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Executive Summary

Canadads <current political a laioma tvweh elrieg htl hi eg
success of Canadadés future society and econ
a competitive innovation hub. Strengthenin
Digital Worl d, 0 one of the six acstion are:

Inclusive Innovation Agendacan only be achieved where all Canadians have
affordable access to home broadband, wireless and other communications services.

While there may be several barriers to the adoption of communications services, this
report examines whether there is an affordability problem for these services in
CanadawWhi | e t he t e D ims bekraeémplayeddnantamylcontexts, this
report focuses on affordability fdow-income household#\ccording to Statistics
Canada, 13.5% ofraabout 4.64 million Canadians were considered-iloeome in

2013. Their median afteax total income was $12,570.

In carrying out this researctRIAC conducted an extensive literature review,
consulted with a range of stakeholders engaged in the affitylalof
communications and other essential services, and commissioned a comprehensive
survey of 752 lowincome individuals across Canada.

There is evidence of a significant affordability challenge faced byincame
Canadians in subscribing to communicas services. Left unchecked, this challenge

is expected to grow if the price of communications services, and particularly
broadband internet service, continues to rise at a rate far greater than the rate of
inflation. Competition in the Canadian commaaiion services market is not
lowering prices to alleviate the affordability burden facing-ioaome Canadians.
While competition can play a role in price discipline, often it is not enough to fully
close the access gap, particularly for rural andils@eme users. Nor is the income

gap closing income growth for lonincome Canadians has not kept pace with
growth in median Canadian income over the last 25 years.

PI ACO s s urincang regpbndeht hwghlighted this affordability challenge

for low-incomeCanadiansAc c or d i n g Nda @onsieALEfOBehind Part |

report, Canadians should spend no more than 4% to 6% of their household income

on communications services. Ho wreoame r PI ACG
families spendon averagean estimated8% of their income on communications

expenditures, with some families spending closer to 10%. This affordability

challenge expresses itself in different ways:



1 About onehalf of low-income respondents had to trade off other household
goods or services in ordé& pay theircommunications billd almost 1 in 5
(17%) indicated they went without other essential goods, such as food,
medicine or clothing in order to pay a communications bill.

1 About 20% of lowincome subscribers struggled to papff their
communicatios bills in the past year, having toake partial payments,
suspend or disconnect the service, commit to a paymentqlae referred
to debt collectors.

1 More than 1 in 10 respondents (11&jmately cancelled a communications
service.

If given an addibnal $10 or $20 per month, half of the respondents would use the
extra money to help pay for existing communications bills.

Yet, respondents viewed communications s&wito be equally important ad in

some cases more important thather householdjoods and services traditionally
viewed as essential. Home Internet service in particular was perceived to be just as
important as health care, coming in behind only food and housing, and more
important than transportation or clothing. Responses tendedryoby age, with
respondents over 55 years predominantly citing paid television service and home
phone as essential or important, and those aged 18 to 34 years more likely to select
text messaging, instant messaging, public internet access and wiretasasda
essential or important. Of loemcome respondents who wanted another
communications service but did not have it, 84% cited affordability as a main reason
for not being able to subscribe to that service.

Tackling the affordability of communicationsrsiees requires political will, a lorg
term commitment to lowncome families, and coordination among governments and
regulators.

As a result, the authors make three broad recommendations:
Recommendation #1: Canada needs a National Affordability Plan.

Canala needs a clear vision for access to affordable broadbdnite there have
beenmanypolitical announcement® improve broadband access and infrastructure,
details on these program announcements are usually slow to @aiveda needs the
political will to estalish a plan, through legislatiaor support for the mandate tife



regulator to take action to ensure broadband is both availale affordable for
low-income households

Recommendation #2:The CRTC should spearhead affordability initiatives,
with federal and provincial political support and coordination.

As the Canada telecommunications and broadcasting regulator, the CRTC is best
positioned to establish initiatives which would address the affordability of
communications services. The CRTC ukges Canadian communications service
providers and also has the mandate and expertise to create targeted programs which
would effectively address affordability for Ieimcome Canadians.

Recommendation #3:Affordability initiatives should be led by an enduser
subsidy in concert with other policy options.

Addressing the affordability challenges of kiweome consumers requires a multi
pronged approach which includes both public and private fundirftexible end
user subsidywould most effectivelyaddressthe affordability challenges for
communication serviceby providing the choice and flexibility for loomcome
Canadians to make telecommunications choices that suit their Mégeslssubsidy
could be complemented by other policy initiatives such aspiubéc Internet access
points and reduced sales taxes on communications equipment.

Regulators and decisiemakers in communications policy should continue to pay
special attention to the digital inclusion of marginalized and vulnerable communities,
including low-income CanadiandVithout immediate action, a digital divide caused
by the lack of affordable access to communications services will likely grow for
small but crucial segments of the Canadian populaBoficy makers must ensure
low-income familieswill not be left behind as Canada moves forward digital
reality.
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1. Introduction

This report examines whether there is an affordability problem for communications

services in CanadaVhi | e t he t e ©rhas bdem énfployeddia many i t vy
context s, i ncluding wheftdredahbdoeoddsf oar tsheer va
Canadian, this report focuses on affordabilityléav-income households

fiCommunications services i ncl ude four key ®@®dmndineces regu
phone, mobile phone, homaternet service, and television serviédthough the

survey conducted for this report briefly explores the cost of other services such as

online applications and services, this report focuses primarily on what is traditionally

known as o tha is,fithei mears 0of communicating and accgssin

informatiord not the content itself.

PI ACO6s first a fNb oQomkanter Leit t Behindr &\ p @anatian
Affordability Framework for Communications Services in a Digital ,Agehich
consisted ofinterviews with local organizations and focus groupdosi-income
Canadians, found that albur communications servicgédandline phone, mobile
phone, homenternet and teleisiond are important to lowncome Canadians as
they attempt to meet their societal and cultural participation needs. Evendome

users on tight household budgets would choose to retain, @ebtavarying price
increases gntheir communications serviceather than cancel thenYet many
participants said that they were already paying the most they coud &tir
communications seices, and in some cases would even cut other basic expenditures
such as food, clothing and health care, rather than cancel their communications
services.

| n des cr iadffordalglitydow hmae a nfs , the repmerotthedet er mi n
defining elements o&ffordability wascontrold the ability of an individual or a

household to control their expenditures in order to fulfill their needs. Because
affordability concerns a househol dds contr

! John Lawford & Alysia LauNo Consumer Left Behind: A Canadian Affordability Framework for
Communications Services in a Digital A@ettawa: Public Interest Advocacy Centre, 2015), online:
PIAC <http://www.piac.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2015/03/PIARBo-Consumeil_eft-Behind Finalk

ReportEnglish.pd$.



http://www.piac.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/PIAC-No-Consumer-Left-Behind-Final-Report-English.pdf
http://www.piac.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/PIAC-No-Consumer-Left-Behind-Final-Report-English.pdf

aboutchoicewhich allows a busehold to access a service offering which meets their
needs’ PIAC also found that:

KM The total cost of communications services should be no more than 4% to 6%
of a househol dds i ncome.

p  Communications services should not create undue hardship fandome
families. Lowincome users should not be sacrificing othessential
household items such as food, shelter, clothing and health expenses in order
to pay for their communications services.

This report will apply these findings through a survey foaysim lowincome
respondents in order to determine whether there is an affordability challenge in
subscribing to communications services.

The report first examines the lemwcome household and the importance of
communications as essential services to theryelay lives of Canadians and the
ability to participate meaningfully in society. Theeport then explais why
examining affordability of communications service for {oawome Canadians is
timely and crucial for policy makers today. This report also aealifre results of

the survey as well as interviews with academic and industry stakeholders. Finally,
the reportexamina initiatives undertaken in other jurisdictions and domestic sectors
to tackle affordability challenges for leimcome consumers and pides
recommendations for the Canadian context.

1.1 Low-income households and communications services in Canada

According to Statistics Canada, 13.5% of or about 4.64 million Canadians were
considered lowncome in 2013, based on the Low Income Measubhé {AT) after
tax.* Their median aftetax total income was $12,570.

Low incomeincidencehasremained relatively unchanged over the last forty years,
experiencing a dip during the 1970s and 1980s before climbing steadily again in the
1990s.

?|bid. at p. 84.

% |bid. at pp. 84 and 88

4 Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table 20641.
5 Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table 10015.



Figure 1-1. Low-income levels (% of Canadians)
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According to aHouse of Commor@s2010 reporton a Federal Poverty Reduction
Plan certain groups of people are more likely to be living in low income tharoth
These include:

=a

= =4 4 -4 -8 8 -5 9

Children;

Lone-parent families (particularly those headed by females);
Women;

Unattached individuals;

Seniors;

Aboriginal people;

Persons with disabilities;

Recent immigrants and visible minorities; and

Low-wage worker$

® House of Commons Canadgederal Poverty Reduction Plan: Working in Partnership Towards
Reducing Poverty in Canada: Report of the Standing Committee on Humandess@&kills and
Social Development and the Status of Persons with Disab{i&#)), online: Parl.gc.ca



Indeed,single unattached individuals (persons not in an economic fjnditytend

to have a higher incidence of low income (29.0% of single females, 26.6% of single
males, and 27.1% of single elderly persdh¥puth in particular experience a much
higher inedence of low income than any other age cateydr§.5% or 1 in 6
persons under 18 years is lomcome. Notably, 42.6% calmost 1 in 2youth in
female loneparent families are considered lmcome?

Low income incidence also tends to be higher in spnowinces, such as Prince
Edward Island (16.1%), New Brunswick (15.0%) and Manitoba (14.8%); and lower
in others, including Alberta (7.6%) and Saskatchewan (12:7%).

Information on lowincome spending on communications services tends to be highly
general and limited. The Canadian Raed@evision and Telecommunications
Commission (CRTC) publishes the followifigure on the percentage of household
income spent on communications services by quintile, and a more detailed
breakdown by individual service winavill be addressed later in this report.

Figure 1-2. Household communications expenditures (2013)

Third Fourth

First Second . . Fifth
. L. quintile quintile o
quintile quintile quintile
. . (household  (household Average
Characteristics (household (household . . (household
. ) income income . of all
income less  income from income L
than $30.669 to from from over quintiles
$30.668) ‘qu 804) $51.805 to $79.723 to $121.202)
o o $79.722 $121,291) T
Average annual income $18.582 $41.105 $64.854 $98.634 $199.702 $84.575
Members per household 1.49 2.11 249 2.95 3.34 248
Communications
xpenditures as 2
Sxpendiiures a5 4 §.3% 4.9% 3.8% 2.8% 1.7% 2.0%

percentage of annual
income

Source: CRTC Communications Monitoring Report (2015), Table 2.0.3

<http://www.parl.gc.ca/content/hoc/Comieie/403/HUMA/Reports/RP4770921/humarp07/humarp0

7-e.pdb.

"An fleconomic familyod refers to a group of two or
are related to each other by blood, marriage, comlaaeror adoption. A couple may be of opposite

or same sex. Foster children are included.

See: Statistics Canada, fAEconomic family, o online:

<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/concepts/definitions/famecon
8 Statistics Carda, CANSIM Table 206041.

° Ibid.

19 bid.

m
—

PN


http://www.parl.gc.ca/content/hoc/Committee/403/HUMA/Reports/RP4770921/humarp07/humarp07-e.pdf
http://www.parl.gc.ca/content/hoc/Committee/403/HUMA/Reports/RP4770921/humarp07/humarp07-e.pdf
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/concepts/definitions/famecon

The figure shows that the lowest quintile of Canadians typically spends more than
2.5 times the national average percentage of their household income on
communications expenditures. The followinfigure shows communications
expenditures also tend to make up a-lowm c 0 me househol do6s
expenditure, ahead of other basic expenses asatiothing, education and health
care.

Figure 1-3. Various household expenditures made by the lowest quintile in
Canada, by year

Type of Average Annual Expenditure

Expenditure

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Shelter $9,227 $9,257 $9,729 $9,535 $10,484
Transportation $4,541 $4,595 $4,126 $4,966 $4,984
Food $4,447 $4,112 $4,205 $4,292 $4,315
Communications
services $1,484 $1,506 $1,538 $1,609 $1,667
Cell phone and
pager services $379 $395 $419 $509 $527
Television and
satellite radio $450 $453 $474 $444 $467
services
Landline telephone
services $416 $401 $379 $349 $319
Internet access
services $239 $257 $266 $307 $354
Clothing and
accessories $1,448 $1,333 $1,562 $1,663 $1,585
Health care $1,415 $1,186 $1,280 $1,370 $1,232
Education $642 $738 $801 $1,289 $1,035
Recreation
(excluding
television and $972 $901 $846 $962 $898
satellite radio
services)
Gifts of money,
support payments
and charitable $765 $699 $706 $716 $669
contributions
Income taxes $231 $348 $327 $421 $422
Child care $89 $55 $124 $63 $50
Total expenditure $29,215 $29,129 $29,921 $31,410 $31,974

four



Source: Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table -p022

The following sections will elaborate on the importance of communications services
generally and why it is timelyo examine affordability of these services for fow
income consumers Now.



2. Methodology

A number of research methods were employed to produce this esgortinng
whether an affordability probleraxistsfor communications services among low
incomehouseholds in Canada, including:

Applicationof PIAC Analyss fromNo Consumer Left Behind Partdport;
Literature Review

Consumer Survey of LoncomeCanadians who use the Internet; and
Stakeholder Consultations

= =4 =4 A

This study constitutes the second pat P | A QN® €onduinar keft Behinds
Canadian Affordability Framework for Communications Services in a Digital Age
report, which set out a definition for the affordability of communications services. In
this report, the authors conducted a comprsivenquantitative analysis of the
affordability of communications services particularly by focusing on several
conclusions made in the first report:

K1 The total cost of communications services should be no more than 4% to 6%
of a househol dds i ncome.

i Communiations services should not create undue hardship foirloame
families. Lowincome users should not be sacrificing other key household
items such as food, shelter, clothing and health expenses in order to pay for
their communications services.

pu Affordabili ty is also tied to control over
tied to the concept of choidea household should be able to access the
service offering which best meets its needs.

The literature review sought assessments of affordability and poliigtives that

have been undertaken in other jurisdictions. For instance, this report cites policy
activity from South Korea, Sweden, Japan, Fradasstralia, and the Broadband
Commission for SustainablBevelopment® a joint initiative of theInternational
Telecommunication Unio(iTU) and theUnited Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural OrganizatiofUNESCO). The report also includes a thorough literature
review of affordability and the communications sector in Canada.

" Formerly the Broadband Commission for Digital Development.



A source of pmary research for this examination was tb@emmissioing of
Environics Research Group to conduct an online sun¥déyw-income Canadians in
order to examine issues such as:

o Thecommunications services to which they are subscribed and how they use
them

0o How much lowincome users spend on communications seneéces how
they pay for them; and

o Whether, and to what extent, lancome Canadiarnface financial challenges
paying their communications bills

The survey was conducted from December 10 to 22, Z0§Bting respondents with
annual, preax household incomes of $30,000 or lower. The results reflect data
gathered from 752 respondents from across Canada, excluding the North. They do
not reflect a random, representative sample of all Canadians, but refponses

from a group of lonincome Canadians who use the internet. PIAC felt this approach
would be the most instructive on questions about the affordability of
communications services for low income Canadians, given the cost parameters
associated wit this exercise.

The authors reached out to an extensive list of representatives from academia and
civil society for the purposes of consulting on their views. Ohberly one hundred
invitees, 11 agreedto participate in that consultatioThese constdtions were
conducted from December 2015 until June 2016 and stakeholder positions can be
found throughout the reportThis methodology has been reviewed by a
methodologist?

12 This report and the underlying methodology were reviewed by Derek Ireland, Fellow, Arthur Kroeger Scholl
of Public Policy, Carleton Universith{tps://carleton.ca/akcollege/faculiydstaff/collegevisitors/derek

ireland).
H
()



https://carleton.ca/akcollege/faculty-and-staff/college-visitors/derek-ireland/
https://carleton.ca/akcollege/faculty-and-staff/college-visitors/derek-ireland/

3.  Why Now? The Need to Examine and Address Affordability

Communications services have become indisgaesto dayto-day living and
meaningful participation in the Canadian society and ecorfdrifis section will
explore why it is important to examine and address the affordability of
communications serviceoif low-income consumers today. Notably, Canada and
many developed economies have chosen to increasingly promote and rely on
competition to lower prices and provide a range of retail packages and tailored
services to consumers. However, growing researctvshioat competition may not
bring any price decrease low enough to solve the affordability challenges -of low
income communications users. This is compounded by the growth of income
inequalityd notably between the lowest quintile of Canadians and the retteof
Canadian populati@n since regulatory forbearance from the regulation of telephone
and basic television rates in the 1990s. Meanwhile, the growing demand for and cost
of communications servicé@sparticularly broadband (wireline and wirele$s)
driven by hgh bandwidth demanding content and applications meansligl

divide produced by cost barriers will only increase if affordability challenges are not
immediately addressed.

13 From Budget 2016:

ifFew jobs, sectors or aspects of life are wuntouched
technology. Access to better, more reliable broadband connections will provide Canadians in

rural and remote communities with new opportunities to participate in thialdégionomy

and to take advantage of advances in telehealtgraing and remote access to government

services. 0

See also Rt. Horustin Trudeau, Prime Minister of Canada:

"éhow i mportant it is to have forltyconsumers to
phone and internet service. This is something we can't get around in the 21st

century, much of our economic growth, much of our entrepreneurship and many

opportunities that particularly marginalized or remote communities need are linked

to strong affodable access to the internet and to cell service and that is certainly

what we are keeping in mind." Source: Annabl e,
Bel |l / MTS Deal ,Winnipe &reeNPeegs 2 016 ) ,



3.1 Forbearance from rate regulation in Canada

As described eport, N® | CarGd@rer Léfti Bekind: Ar Canadian

Affordability Framework for Communications Services in a Digital ,Age Board

of Railway Commissioners was originally granted legislative authority over the

regulation of rates, the prevention of unjust disangmion, and the terms and

conditions of interconnection in 19966Thus, the telecommunicati
primary jurisdiction under theRailway Act'® the National Transportation Act,

1967° and National Telecommunications Powers and Procedurets’ An regards

to the protectiorof telecommunications users was primarily ratemagiagd the

regulation of telephone rates specificallyntil the 1990s.

As explained by Ryan (2015), Aprior to 199
t o o6f or bhppraving carfiar mtes before they were charged, even where it was
satisfied that mar ket conditions were such
r eas o ifarhid ehanged significantly under the enactment of the current
Telecommunications Att which allows the CRTC to:

34(1)eée refrain, in whole or in part and co
from the exercise of any power or the performance of any duty under

sections 24, 25, 27, 29 and 31 in relation to a telecommunications service or

classof services provided by a Canadian carrier, where the Commission

finds as a question of fact that to refrain would be consistent with the

Canadian telecommunications policy objectives.

During the early 1990s, the CRTC initiated a process of forbearance from the

regulation of landline telephone rates and the promotion of competition in the

tel ephone market. The first of these steps
outline the path tohe liberalization of the telecommunications sector from an era of

effective monopoly. Thus, iTelecom Public Notice CRTC 928, Review of

Regulatory Framewotrkthe CRTC called for comments on the new competitive

approach, but was careful to note tha #ithievement of greater competition should

4 Michael H. RyanCanadian Telecommunications Law aRegulation 2018 Release 4Toronto:
Carswell, 2015)§600.

5 An Act to amend The Railway Act, 1983C. 1903, c. 58.

®s.C. 196667, c. 69.

"R.S.C. 1985, c. N20.

8 Michael H. RyanCanadian Telecommunications Law and Regulation 8(Rélease 4Toronto:
Carswell, 2015)8606A.

195.C. 1993, c. 38.



not come at the expense of other foundational principles, the foremost of these being
universal service and in particular affordability of the service. The CRTC stated:

[T]he Commission wishes to stress its vithat any changes to be made to
the current framework in order to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness
of regulation must at the same time be conducive to the attainment of the
following objectives:

(1) universal accessibility to basic telephone sewviat affordable prices.

However, as reflected in the CRTIRoASs deci si
Review of Regulatory Framewgrkhe Commission made fundamental decisions

about universal service and the role of affordability indirectly, by the wayahbed

these two goals with other considerations. For example, in relation to the expected
Arebal anci ng odistarce with ratesdor lbcal servicey thegCommission

found the level of crossubsidy was too high; that is, the ledigtance rate were a

subsi dy t htanrequred tofatheewegersal service objectiveso The

CRTC al s dnthe opintorea the Gommission, the current subsidy is much

larger than necessary to maintaffordable servicé

However, the CRTC, #lough it could have stopped at that conclusion, went further

to fibalanceo the universal service goal s wi
of businesses. The next policy goal placed in opposition to affordable local

telephone service for individul s  ®&nausing Bustainable competition in all

market® whi ch was predi cat emkn acaess primaptehaed goal ,
pricing policies that provide incentives to users and service providecsnduct

their business over Canadian netwasks.d @RTC was concerned at this time that
Canadian | ong di s tpaanscse0 ttrhaef f € &n andoiual nd chabryr i
networks which had been deregulated sooner. The CRTC therefore placed the
affordability of local service directly in opposition with thencern for the viability

of Canadi an l ong di st an clre theaapidion lofotltea | carri
Commission, the objectives under the Act of promoting the use of Canadian

facilities and making telecommunications affordable in all regions of Canedla a

intrinsically linked. The regulatorframework in this Decision attempts to balance

economic efficiency and competitiveness with soci@bjectives, including

affordability, as required by the Aot}

# gee: Telecom Decision CRTC-94, Forbearanceé Sale of terminal equipment by Canadian
carriers (4 August 1994).
! Ibid.



Since Telecom Decision CRTC 94, the CRTC has fborne from regulating rates

of the vast majority of retail services offered by telecommunications service
providers, including wireless servic&sretail Internet service$ VolP services’

and satellite services.In Telecom Decision CRTC 20085, the CRTC determined

the appropriate conditions for forbearance from regulation of entire geographic
mar kets (Al o®al exchangeso).

The CRTC had, until its recete t 6 s lavisikn frinvework review’ also

deregulated the rates of televisidmoadcasting distribution) servicésn particular,

the monthly fee of the basic service package. Throughout most of the 1980s and

1990s, the CRTC regulated the monthly price of basic cable service and service
installation through various mechanisms @ntheBroadcasting Acbf 19682 and

the currenBroadcasting Acof 19917° However, in Public Notice CRTC 1998,

the CRTC issued a new call for comments in response to Order in Council P.C.

19941 6 8 9, which supported poohlndaryincteasedif ost er

reliance on market forces in th&infheovision
delivery of communications services, as we
competition in distri bu@ohvergence RapaitrAsanmi ngo s e

result, in Public Notice CRTC 1995, the CRTC determined that the monthly basic
service fee would be deregulated once a cable provider hach shatwanother cable

or satellite television provider was available to at lea$t 38 households in its
licensed area and that its own number of basic service subscribers had decreased by
at least 597 In 2004, the CRTC reportegbout 4.7 million subscribers (or 71% of

22 gee: Telecom Decisions CRTC-28, 9614, 9818 and 20053.

% see: Telecom Orders CRTC-871 and 9%92, and Telecom Decision CRTC-98

%4 See: Telecom Decision CRTC 20@8, Regulatory framework for voice communication services
using Internet Protocdl12 May 2005).

% gee: Telecom Decisions CRTC-20, 9423 and 9-6.

% Michael H. RyanCanadian Telecommunications Law and Regulation 8(Ré&lease 4Toronto:
Carswell, 2015)8606A(b).

%" see: Broadcasting Notice of Invitation CRTC 2@63 and Broadcasting Notice of Consultation
CRTC 2014190.

*8S.C. 19671968, c. 25

#s.C. 1991, c. 11.

%9 See: Public Notice CRTC 1998, Call for comments on a proposed approach for the regulation
of Broadcasting Distribution Undertakings7 May 1996), s. I.

3L CRTC,Competition and Culture on Canada's Information Highway: ManagiegRéalities of
Transition(Ottawa: CRTC, 1995).

% At para. 27.



all major cable subscribers) were rate deregufitekis repesented about 93% of
all major basic cablsubscribers?

However, in response to public comneenh theL et 6 s  Theatingsthat V
subscription television rates were too hjgie CRTC decideth 201571 fifteen years

laterT to require all licensed f@vision service providers to offer their customers a
low-cost basic service package which would be priced at no more than $25 per
month® retail prices for television service packages anld carte customizable
options remain largely deregulated.

Noneheless, overall theCRTC has sincederegulationincreasingly relied on
competition in the retail market for communications services to discipline prices and
provide Canadian consumers with a range of services to meet their needs. As stated
by the CRTC inTelecom Decision CRTC 949 (in relation to telephone services)

In this environment, users should have the opportunity to choose whatever
package of services and whichever suppliers best fit their particular needs.
The realization of such a vision demardseduction in technical, regulatory

and economic barriers to entry. Thus, the framework established in this
Decision places greater reliance on market forces and attempts to ensure that
regulation, where required, is effective. Market forces allow feaigr
choice and supplier responsiveness and ensure that user applications, not
regulators, drive supply consideraticfis.

The principle of relying on market forces was in part solidified with the Governor in
Council 6s i Robcy Rireaticr’ iro 006, whieh states that the CRTC
shoul d imarketl forcesot the maximum extent feasible as the means of
achieving the telecommunications policy objectivés

¥ Canadian Raditelevision and Telecommunications Commissirgadcasting Policy Monitoring
Report 20042004), online: Publications.gc.ca#p://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/BC9
1-2004E.pd# at p 101.

3 Canadian Raditelevision and Telecommunications CommissBrgadcasting Policy Monitoring
Report 20052005), online: Publications.gc.catp://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/BC9
1-2005E.pd# at p 87.

% See:Broadcasting Distribution RegulationSOR/97555, ss. 4.1, 17.1 and 46.1.

¥3.1LAQ2)(a).

37 Order Issuing a Direction to the CRTC on Implementing the Canadian Telecommunications Policy
ObjectivesP.C. 20061534, SOR/200655.

B bid., s. 1(a)(i).
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http://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/BC9-1-2004E.pdf
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/BC9-1-2005E.pdf
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/BC9-1-2005E.pdf

3.2 Competition alone cannot solve affordability challenges for low -
income users

Despite the regulatory shift towards favouring liberalization policies in the
communications market, research emerging since forbearance from rate regulation
increasingly shows competition in itself cannot fulfill universal access to
communications services.

The CRTCrecognized that where competition was insufficiently established, that
continued rateegulation of landline telephongould be necessary, howevethat
situation was the exception to the rule of reliance on market forces to achieve not
only jug and reasonable rates, but also affordability

Regulation is necessary to ensure that service is affordable, where market
forces are not sufficient to provide that assurance, and to address issues of
undue preference and unjust discrimination that anigetd the vertically

integrated nature of the telephone companies and their dominance in some

markets®
It is this conflation of affordability, as
rateso (that i s, a f aaveragea&Canddian eoaldsadfoicea b1 e pr i

not considering lowncome Canadians speciallihat has allowed the CRTC over
the years since 1994 to largely avoid addresgiagssue of whether forbearance can
achieve true affordability of communications services flo€anadians.

Already in 199%however, this conceptual flaw was noted in the U.SCbgper and

Kimmelman who argued that pra@ompetition principles promoted in the U.S.
Telecommunications Act of 1986fact contributed to the exacerbation of the digital

divide, in particular because they were founded on false assumptions of the demand

side and supply sides in the telecommunications matketst, consumers on the

demand side tended to be considered homogenous, whereas in reality there were

distinct ®onsumemailketsd depending on a service
average volume of usage. Second, in the U.S., similar to Canada, the market grew to

39 Telecom Decision CRTC 929, Review of regulatory framewo(&6 September 1994), s.
ILA(2)(a).
“OMark Cooper & George Kimmelmaiihe Digital Divide Confronts The Telecommunications Act of
1996: Economic Reality Versus Public Pol{@@99), The First Triennial Review at pp21
14



be characterized by mergers and significant

c o mp e t* Ultimatety, Cooper and Kimmelman noted that:

Only a smallgroup of premier, intensive telecom users enjoy price breaks
and competitiveoptions. The sad, unintended consequence of the Telecom
Act is the growth of aostly division between telecommunicatidindh a v e s 0
and #fMmloawe oOmarkel degetopments threaten to destroy the very
goal ma ny supporterd daimé@dctd émbrace: the opportunity to
harness enormougchnological advancements for the social and economic
benefit of all citizend?

Later, Frieden (2008) similarly concluded that the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) had significantly overestimated the success of competition in
increasing broadband penetration. The FCC had applied overly broad definitions of

Abr oadband paennde trredtiieadn excessively on the
fac

Zip code areas without examining other
capacity, adoption rates by income, actual throughput speeds, and degree of

n

faciliesb as ed co fiAest iat i roes Wl t the FCCb6s empha:

without affordability distorted the apparent success of deregulation and reliance on

facilitesbased competition alone in pfdviding

while some urban locales may have gem competitive broadband service, other
consumers such as rural residents perhaps had access but at higher prices without
robust price competition between providéts.

This attitude of access being offered as a substitute for adoption and affordability
was unfortunately clearly demonstrated by a later decision of the CRTC in 2011. In
the proceeding leading to this decision, the CRSblicited comments examining

what itsrole should be in advancing higipeed Internet acce$s.However, despite
evidence ofexactly the gap referred to above in the literature betweéaies that
promoted competition but then measured only availability of service (acaeds)
actual upake of service (not to mention affordability)e CRTC was satisfied with
statistics such as 95% penetration of broadband (as then defined). As a result the

“!lbid. at pp. 23.
“|bid. at p. 1.
“Rob Frieden, A L9tadstics: D&velaping alCleares Assensthent of Market

i

Penetration and Broadband Competition in the United

Dickinson School of Law Legal Studies Research Paper N@0Q@8 at p. 6.
*bid. at p. 37

“S|bid. at p. 6.

“6 Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2048 at para. 16.



CRTC ignored subsidy proposals from PIAC and other consumer groups as well as
telecommunicationsrpviders (MTS) that would have soughtitoprove not only
Aaccessi bi | adbpyion byowedring aacdss @ites tmore affordable
levels. This was clearly missed opportunity and one which the Commission was
forced to revisit irR015 in the BSO laing, described below.

At about this timeGulati and Yates (2010) also foutitere isfigreater broadband
diffusion in countries that have an administrative culture of sound governance and
make a higher shared financial investment in information and comoation
technologies(ICT).6*” While competition had a positive impact on broadband
diffusion in developing countries, where access to information and communication
technologies was still expanding, it made little difference in developed countries
wherethe rate of new broadband customers had begun to*8low.

Finally, a World Bank (2010) research paper found that while policies which

promoted efficient markets through regulation could be effective in closing the

fimarket gap®® in access to communidans services, Universal Access policy
instruments which fostered fAaccess beyond v
were needed tarcedsegdpP Muerterisnigamt ameNavaSabater

noted specifically that:

High investment and operatiocosts make operations in rural and
lowZncome areas unattractive for private operators. Serving these areas
would be unprofitableunless provided with alternatives that could reduce
overall costs of providing servicg.é |

“Girish J. Gulati & David J. Yates, fAThe | mpact of (
Broadband Diffusion in the Developed and Devel oping
<http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=1646837. 12.

“8|bid. at p. 11.

““MuenteKunigamiand NavaS a b at e r rhaketigmde atshefitthe di fference bet we
of penetration thacan be reached under current plans and conditions and the level that the market

could achieve by means of an ideal regul atory and | ¢
could address the market gap include interconnection, competition, licensaeglpres and

principles for setting tariffs.

**MuenteKunigamiand NavaS a b at er dceebsigape atshditthat portion of the
even under an ideal legal and regulatory environment would not be covered by operators due to its

highcostandlodw i ncome | evel .o Universal Access policy mec
are needed to close this gap.
Arturo MuenteKunigami & Juan Navas abat er, AOptions to I ncrease Acces

ServicesinRuraland Lown c o me Ar e a ddBank W&KIng Paper N6o 178 at pp.-12.


http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1646637

On the other hand, the inherenharacteristics of the demand from
population inrural and lovdncome areas might also become obstacles for
service delivery in thesareas. Low purchasing power, low usage, and
seasonal income are some characteristias reduce the expected revenues
that operators could realize.é ]

To overcome these challenges, different policy instruments can be put in
place>*

Most recently, at the 2014 ITU World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators

Symposium (WTIS), Sonia Jorge, Executive Director of the Alliancéffmrdable

Il nternet (A4Al) argued that #ndAalthough compe
it was not t he silver bull et é many devel
competition and yet prices had not decreased enough to make services affordable for

a | ¥ Ultinately, the Symposium concluded that:

Affordability of ICT prices remained a determining factor for ICT uptake,
particularly among lowncome sectors of the population, and that
competitionand regulation played a key role in shaping prices ancetbes
they could be enablers of ICT uptake.

Therefore,both academic literature and regulatory experience in Canada appear to
have demonstrated thatile competition in the communications services can play a
role in price discipline, often it is notneugh to fully close the access gap,
particularly for rural and lowncome users. Yet, as explained in the previous section,
communications services have become more essential for meaningful participation in
the Canadian society than ever.

3.3 Theincome gap is not closing

At the same time, data shows that income growth ofilmeme Canadians since the
1990s has not kept pace with median Canadian income and, not surprisingly, the
upper income deciles. In a report examining change in household incomeadaCa
between 2000 and 2013, Statistics Canada notes the mediataaftecome of all

*!bid. at p. 11.

*2|International Telecommunication Uniah2th World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators
Symposium (WTIS): Final Rep@&014), online: ITU fQttp://www.itu.int/en/ITY
D/Statistics/Documents/WTI1S%202014 final report 18%20Decembergigfara. 50.
*3bid. at para. 162. [Emphasis added]
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Canadian families grew by 16.8% from $45,800 to $53X00he ninth decile
experienced an increase to its upper income limit of about 2%.6%wever, the
lowest cécile only saw a change to its upper income limit of about 14%6%.

A similar analysis can be undertaken for average -édterincome adjusted to

household size dating back to 1994, around the time the CRTC began forbearing

from rate regulation! In 1994, the aftetax average income of the lowest decile

(economic families and persons not in an economic family) was about 28.9% of

average Canadian income (all deciles) and 13.1% of the average income of the

hi ghest decil e. By @&régé Bicometwase25.1% offaverdage deci | e
Canadian income and 10.6% of the average income of the highest decile. The slow

growth rate in average income is true for the lower deciles generally in comparison

with the Canadian average and the upper deciles.

% Statistics Canad#ncome of Canadians, 2000 to 20(2®15), online: StatsCan
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/datyuotidien/151217/dg15121%ng.pd$ at p. 1.
% |bid.
%0 |bid.
" See: Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table W82 Upper ircome limit, income share and average
of adjusted market, total and afteax income by income decile, Canada and provinces
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http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/151217/dq151217c-eng.pdf

Figure 3-1. Change in Annual Canadian Income®8y Decile

Change in Adjusted Average After-Tax Income (1994-2013)
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Source: Statistis Canada, CANSIM Table 20832

Statistics Canada also examines share of income held by different segments of the
population in order to assess income inequafityor instance, in 201the highest

decile accounted for 23.7% of total aftax income in Canada, a proportion only not
even met by the four lower deciles combined (19.8%The lowest decile

%8 Statistics Canad&anada Income Survey, 20(&15), online: StatsCan
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daiyuotidien/150708/dq150708mg.pd# at p. 2.
59 i

Ibid.
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represented only 2.5% of total income in Can¥dBhe adjusted Gini coefficiefit
for aftertax income in Canada in 2013 was 0.319.

Yet, income inequality does not appear to be shrinking. Distribution of income
(share of income) has remained approximately the same over the last twendy years
with the higher deciles amassing arkeally larger share of incordeand the Gini
coefficient has in fact showed growing rather than diminishing income inequality,
increasing from 0.290 in 1994 to 0.319 in 2013.

Figure 3-2. Share of Total Income By Decile
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Source: Statistis Canada, CANSINIable 2060032

60
Ibid.
“®The Worl d B a wGikicoagficfent of mequatigh ea sfi:

€ the most commonly used measubetveenf i nequality.
0, which reflects complete equality and 1, which indicates complete inequality
(one person has all the income or consumption, all others have none).

See: World Bank, AMeasuring Inequality, o online: Wor
<http://go.worldbank.org/3SLYUTVYQ® (accessed 10 March 2016).
82 Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table 20633,Gini coefficients of adjusted market, total and after

tax income, Canada and provinces
m
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Moreover, social assistance support has in large part stagnated or in fact fallen when
inflation is accounted for over the same pefid@he following figures for instance

chart the change in total welfare income for a single employasop and a single
parent with a tweyearold child in Ontario between 1986 and 2014.

Figure 3-3. Change in Total Welfare Income in Ontario
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Ontario, in constant 2014 dellars, 1986-2014
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% See: Anne Tweddle, Ken Battle & Sherri Torjm@anada Social Report: Welfare in Canada,
2014(November 2015), online: Caledoninst.org
<http://www.caledoninst.org/Publications/PDF/1086 ENGpdf
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Source: Canada Social Report 2015, Figures 6a and 6¢

The following charts show respective data for of&vinces such as Nova Scotia
and British Columbia.

Figure 3-4. Change in Total Welfare Income in Nova Scotia

Total welfare incomes, single employable person,
Nova Scotia, in constant 2014 dollars, 1986-2014
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Figure 3-5. Change in Total Welfare Income in B.C.

Total welfare incomes, single employable person,
British Columbia, in constant 2014 dollars, 1986-2014
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Source: Canada Social Report 2015, Figures 3a, 3¢, 10a and 10c

Therefore, while theweerage Canadian household has seen steady growth in income,
families in the lower deciles have only experienced moderate increases in income.
Generally, it can be said that lanmcome Canadians have not generated significantly
more income over the last tntky years to cover their household expenditures. Nor

has social assistance been able to help close the incondeirgdpct, social
assistance income has in many cases stagnated or shrunk over the last three decades.



Income inequality generally in Canada Istésyed the sandeand according to some
factors, in fact increasédsince the 1990s.

3.4  Yet, the cost of communications services is increasing rapidly

Despite lowincome Canadians having not seen significant growth in income
compared to average and weallignadians, the cost of communications services
continues to rise, in some cases faster than inflation. The following figure charts
increase in prices for various communications services in comparison to the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) over the last decade.

Figure 3-6. Real Costof Communications Services Over Time
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Source: CRTC Communications Monitoring Report (2015), Figure 2.0.2
CPI1 = Consumer Price Index
TPI = Telephone Price Indegf)andlineand wirelesy

While the price of television service outstripped the CPI and continued to rise
significantly over the late 2000s notably, the last five years provided also show
substantial increases in the price of telephone and especially Internet access services.

Givent he rising I mportance of |l nternet access
in the price of Internet access services over the last five years, and projected to
surpass the CPI in the shorte r m, I S not eworthy. As not e

m



Communications Matoring Report while annual inflation (as measured by the CPI)

was 2.0% in 2014, the price of television service increased 2.3% and telephone
increased 3.4%, yet the price of Internet access services rose by 8.0% over one year
alone®

This report does not assess the value or quality of service provided in comparison
with the price of services. Rather, the goal of this report is to examine the impact of
the cost of communications services, individual and as a whole, on thadome
Caradian household. The followinfigure highlights the amount Canadians in the
lowest quintile spend on communications services in relation to other quintiles.

It is possible that the quality of a communications serecae explainpart of the

price increase seen in Canada in recent years. However, it is key to remember that
access by Canadians, regardless of their income level, to high quality
communications services is essential in order for them to participate effectively in
the highly competitive digitaeconomy. Therefore no or highly restricted access to
higher quality communications services will further disadvantage lower income
people and households and they will fall further behind.

8 Canadian Raditelevision and Telecomamications CommissiorGommunications Monitoring
Report(October 2015) at p. 16.



Figure 3-7.

Monthly household communications expenditures, bgervice and byquintile ($)

. : . Av
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Service Year . o . L s of all
quintile  quintile quintile  quntile  quintile

quintiles
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telephone i _ i .
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2011 3158 4333 5825 73.00 98.50 6092
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Source: CRTC Communications Monitoring Report (2015), Table 2.0.4



The amount per month spent on communications services by the lowest quintile in
2014 ($128.35) is altogether lower than other quintiles, approximately 63.#% of
average Canadian spend and 45.3% of the amount spent by the highest quintile.
However, this amount spent by lamcome households is overall increasing and in
some cases at a higher rate than the other quintiles. Specificallyndome
communicationsexpenditures grew by 15.2% for Internet service 288b% for

mobile wireless service in 2014. Meanwhile, the growth in average Canadian
expenditure on those services was only 10.0% and 14.1% respectively in 2014. Low
income Canadians have also been redutheir expenditures on (and potentially
cancelling) some services at a higher rate than the Canadian average. This is
particularly prominent in the landline telephone and television service sectors, in
which the lowest quintile haseduced its expenditves by 9.6% and 6.0%
respectively. However, overall leimmcome communications expenditures have
steadily increased over the last four years, despite slow growth in average income
and stable income inequality.

3.5 Risks of a growing digital divide

Affordability challenges are not merely present where there is a cost barrier to
service adoption. Lovincome Canadians who are already subscribed to one or more
communications services may still confront affordability challenges.

However, studies show that thestaf communications services remains a key
barrier to the adoption of communications sendcasd broadband Internet in
particular. Therefore, if any affordability challenge is not addressed today, the digital
divide risks growing larger due to cdsiadng to expanding barriers to access to
higher quality services for lower inconmteuseholds Higher costs means more
limited access to the higheguality services that allow lowwcome people to
compete on more equal terms with those earning larger incdiregspears that as

the technology of communications service advances in Canada, service quality
improves and service providers tend to charge higher prices. For low income
households with limited prospects for income growth, higher prices mean more
limited access to leading edge service. As a result, they are often stuck with older
technology and potentially falling even further behind compared to those Canadian
households with higher incomes they are buying less of other essential goods and
services.



Low income remains one of the chief barriers to broadband adoption. A 2015 brief
from the U.S. Council of Economic Advisers found a strong positive association
between median income and Internet use, writing:

The most affluent [Public Use Microdatareas] generally have home

Internet adoption rates of 80 to 90 percent, while the PUMAs with the

lowest median incomes have adoption rates of around 50 percent.

Esti mates from a |inear regression suggest
household income issaociated with a 20.2 percentage point increase in the

expected rate of Internet adoption.

Figure 3-8. U.S. Correlation Between Income and Internet Use
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Source: Census, American Community Survey; CEA Calculations. Source: American Community Survey, Census

Source: Council of Economic Advisers, Figures 1 and 2

This does not necessarily mean that cotttesonly barrier to broadband adoption by
low-income users. However, in a 2015 Environics Research Group national survey
commissioned by PIAC 30% of Canadians said cost was still one of the main reasons
they did not have home Internet service.

®Council of Economic Advisers, fCMagqlefEwmmmithe Digital
Advisers Issue Briebnline: Whitehouse.gov
<https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/wh_digital divide issue_brief.adp. 2.



https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/wh_digital_divide_issue_brief.pdf

Figure 3-9. Reasons Why Canadians Do Not Have Home Internet

Poor quality of Internet serviceé

No high-speed Internet availableé: R hy C di
No Internet service available whereé €asons why Lanadians

No time | do not have Home Internet

Privacy and security concerns
Too old to learn how to use Internet |
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Dono6t know |
Cost
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Source: PIAC, Environics Research Group Survey on Telecom and Broadband Services (2015)

Similarly, a st uaddyo potne rfishor ocaadrbreti abqdad01ddount
and funded by the U.S. Nationalelecommunications and Information
Administration (NTIA) reported that while 62.7% of nadopting households
primarily faced norprice barriers to adoption, 37.3% were willing to adopt
broadband at a reasonable pfitén fact, the PEW Research Centers consistently
found that the cost is a key barrier, noting most recently that:

In some form, cost is the chiefason that neadopters citavhen permitted

to identify more than one reason they dot have a home higépeed
subscriptionOverall,66% of non-adopters point towaréither the monthly
service feeor the cost of the computer asbarrier to adoptionWhen
presented with a followap question asking them to identify the most
important reason thego not have a home broadband subscription; non
adopters are again more likely to cite thenthly cost of broadband service
than any other reasoh.é Many more noradopters in 2015 say that being
without broadband is a major hindrance in some way than said so in 2010.
As this view of theimportance ofa home higkspeed subscription has

% QOctavian Carare et arhe Willingness to Pay for Broadband of Nasopters in the U.S.: Estimates
froma Multi-State Surveyl8 November 2014), online: SSRN
<http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2325#G7. 10.

by


http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2375867

grown, so has the sense that the monthly fekeissticking point in having
home servicé!

Figure 3-10. Major Reason Ameicans Do Not Have Broadband Service

Therefore, the cost of broadbandost isthe major reason most people do
Interned and notably the monthly not have broadband connections
Subscription cost and its implications for%qfnon-broadbmzdusers who cite the following as their
. . most important reason for not having broadband
the affordability of broadband)remains service
one of the chief barriers to promoting
broadband adoption when subscription Moty
growth begins to plateau. Any suserptoncost Ry Cost
affordability challenge thus still has the woul
potential to slav and even hinder the Computer is — _
) ) . . too expensive KW Smartphone does the job
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. . L. L. «ls) Options outside the home
ultimately exacerbating the digital divide Service not available or sufficient
bet ween the fhatves® and i r@oMerason

14 None given/DK/Refused

Source: Survey conducted June 10-July 12, 2015. Sample size =
2,001

PEW RESEARCH CENTER

3.6  An affordability challenge has been identified and addressed in other
areas

Finally, many other sectors and isdictions currently are inquiring into the
importance of detailed studies of the affordability of essential services, including
communicationsand how to address the gaps

Many international jurisdictions particularly in Europe had, during the 1990s,
impl emented rules which created a basic
telephone for lowncome customers in response to the Universal Service

%7 John B. Horrigan & Maeve DuggaHpme Broadband 2015the share of Americans with
broadband at home has plateaued, and more rely only on their smartphones for online access
(December 2015), online: Pewlinternet.otgtg://www.pewinternet.org/files/2015/12/Broadband
adoptionfull.pdf> at pp. 1516. (Emphasis added)
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Directive®® These include the AABamdemdédret A8BATC Balsd
in the UK (which now also includes a broadband pack&be).

In 1985, the U.S. Federal Communications Commission createdfféfiae program
that currently provides $9.25 per month discount subsidy for landline telephone
service forlow-income customer§. The FCC estimated that there were 42 million
households in the U.S. eligible faifeline support in March 2014 Lifeline has
since been expanded to include wireless serviceaamelvly issued 2016 order now
modernizes and eapds the program to inae support for broadband serviCe.

Moreover, in Canada the Ontario Energy Board (OEB), on 1 January 2016, began
implementing theOntario Electricity Support Program (OESR) apply credits
(determined by a sliding scale) to theonthly household electricity bills of low
income customer&' In its 2014 report to the Minister of Energy, the OEB projected
that the OESP would benefit more than 500,000 housefilds.

8 DIRECTIVE 2009/136/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 25
November 2009 mendi ng Directive 2002/ 22/ EC omtouni ver sal s¢
electronic communications networks and services, Directive 2002/58/EC concerning the processing of

personal data and the protection of privacy in the electronic communications sector and Regulation

(EC) No 2006/2004 on cooperation between nationaharities responsible for the enforcement of

consumer protection laws

“AAbonnement Socialo, online: Orange
<http://boutique.orange.frfESHOP_mx_ft/?tp=F&ref=3610&IDCible=1&donnee_appel=&id=&type=

3>,

Nsee: BT, ABT Basic, o0 online: BTpl c
<http://www.btplc.com/Inclusion/ProductsAndServices/BTBasic/indexzhtatcessed 14 March
2016).

" Federal Communications Commissiémthe Matter of Lifeline and Link Up Reform and

Modernizaton, Telecommunications Carriers Eligible for Universal Service Support, Connect

America FundFCC 1571 at para. 1; and

Feder al Communications Commi ssiome, Chbhistuemerse PROgdJal
2016), online: FCC.gov https://www.fcc.gov/general/lifelinprogramlow-incomeconsumers.

2 |bid. at para. 111.

3 Federal Communications Commissitmthe Matter of Lifeline and Link Up Reform and

Modernization, Teleaomunications Carriers Eligible for Universal Service Support, Cnnect America

Fund: Third Report and Order, Further Report and Order, and Order on Reconsidert@in 16

38.

“Ontario Energy Board, fOntario ElestDiontyn8upport
OntarioElectricitySupport.cahttps://ontarioelectricitysupport.ca/FAJaccessed 14 March 2016).

> Ontario Energy BoardReport of the Board: Developing an Ontario Electricity Support Raog

(22 December 2014), online: Ontario Energy Board

<http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/oeb/ _DocumentsZbR 4

0227/Report_of théBoard Developing _an_OESP_20141222xpalf p. 14.
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These programs will be discussed in greater d@taiSection 6of this report.
However, these initiatives show that policy makers in other jurisdictions and
domestic sectors have already examined and identified in their areas a need to
provide assistance to leilmcome households to access important services.
Therefore it is timely that Canadian decisionakers too closely examine
affordability issues related to communications services.



4.  Why is the Affordability of C ommunications Services for
Low-Income Households Important?

4.1  Communications services have becomessential to the life of everyday
Canadians

The provision of communications services in Canada encompasses multiple service
providers, including telephone companies, cable system operators, Internet service
providers, wireless carriers, and satellite apars’® The evolution from the humble
telephone, which allowed communication over distance by voice, to the current day
variety of services took place over the course of roughly five decades. Whether it be
the introduction of facsimile service, the demenent of video conferencing;reail,

instant messaging, or web browsitige goal remains the same, communicating with
each other over distance.

Like communication services, the methods of provision has also evolved.
Transmission media has also expahdeom traditional copper wires to include
microwave, terrestrial wireless, satellite, hybrid fiber/coaxial cable, and broadband
fiber transport.’

In 2015, PIAC noted citizens need communication in order to participate fully in

society’® In fact, RAC contended communication is necessary for maintaining good

physical health and helps satisfy social needs, including pleasure, affection,

inclusion, relaxation and contr6l. Moreover, PIAC restated the 2003 United
Nations World Summit on the Informabn Soci ety decl aration tha
is a fundamental social process, a basic human need and the foundation of all social
organization. It is central to the Information Society. Everyone, everywhere should

have the opportunity to participate andoree should be excluded from the benefits

the Informati®n Society offers. o

® Lucky, R. and Jon Eisenberg, Editors. Renewing Telecommunications Research (National
Academic Press, 2006), <http://www.nap.edu/read/11711/chapter/3>. Page 4.

""Lucky, R. and Jon Eisenberg, Editors. Renewing Telecommunications Research (National
Academic Press, 2006), <http://www.nap.edu/read/11711/chapter/3>. Page 5.

8 Lawford, J. and Alysia LalNo Consumer Left Behind: A Canadian Affordability Framework for
consumer Services in a Digital A¢Reublic Interest Advocacy Centre, 2015). Page 4.

¥ Lawford, J. and Alysia LalNo Consumer Left Behind: A Canadian Affordability Framework for
consumer Services in a Digital A¢eublic Interest Advocacy Centre, 2015age 4. From Ronald B.
Adler & George Rodmarn)nderstanding Human Communicatjd@th ed. (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2006). Page-10.

8 Lawford, J. and Alysia LalNo Consumer Left Behind: A Canadian Affordability Framework for
consumer Servicesn i Digital Age(Public Interest Advocacy Centre, 2015). Page 4. From World



In a similar veinthe United NationsHumanRightsCouncil (UNHRC) passed aon
binding resolutionin July 2016 declaing public Internet accesshould not be
disrupted bygovernments or governmental agenéfeBoth UN declaratios appear
to stem from theUniversal Declaration of Human Righ{§ DHR), adopted by the
United Nations in 1948. Article 19 of the UDHR states:

AEveryone has the r i ghekpredsion; thgsrmgdom of opin
includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive

and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of
fronfliers. o

The notion individuals have t mationrandght to 0
ideas through any medi adntematipnal&€ovenantan be r e af
Civil and Political RightICCPR). The ICCPR was adopted by thaited Nations

General Assembly in December 1966 and came into force in March 1976. As of

March 216, the Covenant has been ratified by 168 state p&tthsicle 19 of the

ICCPR states:

1. Everyone shall have the right to hold opinievithout interference.

2. Everyone shall have the right to freedom of expression; this right shall
include freedom tcseek, receive and impart information and ideas of all
kinds, regardless of frontiers, either orally, in writing or in print, in the form
of art, or through any other media of his choice.

3. The exercise of the rights provided for in paragraph 2 of this et@&tries
with it special duties and responsibilities. It may therefore be subject to
certain restrictions, but these shall only be such as are provided by law and
are necessary:

a) For respect of the rights or reputations of others;

Summit on the Information Societieclaration of Principleg12 December 2003), Document
WSIS-03/GENEVA/DOC/4E, online: ITU at para. 4.
BVincent, James, fAWNscsordesmmuptiiminerarselteVargeman ri ght s
(July 4, 2016), <http://www.theverge.com/2016/7/4/120927484golutioncondemngisrupting
internetaccess>.
82 United Nations (UN)Universal Declaration of Human RightBecember 1948),
<http://www.un.org/en/universaleclaratiorhumanrights/>.
8 Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCH®&gtus of Ratification Interactive
Dashboard <http://indicators.ohchr.org/>.
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b) For the protection of nimnal security or of publiorder (ordre
public), or ofpublic health or moral&*

Thus, it is quite evident the United Nations believes the ability to communicate,
regardless of the medium employed, is a fundamental human right worthy of
enshrinement. Canada is aignatory to both the UDHR and the ICCPR, and the
freedom of expression is found among the fundamental freedoms listed under
Section 2 of the&Canadian Charter of Rights and FreedordssticePeter Coryonce

wrote that it "is difficult to imagie a guaranteed right more important to a
democrati® society. o

In Canada, the importance of communication services manifests itself in the
jurisdiction of the Canadian Raditelevision and Telecommunications
Commission (CRTC). The CRTC is dedicated elasuring that the needs and
interests of Canadians are at the centre of the communication services system and
committed to providing tools that help Canadians make informed decisions in the
marketplaceEarly in his mandate, CRTC Chairman J&aerre Blaisarticulated

this commitment, and his desire to improve upon previous outreach efforts:

fiMost important, we can do a better job of serving the public
interest by basing our regulatory framework on the outcomes
Canadians want and expect. We can ensure d@heytruly at the
centre of their communication systef.

The CRTC regularly holds public hearings, rodable discussions, informal

forums, and online discussion forums designed to gather Canadians' views about
broadcasting and telecommunications smsf’ The intent is to use this

information to serve the public intergsts indicated by the Chairman Jdgierre

Blais in 2013 when he noted we bel i eve one of the most
developing regulations is engaging the Canadian pubttein formulationo®®

The CRTC is of the opinion telecommunications play an important role in the lives
of all Canadians. Modern telecommunications enable Canadians to participate in

8 Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHRJ)ernaional Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights<http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/ccpr.aspx>.

8 Edmonton Journal v. Alberta (Attorney Geneffd989] 2 S.C.R. 1326, page 1336.

% Blais, JearPierre,Remarks tdhe annual workshop of the Comnity of Federal Regulators
(November 4, 2013) <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/com200/2013/s131104.htm>.

87 Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiébout Us
<http://lwww.crtc.gc.ca/eng/acrtc/acrtc.htm>.

8 Blais, JearPierre,Remarks tdheannual workshop of the Community of Federal Regulators
(November 4, 2013) <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/com200/2013/s131104.htm>.



todayodés digital economy and ©procare,de acces:

education, government, public safety, and banking serficadeanwhile,
Canadian television is there to serve our needs and interests and reflect the
circumstances and aspirations of Canadian men, women and chfldfér
CRTCO6s r ol RBroadcastthg Acis toimeke sure the Canadian television
system delivers compelling and diverse programming in an age of digital
technology marked by an abundance of channels autmand content:

4.2 Which communication services are essential?

The dictionary commonly describes the term essential as an adjective meaning
absolutely necessary or indispensable. PIAC contafidsommunications services
are essential for, at the minimum, the following reasons:

1 keep in touch with family and friend83%)
q ability to contact the emergency services (63%)
9 accesgo information, education and entertainment (55%)

These were the three reasons cited most often bynloeme survey respondents in a
survey commissioned by PIAC in December 2015, with the resspoated indicated

in parenthesi€’> The more challenging task is determinimiasich communication
servicesare essential. PIAC contends a case can be made for landline telephone,
mobile telephone, television and internet service to be considered essenti
dependhg on theneeds of the individual

Landline Telephone

For instance, a representative survey commissioned by the CRTC in early 2016
found 13% of respondents currently used a landline telephone service more than

8 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissibelecom Notice of Consultation
CRTC 2015134, <http://www.crtc.gaca/eng/archive/2015/201834.htm>.

% Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications CommissBrgadcasting Notice of Invitation
CRTC 2013663 <http://lwww.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/20363.htm>.

%1 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications iBmission,Broadcasting Notice of Invitation
CRTC 2013663 <http://lwww.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2013/20363.htm>.
2 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 5.



other telecommunication meth8dThe survey found landline telephone was relied
upon most by seniors (31%%).The notion older respondents depend on landline
service in comparison to others is consistent with additional research conducted in
Canada in 2015 and in the United Kingdam2014. PIAC conducted a survey of
low-income Canadians in December 2015 and found 40% of respondents aged 55
and over felt it was essential they had access to voice calls using a landliné€“phone.
Conversely, the same survey found 50% of respondgetsl@ to 34 do not have
landline phone service at all, compared to just 20% of those age 55 arid lovitre

UK, Ofcom conducted a study revealing landline telephone services were considered
essential by 61% of those surveyed aged 75 and above, conpgust 12% of 16

24 year olds”

The Ofcom study also found 22% of respondents reporting household incomes under

$40,000 also considered landline telephone services esSBmialAC6s 2015 sur ve
discovered 34% of Canadian respondents with household incomes of $30,000 or less

held a similar view of landline telephone servicés a result, there is evidence a

small but significant portion of the Canadian population would euthat landline

telephone service is essential to their daily activities.

Television

In 2015, PIAC founda 58% of low income survey respondents viewed paid

television as important, while 29% considered it essetfflah December 2013, the
CRTC,asparof its Letds Talk TV consultations, ¢
views on the television industry. The study found Canadians consider news programs

(local or national) and documentaries are thest important types of television

9 Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissioret 6s Tal k Broadband Fin
Report (March 18, 2016), Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.htmli>.

% Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissioet 6s Tal k Broadband Fin
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.5h#tp://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

% Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4B.

% Environics Affordability Survey. Question 10B.

“OfcomMobil e and internet seryJuy23 20w 6essentialoé to
<http://media.ofcom.org.ukews/2014/essenti@bmmsservices/>0Ofcomis the communications

industryregulatorin the UnitedKingdom.

%BOfcomMobil e and internet ser yJuy23 20w 6essentialoé to
% Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4B.

190 Environics Afordability Survey. Question 4M.



programming'** Moreover, the Canadian Media Guild fourdi% of Canadians still
watch a newscast on television always or sometififes.

PI ACOs 2015 survey provi des evidence a de
importance placed on paid television service by-ioeome Caadians was the age

of the respondent. Respondents aged 18 to 34 placed less emphasis on receiving paid

TV service than those age 35 or older, adithee below indicates:

Figure 4-1. Importance of Paid Television Service to Lowncome Survey
Respondents, by Age”®

70% -
0f -
% of 60% —] m181to 34
00 50%
Respondents m 35t0 54
40% 1 =
Who Thought ’ 55 and Over

Household 30% +
Expenditure

Was 20%
Important 10% -+

O% -\C T T T 1
Paid TV Servict

The figure suggests a majority of respondents over the age dfeB8&ve thatpaid
television is important, compared to 38% of respondents age 35 and under. In fact,
thesurvey found 48% of respondents age 18 to 34 do not have paid television service
at all, compared to just 20% of those age 55 and B¢er.

101 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k TV: Quantitat
Research Repof(April 24, 2014),
<http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/reports/rp140424.htm#t3>. Lasas programs were
important to 81% of respondents, followed by national news (78%) and documentaries (72%).
192 canadian Media Guildlements of a Healthy Canadian television System on Our Public
Airwaves (Submission to CRTC: Broadcasting Notice of Consultation 2@0), (June 2, 2014), p.
13. <http://www.cmg.ca/en/wpontent/uploads/2014/07/ENGLISBOCUMENT-FINAL -CMG-
SubmissioriCRTCG2014190-CANADIAN -TV-June27-2014.pdf>.
193 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4M. Response rates indicate how many respondents
indicatedpaid el evi si on service was either fAessential to me
194 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 10F.
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Another indicationof the waningimportance of paid television service in Canada is

when lowincome survey respalents face financial difficulty, they tend to cut paid
television service before other communicat.
respondents who canceled a communication service in order to afford the rest of their
communications bills chose pai/ as the service to cdf®

However, there is another method to access television service in Qanadathe

air transmission. According to the CRTGOyertheair transmission provides a
widely available and affordable choice for Canadians wiskingccess local and

other television programming® Overtheair signals are widely available to
Canadians: 97% of the population live within range of a transnifttémecdotally,
Canadians living in the Vancouver area have access to more than 10 channels while
residents of Southern Ontario potentially have access to more than 25 channels using
overthe-air signals:®® Numeris estimates 8.1% of Canadians have chtisencess
television service through over the air signdfsin 2015, PIAC found30% of low

income survey respondents viewed over the air television as important, while 12%
considered it essential’ Unlike paid TV service, there was no significahinge in

the response rate based on age. This evidence is seemingly corroborated by the
CRTC when it noted in Badcasting Regulatory Policy 2023

An overwhelming number of Canadians who commented on the topic of
overtheair television viewed the alfiy to receive television programs
inexpensively over the air as important and valuable.

105 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 167% of respondents age 18 to 34 canceled paid TV

service first, as well as 59% of respondents over age 55. However, the question was only applicable to
11.2% of survey respondents. As a result, PIAC questions the reliability of the survey results to this
guestion when broken into age categories.
198 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications CommissBroadcasting Regulatory Policy
CRTC 201824, (January 29, 2015). <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2015/2@1gm>.
197 Canadian Raditelevision ad telecommunications Commissidroadcasting Regulatory Policy
CRTC 201824, (January 29, 2015). <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2015/2@1gm>.
3 0ver the Air ChannSabeandReplaycqthancouver Area, O
<http://overtheair.saveandreplay.com/OTA_Channels Vancouver.8sg also Adam Mayers,
ALi ke t he-thealiera ©VY? oWereds h o woranto §ter(Febrgasyidn g : Mayers, o
2015), <https://www.thestar.com/business/personal_finance/2015/02/a@hAildeaof-overthe-air-
tv-hereshow-to-getgoing-mayers.htmi>.
199 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications CommissBrgadcasting Regulatory Policy
CRTC 201824, (January29, 2015). <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2015/2Q45tm>.
10 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4L.
11 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications CommissBrgadcasting Regulatory Policy
CRTC 201824, (January 29, 2015). <http://www.cryc.ca/eng/archive/2015/20P8.htm>.
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Clearly, there remains a subset of the Canadian population holding the view the
provision of television remains an essential service. While the exact number of
Canadians holding this view may be difficult to determine, the evidence gathered by
PIAC indicates it may decline in the coming years.

Mobile Phone

A CRTC-commissioned representative survéy its recent review onbasic
telecommunications serviceaggested 27% of respondents currently used a mobile
phone more than other telecommunication sen/itedn addition, 37% of
respondents expected to use their mobile phone more than home telephone or home
internet service 5 years from ndW The surey also indicated that of those
respondents who had home phones, home internet and mobile phones, 30% relied on
their mobile phone the most, and 44% of those respondents feel they will rely most
on their mobile phone 5 years from nott.

InP 1 A C 6 sy oklamingome Canadians in December 2015, 25% of respondents
felt mobile phone service was extremely important to them, and another 19% felt
mobile service was importaht> As PIAC found with television, age of respondent
appeared to be determinirg factor on the level of importance placed on mobile
phone service. For instance, 64% of respondents aged 18 to 34 felt mobile phone
service was important or extremely important to them, compared to 44% of
respondents aged 35 to 54 and 37% of those age &@8er'® Moreoverthe survey

found only 16% of respondents age 18 to 34 did not have a mobile phone, compared
to 37% of those age 55 and ovéf.

Certainly, part of the appeal of mobile phones is their versatility. WPI&C
surveyed lowincome Caadians, they were asked how important it was to access to

a series of 15 communications services or devices. Of these, 7 were accessible via a
mobile phone:

12 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

113 Canadian Raditelevision and telesomunications Commissioh,et 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

14 Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2015 Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.htmi>.

15 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 3E.

118 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 3 Summary Table.

117 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 10A.
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Figure 4-2. Importance Placed on Services Accessible by Mobile Phone by Lew
Income Survey Respondnts

Respondents
, Respondents| Respondents
Il A
Service Overal Aged 18 to 34| Aged 35 to 54 ged 55 and
Over
Sending and receiving text 49% 78% 54% 37%
messages
Voice calls using mobile 46% 66% 49% 38%
phone
Sending and receiving 38% 62% 43% 27%

instant messages

Internet in public places 36% 67% 38% 24%

Wireless data for mobile

31% 64% 34% 17%
phone or smartphone
Onllhe video streaming 20% 520 31% 20%
service
Online audio streaming
: 24% 39% 27% 16%
service

Generally, between orguarter andonehalf of low-income survey respondents
found each of the services listed as important, as indicated by the figures in-far left
hand column of the table abo¥®¥.However, across the board respondents age 18 to
34 placed a greater emphasis on the services listedathers, and usually by a wide

margin*®

PI ACbs survey also generated evidence sugge
the emphasis placed on a communications service bynlcomne respondents. For

instance, 37% of respondents from housdhovith four or more members felt

wireless data for a mobile phone was esseffidtor singleperson households, this

figure was just 9%%! In addition, half of respondents in households of four or more

people feltsending and receiving text messagas not just important, but essential,

compared to a quarter of respondents living in one omp®yeon households?

18 Environics Affordability SurveyQuestion 4 Summary Table.
M9 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4 Summary Table.
120 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4G.

2L Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4G.

122 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4.
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The importance lovincome survey respondents placed on instant messaging tells a
similar story. Fiftytwo percent of respondentsoim 3-person households and 60%
from households of four or more people indicated instant messaging was important
or essential?® Only 33% of respondents from singlerson households held a
similar view!?* From this data, it certainly appears the @agis placed on specific
services associated with a mobile phone change as a family grows in size.

The data collected from consumers by the CRTC and PIAC indicated there is a
significant number of Canadians who feel their mobile phone service is elssentia
Evidence suggests a greater emphasis is placed on mobile phone service among
Canadians age 18 to 34 as well as those in households with 3 or more members. The
evidence also implies the number of Canadians who feel mobile phone service is
essential wiligrow over the next five years.

Home Internet

An Ipsos syndicated study released in December 2015 suggested 91% of Canadians
have access or subscribed to the internet at Hétidnle CRTC survey conductetbr

the basic telecommunications serviaeview suggested homenternet is king when
compared to other communications services. Almost 6 in 10 respondents (59%) in a
representative survey currently usettiome hternet more than other
telecommunication servicé® However, only 48% of survey respondeexpect they

will use home internet most often in five yedfs.

PI AC6s s ur-inceme Canadians downd 77% of respondents feel home
internet is important or essenfiamore than any other communications servige.

In addition, more respondenitsdicated home internet was important or essential
than health care (76%), transportation (62%) or clothing (56%nly food and
housing were cited more of often as important common household expenses.

123 Environics Affordabilty Survey. Question 4J.

124 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4J.

125 |psos, One in Ten (9%}anadians Do Not Have Internet Access at Hobecember 11, 2015,
<http://lwww.ipsosna.com/newspolls/pressrelease.aspx?id=7086>.

126 Canadian Raditelevision ad telecommunications Commissidne t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

127 Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.5, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

128 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 3 Summary Table.

129 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 3 Summary Table.

m
—



The notion that internet service is essensialot limited to Canadan January 2015,
U.S. President Barack Obama statdayday, highspeed broadband is not a luxury,
its a necessity® Moreover, in September 2015Facebook CEO Mark
Zuckerbergralled internet accesa basic human right, likaccess to health care or
water" in an address to the United Nations General Asserfily.

When PIAC asked low ncome consumers fAHow i mportant |
that you have access to each of the foll ow
internet from a fixed connection at home was cited far more (84%) than any other
communications service or device listéd There was no discernible difference in

response rate based on the age of the respondent. However, there was a noticeable
difference in households with 4 or more people. Only 65% of respondents from these

larger households felt a home internet connection was important or esSéntial.

Interestingly, this corresponded with a greater importance placed on wireless data for

a mobile plone (54%) when compared to smaller family siZést certainly appears

possible that some survey respondents were turning to their mobile device to access

the internet in largehouseholdsAlternatively, it is possible some leimcome

households viewhe two services as substitutes. Under these circumstances, mobile

service may either be cheaper or provides greater family safety and security. The key

is that larger lower income households may be forced to see the two communication

services as substiteg and to make choices that Canadian households earning larger

incomes do not have to make.

A Mapping the, oDiQounaci |DdvidorsiEsueBrig{luly 2015) p. 1,
<https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/wh_digital_divide_issue_brief.pdf>.

BlHempel, J. fZuckerbrg to the WielSeptenbares, | nternet Be
2015, <http://www.wired.com/2015/09/Zerbergto-un-internetbelongsto-everyone/>.

132 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4 Summary Table.

133 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4 Summary Table.

134 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 4 Summary Table.
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4.3  Relationship between communication services in Canad&®

PIAC suggests there is an interdependent relationship between four basic
communications servicesinder the purview of the CRTC television home
telephone, wireless telephone and internet service. For instance, in order for many
Canadians to obtain broadband service at home, they mustausthome telephone

or cable television servic& hey thenused thoseinderlying networks as a conduit.
However, once Canadians obtain broadband service at a sufficient speed, they can
theoretically obtain the other three services using that platfAnguably, as the
deployment of broadband continues to evolvdais the ability to steadily encroach

on the positioning and market share enjoyed by wireline, broadcasting and wireless
services. Thisencroachment has most recently manddstself by the growing
popularity of applications such as Voice over Interigbtocol and Over the Top
technology.

Initially, from a relationship perspective, wireless service overlapped haithe
telephoneservice. However, the introduction of smartphone technology and the
capacity to access broadband services has altered thienshgp between wireless
service and broadcasting, wireline and broadband in Canada. Now wirelessiservice
able toharness the other three communications services offered to Canadians from
the palm of their collective hands. However, irgchpin allowng wireless service

to obtain thissnhanced position in relation to broadcasting and wireline senvice is

use of wirelessroadband data.

As a result, from the consumer perspective, if you have broadband access at a
sufficient download and upload cajfigicyou can practically mimic services such as
home telephone and television. A similar argument can be made for wireless service
with a smartphone, if a consumer can afford wireless mobile data charges.

This discussion has resulted in PIAC developing following diagram to display
interdependent relationship occurring between wireline, broadcasting, wireless and
broadband services Canada:

135p|AC initially used thislescription of the relationship between communications services as part of
the initial intervention of the Affordable Access Coalition during CTRC proceeding reviewing basic
telecommunications services. Source: Affordable Access CoaliteacomNotice d Consultation

CRTC 2015134, paras. 25262,
<https://services.crtc.gc.ca/Publ/ListelnterventionList/Documents.aspx?1D=224017&en=2015
134&dt=i&lang=e&S=C&PA=t&PT=nc&PST=a>.
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Figure 4-3. The interdependent relationship of communication services in
Canada

Therefore, PIAC contenddroadband is a basic telecommunications service
necessary for Canadians to be able to meaningfully participate in the digital
economy. Access to the Internet at a sufficient speed is increasingly becoming the tie
that binds the other communications sersidepicted above?lAC suggests this is
partially the reaso89% of survey respondents to the CRTC said they currently used
home internet more than other telecommunication service, and why 77T8w-of
income respondents surveyed for PIAC feel home intésnetportant or essential.

However, from the evidence gathered, a portrait emerges indicating that each of the
four communications services examined is essential for a significant portion of the
Canadian population. There is also evidence the importplaoed on a specific
communications service will shift going forward. It is apparent broadband and
wireless service are collectively increasing in importance to Canadians at the
expense of home telephone and paid television service.

4.4  Why is home Internet the current king of communications services in
Canada?

AUnl i ke any other medium, the I nternet enab
and impart information and ideas of all kinds instantaneously and

inexpensively across national borders. Bytlyasxpanding the capacity of

individuals to enjoy their right to freedom of opinion and expression, which

m



i s an fAenablero of ot her human rights, t he
and political development, and contributes to the progress of humarskind a
a whole. o

NnGi ven that the I nternet has become an i nd
range of human rights, combating inequality, and accelerating development

and human progress, ensuring universal access to the Internet should be a

priority for all Stats. Each State should thus develop a concrete and

effective policy, in consultation with individuals from all sections of society,

including the private sector and relevant Government ministries, to make the

Internet widely available, accessible and affbtdato all segments of

popul ation. 0o

-Excerpts from théJnited Nations Report of the Special Rapporteur
on the promotion and protection of the right to freedom of opinion
and expressignMay 2011).

The notion that unrestricted internet access is a modamai right may remain in
debate. However 2014survey ofover 23,000nternet users in 24 countries found
83% of them believe affordable access to the internet should be a basic human
right.**® This follows a 2010 survey commissioned by the British aBimasting
Corporation (BBC) of more than 27,000 adults in 26 countries that found four in five
adults (79%) regard internet access as their fundamental right, while 87% of internet

users felt internet access shoulld be #fthe
Moreover, here is no doubt that access to the internet is critically important to
participate fully in todayodés worl d. It t al

access than to live with it.

For instance,Tim BernersLeg inventor of the Worldwide Web, contend$it's
possible to live without the Web. It's not possible to live without water. But if you've
got water, then the difference between somebody who is connected to the Web and is

136 Ipsos 83% of Global Internet Users Believe Affordable Access to the InternatdShe a Basic
Human RightNovember 24, 2014, <http://www.ipsaga.com/news
polls/pressrelease.aspx?id=6683>.

137 British Broadcasting Corporatiof BBC) , fAl nternet Access is a Fundame,]
2010), <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/technology/854B8%8m>.
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part of the information society, and someone who (is ofrowing bigger and
bigger."*3®

This gulf will continue to widen as internet acceésencreasingly required to win and
perform jobs, gather news, participate in politics, receive education, connect with
healthcare systems, and engagéasic finaial services™ It is reflected by many
countries assartg the right to internet access their constitutionslegal codes, or
through judicial rulings®*® In the United States, for example, the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC), under eecommunications Act of 1996
isrequirel to "encourage the deployment on a reasonable and timely basis of
advanced telecommunications capability to all Americans” by impleméluriug

cap regulation, regulatory forbearance, measures that promote tdmmpia the

local telecommunications market, or other regulating methods that remove barriers to
infrastructure investment* The FCC is required to determina a regular basis
whether broadband is being extended to all Americans "in a reasondblinaty
fashion" and must "take immediate action to accelerate deployment" if it finds this
isn't happeningd??

What about Canada?

In contrast to the United States, in Canada there is no comprehensive plan to ensure
broadband access is being extenttedll Canadiansin a reasonable and timely
fashion" The regulator, the CRTC, wurrently considering proposals to subsidize
broadband access and affordabifityhowever, there are scoping issues that have
appeared in its study (such as adoption gredamount of potential subsidy being

1385 od ki n, J. il nternet access finot a necessity or h
2015)ARS technica<http://arstechnica.com/business/2015/06/inteaceessnot-a-necessityor-
humanright-saysfcc-republican/>.

YRothkopfnr edst riilcst éJd | nternet Access a Modern Human
Foreign Policy <http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/02/02/unrestrictedernetaccesshumanrights

technologyconstitution®

“Rothkopf, D. fAls Unrestricted Internet Access a Mo
Rica, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, and Spain as jurisdictions where the activity has occurred.
“Brodkin, J. Alnternet access fAinot a necessity or h

2015)ARS technica<http://arstechnia.com/business/2015/06/interraticesaot-a-necessityor-
humanright-saysfcc-republicant. See alsdelecommunications Act of 1998ub. L. No. 104104, §
706(a), 110 Stat. 56, 153.

“2Brodkin, J. Alnternet accessCiAiRepubl heaassity or h
143 5ee: Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 2aB8, Review of basic telecommunications

services
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http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/02/02/unrestricted-internet-access-human-rights-technology-constitution/
http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/02/02/unrestricted-internet-access-human-rights-technology-constitution/
http://arstechnica.com/business/2015/06/internet-access-not-a-necessity-or-human-right-says-fcc-republican/
http://arstechnica.com/business/2015/06/internet-access-not-a-necessity-or-human-right-says-fcc-republican/

inadequate t@nsure true access across Canada and true affordability) and therefore
it appears that the regulator cannot do it*&liThere isclear evidencefrom that
hearing, howeverthat competition is not emgh to keep the price of broadband
access low or to incentivize the provision of broadband service to all Candflians.

Meanwhile, evidence abounds that Canadians enjoy home internet service and are
using it to supplant other forms of communications dosuite of tasks. Rogers
Communications, in its feedback on this study, stated that:

€ broadband Internet service is a basic telecom service that sheuld
available to all Canadians. Canadians use this service to access countless
servicesincluding government and health services, educational services,
business services aedtertainment services.

Other stakeholders interviewduad similar findings. York University Prof. Les
Jacobsreported thamost respondents ihis study on how lowincome Canadian

use legal information report using the internet from home as opposed to a public or
community space such as a librabyniversity of Toronto PhD Candidate Michel
Mersereaudof2@lNadtiwekey Menbdés Resi dence
internet serices were a significant social and economic resource for shelter
residents:

Participants described the challenges of searching for, and securing
employment with limited or intermittent access to the internet or a mobile
phone, with several noting that resling to employers is often a time
sensitive matter. As many shelter residents had migrated from remote, First
Nations communities, maintaining connections to family and friends
through social media serves an important role in their personal recovery
efforts. Affordability and accessibility limitations force many of these
individuals to rely on the limited public access terminals provided by the
shelter, or on other external resources such as the public library.

144 CRTC, Transcript of ProceedingTelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 18,
2016), paras. 7568617.

145 CRTC, Transcript of Proceging, Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 11,
2016), paras. 89, 92, 14D7, 233, 1213218.See also CRTClranscript of Proceedinglelecom
Notice of Consultation CRTC 201834 (April 12, 2016), paras. 299%97, CRTC,Transcript of
Proceeding Telecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 13, 2016), para. 3683, CRTC,
Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14, 2016), paras.
5007, 50265027, 5060, 5285290, and CRTCTranscript of Proceedimp Telecom Notice of
Consultation CRTC 201534 (April 15, 2016), paras. 69&935.



Below, PIAC will describe the following uses for home internet service that have
been cited by Canadians in various studies in the recent past:

Shift in the Provision of Government Services
Shift in the Provision of Financial Services
Need for EducationdPursuits

Employment Opportunities

Pursue Business Opportunities

Connecting withFamily andFriends

= =4 =4 4 A -4

Shift in the Provision of Government Services

An increased emphasis has been placed on the internet as a source of information
and an avenue to obtagovenment and other publiservices. For instance, a
multitude of services from all levels of government are now available to be accessed
online. In fact, online government services have been so popular in many Canadian
jurisdictions that a number of Canadiaieel isolated from these necessary services
without internet access. Recentigembers 0ACORN (Association of Community
Organizations for Reform NowCanada appeared before the CRTC to present their
views on the affordability of internet services. Hame a few of their comments
related to the proliferation of government services online:

ifiThe internet al so helps me to check the s
(Employment Insurance) and plan my budget. Otherwise | would have to

walk to the employmententre, which is 20 to 30 minutes away since now |

canot afford a bus pass | have to walk the
progress and changes to my file or makes on my claim online and | really

enjoy doing that. And | really need to have internettbdoi ngs i ke that . o

(T. Ford, Ontario)

Ailn terms of transportation, my only form o
transit. Having access to the internet allows me to easily plan my bus trips
S0 [ can attend doctor sé sepiped,i nt ment s, g €

8CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,

2016), paras. 5815816.
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participate in power chair sports, socialize, and fully participate in
organization¥ | ike ACORN. ®

(B. Cameron, Ottawa)

il need affordable internet because when |
immigrant, | had challenges and | still have chalks because all

application forms are being done online, and being online, so that's an

internet issue. And for that, (inaudible) a need to pay more money for you to

stay connected. So anytime | go to CIC office, I'm given a website, then I'm

told, "Okay,go online, go on this website and then open up the application,

fill them out online.”

And also El, Employment Insurance is done online. As an immigrant, | need

a job and all the jobs, you are given websites. You go to a job office where

they tell you, "Olay." They give you a list of all the companies who need

j obs, contracts, and al |l t hat is done onlir

really you™an't survive.o

(P. Ahpuma, Calgary)

il have very l'imited |job opportunities an:
information; knowing tenants rights; what qualifications are required,;

searching various areas of availabilitythis is difficult as newspapers offer

very little -- and any lowincome housing, if any; also government services;

accessing various medicahformation, new breakthroughs; government

forms and different programs offered to assist me in helping my

di sab®lity. o

(L. Tetlock, New Westminster, BC)

In their comments, ACORN members mentioned services delivered by municipal,
provincial and federal governments. In factnteractive voice respong®/R)

systems operated by government agencies and departments routinely advise callers
to seek further information from various websites. Statistics Canada data indicates

147 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of @nsultation CRTC 201334 (April 14,
2016), para. 5798.

148 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,
2016), paras. 5988983.
149 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14,

2016), para. 6059.
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that over 60% of Canadians1 i2010 and 2012 interacted with government
websites:>°

I n Pl ACO0s own recent interaction with a f
attempting to submit a complaint to the agency without employing a method

facilitated by the internet was now the extie, rather than the rufe* Government

forms, information on your rights, applications procesaktsare easily accessible

online but may require additional (and sometimes exceptional) effort to access via

other methods, such as by phone, in persdayonail going forward

This shift was acknowledged by the CRTC Chairperson during the same CRTC
proceeding where ACORN members presented their views. On April 16, 2016,
Chairman Blais noted:

Individual Canadians came to testify that they did not chooteceolife

in poverty or challenged by physical or mental disabilities. Yet
governments at all levels have chosen to ask these citizens to seek
government services through digital platforms myself witnessed
departments propose cestving business caseile | was at Treasury
BoardSecretariat, premised on shifting citizenshipitizen engagement

from physical offices and telephone contacts to online. This has had
consequence$/ulnerable individuals burdened by social and economic
insecurity came tdestify that the calculation for the level of social
assistance available from governance does not take into consideration the
cost of connectivity that is nevertheless essential to schedule medical
appointments, ensure success in school for their chijldiailitate
searching for a job, and to do many of the online activities many of the
rest of us take for grantécf

statistics Canada, fOnl i nerhedaily (Amiil2,208¥, from any | oc
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daiyuotidien/111012/t111012a8hg.htm>. See alsd’ Statistics

Canada, AOnl i ne ac t2i0vliZhe Daily (Ottober28, 2003y, | ocat i on,
<http://lwww.statcan.gc.ca/daityuotidien/131028/t131028a0&hg.htm>.

151 p|AC recently sought information from the Canadian Transportation Agency regarding a potential
mobility-based transport complaint. PIAC inquired if such a complaint could be submitted by mail. It

took multiple contacts with the agency to confirm submissip mail was possible. Meanwhile, the

agency has a mobility complaiimttake mechanism on its website.

152 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedingrelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 18,

2016), paras. 7568570.



Shift in the Provision dfinancial Services

According to the 201BMO Mobile Banking Surveythe most popular methods of
banking remain inperson or at an ATM (95%"% However, in July 2015, the
Canadian Bankers Association statkd Internet is now the mameans of banking

for 55% of Canadians, and use of the Internet as the primary banking choice is
increasing among all ageayps™>* Further, the Association not@®%of Canadians

say innovations have made banking more convenient, enabling them to bank
virtually whenever and wherever it suits th&mThis data is supported by Statistics
Canada figures estimating 68% odri@adians conducted electronic banking activities

in 2010. This figure grew to 72% in 201%.

A

|l tds clear from some comments made by ACOF
April 2016 a portion of Canadians depend upon online banking services:

fi | + thescat is outrageous. Something's got to be done. It's just banking

like, | would have to walk to the bank if | couldn't do online banking to pay

my bills. | have a broken back. It's not really comfortable walking for a mile
downtheroadtogoandpayaldi t hat takes®10 seconds onlin

(R. Liever, Toronto)

AAnd we <canot really ignore this because e
need to buy a car? Go online. You need to sell a car? Take pictures and put

it online. You need to access anything? Jusbugline. That means if you

dondt have internet yofi candt be able to do

(P. Ahpuma, Calgary)

133 Bank of Montreal BMO MobileBanking Survey(September 17, 2013),
<https://newsroom.bmo.com/presdeases/bmaonobile-bankingsurvey70-percentof-canadiartsx-
bmo-201309170898511001>.

154 canadian Bankers Associatidiow Canadians BanKJuly 29, 2015).
<http://www.cba.ca/en/mediaom/50backgrounderen-bankingissues/128echnologyand

banking>.

1%5 canadian Bankers Associatidfiow Canadians BanKJuly 29, 2015).
<http://www.cba.ca/en/mediaom/50backgroundereon-bankingissues/128echnologyand

banking>.

st atistiOsl iCamaaat i Vii t i es TheDaily(Aprihl2, 201d)c at i on, 2010,
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daiyuotidien/111012/t111012aéhg.htm>. See alsd® Statistics

Canada, AOnl i ne act i viTheDaily (Ottober28, 2003y, | ocati on, 2012, ¢
<http:/Mww.statcan.gc.ca/dalguotidien/131028/t131028a0&hg.htm>.

157 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,

2016), para. 5853.

138 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (Apri 14,

2016), para. 5991.



These comments reflect a 2015 study by Accenture suggesting 46% of Canadian
survey respondents preferred banking online to banking at brafi¢hEse same

study revealed 37% of Canadian consuniskeve online is the most important
channel for banks to invest in over the next five years, followed-byanch (17%)

and mobile (15%ghannels® Clearly, a significant number of Canadians apptecia

the convenience of online banking.

Canadian financial institutioregppear to be&sing the popularity of online bankimg

part to justify the removal of branches, especially in rural locations. As early as
20022003, the growingtrend towards electronitransactions may have been
influencing branch closures. Accordindnnovation, Science and Economic
Development (ISED) Canada and the FCAC, that yeark8@ch closure notices
were filed (required and voluntary), 2&8mplaints concerning bank closuresrave
received and 13@quests for public meetings were processed relating to the closure
of 23branches® In 2013, the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA)
noted ece 1990, there has been a decbhenore than 1,700ankbranches, a 22%
drop.*®?In 2012, the Credit Union Central of Canada reported that credit unions were
the only financial institution in 380 communiti€8.The Desjardins Group noted in
2013 that caisses populaires are the only financial institution in 388 towns and
villages in Quebeddowever,the total number of credit union and caisse locations
dropped from 3,603 in 2002 to 3,117 in 2012, a decline of 13%%

Speaking at a conference in 2015, Bank of Nova Scotia CEO Brian Porter
c o mme n thee aleragefiScotiabank stamer visits the branch once every two
months and accesses the Internet banking platform twice a month. Traffic is
accelerating in the mobile banking application that clients now access an average 18

“Harris,ByRe,Bfi@&yehes? More Canadi anMarketngf er Banking
(May 5, 2015), <http://www.marketingmag.ca/consumer/byebrancheanorecanadiangrefer
bankingonline-survey145287>.

Harri seByRe ,Bfi&8lyches? More Canadi anMarketngf er Banking
(May 5, 2015), <http://www.marketingmag.ca/consumer/byebranchesnorecanadiangrefer
bankingonline-survey145287>.

161 FCAC, Financial Consumer Agency of Canada. 2@0thual Rport20022003 See alsdnnovation,

Science and Economic Devel opment Can aCdrssymeri Consumer s an
Trends Report<https://www.ic.gc.caleic/site/oda.nsf/eng/ca02096.html#fnb105>.

182 Anderson, JWhy Canada Needs Postal Bamk Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives

(October 2013), p. 5.

183 Anderson, JWhy Canada Needs Postal Banki@anadian Centre for Policy Alternatives

(October 2013), p. 5.

184 Anderson, JWhy Canada Needs Postal Bankif@nadian Centre for Policy #&Fnatives

(October 2013), p. 5.



times a month. That amount of activity has the potemtiancrease, over the next
four months, to an average of once a dy.

Financial institutions deciding to remove branch locations from rural areas are
dependent upon online connections in order to retain banking customers in these
communities. For istance, when commenting on the announced closure of the only

bank branch in the community of Chipman, NB (population: 1,200) in February

2016, Scotiabank wtedit will work with customers to transfer, and also encourage

customers to sign up for online amg.'®® A TD spokesperson, commenting the

closure of the only bank branch in the community of MacTier, ON (population:

2,500), contended) Cust omer needs are changing and C
choosing to take advantage of convenient mobile, olime ATM options for their

day-to-day banking activities Ironically, when MacTier, ONcustomersrequested

the installation oin ATM, aTD respondedit her e i s not a business
instal® ation. o

When the last bank branch closes in a community, consumers are left with a stark
choice between banking online, going to the nearest community with a brick and
mortar branch, or becoming underbanked.

®0dHara, C., fiSmall Towns to see GlobhaandMaj Cl osi ngs, S
June 11, 2015, <http://www.theglobeandmail.com/repatbusiness/scotiabardyeingsmalttown-
branchclosuresceosays/article2426205/>.

186 CTV Atlantic, Closure of N.B. Banks Affecting Rural Communjtie=bruary 27, 2016,
<http://atlantic.ctvnews.ca/closutd-localn-b-banksaffectingrurakcommunities1.2795584>.
¥Ballingall, A., fMuskok a Tofontw®tayBeeember 18,2016.se i ts Onl y
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Need for Educational Pursuits

According to Statistis Canadan 2005, over 40% of Canadians used the Internet for
education, training or school work and nearly 80% of all full and-fpag students
reported going online for education, training or school w6tBy 2013, virtually all

school age childrein Canada had online access outside of school, according to a
MediaSmarts survey of over 5,000 students in Grades 4 throulffi Bast forward

to 2015, and a study of 4,043 Canadian teachers in grades K to 12 reveals the
following:

1 97% say their sclad has provided them with some kind of networked
devices in the classroom
1 59% report students are allowed to bring their own networked device to the
classroom
T 79% agree Anetworked devices make it eas
f Over 70% report their studes access lesson content via online vidébs.

There is evidence of a substantial need for students to access the internet for
educational reasons, regardless of age 2013 MediaSmarts survey pointed out
that 6% of schoeage children depended uplaeal libraries and community centres

to connect to the internét! Moreover, 35% of the lovincome home internet users
PIAC surveyed in 2015 noted they could either not afford or barely afford internet
access, regardless of household &fZdt certinly appears there is unrelenting
pressure for Canadian parents to provide internet access for educational purposes.
This is reflected in a few of the comments made by ACORN members before the
CRTC in April 2016:

168 statistics Canaddnternet use by Individuals, by Type of ActiviBANSIM Table 3580130, May
10, 2010, <http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tablableaux/sursom/I01/cst01/comm?29ang.htm>. See also
L. McKeown and Cathy Underhil Learning online: Factors associated with use of the Internet for
educat i onStaistias SamaddgGctolier 30, 2007),http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/8iD4
x/2007004/1037&ng.htrr».

%9 MediaSmartsYoung Canadians in a Wired World, Phase llI: Life Onl2@14, pp. 12,
<http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/diasmarts/files/pdfs/publicatien
report/full/’YCWWIII_Life_Online_FullReport 2.pd.

"MediaSmartsConnected to Learn: Teachero6s Experiences wi
Classroom 2016.<http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/mediasmarts/files/publication
report/summary/ycwwiii_connected_to learnpdf

" MediaSmartsYoung Canadians in a Wired World, Phase IlI: Life Onli2@14, p. 2.

172 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 8D.



http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/81-004-x/2007004/10375-eng.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/81-004-x/2007004/10375-eng.htm
http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/mediasmarts/files/pdfs/publication-report/full/YCWWIII_Life_Online_FullReport_2.pdf
http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/mediasmarts/files/pdfs/publication-report/full/YCWWIII_Life_Online_FullReport_2.pdf
http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/mediasmarts/files/publication-report/summary/ycwwiii_connected_to_learn.pdf
http://mediasmarts.ca/sites/mediasmarts/files/publication-report/summary/ycwwiii_connected_to_learn.pdf

Al am a singl e pasgwhonaseneednhd interneheye t wo boy
are looking for jobs and registering for college courses. They also need to

continue to upgrade their computer skills at home to be successful in the

worl dé.

If I cannot find work | will go back to school and upgrade kjlsand still

| need the internet to succeed. And | i ke, [
hindering me. | f I dondét have internet | ca
really, really hard. The internet, lastly, allows me to stay connected to news

and dvic events since | cannot afford cable or basic information

networks!'’®

(T. Ford, Ontario)

AwWhy dondét | | et you know why | think inter
single father as well; |l 6ve raised my son h
on e 6 s had teachers where heods had to hand
because itds emailed in. So if we didnot

woul dnot be possible. Hebs now 20 years ol
University. He HKad to do that online.od

(R. Liever, Toronto)

nAl so, when my <children had school assignm
their research at a | ibrary because even th
afford internet because | had children to feed, you know? So they had to go

tothe libraryad wait for a computer, because, you
computers in a library, in order to do their homework sometimes for the next

day”™ o

(C. HollandDowning, Halifax)

il am on fixed income. I am a senior. It [
high-speed internet that | have. | have had times where | haven't had internet

and it was a big hardship on my children. When they go to the library, like

you say you have to wait when you get the computer. You are only allowed

to have one hour and you can'tasanything from the computer. You can't

- you just have to quickly look through and try to do your homework.

13 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,
2016), paras. 5811, 5856818.

174 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,
2016), paras. 5845846.

15 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14,

2016), para. 6000.
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Sometimes | didn't want to send my kids in the datkhave mobility issues

-- to take a bus to go to the library and then to come back. tt'saf@ So |

got -- you know, | do have the internet now and my children are really
happy because as soon as they come home they are on the internet. They do
all their projects, all their research and they use it for entertainment as a

si d&. o
(M. McGovern, Burnaby)

These comments appear gopportthosefrom a Parents Canada study from 2013
gauging how Canadiafamilies use the internet. The following statement from the
study highlighted the pressure felt by Canadian parents to provide internet @ccess
home:

"High speed internet seems like a necessity for sehgedl children. The
pressure to get a tablet, iPad, etc., is not from my own children, but pressure
is from other students who are allowed to use their electronics during
school. This has cread a clear divide between those who can afford them
and those who can't. Very sael'ori, Cranbrook, British Columbia

"All the kids have them it's hard to tell your child no. Especially if their
homework plan is online. My child is 10 and has to canhd Internet for
homework, and the teacher has a website for the class that he needs to refer
to, as well."- Jennifer, Quebec

The statistical evidence gathered from teachers, students and Canadians in general
indicate the importance attached to homerim¢t access. The antidotal evidence
articulates that need and reveals the pressure parents are under to ensure their
children are provided as many educational tools as possible in order to prosper going
forward. In May 2016, 72% of 1,500 Canadians suedegnoderately or strongly
agreed wi t h t he foll owing statement :
broadband internet access &ftTakemtogethei s a
the evidence supplies a powerful statement in support of the considevhinternet

service as a basic need in Canada.

17 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,
2016), paras. 60268029.

N En:
wWor

""Angus Reid Institute, AClosing the 6digital divide

broadband to all h o Meslia Retedsekisttp:/fang(sieid.ord/interreesséntal 6 ) |,

service/>.



Employment Opportunities

Canadians have been using the internet as a portal to employment opportunities for a

number of years. In 2007, Statistics Canada reported 32% of Canadians were using

the interneat home to search for employméfit By 2010, the CRTC reported 37%

of survey respondents reported using the internet for activities related to
employment:” This number grew to 55% in 2018®These fAempl oyment act
recorded by the CRTC inatled working online, looking for work or submitting

applications.

According to 2015 data froiRandstad Canada, a human resources company, 40% of
Canadians use social media to search for }&b©f that 40%, 60% use Facebook,
51% use LinkedIn, 30% use Google+, 20% use Twitter, and 8% use Instdgram.
ACORN members before the CRTC in April 2016 to discuss basic service
obligations also detailed the importance of home internet access to search f
employment opportunities:

il need the internet at home so | can acces
have to apply for jobs online. No employer accepts paper résumés and
everything hasBetaogse Ibpaid thisybill & coald rotébuy

fruits or vegetables or meat for my family. | am taking money out of my

food budget so | can for the internet to fi
now a constant s®ruggle every month. o

(T. Ford, Ontario)

-

AHow i s the internet eatmaexplan Myrsch not a want
and | need the internet so we can try to find jobs. These days all the jobs are
online and very few are found on paper.

178 Statistics Canadanternet use by Indivigals, by Type of ActivinCANSIM Table 3580130, May

10, 2010, <http://www.statcan.gc.ca/tablableaux/sursom/I01/cst01l/comm?29ang.htm>.

179 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 206), Section 2.4, <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/internet2016/report.htmi>.

180 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi n
Report(March 18, 2016), Section 2.4, <http://www.crtc.gc.cal/internet2016/report.html>.

181 Randsad Canadaiow Canadians Use Social Media to Find Employmaptil 27, 2015,
<https://www.randstad.ca/workforce3@@nds/presseleases/randstatews/howcanadianaise
sociatmediato-find-employment/>.

182 Randstad Canadbiow Canadians Use Social MediaFind EmploymentApril 27, 2015,
<https://www.randstad.ca/workforce3@@nds/presseleases/randstatews/howcanadianaise
sociatmediato-find-employment/>.

183 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedingrelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14,

2016), para. 5810 and para 5813.
H
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My son and | use a website called Indeed.com to find work. We have
résumé on file with them and they sendjotepostings to my email.

our

If we were not online we would not be able to apply for these jobs in a

ti mely manner. I tds hard enough
hard it woul™ be if | wasnot. o

(K. Lalonde, Toronto)

t o

AFor wus t o ncdastgong to businessesyo hand in a résumé and

theydbve been tol d, AfWe donod6t accept

which makes it-- it's essential to have online, so it's essential to have

internet. You can't function any more. Our system is changdire entire
system is changi n§. Everything's

(R. Liever, Toronto)

get wor k

r s um®:

online. o

Whether it is through social media channels or other methods, a substantial

number of Canadians are accessing the internet in an effort to seek out their

next career challengeFor Canadians with lower incomes, there is eviden
t hey woul d feel Al eft behindo
opportunities.

Pursue Business Opportunities

ce

without on

At least one of the ACORN members at the 2GETC basic telecommunications
services proceeding contendedhat affordable internet access allswthem the
opportunity to sell homemade goods online. This would make them less dependent
upon other sources of income such as social assistance and help from family and
friends® Numerous lowincome Canadians are compelled to share an internet
connection among numerous roommates in an effort to lower the monthly cost for

the service®’

184 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14
2016), paras. 582%829.

185 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14
2016), para. 5848.

18 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14
2016), para. 5783.

187 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14
2016), paras. 5800, 5984 and 6019.



Another variable that may be effectively constraining electronic commerce in
Canada is theantinued existence of data usage limits. In 2011, Professor Michael
Geist made the following statement before tHeuse of Commons Standing
Committee on IndustryScience and Technology regarding the issue of data usage
limits for home internet service:

i tlrepresents a significant impediment on both sides: businesses are unable
to take advantage of the techfBology and

This appears to be at odds with the prevalent desire of many Canadians to seek out
information online andjn many cases, make the purchase of a good or service.
According to a 2013 report released by Business Development Canada, the following
online purchase process was followed by over 40% of Canadian shoppers.

Figure 4-4. Online Purchase Process, Accordintp 2013 BDC Study®®

BUY

41%

of Canadians are of Canadian consult customer search online to find buy products or
connected to the consumers conduct review sites before the best place to buy services online

Interet, owning abroad online search | buying
2.6 Internet-capable prior to purchase
devices on average

As a result, the imposition of data usage limits, either for wireleg®me internet
service, may be inhibiting the use of online resources to make purchasing decisions.
Data limits may also be preventing some Canadians frdmgegbods and services

from their home, as well as employing an online channel to conduct business.

188 Michael GeistHouse d Commons Standing Committee on Industry, Science and Techri®ladgnce,

October 17, 2011, 1635,

<http://www.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.aspx?Docld=5172463&Language=E&Mode=1&Parl=41
&Ses=1>.

189 Business Development Canadiéapping Your futue Growth: Five Gam&€hanging Consumer
Trends (October, 2013), p. 7,

<https://www.bdc.ca/Resources%20Manager/study_2013/consumer_trends_BDC_report.pdf?ref=shor
turl-consumertrends>.
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However, even with this potenti al Aidr ago
reported activity has risen fofwld in buying and selling online in Canadance
2010:°°

fal)

Connecting with family and friends

According to a number of psychologist§ anadi ans o soci al conne
relationships are critical to their everyday life and vbeling®* Family and friends

provide emotional support and companionshifhile social networks involving

family, friends and acquaintances have been linked to the availability and
accessibility of resourceés? Strong and diversified social networks can have pasit

effects at both the individual and community levels, increasing levels eéstelém

and overall life satisfaction, enhancing health outcomes, improving employment

prospects, and increasing overall commitment to commufity

Unsurprisingly, leepirg in touch with friends and family was cited more often (83%)

by Canadiarow-income survey respondents in December 2015 as the main reason

for having access to communications servicésThere was no significant variation

based on age of respondenttohe si ze of a respondents hou:¢
also found 77% of lovwincome respondentgportedhome internet was important to

them, more than any other communications service mentioned in the $Urvey.

These two findings appear to indicate maow lincome Canadiankighly value

home internet access in order communicate with friends and family.

According tothe Statistics Canada 2013 General Social Survey (GSS) on Social
Identity, regularly emailing friends or connecting with them on social netivg

1% canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiorg t 6 s roddaahdkFindings
Report(March 18, 2016), Section 2.4, <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/internet2016/report.htmi>.

“'wal ton, G.M., G.L. Cohen, D. Cwir, S.J. Spencer. 2
C o n n e c JourmalrofsPersonality and Social Psychojo02(3): 513532.

”Sinha, M., fCanadiansd connect i orSmtstiesQahadsf ami | y and
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/@&52x/89-652x2014006eng.pdf.

¥sSinha, M., fiCanadians6 connect i orSmtstiesGahadsf ami | y and
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/@52-x/89-652x2014006eng.pdf. See also Arsh d . 2011. Al tods

not what you know it 0Rolicwhodzongs GanadPH4e w t hat count so
79/2011Evww.horizons.gc.caPutnam, Robert D. 200Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of

American CommunityNewYork: Simon & Schuster, and Ellison, N, C. Steinfield, C. Lampe. 2007.

AThe Benefits of Facebook 6Friends: 6 Soci al Capital
Net wo r klouBal of EemputeMediated Communicatiol2: 11431168.

19 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 5.

195 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 3 Summary Table.



http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-652-x/89-652-x2014006-eng.pdf
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-652-x/89-652-x2014006-eng.pdf
http://www.horizons.gc.ca/

sites was mentioned by 57% of Canadian Internet 4&&fssomewhat lower share
(44%) used tle Internet to connect to famify’ A number of ACORN members
appearing before the CRTC in April 2016 also expressed their desire to keep in touch
with family and friends using home internet.

A al so volunt eer -eair ofAti@CERN York | am the ¢
chapter and really enjoy my time working there. Really, it is a
community for me and without the internet at home | would not be
connected withthem. Andhat is truly ver®, very impo

(K. Lalonde, Toronto)

For me, affordable internet means being connected to places | cannot
access and it connects me to programs that help reduce the dtay
barriers that | face.

Being poor and having tpay for exorbitant internet costs makes me

feel t hat people | ike myself donodt mat t
consideration. I woul dnot want t o I mag
internet; itoés my access®to the world as

(B. CameronQttawa)

The implication is that Facebook is a want and not a need. | consider
talking to my family a need not a want. | talk to them on Facebook. |
dondt play games on Facebook; I talk to
need to do thatlneedtodmif’6t want to do it ;

(R. Liever, Toronto)

198 g nha, M. , fiCanadi ans® connect i orSttisties Gatadaf ami | y and
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/8852-x/89-652-x2014006eng.pdf. The GSS excluded those who

did not use the Internet in the past month.

¥'sSinha, M., fCanadians6 connect i orSwtstesQahadsf ami | y and
<http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/@52-x/89-652-x2014006eng.pdf.

198 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,

2016), para. 5833.

199 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,

2016), paras. 5798, 58@&B04.

20 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedingrelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20134 (April 14,

2016), para. 5919.
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fAlso, | have a lot of family that live outside of Canada and outside of

Nova Scotia. Wi thout the internet access
contact with my children, my grandchildren, and other family
member?**

(C. HollandDowning, Halifax)

Canadian governments at all levels appear to be more heavily relying upon internet
to provide service. Financial institutions, especially those with previous retall
operations in rural areas, seem to be encouragingtegreonline banking by
consumers. Employers as well appear to prefer conducting employment searches
online. Meanwhile, a significant number of Canadian consumers appreciate the
convenience the provision of online services provide. However, concerns teatain
providing services online should not completely replace more traditional methods of
service delivery.

Governments and other service providers should recognize that access by consumers

to their websites is almost entirely dependent upon the retaié @i internet

service?®? Unlike the 28' century version of a library where access was free or

priced minimally due to municipal government administration, th& @dntury

internet is provisioned by corporations with a profit motive. Thus far, evddbas

surfaced that competition has not been enough to keep the price of broadband access

low. This high barrier to entry, when combined with a significant shift in the
provision of serviceoutbasa tskgmpot emnmntfi alhet
populdion from accessing information they once took for granted. The next section

will review cost and the other barriers to providing affordable broadband access to

all Canadians.

2L CRTC, Transcript of Proceedingrelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 20184 (April 14,
2016), para. 5999.
22 CRTC, Transcript of Proceedinglelecom Notice of Consultation CRTC 26134 (April 18,

2016), paras. 7568570.
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45 Barriers to affordable internet access in Canada

Barrier #1 to Affordable Internet Access in Canada: Political Will

When it comes to providing broadband access, there have been numerous political
announcements, such as the one in Budget 201 pbpbses to deliver up to $500
million over five years to extend and enhancesbiband service in rural and remote
communities’® This follows theConnecting Canadiansrogram announced in 2014
that aimedo provide 280,000 Canadians in rural and remote regions of the country
with high-speed, broadband Internetcc@ss by 2017. When announceithe
Governmenbf Canada intended tavest up to $30%nillion to address gaps in the
delivery of highspeed Internet at speeds of at leastegabits per secor{tbps) in

rural and remote communities across the couilfrfhe program alseontaineda
dedicated $5@nillion northern component targeting remote, satetiépendent
communities in Nunavut and the Nunavik region of northern QuéBe&t the
present time, PIAC estimates Innovation,ieBce and Economic évelopnent
Canada has allocated up $474 million to internet service providers to increase
broadband access to up to 285,000 Canadian households und@orthecting
Canadiangrogram?®®

Due to the recent implementation of t®nnecting Canadianprogram there
appears to be limited information on the level of success the program has achieved.
PIAC can only speculate on thmpact of the program and itenfluence upon
internet service distributiom rural and remote regiord Canada. It is expected the
program has had lanited and uncoordinateeffect thus far. However, until a third
party conducts an assessment to follow up on the multiple investment
announcements made as part of the program, its true impact will remsiveeAs a

result, PIAC contends an assessnwithe Connecting Canadiangrogram as well

as thedistribution of $500 million announced Budget 2016 are both worthy of
future analysis by researchers.

It is also interesting to note th€&onnecting Candians programwas primarily
concerned with providing access to internet service to rural and remote régisns.

23 Finance Canad&udget 201¢March 22, 2016), p. 104.

24 |nnovation, Science and Economic Development Carfadi@, for Canadians
<https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/028.nsf/eng/50010.htmi>.

2% |nnovation, Science and Economic Development Carfadi@, for Canadians
<https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/028.nsf/eng/50010.btml

2% These figures were arrived at by adding the funding amounts and households affected totals
contained in media releases since June 28a6tce:
http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/028.nsf/eng/00577.html
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PI ACbs understanding the funding distribute
to the online world.Connecting Canadianappears to bsilent on the subject of

whether those links are priced affordably for Canadians in general, let alone low

income Canadians.

The CRTCuntil the opening of the BSO hearing, maintained theget speeds for

broadband Internet access senateax minimumof 5 Mbps download and 1 Mbps
uploadareadequatebased on uses that consumers should reasonably expect to make

of the Internet. However, duringthe recent CRTC review of basic
telecommunications service, a report commissioned by the Northern
Communicatns Information Systems Working Grous citeddentifying 9 Mbps

download/1.5 Mbps upload as the minimum recommended average target for the

Nort h, which should be achieved by 2019 di
business and government needs, wihé&eognizing the constraints posed by the
backbone inffrastructure.d

P I A ©wngesearchfiled in the hearingestimated a standard today per household
thatranges from 14.7 Mbps for a operson household with a multitasking user, to
26.2 Mbps for dechsavvy household consisting of three medtsking user$® The
need for greater access is partially fueled by the rapid risennected devices per
householdn Canada. In June 2016, J.D. Power estimatechtingber of connected
devices per houseld increased t@.9 from 4.5 in 2015%

Deloitte, in its 2016 edition ofTechnology, Media and Telecommunications
Predictions envisions the future growth of connected devices as follows:

AAt the start of 2016, uppiesr quartile hie
may have already accumulated a dozen connected devices, each of

207 affordable Access CoalitionTelecomNotice of Constiation CRTC 2018.34, para. 241,

<https://services.crtc.gc.ca/Pub/ListelnterventionList/Documents.aspx?ID=224017&en=2015
134&dt=i&lang=e&S=C&PA=t&PT=nc&PST=a>. See also Northern Communications Information
Systems Working GroupNorthern Connectivity: Ensing Affordable Communicatior{danuary
2014), online: http://northernconnectivity.ca/.
208 Affordable Access CoalitionTelecomNotice of Consultation CRTC 201134, paras. 117120,
<https://services.crtc.gc.ca/Publ/ListelnterventionList/Documents.aspx?1D+2&4n=2015
134&dt=i&lang=e&S=C&PA=t&PT=nc&PST=a>.
2095 D, Power , APick and Pay fiSkinnyo TV Program Pack
Driving Higher Customer SatisfactionMeddays J.D. Powe
Release<http://www.dpower.com/preseeleases/2016anadiarelevisionandinternetservice
providercustomersatisfactionstudies>.
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which may individually &ésipb dat a, but
mi g ht ogul pdé dat a. Through 2020 that d «
dozens. And as average data connections get faster, we expect

existing services to become steadily more bandwidth consumptive,

new formerly unviable datmtensive services to launch, and new

6datud pingd deviced® to come to market. o

On a rhetorical level, Canadian political leaders note the importance of affordable
communication services, especially internet access. Prime Midigséin Trudeau
addressed this point in May 2016 in response to a question regarding a proposed
takeover ® Manitoba Telecom Services by Bell Canada Enterprises:

“"éhow i mportant it is to have for consu
to high quality phone and internet service. This is something we can't

get around in the 21st century, much of our economic grawmtich

of our entrepreneurship and many opportunities that particularly

marginalized or remote communities need are linked to strong

affordable access to the internet and to cell service and that is

certainly what we are keeping in mind

Just days befe, the Minister of Innovation, Science and Economic Development
Navdeep Baingnade similar comments:

fiThe Government of Canada understands the need for accessible,
reliable and affordable higépeed Internet so that midetteass and
low-income familiescan fully participate in the digital economy.

"We are committed to increasing higkspeed broadband coverage

and supporting competition, choice and availability of services for
Canadian consumers and business users. Wholesale broadband is a
proven regulairy tool for enabling retail competition in the Internet
service marked?*?

While thesestatements arencouraging, the political will to establish a plan through
legislationor a formal policydocumentor to authorize the regulator to take action to

#1%peloitte, Technology, Media and Telecommunications Predictions 2@D86), page 47.

lannable, K. ATrudeau Won6t Co mméaVintipepFreeBress | / MTS De a
<http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/breakingnews/trude@ant-commenton-bellmtsdeal

381212081.html>.

#Z2Government of Canaga St at ement by Go vleQamadaePatition ofiCRTCanada on
Whol esal e Decision, o (11 May-end0?tid=)0637http:// news. gc.



ensure all Canadians are at least provided access to the internet doesremtty
appear to be present. In the meantime, the Chairman of the CRTC expressed the
importance Canadians place upon internet access in the following comments:

fOverall, in a nutisell, withesses that appeared so far have agreed to a
selfevident truth: today, in Canada, broadband is vital. Dictionaries
define vital as being essential to life, to the existence of a thing, to the
matter at hand and to success more broadfy.

Therefore, if internet access is noiadea distinct policy priority in Canada, there is
limited hope the affordability of internet seze, when available, will be seriously
considered

However, there is hopat the grassroots levaCanadians, when surveyeappear to

strongly support efforts to close the-saa | | ed Adi gital -ahd vi deo be
low-income Canadians and rural and urban households in C&faflae Angus

Reid Institute found 68% of 1,500 Canadians surveyed believe broadband internet is

an essential servide> Moreover, 71% say the CRTC should require service

providers to build the infrastructure necessary to ensure that every Canadian
household has a broadband internet conneétfbithe same study also revealed

more Canadians (56%) rankede nsur i ng broadband i nterne-
Can adasar oria on an importance scatd one to fivethan any other issue

the Angus Reid Instituteas asked about in 20f§

The establishm# of theConnecting Canadiangrogram and intention of investing a
further $500 millionto extend and enhance broadband service in rural and remote
communitiegeveals a desire to expand internet access in Canada. Evidence indicates

BABSO Hearing Day 6: Blais gets personal: No broadb.
Ca n a d iCartp April 48, 2016, Hhttps://cartt.ca/article/bsbearingday-6-blais-getspersonaino-
broadbanestrategymakesit-toughrcommissioer.

Angus Reid dinmsg itthueg egdificCiltoal divided: Most Canadiar

broadband to all h o Meslia Retedseklisttp:/tang(sieid.ord/interreesséntal 6 ) |,

service/>.

’Angus Reid Institute, ACI osi ppgrt GRRCactiondtd pgovideal| di vi de
broadband to al/l h o Meslia Retedseklisttp:/fang(sieid.ord/interreesseéntal 6 ) |,

service/>.

°Angus Reid Institute, fAClosing the 6digital divide
broadband tola | househol ds Maiia Rele@se<Bttp:fapgusteld.bré/internessential

service/>.

"Angus Reid Institute, fAClosing the 6digital divide
broadband to all h o Meslia Retede cisttp:/fang(sieid.ord/interreesséntal 6 ) |,

service/>.
H
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that as the number abnnected devices per household increases, so will the required
bandwidth to operate them. The notion internet service be more affordable in Canada
has yet to permeate to the practical policy level. Howefésrdable internet access

has beenncreasinglyidentified in 2016by prominent Canadian legislators as a
priority.

It is against thismixed policy backdropthat PIAC enters its examinatioaf the
remaining barriers to achievindferdability of broadbandservices for lowincome
householdsin Canada These barriers include issues relatedcost, access and
capacity.

Barrier #2 to Affordable Internet Access in Canada: Cost

There is evidence the cost associated with internet service in Canada effects the
online behavior of some households. In teraf the internet activity of Canadian
households, cost performs the proverbial gatekeeper role. Cost alone prevents a
substantial number of Canadian families from accessing the internet, while limiting
the online activity for a significant number of otheifor instance, lmost one

quarter (24%) of Canadians surveyed as part oftlieTC6 s r ecent revi ew
telecommunications servicesated they limited their use of the internet service
during the last 12 month&*® Of those limiting internet use, 36% of respondents
cited this was largely due to cd3f. Thus, over 8% of Canadians surveyed for the
CRTC stated they limit what they do online simply because they fear it is going to
cost too much.

In comparison, 35% othose lowincome Canadians surveyed for PIAC says they
can barely afford or cannot afford home internet serfit®&loreover, when PIAC
survey respondents were asked if they were given an additional $10 per month to
spend on their communications bill5% stated the would use it to pay for their

%8 Canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissiore t 6s Tal k Broadband Fi
Report(March 18, 2016), Table 2.9, <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/internet2016/report.html>. Calculation

was detemined by adding the 20% of urban respondents to the 34% of rural respondents who

indicated limiting their use of internet service during the previous 12 months. The survey indicated

71% of respondents were urban and 29% were rural. As a result (71% x PA29%) was added to

(34% x 29% = 9.86%), and 14.2% + 9.86% = 24.06%.

#9 canadian Raditelevision and telecommunications Commissioret 6s Tal k Broadband Fi
Report(March 18, 2016), Section 2.10 b, <http://www.crtc.gc.ca/internet2016/report.html>.
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existing home internet plan, while 11% would use the funds to obtain a higher
internet speed®*

Figures provided by the CRTC appear to support the sentimenintmme
Canadian are struggling to maintainni® internet service. In 2011, thHifth of
Canadian households with the lowest income spent an average of $18.45 per month
on internet service. BY014, that figure was $24.74 a 34% increase over 3
years???

Overall, according to the CRTC Communicaso Monitoring Report (CMR),
internet service revenues in Canada went up by 8.6% in 2014 .addition, the
average revenue per user (ARPU) for residential-Bgged access has increased at
an average annual rate of 6.1% since 231t absolute tams, residential internet
revenue in Canada was $4.5 billion in 2010, versus $6.5 billion ini2@h4ncrease

of 45.4%2%° In comparison, business internet service revenues increased just 9.8%
over the same peridd® This rate of revenue acceleratimakes it clear why some
low-income Canadians surveyed indicate they struggle to obtain or maintain
residential internet service. It may also be part of the reason for the dramatic
description of internet prices by tldief Content Officefor Netflix in 2013:

"it's almost a human rights violation what they're charging for internet
access in Canadd®’

Perhaps it is no surprise or82% of Canadian households access the internet, even
though2015data provided by the CRTC indicate 99% of Canadian hmids have
broadband availability?® In addition, only 59.7% of Canadian households in the
lowest income quintile (lowest 20%) used the internet at home in 20 Emally,

221 Environics Affordability Survey. Question 20A.
222 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repdi®ctober 2015), p. 15.
Roseman, E., fAWhy do phone, internet and tv servic
2016)Toronto Star
<https://www.thestar.com/business/personal_finance/spending_saving/2016/01/tld/pihgne
internetandtv-servicepriceskeeprising-rosemarhtmi>.
224 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repd®ctober 2015), p. 187.
225 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repdi®ctober 2015), p. 190.
226 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repdi®ctober 2015), p. 190.
?'Garreffa, A., fANetf | iaxn dC EOvgmslowd(SepteMzen20,@@8),s br oadb
<http://www.tweaktown.com/news/33035/netflbceo slamscanadas-broadbanecaps/index.html>.
228 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repg®ctober 2015), p. 23, 187. See also Table 2.0.9 for a
breakdown of residerati internet subscriptions by downstream speeds per 100 households. The 82%
figure used includes those with digh access.
#9 CRTC,Communications Monitoring Repdi®ctober 2015), p. 14, 22. In 2013, the lowest quintile
of Canadian households had an agerannual income of $18,582.
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