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Re: World Changes Tabernacle’s Request for Exemption from the

Commission’s Closed Captioning Rules

Case No. CGB-CC-0089

CG Docket No. 06-181
Dear Ms. Dortch:

Pursuant to the Commission’s Request for Comment, Telecommunications of the

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Inc. (TDI), the National Association of the Deaf (NAD), the
Deaf and Hard of Hearing Consumer Advocacy Network (DHHCAN), the Association
of Late-Deafened Adults (ALDA), and the Cerebral Palsy and Deaf Organization
(CPADO), collectively, “Consumer Groups,” respectfully submit this Opposition to the
petition of World Changes Tabernacle (“WCT”) to exempt its programming from the

Commission’s closed captioning rules, 47 C.F.R. § 79.1 (2010) (“Petition”).! Consumer

1 Public Notice, Request for Comment: Request for Exemption from Commission’s Closed
Captioning Rules, World Changes Tabernacle, Case No. CGB-CC-0089, CG Docket No. 06-
181 (Feb. 10, 2012),

http:/ / transition.fcc.gov/Daily _Releases/Daily_Business/2012/db0210/ DA-12-

177 Al.pdf; Petition for Exemption from Closed Captioning Requirement for World Changes
Tabernacle, Case No. CGB-CC-0089, CG Docket No. 06-181 (Jan. 23, 2012),

http:/ /apps.fcc.gov/ecfs/document/ view?id=7021858069 [hereinafter WCT Petition].









of captioning its programming, such as competitive rate quotes from established
providers, and detailed information regarding the petitioner’s financial status.? Both
showings must demonstrate that the petitioner in fact cannot afford to caption its
programming and eliminate the possibility that captioning would be possible if the
petitioner reallocated its resources or obtained more reasonable price quotes for
captioning its programming.

WCT has not provided enough information to demonstrate that it has
insufficient funds to pay for captioning. A successful petition requires, at a bare
minimum, detailed information regarding the petitioner’s finances and assets, gross or
net proceeds, and other documentation “from which its financial condition can be
assessed” that demonstrates captioning would present an undue burden on the
petitioner’s financial resources.? While WCT’s financial documents, showing annual
income of $219,194.27 and expenses of $220,668.00, suggest that it operated at a slight
loss, WCT provides no information about its available assets.!® These assets, which
presumably covered WCT's shortfall, could also be leveraged to cover the cost of closed
captioning.

WCT also notes that closed captioning its programming would increase the
budget of the programming by 280%.1? When evaluating the financial status of a
petitioner, however, the Commission “take[s] into account the overall financial
resources of the provider or program owner,” not “only the resources available for a

specific program.”12

8 See id.

% E.g., Survivors of Assault Recovery, Case No. CSR 6358, 20 FCC Red. 10,031, 10,032,
9 3 (MB 2005), cited with approval in Anglers 2011, supra note 5, 26 FCC Rcd. at 14,956,
9 28 n.100.

10 WCT Petition, supra note 1, at 13.

1 ]d, at 2.

12 Anglers 2011, supra note 5, 26 FCC Rcd. at 14,950, § 17.



II. Alternative Avenues for Captioning Assistance
Even where a petition succeeds at demonstrating that a petitioner cannot afford

to caption its programming, the petitioner must also demonstrate that it has exhausted
all alternative avenues for attaining assistance with captioning its programming.!* A
petitioner must provide documentation showing that it has sought assistance from
other parties involved with the creation and distribution of its programming, !4 sought
sponsorships or other sources of revenue to cover captions, and is unable to obtain
alternative means of funding captions.!> WCT states that it has sought assistance from
its programming distributors without success, but provides no supporting
documentation.'® WCT also asserts that it has solicited for closed captions “but ha[s] not
received any positive confirmed answers.”?” Without supporting evidence, these
assertions are inadequate to show that WCT has exhausted all alternative sources of
funding for captions.
III.Conclusion

WCT’s petition does not include sufficient information to conclude that WCT
cannot afford to caption its programming or that it has exhausted all available
alternative options for providing captioning. Because the Petition fails to conclusively
demonstrate that it would be unduly burdensome for WCT to caption its programming
under the high standard demanded under the 1996 Act and the CVAA, we respectfully
urge the Commission give WCT 45 days either to comply with the closed captioning

rules or to re-apply with sufficient information to allow the Commission and the public

13 See id. at 14,955-56, § 28 (internal citations omitted)

14 See, e.g., Engel’s Outdoor Experience, Case No. CSR 5882, 19 FCC Rced. 6867, 6868, 3
(MB 2004), cited with approval in Anglers 2011, supra note 5, 26 FCC Red. at 14,956, ¢ 28 n.
102.

15 See Outland Sports, 16 FCC Red. at 13607-08, § 7 (2001), cited with approval in Anglers
2011, supra note 5, 26 FCC Rcd. at 14,956, 9 28 n. 103.

16 WCT Petition, supra note 1, at 3.

171d. at 2.
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to determine whether WCT’s request meets the legal standard for granting an
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Al
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t Counsel thanks Georgetown Law student clinicians Allyn Ginns and Cathie Tong for
their assistance in preparing these comments.












