WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS BY THE CIVIL SOCIETY COALITION: SOS – IN SUPPORT OF PUBLIC BROADCSTING – ON THE DRAFT DIGITAL TERRESTRIAL TELEVISION REGULATIONS
_____________________________________________________________________________

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. In Notice No. 680 published in Government Gazette No. 34642 dated 28 September 2011, the Independent Communications Authority of South Africa (“ICASA”) published its “Explanatory Memorandum on the Repeal of the Digital Migrations Regulations and the Publication of the Draft Digital Terrestrial Television Regulations” (“the Draft DTT Regulations”). Written comments were invited to be submitted by 10 November 2011.
1.2. We, the Civil Society Coalition: SOS – In Support of Public Broadcasting (“the Coalition” or “SOS”) thank ICASA for the opportunity to make these written representations. We would also welcome the opportunity to make oral representations on these issues.
1.3. The Coalition is a large grouping of organisations and individuals working together to address the crisis in public broadcasting in South Africa. It includes non-governmental and civil society organisations, trade unions, independent producers and academics. Please see Annexure A to this written submission.
1.4. At the outset, SOS believes that it is appropriate to set out some of its key policy principles with regard to digital television which have informed these responses. We set out immediately below and in summary form, SOS’s key stances on the principles of: the need for thorough policy-making processes, the aims of the digital switch over, the centrality of the concept of technology neutrality, the need for a fair regulatory environment:
1.4.1. The Need for Thorough Policy-Making Processes:

1.4.1.1. SOS has always emphasised the need for careful and coherent policy development aimed at addressing the broadcasting needs of our country. 
1.4.1.2. The Coalition is concerned at the lack of coherence that has characterised much of the debate around digital broadcasting thus far and which has seen conflicting governmental approaches to standards and other key policy issues.

1.4.1.3. While SOS is mindful of the need to move speedily on the digital broadcasting switchover, it is concerned that ICASA is publishing these Draft DTT Regulations at this time when the Department of Communications (“the DOC”) has recently embarked on a revision of its Digital Broadcasting Migration Policy in that it has made a number of proposed amendments
 to the existing Digital Broadcasting Migration Policy issued in Government Gazette No. 31408 dated 8 September 2008. SOS is of the view that ICASA should hold off its regulation-making process until the DOC has finalised its proposed policy amendments, particularly as these appear to be imminent.
1.4.2. Aims of the Digital Switch-Over:
The Coalition believes that the main reason for switching from analogue to digital television broadcasting is the fact that this would free up radio frequency spectrum which could be used for additional communications services, including broadcasting services. The Coalition is of the view that increasing the range and variety of broadcasting services is clearly in the public interest because it would allow for greater choice for audiences and would increase the public’s access to a variety of sources of news, information and entertainment. This increased choice has proved to be one of the major drivers of Set-Top-Box (“STB”) uptake and one of the success factors in the migration to digital in other countries.

1.4.3. Need for Technology Neutrality:
1.4.3.1. SOS is of the view that process of switching from analogue to digital broadcasting should be conducted and regulated in a manner that does not undermine the principle of technology neutrality that is central to convergence and to the Electronic Communications Act, 2005 (“the ECA”). 
1.4.3.2. Thus digital terrestrial television should not, in principle, be regulated differently from other delivery platforms used to provide television, such as cable, mobile or satellite.
1.4.3.3. Further, the principle of technology neutrality requires licensees to be entitled to make use of any technology platform (such as mobile, cable, satellite, terrestrial, IPTV) subject only to spectrum availability where the licensee makes use of the radio frequency spectrum.
1.4.4. Need for a Coherent, Consistent and Fair Regulatory Environment:
The Coalition is of the view that all broadcasters should contribute to the public interest and should be subject to appropriate regulatory requirements. Consequently regulatory requirements such as complying with local content requirements, must-carry rules, the relevant Codes of Broadcasting Conduct etc should apply to all broadcasters.     
1.5. The Coalition’s Specific Comments are set out Below:

2. AD DEFINITIONS SECTION OF THE SCHEDULE: 
2.1. Ad: definition of “digital incentive channel”:

In line with SOS’s principled stances on regulatory fairness and on the key aim of the digital switchover as set out above, the SOS is extremely concerned that this definition refers to a new digital channel to be provided by “an existing broadcasting licensee”. SOS is of the view that, in principle, new broadcasters (whether commercial or community) ought to be licensed in order to incentivise the public to take up the necessary set-top boxes and hence the definition must be amended to refer to such new licensees as well. 
2.2. Ad: definition of “digital migration”:

The Coalition is concerned that the definition for “digital migration” in the Draft DTT regulations contradicts the Broadcasting Digital Migration Policy use of the term.  The Policy clearly considers “digital migration” as a process in which the national broadcasting system, including the appliances used in the home, transitions from analogue to digital.  It cannot be considered as something applicable to an individual television channel and merely the way it is broadcast.  In keeping with the Policy, “digital migration” entails a complete transition of both transmission infrastructure and home equipment from analogue to digital ensuring access to digital services to all homes that have access to Analogue television.  The Coalition requests ICASA to reconsider this definition.

2.3. Ad: definition of “existing television channel”:
The SOS notes that the definition of “existing television channel” is dependent upon the definition of “a terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee”. ICASA is requested to note SOS’s particular concerns with the definition of “terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee”.  

2.4. Ad: definition of High Definition Television (HDTV)”:

The Coalition proposes that the definition for "High Definition Television (HDTV)” is amended to read “High Definition Television means digital transmissions with a resolution equal or greater than 1280 x 720 with interlaced (i) or progressive (p) scanning and a maximum of a 1440 x 1080 line resolution line resolution interlaced (i) or progressive (p) and an aspect ratio of 16:9.”

2.5. Ad: definition of “Multiplex”:

The definition of “Multiplex” is poor and inconsistent with definitions already adopted.  SANS 862 defines “Multiplex” as a “group or digital terrestrial television (DTT) channels that are combined together into one output signal for broadcast”  

2.6. Ad: definition of “public service channel”

The Coalition is concerned at this definition (which definition is a “channel broadcast by the SABC which is broadcast for the public benefit rather than for the maximisation of revenues”). In this regard:

2.6.1. The Coalition has long argued that the operational divisions of public vs public commercial within the SABC are nonsensical and are not based on reality. 

2.6.2. SABC 1 for example is squarely a “public” television channel and yet it generates more income for the SABC than SABC 3 (which is clearly a public-commercial channel) does. 

2.6.3. The SOS is of the view that continuing to regulate any aspect of the public broadcaster on the basis of outmoded concepts of public vs public-commercial broadcasting in respect of the SABC is counter-productive.

2.6.4. The SOS has long argued for a comprehensive review of the SABC’s structure precisely because of the fact that the current nominal divisions of “public” vs “public commercial” bear no relation to the facts as they exist at the SABC currently in relation to their various television channels. All of the SABC’s television channels are “commercially operated”. To what extent they should be, and/or should bear specific public mandate obligations in accordance with the SABC Charter, is something that ICASA, among others, must grapple with. 
2.7. Ad definition of “SABC commercial service channel:

The Coalition is concerned at this definition (which definition is a “commercially operated channel broadcast by the SABC”). In this regard:

2.7.1. The Coalition has long argued that the operational divisions of public vs public commercial within the SABC are nonsensical and are not based on genuine commercial realities. 

2.7.2. SABC 3 for example is squarely a “public-commercial” television channel and yet it generates less income for the SABC than SABC 1 (which is clearly a public channel). 

2.7.3. The SOS is of the view that continuing to regulate any aspect of the public broadcaster on the basis of outmoded concepts of public vs public-commercial broadcasting in respect of the SABC is counter-productive.

2.7.4. The SOS has long argued for a comprehensive review of the SABC’s structure precisely because of the fact that the current nominal divisions of “public” vs “public commercial” bear no relation to the facts as they exist at the SABC currently in relation to their various television channels. All of the SABC’s television channels are “commercially operated”. To what extent they should be, and/or should bear specific public mandate obligations in accordance with the SABC Charter, is something that ICASA, among others, must grapple with. 

2.8. Ad Definition of “public value test”

2.8.1. With respect, the Coalition finds this definition tautologous because it simply refers to “a test of whether a channel will be of value to the public” without specifying who is to develop the test, how the test is to be developed and what is meant by being “of value to the public” particularly given different licence types (commercial vs public) and free-to-air vs subscription.
2.8.2. SOS notes the provisions of paragraph (2)(a) of section 6 to the Schedule to the Draft DTT Regulations in which it is intended that the channel authorisations process would include the public having an opportunity to propose criteria of what is to be taken into account by ICASA in assessing a proposed digital incentive channel. However, SOS is of the view that:

2.8.2.1. the criteria and process used for determining whether or not a channel is to be authorised ought to provided for in the Draft (and finalised) DTT Regulations;

2.8.2.2. the criteria and process used for determining whether or not a channel is authorised ought to be subject to a full public notice and comment procedure; and
2.8.2.3. SOS notes with great concern that the public is not invited to comment on what the public value test ought to be with respect to the SABC’s digital incentive channels.
2.8.3. SOS therefore requests ICASA to define the terms of such a “public value test” in the definition itself.

2.8.4. In respect of the SABC specifically, SOS reiterates its suggestions made on previous digital broadcasting submissions regarding development of an appropriate public value test applicable to the public broadcaster. In this regard, the SABC-specific public value test must include at least the following:

2.8.4.1. that the channel fulfils a number of public interest requirements, including, appropriate levels of educational programming; meeting language needs; the promotion of cultural diversity, local content and independent production etc;

2.8.4.2. a requirement that that the SABC include, in all its applications for incentive channels, a market impact analysis, including the implication of the proposed channel on diversity of programming and all other available services; and

2.8.4.3. an opportunity for the public to comment on whether or not the SABC’s proposed incentive channel(s) meets the public value test. 
2.9. Ad Definitions of Process and Procedures (Class Licences) and Process and Procedures (Individual Licences)
2.9.1. The SOS notes that both these terms have exactly the same definitions which cannot be appropriate given that they relate to two different defined terms.
2.9.2. SOS suggests that the words “for Class Licences” or “for Individual Licences” appear in the respective definitions after the word “Procedures” for purposes of clarification.
2.10. Ad Definition of “SABC channels”:

The Coalition is of the view that the word “television” must be inserted after the words “free-to-air” in this definition to avoid confusion. In this regard the Coalition notes that the SABC also has individual licences to provide public free-to-air sound broadcasting services (our emphasis) and the distinction is needed to avoid unnecessary confusion between its sound and television services.
2.11. Ad: definition of Standard Definition Television (SDTV)”:

The Coalition proposes that the definition of "Standard Definition” (SDTV)” be amended to read “Standard Definition Television (SDTV) means digital transmissions with a video resolution of 720 x 576”. 

2.12. Ad: definition of “terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee”:

2.12.1. While the reference to a “terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee” would appear to include all existing licensed terrestrial broadcasting services, this is not the case as that definition specifies only “the SABC, e-tv, M-Net and TBN”. However, as ICASA itself points out in paragraph 3 of Section 1 of the Draft DTT Regulations, other community television broadcasters such as Soweto TV, Cape TV and Bay TV have already been licensed. These (and other – see below) existing broadcasters must be included in any definition of existing broadcasters too.

2.12.2. A second and far more serious concern with this definition is a matter of principle. The ECA was specifically enacted to promote a technologically neutral licensing framework, hence the platform used to provide broadcasting services (for example terrestrial, satellite or cable) is irrelevant from a broadcasting service licence point of view. Consequently, existing licensed subscription broadcasting services (whether currently operational or not) such as: Multi-Choice, Walking on Water, ODM, Telkom Media and e-SAT also have the right to broadcast (subject to spectrum availability which is the subject of an additional radio frequency spectrum licence) on a terrestrial multiplex should they choose to do so.
2.12.3. Hence it is not clear why the definition makes reference to only some licensed free-to-air and subscription broadcasters and not to all existing television licensees The Coalition respectfully requests ICSA to reconsider and clarify these issues.

2.13. Ad: Many terms are undefined:
2.13.1. The Coalition has a general concern at the widespread use of different terms throughout the Draft DTT Regulations which are not defined therein and which do not correspond to applicable licence categories provided for in applicable legislation or existing regulations. 

2.13.2. The Coalition is concerned that this is likely to lead to a great deal of confusion and ongoing disputes. 
3. AD SECTION 2 OF THE SCHEDULE: PURPOSE OF THE REGULATIONS
3.1. SOS notes the various purposes of the DTT regulations as set out in section 2 of the Schedule to the Draft DTT regulations.

3.2. The SOS supports allowing new broadcasters the opportunity of accessing channel capacity on the Multiplexes.

3.3. The Coalition notes the reference to Multiplex ‘n’ as provided for in paragraph (3) of Section 2 to the Schedule but queries why the Draft DTT Regulations, although they define Multiplex ‘n’, do not in fact contain any specific provisions for the licensing of users, including new broadcasters, thereof. In this regard the Coalition notes that ICASA’s own Radio Frequency Spectrum band plan:

3.3.1. makes no reference to Multiplex “n” while making provision for Multiplexes 1 and 2; and
3.3.2. already contains references to a second mobile Multiplex which is currently not being used and which could be reallocated for broadcasting use as the third broadcasting Multiplex.

3.4. Consequently SOS requests ICASA to consider the reallocation of the second mobile Multiplex for broadcasting use, thereby enabling the immediate licensing of new broadcasting licensees. 
4. AD SECTION 3 OF THE SCHEDULE: FRAMEWORK FOR DIGITAL MIGRATION
4.1. SOS respectfully submits that this section is unclear as to:

4.1.1. what is to be done by ICASA with respect to multiplex capacity which is forfeited to it in terms of paragraphs (7) and (8) of this section; and
4.1.2. what is envisaged by the term “public consultation” in respect of the allocation of spare capacity on Multiplex ‘n’ in paragraph (9) of this section.

4.2. SOS respectfully submits that, as a matter of principle, the so-called “digital dividend” (which will result in substantially increased frequency capacity and therefore the potential for increased diversity and availability of services) ought to be used to benefit the South African public immediately. Consequently:
4.2.1. all existing terrestrial television broadcasting licensees, including all licensed terrestrial television broadcasters (community, public and commercial – AND whether free-to-air or subscription) have the right to be assigned capacity on the various Multiplexes; 

4.2.2. any spare capacity (whether on Multiplex 1 or 2 and any other Multiplex) ought , (obviously depending on the necessary prior market study having been conducted by ICASA) to result in invitations to apply for new individual television broadcasting licences being issued by ICASA. Obviously would-be community television broadcasting licensees would also be able to apply for capacity on the various Multiplexes as part of the on-going processes of registering for class community broadcasting licences; and
4.2.3. the licensing processes as provided for in the Electronic Communications Act, 2005 (“the ECA”) ought to be strictly followed in respect of potential new market entrants. Consequently the Coalition respectfully suggests that the term “public consultation” referred to in paragraph (9) be deleted and be replaced with specific reference to the relevant licensing provisions for individual or class broadcasting licences provided for in the ECA.   
4.3. SOS suggests that ICASA amend these sections accordingly.

5. AD SECTIONS 4 AND 5 OF THE SCHEDULE: MULTIPLEX ALLOCATION – MULTIPLEXES 1 AND 2
5.1. SOS is of the view that ICASA is being insufficiently proactive in respect of the public’s right to access a diversity of broadcasting services provided by a number of different operators, the potential for which the single greatest benefit of the digital dividend.

5.2. SOS is further of the view that merely providing the public with access to the digital offerings of existing broadcasters such as the SABC, M-Net, e-tv, existing community broadcasters etc (whether these be existing channels or digital incentive channels) will not constitute sufficient inducement to ensure the successful take-up set top boxes, which take-up is essential to the success of digital broadcasting. 
5.3. SOS is of the view that ICASA’s requirement, in paragraphs (5) of section 4 and (5) of section 5, respectively, that 10% of Multiplex 1 and 30% of Multiplex 2 be set aside for future use amounts to unnecessary hoarding of broadcasting spectrum that is unlikely to be in the public interest.

5.4. SOS is further of the view that the provisions of paragraphs (6) to (9) of section 5 are confusing in that they invite applications for special temporary authorisations for test services but are silent as to what the regulatory position of such broadcasters would be going forward. This is not conducive to encouraging investment in quality digital television offerings and will not contribute to the take-up of set-top boxes. 

5.5. In regard to the above, SOS respectfully submits that ICASA ought to: 
5.5.1. issue the appropriate number of invitations to apply for individual commercial television broadcasting service licences (whether free-to-air or subscription) and complete such initiated licensing process, having previously completed the required market study and technical analysis to determine what such appropriate number is; 

5.5.2. issue the appropriate number of new class community television broadcasting licences in accordance with the relevant licensing provisions provided for in the ECA, having regard to demand, need and support and technical feasibility. In this regard, the Coalition notes the need for a prior policy process with regards to Community Television; and

5.5.3. clarify what is meant by the provisions of paragraph (9) of section 5 which refers specifically to ICASA personnel engaging in test activity. Obviously this would be appropriate only in respect of ICASA’s regulatory capacity (for example licensing or monitoring) and ICASA personnel could not engage in such test activity on any operational or commercial-interest level. This is required to be specifically clarified.

In SOS’s view, the excitement generated by its proposed new entrants into the free-to-air television market would be a significant incentive to acquire the set top box required to access the service.

6. AD SECTION 6 OF THE SCHEDULE: DIGITAL INCENTIVE CHANNEL AUTHORISATION AND PROCEDURE
6.1. SOS reiterates all of its submissions made above regarding the definition of the “public value test”.

6.2. Further the Coalition respectfully submits that the provisions of section 6 of the Schedule to the Draft DTT Regulations are confusing. In this regard:

6.2.1. The definition of a “terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee” specifically includes TBN which is however specifically excluded in paragraph (1) of section 6, leaving the section applicable only to the SABC, M-Net and e-tv, all of whose digital incentive channel authorisation issues are specifically dealt with in either section 7 (for the SABC) or 8 (for e-tv and M-Net) of the Schedule.

6.2.2. Consequently it is extremely unclear who the provisions of section 6 of the Schedule are aimed at or whether they represent provisions applicable in addition to section 7 or 8. If the latter is intended to be the case it is important to note that the public value test provisions across these three sections ought to be different given the differing nature of the services in question.
6.3. SOS respectfully urges ICASA to amend these provisions substantially to avoid significant overlap, confusion and ambiguity. 
7. AD SECTION 7 OF THE SCHEDULE – AUTHORISATION TO BROADCAST A DIGITAL INCENTIVE CHANNEL IN MULTIPLEX 1
7.1. SOS reiterates its submissions made previously in this document regarding:

7.1.1. the confusion as to the relationship between and applicability of sections 6 and 7 of the Schedule to the SABC;

7.1.2. the need for a clearly developed public value test that is subject to public notice and comment prior to being adopted by ICASA; and

7.1.3. the inappropriateness of the existing “public” vs “public commercial” identification of divisions within the SABC and of the SABC’s existing channels which, as we have already stated, do not comport with reality. For example, the “public commercial” channel SABC 3 produces less revenue for the SABC than its “public” channel SABC 1.
7.2. The SOS respectfully requests ICASA to ensure that all of these problems or ambiguities are resolved in the final DTT Regulations.   
8. AD SECTION 8 OF THE SCHEDULE – AUTHORISATION TO BROADCAST A DIGITAL INCENTIVE CHANNEL IN MULTIPLEX 2
8.1. SOS reiterates its submissions made previously in this document regarding:

8.1.1. the confusion as to the relationship between and applicability of sections 6 and 8 of the Schedule to M-Net and e-tv;

8.1.2. the need for a clearly developed public value test that is subject to public notice and comment prior to being adopted by ICASA; and

8.1.3. the need for new community and commercial television broadcasters to be licensed to make use of Multiplex 2, which new services would constitute additional digital incentive channels to encourage the take up of set-top boxes. 

8.2. The Coalition also respectfully disagrees with the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 8 of the Schedule because it provides for different application procedures in respect of subscription broadcasters on the basis of technology (ie digital vs analogue) which is contrary to the aims of the ECA, the whole point of that Act being to usher in a technologically-neutral regulatory environment.

8.3. SOS respectfully requests ICASA to amend these provisions to take account of the above submissions.   
9. AD SECTION 9 OF THE SCHEDULE: SIGNAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE DTT SERVICES BROADCAST IN MULTIPLEXES 1 AND 2
9.1. SOS reiterates its point about the need for a third broadcasting Multiplex and its suggestion that the unused second mobile Multiplex already referred to in ICASA’s Radio Frequency Band Plan be reallocated for broadcasting and suggests that this third Multiplex be dealt with in this section, given its importance to diversity of content and to diversity of providers of content.
9.2. SOS requests ICASA to make detailed provision for:

9.2.1. use of capacity on the third Multiplex and indeed on the other two Multiplexes as available; and
9.2.2. licensed Electronic Communications Network Services ECNS operators to provide the necessary signal distribution for the multiplexes. In this regard, SOS queries whether or not ICASA has the right and the capacity to regulate commercial terms between ECNS operators and broadcasters other than community broadcasters.
10. AD SECTION 10 OF THE SCHEDULE: ROLL-OUT TARGETS
10.1. Paragraph (1) of section 10 of the Schedule to the Draft DTT Regulations requires that the digital broadcast signal for DTT services reaches a roll-out to 80 then 95% of the population. In this regard SOS respectfully queries whether or not ICASA has in fact conducted a feasibility study into this roll out target?; 
10.2. SOS queries whether or not ICASA has considered satellite reception as a partial solution in sparsely populated areas?
10.3. Paragraph (2) of section 4 of the Schedule to the Draft DTT Regulations requires that the coverage areas of community television broadcasting service licensees remains their existing licence coverage areas. 
10.4. In this regard SOS notes that various community channels are broadcast nationally as part of the DSTV bouquet and therefore queries this apparently incoherent approach. 
10.5. SOS respectfully requests ICASA to clarify and address both of these issues. In particular SOS notes that it is important to ensure that localised community broadcasting does not result in wasted capacity. Consequently SOS encourages ICASA to consider licensing a range of community television broadcasters in areas such as Limpopo, KwaZulu-Natal, Free State etc to make up a national coverage by various community broadcasters. 

11. AD SECTION 12 OF THE SCHEDULE: TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS
11.1. SOS is of the view that there is a potential contradiction in respect of existing community broadcasting operators. In this regard:

11.1.1. paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 12 of the Schedule clearly envisages that all terrestrial television broadcasting service licensees (note this is a defined term that currently includes TBN, one of the currently licensed community broadcasters) will be “multi-channel services”; while

11.1.2. section 1 of the Draft DTT Regulations specifically provides that community television broadcasting services “will not be entitled to digital incentive channels” and so it appears that these will in fact not be multi-channel services.
11.2. SOS requests ICASA to clarify this apparent contradiction.

12. AD SECTION 13 OF THE SCHEDULE TO THE DRAFT DTT REGULATIONS – JOINT SPECTRUM ADVISORY GROUP
12.1. SOS is concerned at the make-up of the Group.

12.2. In paragraph (3) of Section 13 to the Schedule it is clear that broadcasting representatives are to consist only of representatives of each of the existing terrestrial broadcasting service licensees (a defined term which SOS has already commented on). However given that the arguments in favour of opening up digital broadcasting to all existing television licensees as well as to new commercial and community broadcasters, the group will have to be expanded, from time to time, to include representative of all licensed television broadcasters.
13. AD SECTION 14 TO THE SCHEDULE TO THE DRAFT DTT REGULATIONS – PENALTIES
13.1. In paragraphs (1) and (3) of Section 14 to the Schedule it is clear that penalties are to apply to failures to comply with various regulations by a terrestrial television broadcasting service licensee (a defined term which SOS has already commented on). 

13.2. However given the arguments in favour of opening up digital broadcasting to new commercial and new (and indeed existing) community and commercial broadcasters not included in the definition, the penalties ought to apply to all digital licensees and not just to those defined as terrestrial television broadcasting service licensees. 

13.3. Accordingly, ICASA is respectfully requested to make the necessary amendments.

14. AD: LACK OF CLARITY REGARDING APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING BROADCASTING-RELATED REGULATIONS
14.1. The Coalition is extremely concerned at the failure by ICASA to deal, in the Draft DTT Regulations, with the relationship between the Draft DTT Regulations and currently applicable regulations governing individual and class television broadcasting licensees. There are a myriad of these, governing a range of topics which will undoubtedly impact upon DTT including, without limitation: local content regulations, must-carry regulations, subscription broadcasting regulations, channel authorisation provisions, independent production etc.
14.2. The SOS Coalition is strongly opposed to existing regulatory requirements being effectively side-lined through a failure to incorporate them by reference into the regulatory regime for DTT. The SOS Coalition calls for these issues to be specifically addressed in the Draft DTT Regulations.

15. CONCLUSION
The Coalition thanks ICASA for the opportunity to make these representations and looks forward to discussing these issues further.

Please do not hesitate to contact Ms Kate Skinner, the Coalition’s campaign coordinator, (contact details provided below) should the Department have any queries or require any further information with regard to the Coalition’s submission.

Cell: 082.926.6404.

Email: kate.skinner@mweb.co.za

Annexure A
Members of the “SOS: Support of Public Broadcasting Coalition”:
Organisations:

· Alternative Information Development Centre (AIDC)

· The Broadcast, Electronic Media and Allied Workers Union (BEMAWU)

· Congress of South African Trade Unions (COSATU)

· Communication Workers Union (CWU)

· Creative Workers Union of South Africa (CWUSA)

· Ecumenical Services for Social and Economic Transformation (ESSET)

· Federation of South African Unions (FEDUSA)

· Freedom of Expression Institute (FXI)

· Freedom of Expression Network (FXN)

· Gender and Media Southern Africa (Gemsa)

· Genderlinks

· IDASA, an African Democracy Institute

· Institute for the Advancement of Journalism (IAJ)

· Link Centre

· Media Monitoring Africa (MMA)

· MISA South Africa (The South African National Chapter of the  Media Institute of Southern Africa)

· Media Workers Association of South Africa (MWASA)

· National Community Radio Forum (NCRF)

· South African Non-Governmental Organisation Network (SANGONET)

· South African History Archives (SAHA)

· South African Screen Federation (SASFED):

· Documentary Filmmakers Association (DFA)

· Independent Producers Association (IPO)

· The Official South African Casting Association (OSCA SA)

· Personal Managers Association (PMA)

· South African Guild of Actors (SAGA)

· South African Guild of Editors (SAGE)

· Writers Guild of South Africa (WGSA)

· Women in Film and Television, SA (WIFTSA)

· Women of the Sun (WOS)

· Workers World Media Productions

Individuals:

· Ms. Ingrid Bruynse – Bright Media, independent producers

· Ms. Jayshree Pather – Independent Media Consultant

· Mr. Raymond Louw – South African National Editors Forum (in his private capacity)  

· Prof. Anton Harber – Caxton Professor of Journalism, University of the Witwatersrand (in his private capacity)

· Prof. Devan Pillay – Head of Sociology Department, University of the Witwatersrand (in his private capacity)

· Prof. Tawana Kupe – Associate Professor of Media Studies and Dean of the Faculty of Humanities, University of the Witwatersrand (in his private capacity)

· Prof. Jane Duncan – Chair of the Information Society, Rhodes University (in her personal capacity)

· Ms. Justine Limpitlaw – broadcasting lawyer (in her private capacity)

· Ms. Jeanette Minnie of Zambezi FoX – international Freedom of Expression and Media Consultant

· Prof. William Gumede – writer, journalist, academic and freedom of expression activist, Development Bank of Southern Africa

· Mr. Jay Naidoo – ex-General Secretary of Cosatu, ex-Minister of Communications, international human rights activist

· Mr. Martin Dolny – Director of the Joe Slovo Foundation (in his personal capacity)

� Notice 670 published in Government Gazette No. 34538 dated 19 August 2011.
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