of Vancouver
Island.

2. a plan, including proposed timetable, for the exten-
sion of CTV service to the East and West Kootenays.

The licensee demonstrated at the CRTC’s 1975 Vancouver
hearing that these conditions had been met. Concerning
northern Vancouver Island, ‘‘the licensee applied to
improve the technical quality of CHEK-TV, the CBC affili-
ate service to the area,” and proposes ‘“‘to apply for a
transfer of affiliation of CHEK-TV and its rebroadcasting
stations to the CTV network” when the CBC applies to
establish its own TV stations on the Island. Also, “‘a plan
and a timetable for extension of CHAN-TV service to the
East and West Kootenays' was submitted at the hearing.
The Commission expects formal application for the plan to
be made, which “will be heard as soon as possible.” The
Commission also said that it was ‘“‘impressed” by the
licensee's programming accomplishments at CHAN-TV
“and with the applicant’s undertakings in the extension of
service to previously unserved areas of British Columbia.”

At Teslin, YT, the Teslin Community Association applied
for and received a licence for a TV station at Teslin to
receive the CBC's Northern Television Service via the Anik
satellite.

7. THIRD TELEVISION SERVICE IN VANCOUVER

At the 22 April 1975 public hearing in Vancouver, four
applicants proposed to provide third English-language
television service to Vancouver. These were Channel Sev-
entyNine Ltd., Ten Television Ltd., Pacific Rim Broadcast-
ing Ltd., and Western Approaches Ltd. The applications
were for VHF channe! 10 except Channel SeventyNine
which applied for UHF channel 26; Western Approaches
applied for either 10 or 26. The Commission approved the
Western Approaches Ltd. application for channel 26, in
Decision 75-304 dated 18 July 1975.

In Decision 73-398 issued in August 1973, the CRTC had
denied three applications for third service, saying that they
did not ‘‘adequately reflect the potential of a rapidly grow-
ing city with the unique cultural possibilities inherent in its
location and people.”” The Commission in that decision
said that the licensee of a third service should “provide
valuable cultural, educational, and entertainment pro-
gramming.” Western Approaches, in the Commission’s
view, ‘‘offers the most realistic and best possibilities of
achieving these objectives without threatening to under-
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mine the services provided by present licensees in the
Vancouver area.” The decision noted Western Appro-
aches’ inclusion of experienced broadcast personnel on its
staff, as well as ‘‘the strong local ownership character” of
Western’'s application. At the hearing, the CBC said that it
wished to use UHF channel 26 for its proposed French-
language television service; the Corporation said other
suitable UHF channels were available to Western and also
that the CBC would defray the expenses of moving to
another channel. The decision said the CRTC expected
Western and CBC to ‘‘work out a mutually satisfactory
solution of this matter.”

E. Ownership

1. LOCAL OWNERSHIP AND PARTICIPATION

One of the Commission’s concerns is that the people
served by broadcasting undertakings be more directly
involved in the communications process through local
ownership and participation.

In several 1975-76 decisions concerning ownership, the
Commission noted or expected community participation in
station ownership. Decision 75-230 approved transfer of
all issued shares of Fernie Television Ltd. and Kootenay
Enterprises Ltd. to Columnet Ltd. which is 50% owned by
Colmet Ltd., an Ontario company, and 50% is controlled
by a BC trust; the Commission noted ‘‘the commitment of
both parties to maintain this balance of ownership and
control.” The decision also stipulated that the owner
“undertake to develop and carry out a plan for the provi-
sion of improved broadcast television signals’ to the lic-
ensee’s area. In Decision 75-560, approving an application
to amalgamate Cornwall Cablevision Inc., Grand River
Cable TV Ltd., London Cable TV Ltd., Jarmain Cable TV
Ltd., and Pine Ridge Cable TV Ltd. into one company, as
well as approving amalgamation of Hamilton Co-Axial Ltd.
and Metro Cable TV Ltd., the decision said the new
companies proposed creation of advisory boards to
replace the boards of directors. The Commission said that
it expected “‘the advisory boards to be an effective form of
community participation and requires that the proportion
of local representation set out in each application be
maintained.”

Decision 76-172 approved the application for renewal of
licence by the Coopérative de Télévision de |'Outaouais
for its station CFVO-TV Hull, Quebec. The CRTC had
licensed CFVO-TV in Decision 73-391. The Commission
said then that the applicant’s cooperative approach to
ownership was ‘‘a mechanism whereby the public can
identify more easily with a television station, express itself
more spontaneously on it, and more readily find a
response to its information, cultural, and entertainment
needs.” The decision also noted ‘‘the applicant’s identifi-
cation with the areas to be served; the truly representative
character of the support offered to the applicant by
individuals, organizations, and institutions of these areas,
and the type of public participation that the applicant
wants to implement with respect to policies, programming,
and ownership of the station.”

CFVO-TV as licensed provides second French TV service

to its area, “‘has answered some of the community’s needs
for local identification,” and has a financial support of
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10,000 share-owning members. However, CFVO-TV has
financial difficulties, stemming ‘‘from the initial lack of
funds to cover the considerable capital and operating
costs for a new private television station in the North
American context.” The problem was aggravated by ‘‘oth-
er difficulties, such as the newness of the market, broad-
casting on the UHF band, the absence of audience rating
reports, and the relative inexperience of the directors in a
collectively-owned enterprise.... The licensee exper-
ienced difficult economic circumstances particularly in
relation to investments, credit, and interest rates.”

CFVO-TV made arrangements in March 1976 “to meet a
large number of its short-term commitments and to
improve its precarious financial situation.” It also estab-
lished a finance and budget committee. The Commission
considers that this committee is consultative, and that the
station ‘‘is still owned by its members . . . [and] the board
of directors retains its decision-making power.”’

However, the CRTC noted that CFVO’s financial
constraints have meant that the licensee has ‘“‘set aside
some of the programming objectives to which it was
committed . . .. The CFVO schedule includes too few local
productions, programming deficient in Canadian content,
and a selection of syndicated programs of debatable val-
ue.” The Commission reminded CFVO of ‘“its responsibili-
ty to select topics and program forms ... that will be of
value and interest to the audience.” The licence was
renewed for two years, subject to the following conditions:

1. CFVO-TV must remain, by right and in fact, the
property of the members of the Coopérative de Télévi-
sion de I'Outaouais.

2. With the exception of the Chairman of the Board,
both the Board of Directors and the Executive Commit-
tee shall include an equal number of members from
Quebec and Ontario.

3. CFVO will be affiliated to the TVA network and will
assume the responsibilities and prerogatives resulting
from this affiliation.

4. By the Fall of 1976, CFVO shall broadcast, between
6:00 P.M. and midnight, one or more public affairs
programs of a minimum duration of two hours per
month. This requirement is in addition to the
commitments made by the licensee at the hearing in its
promise of performance.

5. CFVO must submit a progress report on its opera-
tions to the Commission twice yearly.

Decision 75-333 issued a cable television licence to Upper
Richelieu Cablevision Ltd., to serve Iperville, lle Ste-
Thérése, St-Grégoire-le-Grand, St-Jean-sur-Richelieu, St.
Luc, Farnham, St-Brigide d’lberville and surrounding
areas, as well as Chemin de la Montagne in the parish of
Mont St-Gregoire. These areas applied for by the licensee
were to be served, providing ‘““‘a service to isolated areas
which would not otherwise be able to support such a
service.” However, in Decision 76-20, the licensee applied
for a change in ownership structure, which was approved
by the CRTC because ‘‘the proposed alterations in the
share structure and ownership and contro! of the company
were necessary in order to permit the licensee to resume
construction of its cable television system. Approval of



this application is therefore conditional upon construction
being resumed immediately."

2. STANDARD BROADCASTING LTD.

Decision 75-598, 19 December 1975, approved an
application to transfer “directly or indirectly . . . the effec-
tive ownership of control of” Bushnell Communications
Ltd., Ottawa-Cornwall Broadcasting Ltd., and Laurentian
Cablevision Ltd. ““and of the broadcasting undertakings
operated by them, through the transfer of 894,802
common shares (52%) of Bushnell... from Waestern
Broadcasting Holdings Ltd. and its associates to Standard
Broadcasting Ltd.”

The decision explained that this application had been
made and approved in Decision 75-78, 13 March 1975,
but it was appealed to the Federal Court of Appeal by
certain minority shareholders who objected to the CRTC’s
condition in Decision 75-78 that

the Commission will require, as a condition of its
approval of these applications, that Standard agree to
cause Bushnell to divest itself of its cable television
undertaking at Rockland, Ontario, as well as its interests
in Laurentian Cablevision Ltd. and Skyline Cablevision
Limited. The Commission will review the question of the
divestiture of these interests in the case of each licensee
at the time of licence renewal with a view to establishing
an appropriate time for each divestiture to be
completed.

The Court ‘“‘directed the Commission to reconsider and
redetermine these applications without the inclusion of
any condition not authorized by the Broadcasting Act,”
which the Commission did.

Approval of the application had not been questioned in the
appeal, only the condition concerning divestiture of cable
interests; Decision 75-598 confirmed the approval.

In Decision 75-598, the Commission said it had ‘“‘consid-
ered the interventions of two groups of minority share-
holders” to the effect that Standard ‘‘should purchase
such minority shareholdings on a basis comparable to that
on which the shareholdings of Western were acquired.”
Standard’s president, at the public hearing concerning
this application, “promised to review the position of the
minority shareholders after Standard has had an opportu-
nity to assess more fully the operations of Bushnell.”

The Commission also heard commitments from Standard
“to ensure that CJOH-TV and its rebroadcasting transmit-
ters will provide considerably strengthened local and
regional news and public affairs service.”” Standard was
expected ‘““to fulfill its commitments to strengthen the role
of CJOH-TV in its licensed area, as a significant program
source for the CTV network and as an active center faor the
production of television programs for general distribu-
tion.” (See also under “‘H. Legal developments,” below.)

3. SHARE TRANSFERS

The Commission denied several applications for share
transfers last year. At Smiths Falls, Ont., Rideau Broad-

casting Ltd. applied to transfer 78% of issued and out-
standing shares to Eastern Broadcasting Co. Ltd. The
Commission denied this application, saying that Rideau
had served the Smiths Falls area as a local broadcaster
and that its present owners were local residents; Eastern’s
interests are in stations in the Maritimes and northern
Ontario, and its owners reside in New Brunswick and
Hamilton. The Commission’s policy has been and in this
case remains that ‘“wherever possible broadcasting
undertakings should be owned by residents of the areas
they serve’ (Decision 75-150).

In Decision 75-490, CKOY Ltd. applied “‘to issue 480
common shares to Selkirk Holdings Ltd. from the treasury
of 264527 Ontario Ltd., a company which holds 31% of the
issued and outstanding voting shares of CKOY Ltd.”
264527 Ontario Ltd. at present ‘“‘are in a position to
exercise both operational and voting control’’ of CKOY;
the company is owned by four Ottawa residents. The
decision continued:

The other major shareholder of CKOY Limited is South-
am Press Ltd. with 37.86% of the shares. Southam
Press Ltd. controls a chain of Canadian daily newspa-
pers including one of the two English-language dailies in
Ottawa. It also holds 30% of the voting shares and
37.98% of the Class ‘A" Equity Shares of Selkirk Hold-
ings Ltd., which in turn is indirectly the largest share-
holder (34.4%) in Ottawa Cablevision Ltd.

In Decision CRTC 71-300, the Commission denied an
application to transfer 28,700 common shares of CKOY
Ltd. from Southam Press Ltd. to Selkirk Holdings Ltd.,
citing its frequently expressed concern about
concentration of ownership and control of broadcasting
undertakings.

In light of this, the Commission is not satisfied that it
would be in the public interest to approve this
application.

In Montreal, Decision 75-599 denied applications by Cor-
poration Civitas Ltée/Civitas Corporation Ltd. represent-
ing a company to be incorporated (Télémutuelle Ltée/
Telemutual Ltd.), to acquire the assets of Télé Inter-Cité
Québec Ltée and for the licences of stations operated by
Télé Inter-Cité at Montreal and Quebec.

The Commission had considered the possibility of third
French-language television service in Quebec since 1972,
and last year in Decision 74-75 issued licences to Télé and
Inter-Cité (see CRTC Annual Report 1974-75, p. 14). The
stations were to become operational by September 1975,
but received permission to delay opening the stations until
September 1976. In October 1976, Civitas applied to
acquire the assets of Télé Inter-Cité, and the CRTC heard
the applications at a December 1975 public hearing. In
effect the Commission was asked to approve ‘‘acquisition
of the assets of a licensee company which had been
unable to implement the project for which it had been
licensed . ... The Commission does not consider that this
acquisition would be in the public interest.” Although
Civitas said “it was ready to adopt the goals proposed by
Télé Inter-Cité and to devote the necessary resources to
that end,” the Commission found ‘‘fundamental differ-
ences between the terms of the Decision 74-75 granting
licences to Télé Inter-Cité and the applications of Civitas,”
in the areas of ownership, coverage, and programming.
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The Commission denied, in Decision 76-35, an application
to transfer control of La Radio des Plaines Ltée, licensee
of CKRV Drummondville. The licence for this French-lan-
guage AM radio station was approved in Decision 74-224,
which noted that the applicant was ‘“to provide the listen-
ers of the area with essentially local programming . . . {and]
aiso offer new opportunities for individuals and repre-
sentatives of community organizations to express them-
selves on the air.” The application in question was made
to strengthen the licensee’s financial position in order to
allow it to carry out its programming commitments. How-
ever, according to the application, the shares would have
been transferred to, among others, two buyers with inter-
ests in Radio Drummond Inc. The Commission said that “'a
situation in which people find themselves divided as to
their interests and their responsibilities as between the
two licensees in Drummondville is undesirable.” The deci-
sion said that the CRTC expected the licensee to submit
‘“as soon as possible a new proposal for financing reor-
ganization, in conformity with the spirit of this decision and
the condition of the licence.”

In Decision 76-130, the Commission denied an application
to transfer all the issued shares of North West Community
Video Ltd., Express Cable Television Ltd., and Community
Video Ltd. (British Columbia) to Microwave Cablevision
Ltd. The decision said that:

The proposed capitalization presented by the applicant
involved an almost total reliance on debt as opposed to
equity funds, with the debt capital apparently being
obtained in a single transaction from a single source.

The Commission has been unable to satisfy itself that
this debt capitalization does not raise problems of the
identity and nationality of the proposed source of funds,
taking into account Order-in-Council P.C. 1969-2229, as
amended, regarding Canadian ownership and control.

F. Advertising

1. CANADIAN PRODUCTION OF COMMERCIALS

In a public announcement dated 12 January 1976, called
“Canadian production of commercials,” the CRTC set out
its amendment to the television broadcasting regulations
“on the subject of Canadian production of commercials,”
effective 1 July 1976. The Commission had published the
proposed amendment on 28 July 1975, and called for
discussion; the proposed television amendment was
adopted without change except for the effective date, and
Gazetted 8 October 1975.

The regulations require ‘‘the assignment of a CRTC regis-
tration number to all commercials, except for those
commercial messages produced by a station for use only
on its own facilities, television program promotion, and
public service announcements.” This registration will
permit the Commission ‘‘to monitor the use of Canadian
taient and facilities by individual advertisers.”

The Commission will require ‘‘companies or organizations
which have obtained a registration number or numbers”
to provide ‘‘information regarding the production details
of the commercial(s) concerned.” The information will be
analyzed to determine ‘‘levels of employment of Canadian
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performers and directors and will be especially concerned
with these two areas, as well as with the use of Canadian
musicians, singers, announcers (when not principal per-
formers), technicians, and production facilities. This con-
tinuing analysis will also take note of commercials
developed especially for the French-language market as
distinct from French-language adaptations of English-lan-
guage commercials.”

The CRTC will discuss procedures for submitting informa-
tion and criteria concerning degree of Canadian content
with the Association of Canadian Advertisers/Institute of
Canadian Advertisers Joint Broadcast Committee. The
Commission said that “Under the criteria to be
announced” it ‘“‘calls upon each advertiser to work toward
the achievement of the following minimum proportions of
use of Canadian-produced television commercials:

year ending 31 December 1976: 70%
year ending 31 December 1977: 75%
year ending 31 December 1978: 80%

Subsequent annual objectives will be determined during
the year 1978.” The Commission said it anticipated that
““this regulation and this approach will stimulate the use of
Canadian creativity in the production of television
commercial messages for use in the Canadian broadcast-
ing system.”

The Commission will propose a revised regulation for
commercial radio “‘at a future date.”

The amendment as published in the 12 January 1976
public announcement is as follows:

9.2(1) In this section, ‘“produced”, in relation to a
commercial message, means that all the visual and
sound components of the commercial message have
been assembled into a composite whole.

(2) Subject to subsection (3), no station or network shall,
after July 1, 1976, broadcast any commercial message
unless a registration number has been assigned to the
commercial message by the Commission pursuant to
section 9.3.

(3) Subsection (2) does not apply to a commercial
message produced by a licensee for use only on its own
station or stations.

9.3 The Commission shall assign a registration number
to a commercial message upon being furnished with
(a) the name and address of the advertiser on whose
behalf the commercial message is to be broadcast;
and
(b) the title of the commercial message or the humber
that the advertiser uses to identify the commercial
message.

2. CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

The Commission’s Decision 75-589 (17 December 1975)
renewed a number of CBC licences subject to certain
conditions. These conditions, concerning advertising, had
been proposed in the 1974 CBC renewal of licences,
Decision 74-70 called ‘‘Radio frequencies are public prop-



erty.”” After consultation with the CBC on the proposals,
the Commission set the following conditions:

The CBC'’s licences for its English-language AM and FM
radio networks and for the French-language AM radio
network are renewed to 31 March 1979, subject to the
following condition:

Effective 31 March 1975, the licensee shall not broad-
cast any commercial message except (a) in programs
which are available to the licensee only on a sponsored
basis, and (b) as required to fulfill the requirements of
applicable legislation of the Parliament of Canada
concerning elections. As used herein, the term ‘‘com-
mercial message’ has the same meaning as set out in
the Radio (F.M.) Broadcasting Regulations.

For certain AM, FM, and LPRT licensees listed below, the
following condition applies:

Effective 31 March 1975, the licensee shall not broad-
cast any commercial message except (a) in programs
which are available to the licensee only on a sponsored
basis, (b) as required to fulfill the requirements of appli-
cable legislation of the Parliament of Canada
concerning elections, and (c) those broadcast on behalf
of any person or group in the community served. As
used herein, the term ‘‘commercial message’” has the
same meaning as set out in the Radio (F.M.) Broadcast-
ing Regulations

(for CBAF Moncton, CBAK Kedgewick, CBAIl Minto,
CBHM-FM Richibucto, CBAQ Rogersville and CBAL St.
Quentin, New Brunswick; and for CBHH Arichat, CBHF
Belle Céte, CBHE Cheticamp, CBAE Digby, CBAH Meteg-
han, CBHG Pomquet, CBAS Quinan, CBAA Wedgeport,
CBAG Weymouth and CBAJ Yarmouth, Nova Scotia).

All CBC AM, FM, and LPRT radio broadcasting licences
renewed in Decision 74-70 are subject to the following
condition (except those stations listed in the preceding
paragraph):

Effective 31 March 1975, the licensee shall not broad-
cast any commercial message except (a) in programs
which are available to the licensee only on a sponsored
basis, and (b) as required to fulfill the requirements of
applicable legislation of the Parliament of Canada
concerning elections. As used herein, the term ‘‘com-
mercial message' has the same meaning as set out in
the Radio (F.M.) Broadcasting Regulations.

The CBC’s licences for its French- and English-language
television network are renewed to 31 March 1979 subject
to the following condition:

Effective 1 October 1975 the licensee shall not broad-
cast any commercial message in programs directed
specifically to children. As used herein, the term ‘“‘com-
mercial message’ has the same meaning as set out in
the Television Broadcasting Regulations and the term
“children’” means all persons under the age of 13 years.

All television licences held by the CBC and renewed in
Decision 74-70 are subject to the above condition.

Decision 74-70 had also proposed an ‘‘aggregate dura-
tion” of eight minutes of advertising material per clock
hour from 1 October 1975, and from 1 October 1976 ‘‘and

on each anniversary thereafter during the term of this
licence, the aggregate amount of programming containing
advertising material in each clock hour throughout the
following year shall be reduced by 1 minute.” The Com-
mission said that it had not made these proposals
conditions of licence, since “‘all aspects of this matter are
being studied further by Cabinet.”” However, the CRTC
understood that the CBC was ‘‘making every reasonable
effort, within the limits of its budgetary capacity, to meet
the objective of the proposed condition which is to remove
the excessive constraints of advertising on the Corpora-
tion’s television programming.”

During the remainder of the CRTC fiscal year, its decisions
renewing or granting CBC licences contained these
conditions of licence, as appropriate (see Decisions 76-36
to 76-38, 76-62, 76-70, and 76-83 e.g.).

3. ADVERTISING TO CHILDREN

The Canadian Association of Broadcasters published a
revised ‘“‘Broadcast code for advertising to children’ in
January 1976. The Code includes the code itself, guide-
lines, and fee structures. The purpose of the Code is “to
serve as a guide to advertisers and agencies in preparing
messages which adequately recognize the special charac-
teristics of the children’s audience.” It is intended to
supplement federal and provincial advertising laws and
regulations, including those established by the CRTC.

The Commission intended that the Code should have
virtually the strength of a CRTC regulation, *‘while main-
taining the flexibility and responsiveness of an industry
code.”

G. Cable television

1. THE LOCALLY PROGRAMMED CHANNEL

The Commission’s policy on the locally programmed chan-
nel was first set out in its July 1971 cable policy, and more
recently in its February 1975 cable policy proposals and in
the December 1975 ‘‘Policies respecting broadcasting
receiving undertakings (cable television).”” With the **Poli-
cies' were issued the Cable Regulations, effective 1 April
1976 (see |.B. above); Section 6(1)f) requires a cable
television licensee to distribute a community channel on
its basic service.

The Commission in a number of decisions required licen-
sees to begin a local programming service, providing
studio space and equipment to the community, or requir-
ing them to submit applications for distribution of a
community channel (e.g. Decision 75-100, 75-205, 75-216,
75-220, 75-303, 75-385 to 75-387, 75-567 and 75-568,
76-143, 76-155, 76-162, 76-182). In other decisions, the
Commission required licensees to encourage, develop,
improve, and diversify their already-established
community channel (e.g. Decisions 75-204, 75-207,
75-217, 75-372, 75-489, 76-72, 76-174, 76-177 to 76-180).
Development through ‘‘allocating increased financial and
human resources’ to the community channel was also
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required of some licensees (Decision 76-173, 76-175 and
76-176, e.g.). In Decision 76-175, the CRTC noted that
“the licensee's financial commitment to its community
channel does not reflect its size and maturity as a cable
television operator. Nor has the licensee committed
suitable facilities to adequately serve its eight distinct
communities. The Commission, therefore, expects the lic-
ensee to take immediate steps to provide the community
channel with adequate financial and human resources to
serve the distinct needs of its service area. The Commis-
sion will consider at licence renewal whether the licensee
has implemented a more flexible and decentralized system
to maximize community."”’

2. AUGMENTED CHANNEL SERVICE

The Commission noted, in a number of cable television
decisions, licensees’ plans to provide augmented channel
service (Decisions 76-21 and 76-22, 76-177 to 76-182,
e.g.) and in some expected ‘‘the licensee to provide this
service to its subscribers before licence renewal time”
(Decisions 76-177, 76-178, 76-179).

In Decisions 75-333 and 75-343, the Commission
approved applications to carry local originations on the
augmented channel service. The Commission said in both
decisions (for Vidéotron Ltée and Télé-Cable Vidéotron
Ltée, Quebec) that feature films were not to be carried on
these channels although it would ‘““‘consider the distribu-
tion of feature films of a ‘Ciné-club’ type provided the
licensee submits additional information” on the films’
type. Of the other proposed local origination channels,
some offered automated programming, and others

will carry replays of Canadian television programs pro-
duced and transmitted by local Canadian broadcasters
as well as other audio-visual materials, all to be offered
by a retrieval catalog service which allows the subscrib-
ers to phone in and request to view a specific program
distributed on one of the local originations channels.

No other advertising other than the original advertising
in the replayed programs will be permitted on these
channels.

It must be noted that the carriage of these local origina-
tions channels on the converter service is on an experi-
mental basis. This will allow the Commission to study
the ability of the licensee to provide such extensive local
originations services, the quality of these services, their
acceptance in the community and their effect on the
audience of other broadcasters serving the same
community.

The Commission denied the application to carry a ‘“con-
sumer guide’ channel on this service ‘“because of the
commercial nature and the extent of advertising contained
in the proposed programming.”

3. COMMERCIAL DELETION

In 1975-76 the Commission again required certain licen-
sees to “enter into an agreement, approved by the Com-
mission, with the television broadcasters, providing for the
deletion of commercial messages from signals received
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from broadcasters not licensed to serve Canada and their
replacement by suitable replacement material” (Decision
75-206, e.g.). Decisions 75-151 and 75-152 required QCTV
Ltd. and Capital Cable TV Ltd. (Edmonton) to make similar
arrangements before distributing KREM-TV Spokane,
Washington. Decision 75-409 required the same arrange-
ments for commercial deletion from Maclean-Hunter
Cable TV Ltd. in London and Lambeth, Ontario. In several
decisions, the Commission said that ‘“‘sufficient time will
be required” for the licensees ‘‘to coordinate efforts and
develop plans in such a way that the process of
commercial deletion and substitution may be performed
efficiently at a reasonable cost and without disruption to
the service now being provided to subscribers.” The Com-
mission required the licensees to report on their progress
within a certain period (see Decisions 75-441, 75-442,
76-21, 76-22, 76-54 to 76-57, e.g.).

In a series of decisions on Maritime cable television licen-
sees (Decisions 75-153 to 75-158, 76-102), the Commis-
sion required them to ‘“make the necessary arrangements
with Chamcook Communications Ltd., the holder of a
network licence to operate a head-end at Chamcook, N.B.,
to enter into an affiliation agreement for the provision to
the licensee of signals received at the head-end,” as set
out in Decision 75-95 last year. The licensees were also
required to discuss, with other Maritime cable television
licensees in a consortium (as outlined in Decision 75-95),
*‘commercial deletion and to participate in the agreement
providing for the implementation of commercial deletion
which is to be submitted to the Commission by 30 June
1975.”

In a series of decisions (Decisions 75-412 to 75-425,
75-427 to 75-430) dated 23 September 1975, on applica-
tions heard at the May 1975 Hamilton and the April 1975
Vancouver public hearings, the Commission reaffirmed its
policy on commercial deletion. The decisions said that

At the hearing, consideration was given to the desirabili-
ty of requiring licensees, by a condition of their licences,
to delete commercial messages from television signals
received from broadcasting stations not licensed to
serve Canada and to substitute suitable replacement
material in the place of such messages.

The Commission has reviewed its position concerning
commercial deletion and substitution and has
concluded that it remains an appropriate and necessary
means to implement the policy objectives for the
Canadian broadcasting system which are set out in the
Broadcasting Act. It is therefore a condition of each of
the following licences renewed by the Commission that
the licensees shall implement the process of commercial
deletion and substitution as described above after
notice in writing from the Commission.

The Commission expected licensees to make agreements
with other area cable television licensees for the process
of commercial deletion and substitution, providing *‘for the
construction of all facilities required to carry out the pro-
cess as well as for the sharing of costs.”” The licensees
were to report on their progress by 31 December 1975.

4. CHANNEL CARRIAGE

Concerning the Toronto and Hamilton licensees, the Com-
mission said it had discussed with them the ‘‘problems of



channel carriage arising out of the Commission’s channe}
carriage priorities on the basic cable television service,” in
connection with the move of off-air broadcasters to the
CN Tower. The Commission said that in order to avoid
confusion for subscribers, licensees would be permitted
“to continue the present channel distribution for which
they are licensed for a further period,” but that it was a
condition of the renewed licenses that “‘on 1 March 1976
or the date when television transmissions begin from the
CN Tower, whichever is earlier,” the licensees were to
“comply with any direction given by the Commission relat-
ing to the carriage of channels” on the licensees’ basic
service.

5. RATE INCREASES

In September 1974 the Commission set out its policy on
rate increases in a public announcement, “Applications by
cable television licensees for changes in fees charged to
subscribers” (see CRTC Annual Report 1974-75, pp.
24-25). In a series of decisions (Decisions 75-108 to
75-135) the Commission approved applications for rate
increases, heard at the two Toronto and the Montreal
public hearings, 1974 and 1975, and *‘except in exception-
al circumstances, adopted the concept of regional uni-
formity of fee structure and has approved fee increase
applications up to a level which the Commission considers
is sufficient for the provision of cable television service in
each region.”

Similarly, the Commission said, in a series of decisions
(Decisions 75-271 to 75-280) on cable television licensees
in Nova Scotia, that taking intoc account the criteria of its
September 1974 public announcement, it considered

the fee increases approved herein will allow the licen-
sees to pay their share of the expenses arising out of
their participation in the consortium of Maritime cable
television licensees including expenses related to the
operation of the Chamcook head end, the deletion of
commercial messages from television signals received
at Chamcook from broadcasting stations not licensed to
serve Canada and the replacement of such commercial
messages with suitable replacement material (see Deci-
sions CRTC 73-395 and CRTC 75-95).

In approving the fee increases sought by licensees who
have not yet commenced construction of their distribu-
tion systems, the Commission also took into
consideration the low number of homes per mile in their
authorized service areas and the high construction costs
to be incurred by these licensees. The Commission
expects these licensees to commence construction of
their distribution systems immediately and to report
back to the Commission not later than 15 October 1975
on their progress.

Other fee increases approved noted the ‘high
construction costs to be incurred by the licensee in
converting its system to mid-band capacity and the licen-
see's commitment to further upgrade its system’ (Deci-
sion 75-537), or the licensees’ ‘‘continuing efforts and
expenditures in upgrading and extending their services to
subscribers and their plans to renovate the systems for
the gradual implementation of an augmented channel ser-
vice’’ (Decision 75-600).

Rate increases were approved in Decisions 76-54 to 76-57
(Ottawa-Hull area cable television licensees) in order to
permit the licensees to initiate an augmented channel
service. However, the Commission said that “Implementa-
tion of this rate increase is subject to the condition that
the proposed modifications ... which include the aug-
mented channel service and the utilization of microwave
for the importation of distant signals, is completed and in
operation.”

In Decision 75-227, the application for rate increase was
denied because the Commission was ‘“‘not satisfied that all
the problems of picture quality relate to the reception of
distant signals and are beyond the capability of the licen-
see to correct. The Commission is consequently not willing
to grant the increase requested until such time as signifi-
cant technical improvements have been made to the
undertaking.”” In Decision 75-281, the Commission allowed
a rate increase less than that applied for—from $5.00 to
$5.75 rather than $6.50 monthly—saying that the licen-
sees had ‘“been in existence for many years and have
achieved penetration levels of over 80% and in the inter-
ests of regional uniformity, the Commission considers the
increase in the monthly fees to a maximum of $5.75
excluding microwave and distant headend charges is ade-
quate for the provision of service to the subscribers.”

6. MICROWAVE

In Decision 76-54 and 76-55 (on Ottawa Cablevision Ltd.
and Skyline Cablevision Ltd.) the Commission noted that it
had ‘“received a copy of a proposed agreement between
Ottawa Cablevision Ltd. and Skyline Cablevision Ltd.
which sets out arrangements for the cost-sharing and
development of microwave facilities associated with” the
applications. The cable companies had also incorporated
a company, Solv Signals Ltd., to provide signals via
microwave. The Commission pointed out that this agree-
ment between the two licensees differed fundamentally
from the one originally proposed at the public hearing on
the applications, and that before the Commission
approved the licensees’ applications to provide signals to
subscribers via microwave they were to ‘‘submit a further
agreement acceptable to the Commission.” This agree-
ment should make provision for:

1. the representation of area cable television systems
other than Ottawa Cablevision and Skyline Cablevision
on the Board of Directors of the company responsible
for the provision of microwave facilities;

2. the participation of area cable television systems
other than Ottawa Cablevision and Skyline Cablevision
in the microwave services at incremental cost;

3. arrangements for the sharing of the common
head-ends associated with the microwave facilities for
the reception of optional signals by Solv Signals Lim-
ited, the company responsible for the development of
microwave facilities under this agreement. The Commis-
sion requires Solv Signals Limited to apply for a network
licence prior to the commencement of operations.

In its decisions concerning Laurentian Cablevision Ltd.
and Vidéotron Ltée (Decisions 76-56 and 76-57), the Com-
mission said that it required the licensees ‘“to make the
necessary arrangements with Solv Signals Ltd. to enter
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into an affiliation agreement for the provision to the licen-
see[s] of signals received by Solv Signals Ltd., which the
licenseeg[s are] authorized to carry. The proposed affiliation
agreement must be submitted to the Commission for
approval before it is implemented.”

In some other decisions relating to microwave, the Com-
mission noted various applicants’ feasibility studies on
microwave. In Decision 76-89, it pointed out that the
licensee, Kenora Cable Vision Ltd. at Kenora and Keewa-
tin, Ontario, was ‘‘beyond the normal predicted reception
area of all FM stations and all but one television station.
Therefore, the off-air quality of reception at the best of
times must be considered marginal on all but the local
television station. The Commission recognizes that
microwave would be an essential ingredient and an impor-
tant step toward improving this service.” And in Decision
76-163, on Telesag Inc. in northern Quebec, the Commis-
sion noted that ‘‘negotiations for the use of microwave in
the Lower Saint-Lawrence, Saguenay—Lac Saint-Jean,
and North Shore areas’ were underway. Microwave ser-
vice would “provide the licensee’s subscribers with addi-
tional viewing choices . . . distinctly different from the pro-
gramming presently available to them.”

Decision 75-144 approved Oakville Cablevision Ltd.'s
application to microwave two US signais from Burlington
to Oakville, an application it had denied last year in
Decision 74-419. That decision said the Commission was
“concerned about the possible adverse effects of the
proliferation of microwave systems through the approval
of applications of this kind without the development of an
overall microwave distribution scheme to serve
communities throughout Ontario.” In the present decision,
the licensee committed itself “to integrate the proposed
microwave facility into any regional cable television distri-
bution system which may evolve. It also stated its willing-
ness to enter an agreement, on an equitable cost basis,
with the other parties participating in the use of any such
distributing system.”” These commitments are a condition
of the licence as approved.

7. CABLE TELEVISION LICENCES IN NEWFOUNDLAND

In a twenty-four-page decision dated 24 December 1975,
the Commission issued cable television licences to six
applicants to serve Newfoundland (Decisions 75-601 to
75-606); 27 applications for these licences had been heard
at the St. John’s public hearing in November 1975. The
Commission said that ‘‘there still remain serious problems
of incomplete English and French off-air services in both
radio and television for the people of Newfoundland and
Labrador,” and had ‘‘seriously pondered whether the
introduction of cable television will weaken, diminish,
detract from, or deny’’ these free off-air services to people
who are within reach of transmitters. The Commission
concluded that the licences could be granted, given the
conditions of licence in those decisions (see below) and
that ‘‘cable television service in some Newfoundiand
communities has a potential for improving the quality of
the Canadian broadcasting services.” The Commission
added that because service will be “largely dependent on
the ability of licensees to obtain signals presently received
off-air at Chamcook, New Brunswick, and relayed by
microwave,” and dependent on reception and distribution
of signals at North Sydney, ‘“granting of these licences
represents a speculative venture for the applicants.”
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The decision discussed the question of microwave at
some length. There would be some inevitable delays be-
tween the decision date and implementation of service,
and so licensees were asked to report to the CRTC every
three months on their progress. Concerning cost and
source of microwave signals, the CRTC expected that ‘“‘the
signals at North Sydney should be an expense to New-
foundiand only to the degree that they represent extraor-
dinary costs incurred in providing at North Sydney signals
of a higher quality than otherwise planned,’”” and also that
any cost to upgrade signals ‘‘to assure excellent service in
Newfoundland should be borne by the Newfoundland lic-
ensees.”’ Licensees were expected to affiliate with Cham-
cook Communications Ltd. to provide signals, and that a
representative of the Newfoundland licensees should sit
on the Chamcook board.

Programming was another area discussed in the decision,
which said that ““Newfoundland has had an impressive role
in the development and use of the media for citizen
education, communication, involvement, and expression.”
The Commission said that ‘‘the introduction of cable
television and the consequent availability of community
channels for local community use are... of particular
significance.” Licensees in their applications had recog-
nized this significance and had made *“specific
commitments of effort and resources” to such
programming.

Various licensees also proposed to set aside several chan-
nels for educational purposes, and the Commission said it
hoped that “it will be possible to develop a coordinated
approach by all those interested in the use of the broad-
casting system for educational purposes.”

Another area discussed in the decision was cable televi-
sion hardware ownership. The Commission requires cable
television licensees to own, as a minimum, the local head-
end, the amplifiers, and the drops to houses and apart-
ment buildings ‘‘to ensure that the licensee has adequate
control over its undertaking.” These conditions will apply
to the Newfoundiand licensees. The Commission recog-
nizes that cable television for Newfoundland “will require a
costly microwave distribution system,” and considers it
‘‘essential that costs relating to local distribution be kept
as low as possible’ so that the service will be available to
as many people as possible “‘at the most economic price.”
The CRTC also said it expected Newfoundland licensees
to reach agreements with the owners of hydro-electric and
telephone facilities, so that the licensees will ‘“‘own the
cable television plant including all trunk and distribution
cable as well as the drops.”’

Another area of concern in the decision was cable televi-
sion and off-air services. The CRTC said it did not consid-
er that cable television was ‘‘the proper means for the
provision of first service or alternative television service,”
and that there was a ‘‘need to ensure that extension of
off-air television broadcasting services available in New-
foundland”” was not “hampered in any way by the intro-
duction of cable television.” The Commission expects that
“portions of the [monthly subscriber] fees proposed by
certain applicants will be available for the support of the
off-air broadcasters to offset the damage caused by audi-
ence fragmentation.” These funds “may only be charged
to the subscriber at such time as the licensee actually
transfers these funds to the broadcaster.”

Concerning the selection of licensees from the 27 applica-
tions, the Commission said that it ‘‘favored an ownership



pattern for licensees which gives the greatest emphasis
to... local ownership and control.” The Commission
considered such factors as ‘‘ownership, the financial sta-
bility of applicants, the plans for local community
programming, and the ability of applicants to speak for
and understand the needs of each community.”

The conditions of licence for the licensees are that they
make the necessary affiliation agreements for provision of
signals from the Chamcook Communications Ltd. head-
end; that the licensees delete commercial messages in
signals received from broadcasting stations not licensed
to serve Canada and consider substitution of suitable
replacement material; that each licensee own and operate
a local head-end to receive and distribute local broadcast-
ing services and to distribute them on the best available
cable channels. Licensees also must own (as noted above)
the amplifiers, distribution system, and drops. They will be
permitted to carry two non-Canadian commercial stations
and one non-Canadian non-commercial station.

The licensees are: D. E. Williams on behalf of a company
to be incorporated, St. John’s-Mount Pearl; L. A. Martin
on behalf of a company to be incorporated, Gander;
Central Cable Systems Ltd., Grand Falls-Windsor; West-
ern Cablevision Ltd., Corner Brook, Deer Lake; J. Fowlow
on behalf of a company to be incorporated, Stephenville;
L. A. Martin, Port-aux-Basques.

8. VICTORIA CABLEVISION LTD., VICTORIA, B.C.

Victoria Cablevision had applied to renew its cable televi-
sion licence, and the application was to have been heard
at the CRTC’s Vancouver public hearing in February 1976.
However, Capital Cable Cooperative also applied for a
cable television licence to serve the greater Victoria area.
The CRTC's procedure has been that such applications as
Capital’'s are not acceptable, and advised Capital that it
could “intervene in opposition to Victoria Cablevision’s
application for renewal of its licence and that if the Com-
mission decided not to renew the licence, then Capital . . .
and other interested parties would have the opportunity to
apply for the licence’ (Public Announcement, 6 February
1976). Capital took its argument to court, and as a result
the Federal Court of Canada (J-E Dubé, J.) issued a writ of
mandamus requiring the CRTC ““to hear the application of
Capital . . . for a cable television licence to serve the great-
er Victoria area...and before renewing the licence of
Victoria Cablevision.” Because the CRTC at the Vancou-
ver hearing ‘‘was to consider a number of licence renewal
applications and many other applications which were
closely related to these licence renewals,” the Commis-
sion adjourned the hearing “in order to consider the
implications of the Court’s decision” for CRTC
procedures.

The public announcement said that the CRTC had studied
the decisions, and that the ‘‘procedure suggested by the
Order could result in a very significant change in the
regulation of Canadian broadcasting.” Because of the
“administrative problems’” which would arise if the
Order’s procedures were followed (there are 1900 broad-
casting licences in Canada which have been issued for
terms not exceeding five years, and which are constantly
being considered for renewal), the CRTC decided to
appeal the Order to the Federal Court of Appeal. The

CRTC said it would necessarily continue with its scheduled
hearings.

In a decision dated 19 March 1976 (Decision 76-141), the
CRTC said that the Federal Court of Appeal granted ‘‘a
stay of execution of the Order pending the disposal of the
appeal. Accordingly, the Commission renews the licence
of Victoria Cablevision Ltd....from 1 April 1976 to 30
April 1976, and from month to month thereafter until the
Court reaches its decision on the appeal.” No decision
had been reached by year-end. (See also "‘H. Legal deve-
lopments,” below.)

9. FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE

In a public announcement dated 28 October 1975, called
“Financial disclosure relating to cable television undertak-
ings,” the Commission set out its policy on the subject.

The CRTC had in April 1975 requested comments from all
interested parties on whether annual financial statements
and “the projections of revenues and expenses including
the assumptions used to make these projections” should
be made available to the public. Numerous briefs were
received from licensees and the public, and the issue was
discussed at the Commission’s 10 June 1975 public
hearing.

In the past the Commission’s practice had been *'to treat
financial information as confidential if requested to do so
by cable television licensees.” Briefs supporting this prac-
tice argued, among other things, that “financial disclosure
might result in undue emphasis being placed on financial
and economic factors to the exclusion of other more
important considerations such as the quality of service,”
and that such concentration might lead to ‘‘unduly long
and costly hearings.” Also, it was argued that since the
Commission has the figures, and since it acts in the public
interest, there was no need for public disclosure. The
principal argument for making the figures public was that
“‘since cable television licensees enjoy what amounts to an
exclusive franchise to utilize public radio frequencies, the
public has a right to an accounting of the financial benefits
accruing to such licensees.”” Also, intervenors should have
complete financial data in order ‘‘to intervene effectively
and knowledgeably.”

The Commission studied the briefs, and said that its future
practice would be as follows:

1. All applications for increases in fees charged to
subscribers of cable television undertakings shall be
accompanied by the applicant’s most recent annual
financial statements which shall be part of the public
file. Such statements shall include audited statements
for each cable television undertaking for which a fee
increase is sought and consolidated financial state-
ments where applicable. The financial statements
should be prepared in accordance with the standards of
disclosure recommended by the Canadian Institute of
Chartered Accountants.

2. The Commission will no longer require that general
projections of revenues and expenses be filed with
subscriber fee increase applications. Licensees, how-
ever, may wish to file general or particular projections in
support of their applications. Such information will be
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made part of the public file together with any other
financial information which the applicant files in support
of his application.

3. Although the above procedure will be the standard
practice, the Commission will continue to retain its dis-
cretion under Rule 20 to treat financial information
confidentially upon request of an applicant when it
considers the public interest will best be served by so
doing.

The Commission said that in changing its practice it real-
ized that *‘financial statements in support of rate increase
applications should be available to the public in order to
enable representations regarding financial matters to be
made on a factual basis and to enable interveners to
continue to make an effective contribution to the
consideration of subscriber fee increase applications.”
The CRTC also recognized ‘“‘the continuing development
of public policy’” on this question as reflected in federal
and provincial legislation governing corporations and
securities. Finally, the CRTC noted ‘“the tendency of
certain interveners to link the regulation of cable television
subscriber fees to traditional procedures and techniques
of rate regulation,”’ and reiterated its criteria for judging
applications for cable subscriber fee increases. These
were published in detail in the CRTC's public announce-
ment, 18 September 1974 (see CRTC Annual Report
1974-75, pp. 24-25).

10. CLOSED CIRCUIT FM AUDIO SERVICES

In a public announcement (24 March 1976) called “FM—
Closed circuit audio services on cable television” the
CRTC said that it had, in its policy papers on cable
released late in 1975, required closed circuit audio on
cable television be discontinued. The announcement said
that “this policy would affect many existing closed circuit
audio services involving ethnic and student programming
which have been carried by cable television for some
time,” but that ‘‘acceptable alternatives could and should
be developed.” (A new application to carry such a service
was denied in Decision 76-134, 19 March 1976). However,
in the March 1976 announcement the Commission said
that it had concluded that ‘‘more time is necessary to
allow for the orderly development of alternative solutions
which will reflect the principles set out’” in the Commis-
sion’s cable television policies and regulations. The CRTC
decided '‘to extend the time within which compliance is
required” to the closed-circuit regulations to 1 March
1977, when “‘all such services carried by cable television
systems must be provided by persons licensed by the
Commission.”

The Commission said it would consider, as an alternative
to closed-circuit audio, *‘a community audio FM channel,
similar to the community video channel .. . to enable the
provision of a variety of audio services to the communities
they serve.” This channel’s programming, the Commission
said, “should reflect the cultural and linguistic diversity of
the population served,’” and ‘‘should generally conform to
the principles outlined in the Commission’s policy paper
for the community video channel and should not contain
advertising.” The CRTC said proposals for such a service
should be submitted *‘at the earliest date.”
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H. Legal developments

CRTCv. CHLT Ltée

On 29 April 1975 CHLT Radio Sherbrooke Ltée was
convicted in the Cour des Sessions de {a Paix, District of
St. Frangois, Quebec, of broadcasting abusive comments
and profane language contrary to sections 5(1)b) and
5(1)(c) of the Radio (AM) Broadcasting Regulations. The
charges arose in connection with a one-hour open line
broadcast on 4 December 1973. The station was fined
$300.

CRTC v. Four Seasons Radio Ltd. (CKIQ)

On 23 May 1975 Four Seasons Radio Ltd. (CKIQ) of
Kelowna was acquitted of picking up and rebroadcasting a
program contrary to section 14 of the Radio (AM) Broad-
casting Regulations. The Court held that the Commission
had no authority to make the regulation in question
because it bore no relation to the furtherance of the
Commission’s objects as set out in section 15 of the
Broadcasting Act.

The Commission’s appeal from this decision has not yet
been heard.

Capital Cities Communications Inc. et alv. CRTC

1. In May 1974 three Buffalo, New York television stations
appealed CRTC Decisions 74-100, 74-101, and 74-102 to
the Federal Court of Appeal under section 28 of the
Federal Court Act and section 26 of the Broadcasting Act.
These decisions had authorized several Toronto area
cable system operators to delete commercial messages
from US television signals on a random basis and replace
them with public service announcements. In January 1975,
the Court of Appeal unanimously dismissed the appeal.
The appellant stations’ appeal to the Supreme Court of
Canada was expected to have been heard late in 1975.
However, as of 31 March 1976, no date for the hearing
had been established.

2. On 1 October 1975 Capital Cities Communications Inc.,
Taft Broadcasting Co., and WBEN Inc. appealed the Com-
mission’s Decisions 75-412 to 75-425 inclusive to the
Federal Court of Appeal. These decisions, like the 1974
decisions which were the subject of the first appeal,
authorized certain Toronto and Hamilton area cable
system operators to implement a policy of commercial
deletion and substitution. The grounds of appeal in both
cases were substantially the same.

As of 31 March 1976, no date for this hearing had been
established.

John Graham v. CRTC

On 23 October 1975, the Federal Court of Appeal heard
an appeal brought on behalf of the minority shareholders
of Bushnell Communications Ltd. against the Commis-



sion’s Decision 75-78 approving the transfer of the majori-
ty shares in Bushnell from Western Broadcast Holdings
Ltd. to Standard Broadcasting Corporation Ltd. The
appeal was brought specifically against a condition of the
Commission’s approval which required Standard to cause
Bushnell to divest itself of its cable television interests.

On 12 December 1975, the Court issued a decision allow-
ing the appeal and holding that the condition was outside
the powers of the Commission. The power to impose
conditions, the Court found, arises only with respect to a
licensing application contemplated in section 17 of the
Broadcasting Act. This was an application for the approval
of a transfer of shares made pursuant to a standard
condition of licence requiring the consent of the Commis-
sion for any change of effective ownership of the licensee.

The licences of the cable companies affected by the
condition were not before the Commission for renewal.
The Court found the Commission had no authority under
the Broadcasting Act to impose, in advance of any
application for renewal, a restriction on the licensee’s right
for renewal which had not previously existed.

The Court ordered that the Commission re-consider the
application. On 19 December 1975, the Commission
issued a further decision (Decision 75-598) which
approved the transfer but omitted the condition declared
by the Court to be ultra vires.

Consumers’ Association of Canada v. CRTC

On 16 December 1975 the Consumers’ Association of
Canada appealed the Commission’s Decision 75-513
respecting an application by London Cable TV Ltd. to
amend its cable television broadcasting licence. Among
other things the applicant had requested that the Commis-
sion approve a basic service rate increase from $5 to $6
per month. The Consumers’ Association of Canada had
intervened at the public hearing during which the Commis-
sion had considered London Cable’s application. Prior to
the hearing the CAC had requested the opportunity to see
the applicant’s financial statements and projections and to
cross-examine witnesses at the hearing. The appeal
resulted from the Commission’s decision not to accede to
either of these requests.

As of 31 March 1976, the appeal had yet to be heard in the
Federal Court of Appeal.’

CRTC v. CFRB Ltd.

On 29 March 1974, the Ontario Provincial Court of the
Judicial District of York found CFRB Ltd. guilty of having
broadcast a partisan comment one day before the Octo-
ber 1971 Ontario provincial election, in violation of section
28 of the Broadcasting Act, and imposed a fine of $5,000.
On 29 April 1975, Judge Couture of the County Court of
the Judicial District of York dismissed an appeal from this
decision holding that the statement of Mr. Gordon Sinclair
was partisan in nature and related to the election of a
member of the legislature of the Province of Ontario.

1. On 9 April 1976, the Federal Court of Appeal referred the matter back to
the Commission and ordered that it make London Cable's financial state-
ments and projections available to the CAC. No order was made with
respect to cross-examination.

On 9 January 1976, the Ontario Court of Appeal heard the
appeal from this decision. The court’'s view was that the
whole case turned upon the question of what a program
“of a partisan character” is. In his decision, Arnup J. said:
“In my view a partisan broadcast is one intended to favor
one candidate over the other or others, in an election, or
to favor one point of view over another, in a referendum.
The broadcast need not have a political sponsor, nor need
there be any connection between the speaker and any
political party or recognizeable faction.”

The court concurred in the findings of the lower courts and
dismissed the appeal.

CRTC v. CKOY Ltd.

In August 1974, CKOY Ltd. of Ottawa was charged for
having on two occasions broadcast a telephone
conversation with a person without that person’s consent
contrary to section 5(1)(k) of the Radio (AM) Broadcasting
Regulations. In December 1974, Judge Hutton of the Pro-
vincial Court, being of the view that the regulation was
beyond the Commission’s regulatory powers as set out in
section 16 of the Broadcasting Act, dismissed the
charges.

The Commission’s first appeal from this decision was
dismissed by Judge Reid of the Ontario High Court. A
subsequent appeal to the Ontario Court of Appeal was
allowed and a conviction entered against CKOY.

In its decision of 12 January 1976 the Court held that the
relevant portion of section 5 of the Regulations was within
the powers of the Commission. It found authority for this in
section 16(1)(b)(i) of the Broadcasting Act which allows the
Commission to regulate ‘‘respecting standards of pro-
grams.” The Commission has the right, it decided, to
prohibit the type of programming technique which was the
subject of the charge if it was not conducive to a high
standard of broadcasting or offended against other stated
purposes and objects required to be regulated and
supervised by the Commission.

The matter was remitted to the Provincial Court for the
imposition of sentence.?

CRTC v. Capital Cable Co-operative

On 2 February 1976, the Honorable Mr. Justice Dubé of
the Trial Division of the Federal Court of Canada directed
that a Writ of Mandamus issue ordering the CRTC to hear
the application of Capital Cable Co-operative before
renewing the licence of Victoria Cablevision Ltd. Capital
Cable Co-operative’s application had been submitted in
competition with the renewal application of Victoria
Cablevision to serve the greater Victoria area of British
Columbia. The Commission’s practice had been to
consider an existing licensee’s renewal application before
accepting other applications for the same licence.

Mr. Justice Dubé stated that, if a licensee has complied in
all respects with the terms of its present licence, it has a

2.0n 5 April 1976, the Supreme Court of Canada granted leave to appeal
the Ontario Court of Appeal's decision to CKOY.
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priority right to be heard on renewal. However, there is
nothing to be found in the Broadcasting Act to the effect
that another applicant for the same licence should not be
heard at all. Justice Dubé therefore held that the Commis-
sion had a duty to hear other applications before renewing
the present licensee’s licence.

In its Decision 76-141 of 19 March 1976 the Commission
renewed the licence of Victoria Cablevision Ltd. on a
month to month basis pending the hearing of an appeal
from Justice Dubé’s decision in the Federal Court of
Appeal. As of 31 March 1976, this appeal had yet to be
heard.?

CRTC v. Moffat Communications Ltd. (CKY)

In February 1976 radio station CKY Winnipeg was charged
with failure to provide air-check tapes or other exact
copies of material broadcast pursuant to section 4(5) of
the Radio (AM) Broadcasting Regulations. The station
entered a plea of not guilty and the matter is expected to
be heard during the summer of 1976.

CRTC v. Multiple Access Ltd. (CFCF)

In March 1976 radio station CFCF Montreal was charged
with failure to provide air-check tapes or other exact
copies of material broadcast pursuant to section 4(5) of
the Radio (AM) Broadcasting Regulations. The station
entered a plea of not guilty and the matter is expected to
be heard during the summer of 1976.

3. 0On 12 April 1976 the Federal Court of Appeal allowed the Commission’s
appeal against the decision of Mr. Justice Dubé.
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Francois Dionne v. The Public Service Board of Quebec
et al.

Mr. Frangois Dionne’s appeal against three orders issued
by the Quebec Public Service Board in 1974 was heard on
8 and 9 March 1976 by the Quebec Court of Appeal. Mr.
Dionne is a cable television licensee in the Rimouski,
Mont-Joli, Matane, and Matapedia Valley areas. The
orders appealed had the effect of dividing the territory
licensed by the Commission to Mr. Dionne by granting the
Rimouski and Mont-Joli areas to Mr. Raymond D’Auteuil.
Mr. D’'Auteuil has no licence from the Commission.

Mr. Dionne’s appeal! raised clearly the question of legisla-
tive and regulatory jurisdiction over cable television. The
factum submitted by the appellant Dionne argued that the
Board’s decisions, the Quebec Communications Depart-
ment Act, the Public Service Board Act, the regulations
respecting cabledistribution public services, along with the
Board’s general orders respecting annual reports, dues,
fees, and technical standards of cabledistribution public
services are invalid insofar as they apply to broadcasting
receiving undertakings. The Attorney General of Canada
intervened in the case in support of the appellant. Their
position was that Parliament has had exclusive jurisdiction
over broadcasting since the well-known decision in /n Re
Regulation and Control of Radio Communication in
Canada and that cablecasting is included within this
exclusive jurisdiction. The Attorney General of Quebec,
the Public Service Board, and the Quebec Minister of
Communications jointly asked for the dismissal of the
appeal by arguing that the radio regulation case did not
conclusively and completely resolve the question of feder-
al jurisdiction and that the principles of constitutional law
permit the exercise of provincial jurisdiction over cable
television.

Even though the Commission is not directly a party to the
litigation, Mr. Dionne’s appeal is highly significant to the
Commission’s continuing activities in the cable television
area. As of 31 March 1976 the Court of Appeal had not yet
issued its decision on this matter.



I Public business of the CRTC

The public hearings held regionally by the Commission are
a vital part of its function as a broadcast regulating
agency. The CRTC plans, coordinates, and conducts these
hearings in order that it may consider applications for
various broadcasting undertakings, policy matters, pro-
posed regulations, and so on, as specified in the Broad-
casting Act (ll, 19-21). The hearings are also intended to
solicit from members of the public interventions on the
subjects of a given hearing, or on subjects which fall within
the Commission's purlieu. The hearings are held during
the regular broadcast season, that is, September to
mid-June.

A. Public hearings

in the last year, the Commission held a number of public
hearings in various locations across the country. Some of
these included two panels, so that the total number of
hearings was 29. The hearings for 1975-76 were:

8 April 1975 Ottawa (full Commission)
22 April 1975 Vancouver (two hearings)
6 May 1975 Hamilton (two hearings)
27 May 1975 Halifax (one hearing)

27 May 1975 Sherbrooke (two hearings)
9 June 1975 Ottawa (full Commission)

9 September 1975
22 September 1975

Ottawa (full Commission)
St. John's, Nfld.

(full Commission)
Montreal (full Commission)
Ottawa (full Commission)
Ottawa (full Commission)

7 October 1975
4 November 1975
6 November 1975

9 December 1975
11 December 1975
12 January 1976

2 February 1976

Quebec City (two hearings)
Quebec City (one hearing)
Toronto (full Commission)
Vancouver (full Commission
and two hearings)

5 February 1976 Victoria (adjourned,
reconvened 1 March 1976) Vancouver (two hearings)

9 February 1976 Regina (two hearings)

9 March 1976 Ottawa (two hearings)

30 March 1976 Montreal (two hearings).

At these hearings, applications were heard for new
licences for various broadcasting undertakings, and for
amendments to and renewals of existing licences; for
permission for share or ownership transfers; for changes
in power, frequency, antenna and studio locations; and for
network affiliation and new networks.

B. Applications and decisions

Tables 1-4 give a breakdown of applications and decisions
for 1975-76, by type and regions. The Commission
received 1576 applications this year, and announced 1336;
at year's end, there were 1346 applications on hand.

The Commission processed and took decisions on 132 AM
radio licence applications, of which 18 were for new
licences, 65 for amendments to existing licences, and 49
for renewals of licences. In FM radio, 57 applications for
new licences, 11 for renewals, and 5 for amendments were
processed and decided on.

TABLE 1
APPLICATIONS RECEIVED DURING FISCAL YEAR 1975-76
BY REGION

Pacific Prairie Ontario Quebec Atlantic Canada

Type/Category region region region region region total

AM New 9 9 14 7 7 47
Amendments 10 13 21 13 17 74

Renewals 16 23 34 49 38 160

Total 35 45 70 69 62 281

FM New 14 27 44 30 20 135
Amendments 1 6 9 7 2 25

Renewals 8 13 35 18 13 87

Total 23 46 88 55 35 247

TV New 28 32 10 10 20 100
Amendments 9 26 5 7 7 54

Renewals 15 12 4 15 19 65

Total 52 70 19 32 46 219

CATV New 8 42 13 10 2 75
Amendments 78 40 148 131 24 421

Renewals 17 8 30 37 1 93

Total 103 90 191 178 27 589
Networks 3 3 15 16 1 38
Securities 22 31 84 57 1 205
All applications 238 285 467 407 182 1579

Prepared by Secretariat, Planning and Control.
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TABLE 2
APPLICATIONS APPROVED OR DENIED DURING FISCAL YEAR 1975-76

BY REGION
Pacific Prairie Ontario Quebec Atlantic Canada
Type/Category region region region region region Total
a d a d a d a d a d a d

AM New 2 2 2 4 3 1 4 13 5

Amendments 14 10 18 1 10 1 11 63 2

Renewals 11 2 8 28 49

Total 27 14 28 5 41 2 15 125 7
FM New 1 30 10 10 3 3 54 3

Amendments 1 2 5 3 11

Renewals 1 2 2 5

Total 3 32 17 15 3 3 70 3
TV New 27 5 35 1 6 1 8 3 12 88 10

Amendments 7 4 21 6 2 6 7 47 6

Renewals 16 3 18 19 56

Total 50 e, 56 1 15 3 32 3 38 191 16
CATV New 3 2 3 7 5 16 1 13 28 41 37

Amendments 41 4 31 12 128 9 130 1 32 362 26

Renewals 58 1 12 66 1 98 3 2 236 5

Total 102 5 45 15 201 15 244 5 47 28 639 68
Securities 22 7 28 1 67 3 51 3 14 182 14
Network 1 2 7 10 1 20 1
Total a, d 205 21 177 17 335 26 393 17 17 28 1227 109
Total applications a + d 226 194 361 410 145 1336

Prepared by Secretariat, Planning and Control.
a — approved.

d — denied.
TABLE 3
APPLICATIONS ON HAND AS OF 31 MARCH 1976
BY REGION

Pacific Prairie Ontario Quebec Atlantic Canada

Type/Category region region region region region total

AM New 9 10 11 8 6 44
Amendments 5 10 13 6 8 42

Renewals 5 20 26 20 40 111

Total 19 40 50 34 54 197

FM New 12 25 35 26 17 115
Amendments 1 5 8 6 2 22

Renewals 7 13 33 15 13 81

Total 20 43 76 47 32 218

TV New 24 19 10 8 10 M
Amendments 3 6 3 7 1 20

Renewals 1 13 1 1 16

Total 28 38 14 16 11 107

CATV New 16 47 65 59 9 196
Amendments 73 37 209 120 26 465

Renewals 1 9 32 15 57

Total 90 a3 306 194 35 718
Networks 1 1 7 5 1 15
Securities 3 9 46 28 5 91
All applications 161 224 499 324 138 1346

Prepared by Secretariat, Planning and Control.
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TABLE 4

APPLICATIONS FOR NEW BROADCASTING UNDERTAKINGS*

Radio AM and FM Television? Cable®
Applications Applications Applications
Applications  denied or  Applications| Applications  denied or  Applications | Applications  denied or  Applications
Year dealt with deferred approved dealt with deferred approved dealt with deferred approved
1958-59 27 12 15 3 3
1959-60 43 20 20 29 18 11
1960-61 14 8 6 37 18 19
196162 44 24 20 49 5 43
196263 41 21 20 73 19 54
1963-64 26 12 14 20 1 19
196465 22 8 14 74 14 60
1965-66 33 17 16 32 4 28
1966-67 38 23 15 32 32
1967-68 36 15 21 28 5 23
1968-69 18 5 13 27 27 90°¢ 3 87
1969-70 18 18 44 6 38 249 17 232
1970-71 8 3 5 21 1 20 75 31 44
1971-72 34 14 20 52 5 47 34 15 19
1972-73 57 1 46 72 2 70 39 32 7
1973-74 42 5 37 71 12 59 55 29 26
1974-75 74 7 67 86 5 81 87 40 47
1975-76 79 12 67 104 16 88 95 68 37

*BBG and CRTC statistics, 1958-59 to 1975-76.
a. Includes rebroadcasting stations.

b. Prior to 1 April 1968, cable systems were licensed by the Department of Transport.

c. Includes applications for renewal of licences granted by the Department of Transport.
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A. Population reached by broadcasting
services

Canadian broadcasting in 1976 was extended through
additional service and new stations, covering more of
Canada and reaching more Canadians. Sixty-seven new
AM and FM stations were licenced, along with 88 new TV
stations and 37 new cable television systems.

1. TELEVISION COVERAGE

The television coverage maps below show the theoretical
service areas for the various networks and independent
stations. The grade B contours show those areas within
which service normally would be available to a domestic
receiver. Fringe-area reception can be expected beyond
this contour under favorable conditions, but at times may
be reduced to less than the B contour.

Television service in Canada reaches at least 98% of the
population (Table 5). On the basis of language, for existing
service contours the present coverage is 92% for CBC
English-language television, 69% for CBC French-lan-
guage television (Radio-Canada). CTV reports a 93% cov-
erage of English households, and Quebec’s TVA network
has a 94% coverage of that province.

2. RADIO COVERAGE

Private radio stations in Canada are estimated to reach at
least 98% of the Canadian population, and private FM
radio, approximately 85%. The CBC’s English AM network
reaches at least 96% of the population, while its French
AM network covers 82%. The English FM service of the
CBC covers approximately 61% of the population, and its
French FM service reaches 29% of the population.

Table 5 shows the percentage of the Canadian population,
by province, within the 0.5 mv/m ground-wave day anten-
na pattern contour of AM undertakings. This signal level
normally provides satisfactory day service to rural
communities and to smaller communities where noise level
is low. Night service by ground-wave transmission is
reduced substantially on most channels because of sky-
wave interference from other stations on adjacent chan-
nels. Sky-wave night reception of varying reliability is
generally available from many distant North American
stations in all parts of Canada.

Table 5 also shows the percentage of the Canadian popu-
lation, by province, within the 50uv/m contour of Canadian
FM undertakings. Again, the signal level normally provides
satisfactory service in rural areas and small communities
whose noise level is low, and where an outside antenna is
used.

The Canadian broadcasting system

TABLE 5

CANADIAN TELEVISION AND RADIO COVERAGE
BY PROVINCE

Television AM Radio FM Radio

(% within (% within (% within

Grade B 0.5 mv/m 50 pv/m
Province contour) contour) contour)
Newfoundland 96.1 96.4 614
Prince Edward Island 947 100.0 33.9
Nova Scotia 100.0 98.9 87.0
New Brunswick 296 294 645
Quebec 991 9294 948
Ontario 99.7 294 97.0
Manitoba 96.8 98 .5 906
Saskatchewan 93.0 99.3 428
Alberta 26.9 99.7 824
British Columbia 97.1 298.9 86.4
Yukon 81.2 86.6 000
Northwest Territories 629 67.2 9.2

Prepared by Secretariat, Licences and Licence Fees.

3. TELEVISION AND RADIO NON-COVERAGE

Most of the Canadian population is covered by both radio
and television service. But some areas are without any
service by means of ground-wave transmission, and Table
6 shows the percentage of population without service, by
province.

TABLE 6

CANADIAN TELEVISION AND RADIO NON-COVERAGE
BY PROVINCE

Television AM Radio
(% not (% not FM Radio
covered covered (% not
within within covered
Grade A 05 within
or Grade B mv/m 50 uv/im
Province contour) contour) contour)
Newfoundiand 3.9 3.6 38.6
Prince Edward Island | 5.3 0.0 66.1
Nova Scotia 0.0 1.1 13.0
New Brunswick | 04 0.6 356.5
Quebec 0.9 0.6 5.2
Ontario 0.3 0.6 3.0
Manitoba 3.2 1.5 9.4
Saskatchewan 7.0 0.7 57.2
Alberta 3.1 0.3 17.6
Britisis Columbia | 29 1.1 13.6
Yukon | 18.8 134 100.0
Northwest Territories l 371 32.8 90.8

Prepared by Secretariat, Licences and Licence Fees.

B. Broadcasting undertakings

As of 31 March 1976, 1616 broadcasting undertakings
had been licensed in Canada. This includes 407 AM and
174 FM radio stations, 284 low power relay transmitters,
742 television and 444 cable television undertakings, and
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9 shortwave transmitters. Tables 7 and 13 show the
number of licensed broadcasting undertakings by prov-
ince as of 31 March 1976 and by nature of operation, while
Table 8 gives a breakdown by region of originating sta-
tions. Tables 10, 11, and 12 give originating and rebroad-
casting stations by province for TV, FM, and AM.

FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Television, radio, and cable operations showed a 17%
growth in revenue from $510 million in 1974 to $598
million in 1975. This increase is significant when compared
to the growth in GNP of 10% during the same period.

Since 1968, cable television has enjoyed high growth
during a period of its initial development. During 1975,
cable television also showed the largest growth of 21% in
revenue, but increase in expenses before tax was even

higher at 24%, thus narrowing the profit margin for the
year. Net income after taxes far cable television had a
marginal growth of 9% from the previous year.

Figures for television operations in 1975 represent both
growth and recovery from last year. Television statistics in
1974 were affected by the significant losses incurred by
Global Communications Ltd. and other new independents.
In 1975, revenues showed an 18% growth while expenses
had an increase of only 9%, resulting in significant impro-
vement in net profits for the television industry.

The radio industry, on the other hand, has enjoyed
consistent growth of 14% in its revenue for the past three
years. However, its expenses in 1975, like cable television,
increased at a higher rate of 16%, leaving a marginal
growth of 6% in net income after taxes for the radio
industry (see Table 9).

TABLE 7

LICENSED BROADCASTING TRANSMITTING UNDERTAKINGS IN CANADA BY PROVINCE AND TYPE
AS OF 31 MARCH 1976

Province AM FM TV LPRT SW Total
Newfoundland 27 7 70 17 1 122
Prince Edward Island 4 1 2 7
Nova Scotia 22 7 28 17 2 76
New Brunswick 18 4 18 11 1 52
Quebec 82 34 92 49 1 258
Ontario 102 48 87 58 1 296
Manitoba 19 20 49 6 94
Saskatchewan 20 10 56 1 87
Alberta 35 11 73 13 1 133
British Columbia 69 22 233 86 2 412
Yukon Territory 3 10 12 25
Northwest Territories 6 10 24 14 54
Canada total 407 174 742 284 9 1616
Prepared by Secretariat, Planning and Control.
TABLE 8
ORIGINATING STATIONS BY PROVINCE, TYPE, AND NETWORK AFFILIATION
Type/Network Nfld PEI NS NB Que Ont Man Sask Alta BC YT NWT  Total
AM cBCcoO* 5 2 3 6 6 3 4 2 2 1 3 37
CBCA** 1 8 6 33 28 3 5 16 1 101
Independent 19 3 10 7 38 63 12 16 24 35 1 2 230
Total 24 4 20 16 77 a7 18 20 31 53 2 6 368
FM CBCO 1 1 4 3 1 1 1 3 5 20
Independent 1 4 1 16 36 5 4 6 8 2 82
Total 2 5 1 19 39 6 5 7 11 7 102
TV CBCO 4 1 3 1 5 4 2 3 3 1 1 28
CBCA 2 8 12 1 3 4 36
Independent 3 3 1 2 1 10
TVA 5 5
CTV 3 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 22
OECA 1 1
Total 7 1 5 4 22 27 6 8 12 9 1 102
SW CBCO 1 1
Independent 2 2
Total 2 1 3
Total 33 5 32 22 118 163 30 33 50 73 3 13 575

Prepared by Secretariat, Planning and Control.
*CBC owned and operated.
**CBC affiliates.
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TABLE 10

TV BROADCASTING STATIONS BY PROVINCE AS OF 31 MARCH 1976

Originating stations’ Rebroadcasters?
Total TV
Province Eng. Fr, Multi®  Total Eng. Fr. Multi. Total stations
Newfoundland 7 7 60 3 63 70
Prince Edward Island 1 1 1 1 2
Nova Scotia 4 1 5 19 4 23 28
New Brunswick 3 1 4 8 6 14 18
Quebec 3 19 22 9 60 1 70 92
Ontario 25 2 27 46 14 60 87
Manitoba 5 1 6 37 6 43 49
Saskatchewan 8 8 47 1 48 56
Alberta 11 1 12 59 2 61 73
British Columbia 9 9 224 224 233
Yukon 1 1 9 9 10
Northwest Territories 24 24 24
Canada 77 25 102 543 926 1 640 742
TABLE 11
FM BROADCASTING STATIONS BY PROVINCE AS OF 31 MARCH 1976
Originating stations’ Rebroad casters?
Total FM
Province Eng. Fr. Multi.3 Total Eng. Fr. Multi, Total stations
Newfoundland 1 1 2 4* I 5+ 7
Prince Edward Island " 1* 1
Nova Scotia 5 5 2* 2* 7
New Brunswick 1 1 1* 2* 3. 4
Quebec 4 15 19 401y 117 15(8)* 34
Ontario 37 1 1 39 4* 5* 9* 48
Manitoba 6 6 11* 3* 14* 20
Saskatchewan 3 1 1 5 5* 5* 10
Alberta 7 7 4(1)* 4{1)* 11
British Columbia 10 1 11 9(3)* 2 11(3)* 22
Yukon
Northwest Territories 1 6 7 2(1)* 1 3(1)* 1<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>