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	Licensee
	Southern Cross Television (TNT9) Pty. Limited (Licensee)

	Relevant legislation/standard
	Broadcasting Services Act 1992 (the BSA) 
Broadcasting Services (Television Captioning) Standard 2023 (the Standard)

	Findings
	Breach of subsection 130ZZA(4) in Part 9D of the BSA [which requires a commercial television licensee to comply with the Standard] 
Breach of paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA [licence condition requiring compliance with applicable provisions of Part 9D of the BSA] 

	Program [type]
	Nightly News 7 Tasmania [News]

	Date of broadcast
	9 November 2023

	Type of service
	Commercial—television

	Attachments
	A – Extract of complaint to the ACMA
B – Relevant provisions of the BSA and the Standard
C – Table of distinct program segments in the broadcast of 
	9 November 2023 with summary findings 
D – Extracts of Licensee’s submissions to the ACMA 
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Background
At 6pm on 9 November 2023, Southern Cross Television (TNT9) Pty. Limited (the Licensee) broadcast Nightly News 7 Tasmania (the program).
The program is a one-hour news bulletin that is broadcast live from 6pm, 7 days a week, with local content produced by the Licensee and national and international news sourced from the Licensee’s 7 Network affiliate.
On 9 November 2023, the Australian Communications and Media Authority (the ACMA) received a complaint alleging that the captions provided for the program were of poor quality. An excerpt of the complaint to the ACMA is at Attachment A.
On 7 December 2023, the ACMA commenced an investigation under the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 (the BSA) into the captioning quality of the program.
The ACMA has investigated the Licensee’s compliance with: 
· subsection 130ZZA(4) of the BSA, and 
· the licence condition imposed by paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA.
Legislative framework
Subsection 130ZZA(4) of the BSA imposes an obligation on commercial television broadcasting licensees to comply with the Standard determined by the ACMA under subsection 130ZZA(1) of the BSA. Subsection 130ZZA(4) is in Part 9D of the BSA and therefore compliance with the Standard is a licence condition for commercial television broadcasting licensees under paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA.
The Standard establishes minimum requirements relating to the quality of captioning services, to ensure that captions are meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers1. Specifically, the Standard requires captions to be readable,2 accurate3 and comprehensible.4
A ‘captioning service’ is defined in section 6 of the Standard as ‘a service in which captions are provided for programs that enable the viewer to follow the speakers, dialogue, action, sound effects and music of a program’.
‘Captions’ is defined in section 6 of the Standard as ‘the visual translation of the soundtrack of a program in English, in word form’.
The Standard stipulates that the quality of a captioning service for a program must be considered in the context of the program as a whole.5 When determining the quality of a captioning service for a program, the cumulative effect of the readability, accuracy and comprehensibility of the captions must be considered.6
Subsection 130ZZA(7A) specifies circumstances in which a breach of subsection 130ZZA(4) (captioning standards) can be disregarded, but no suggestion has been made that that provision (which would require evidence of significant difficulties of a technical or engineering nature for the Licensee) could be applicable in this matter .
Relevant provisions of the BSA and the Standard are set out in Attachment B.
1 Section 5 of the Standard.
2 Paragraph 10(a) of the Standard.
3 Paragraph 11(a) of the Standard.
4 Paragraph 12(a) of the Standard.
5 Paragraph 9(a) of the Standard.
6 Paragraph 9(c) of the Standard.
Assessment of distinct program segments
The definition of ‘program’ in section 6 of the Standard includes both a television program, and a distinct program segment within a television program.

Paragraph 9(b) of the Standard states:
When determining the quality of a captioning service for a program that is a distinct program segment within a television program, the captioning service must be considered in the context of that distinct program segment on its own.

The Explanatory Statement to the Standard states:[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Explanatory Statement for the Broadcasting Services (Television Captioning) Standard 2023] 

Paragraph (b) of section 9, and the definition of “program” in section 6, together have the effect that the quality of a captioning service for a program that is a distinct program segment within a television program will be considered in the context of that distinct program segment on its own, provided that the segment is unrelated to other program segments. For example, a current affairs program may consist of several segments which are each distinct from and unrelated to other segments in that program. 

Accordingly, in the case of a program with distinct program segments, the quality of the captioning service must be considered in the context of each distinct program segment.

Similar to a current affairs program, a news program generally consists of segments, which may be distinct and unrelated to other segments.
Assessment of live captioning
The Explanatory Statement to the Standard states:[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ibid] 

The ACMA recognises that broadcasters and narrowcasters may use different methods of captioning, such as live captioning and pre-prepared captioning. The ACMA takes the view that it is important to consider whether the captioning service provided with a program is what would be expected in the context of the program as a whole. 
Factors to consider include the circumstances of the broadcast and the nature of the program being broadcast. As suggested by the note to section 9, it is reasonable to expect that during the live broadcast of, for example, a fast-paced sporting match there would be a time lag between the captions and soundtrack and the caption lines may not end at natural linguistic breaks.

The ACMA notes the Licensee’s submission of 19 December 2023, where the ACMA was advised that: 

As a live news broadcast, the captioning for the Program was conducted on a manual live basis - a challenging process requiring captioners to make editorial decisions around live spoken content.

[…]

On review of the Program, SCA acknowledges that its captioning fell short of the requisite standard on the basis that the manual live captioning function was compromised due to unexpected staff changes.

In determining the quality of captioning, the ACMA takes into account, among other factors, the circumstances of the broadcast, including the difficulties that in some circumstances can attend live captioning. The ACMA had regard to this in the present investigation. However, regardless of the method of captioning employed, the captioning provided for a program must be meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers.
Assessment of the broadcast 
The ACMA has assessed whether the captioning service for the program broadcast on 9 November 2023 complied with the requirements relating to quality set out in the Standard. The outcome of this assessment determines whether the Licensee has complied with the Standard and, therefore, the licence condition.

As part of its assessment, the ACMA reviewed a copy of the broadcast provided by the Licensee.

The investigation focused on the first 16 minutes 17 seconds of the one-hour program (excluding commercials) which comprised 11 distinct program segments. 

The quality of the captioning service has been assessed in the context of each distinct program segment. The table at Attachment C lists the relevant captioning compliance issues in relation to the 11 distinct program segments assessed. 

Having identified breaches in the distinct program segments that were assessed, the ACMA decided (in the interest of time saving) that it was not necessary to review the entire broadcast of the one-hour program.

The ACMA has assessed the captioning quality in the introduction to the news bulletin and in the following 10 distinct stories.

The ACMA found that the news stories in the broadcast were unrelated to other news stories in the same broadcast, and thus were distinct program segments for the purposes of the Standard. Accordingly, the ACMA has considered whether the captioning for each distinct news item was meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers.

The ACMA considers that this approach to assessing news programs is appropriate, given the importance placed on news in terms of the policy objectives of the captioning rules under the BSA, as reflected in the requirement that news programs are to be captioned 24 hours a day, 7 days a week on free-to-air primary channels.
Issue 1: Did the Licensee comply with the Standard and, accordingly, comply with subsection 130ZZA(4) of the BSA?
Finding
The captioning service for the program did not meet the requirements relating to quality imposed by the Standard and, accordingly, the Licensee failed to comply with subsection 130ZZA(4) of the BSA.

Reasons
The ACMA’s assessment of the first 11 distinct program segments in the program has found that there were compliance issues with the captioning service in 7 distinct program segments. These issues are set out in the table at Attachment C.
The ACMA considers that the cumulative effect of the compliance issues relating to the readability, accuracy and comprehensibility of the captions in the 7 distinct program segments is significant enough to warrant a finding that the captioning of those segments was not meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers.
Examples include, but are not limited to the following:
Comprehensibility of the captions

In segment 2, Royal Hobart’s Emergency Department, the captions between timestamp 1:08 and 3:13 included 6 issues relating to comprehensibility (and 1 issue relating to accuracy). For example

· Between timestamp 2:06 and 2:24, there was latency of 18 seconds – the captions were incomprehensible because the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker - captions for a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of a witness fronting an inquiry was on screen.

· Between timestamp 2:07 and 2:22, there was latency of 15 seconds – the captions were incomprehensible because the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

· At timestamp 2:47, captions for the words ‘fixing the broader systemic issues causing bedblock, which has a flow’ were displayed for 1 second, which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program.

[bookmark: _Hlk161899123]These captioning compliance issues, such as captions not displaying for a sufficient length of time to give a viewer sufficient time to read them (subparagraph 12(b)(ii) of the Standard) and captions not coinciding with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker (subparagraph 12(b)(iii) of the Standard) were material because they made it difficult for deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers to follow the meaning of the segment relating to operational failings of Royal Hobart’s emergency department. As a result, the distinct program segment was not meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers. 

Accuracy of the captions

In segment 4, Optus fallout, the captions between timestamp 4:02 and 6:18 included 11 issues relating to accuracy (and 15 issues relating to comprehensibility). For example:

· At timestamp 4:32, as the phrase ‘Hmm, not sure’ was captioned as ‘I’d have a lot to do today that I couldn’t do yesterday, so, not sure’; this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.

· At timestamp 5:45, as the words ‘A lot of people were relying on them to provide a service and it wasn’t done’ were not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

· At timestamp 5:49, as the words ‘Significant loss of trade, a significant business disruption’ were not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

These captioning compliance issues, such as spoken content not being captioned (subparagraph 11(b)(i) of the Standard) and captions not reflecting the actual meaning of the spoken content (subparagraph 11(b)(iii) of the Standard) were material because they made it difficult for deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers to follow the meaning of the segment relating to the fallout resulting from the outage of the Optus service. As a result, the distinct program segment was not meaningful to deaf and hard-of-hearing viewers. 

Conclusion

The ACMA finds that the cumulative effect of the issues relating to accuracy and comprehensibility in 7 of the 11 distinct program segments that were assessed (amounting to 13 minutes 21 seconds of the total of 16 minutes 17 seconds that was assessed from the one-hour program) resulted in the captioning service for those distinct program segments not meeting the requirements relating to quality imposed by the Standard.

Issue 2: Did the Licensee comply with paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA?

Finding
The Licensee did not comply with the licence condition at paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA.

Reasons
By failing to comply with the requirements relating to quality imposed by the Standard, the Licensee failed to comply with subsection 130ZZA(4) of the BSA, and that failure meant that the Licensee also failed to comply with the licence condition at paragraph 7(1)(o) of Schedule 2 to the BSA.
The ACMA notes the remedial actions taken by the Licensee, including action taken since it was advised of the ACMA’s preliminary breach findings. In its response to the ACMA on 22 April 2024, the Licensee stated that:
[…] we have made significant progress in securing a captioning service. Currently, we are in negotiations with two providers, and we have already trialed the services of one provider [name provided] on 23 March, demonstrating a high level of accuracy. We aim to commence this service at the earliest opportunity, pending technical requirements.



Attachment A
Extract of complaint to the ACMA

I have previously complained by email to this provider. On watching the news service tonight, I found that there had been no improvement since I emailed. The captions appearing on screen are completely out of sync with the news presenters spoken word. In most cases commencement of captions can be delayed 20-30 seconds after the commencement of the spoken word. This renders the news article indecipherable. In addition, as this leads to article overrun, the captions are edited to delete sentences or stopped completely. 
As most of the articles and film clips are prerecorded, there appears to be no excuse why this occurs as surely the captions could have been inserted into the clip. 
Whilst i am not totally hearing incapacitated, this practice leaves me angry and frustrated. I feel that the service demeans hearing impaired people in general and substandard service is more than what they should expect. In that regard I feel it is discriminatory and should not be allowed. It also brings into question the right of the broadcaster to hold a licence to broadcast.
Attachment B
Relevant provisions of the BSA and the Standard
Broadcasting Services Act 1992
Section 130ZR of Part 9D of the BSA
Captioning obligations--basic rule
Basic rule
(1) Each commercial television broadcasting licensee, and each national broadcaster, must provide a captioning service for:
(a) television programs transmitted during designated viewing hours; and
(b) television news or current affairs programs transmitted outside designated viewing hours.
Section 130ZZA of Part 9D of the BSA
Captioning standards
 (1) The ACMA may, by legislative instrument, determine standards that relate to:
(a) the quality of captioning services provided by commercial television broadcasting licensees for television programs; […]
[…]
(4) A commercial television broadcasting licensee must comply with a standard determined under subsection (1).
[…]
(7A) A failure by a licensee or broadcaster to comply with a standard determined under subsection (1) is to be disregarded to the extent to which the failure is attributable to significant difficulties of a technical or engineering nature for the licensee or broadcaster, which it could not reasonably have foreseen.

Schedule 2 to the BSA
7 Conditions of commercial television broadcasting licences
(1) Each commercial television broadcasting licence is subject to the following conditions: 
[…]
(o) if a provision of Part 9D (which deals with captioning of television programs for the deaf and hearing impaired) applies to the licensee--the licensee will comply with that provision.


Broadcasting Services (Television Captioning) Standard 2023 
5	Object of this Standard
The object of this standard is to specify mandatory requirements for broadcasters and narrowcasters that relate to the quality of captioning services, to ensure that captioning services are meaningful to deaf and hard of hearing viewers.

6	Definitions
In this Standard:
Terms that are defined in the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 have the same meaning as in that Act, unless the contrary intention appears.
[…]
captioning obligations means the legislative obligations under Part 9D of the Act that require:
(a)	commercial television broadcasting licensees and national broadcasters to provide a captioning service for programs transmitted under subsection 130ZR(1) of the Act;
[…]
captioning service means a service in which captions are provided for programs that enable the viewer to follow the speakers, dialogue, action, sound effects and music of a program.
captions means the visual translation of the soundtrack of a program in English, in word form.
distinct program segment within a television program means a distinct segment that is unrelated to other program segments within the same television program.
[…]
program includes:
(a) a television program; and
(b) a distinct program segment within a television program.
8	Quality of captioning services
Broadcasters and narrowcasters must, when providing a captioning service in accordance with their captioning obligations, comply with the requirements relating to quality in this Standard.

Note: In exercising its enforcement powers under the Act, the ACMA takes the position that a program that does not meet the requirements of section 8 of this Standard will not be eligible to be used by a broadcaster or narrowcaster to comply with its captioning obligations. 

9	Determining the quality of captioning services

(a) Subject to paragraph (b), when determining the quality of a captioning service for a program, the captioning service must be considered in the context of the program as a whole.

(b) When determining the quality of a captioning service for a program that is a distinct program segment within a television program, the captioning service must be considered in the context of that distinct program segment on its own.

(c) When determining the quality of a captioning service, the cumulative effect of the following factors must be considered:

(i) the readability of the captions;

(ii) the accuracy of the captions; and

(iii) the comprehensibility of the captions.

[…]
10	Readability of captions

(a) When providing a captioning service for a program, broadcasters and narrowcasters must use captions that are readable.

(b) When determining whether captions are readable, the following factors must be considered in the context of the program as a whole:

(i) whether colour and font are used in the captions in a way that makes them legible;

(ii) whether the caption lines end at natural linguistic breaks and reflect the natural flow and punctuation of a sentence, so each caption forms an understandable segment;

(iii) whether standard punctuation of printed English has been used in the captions to convey the way speech is delivered;

(iv) whether the captions are positioned so as to avoid obscuring other on- screen text, any part of a speaker’s face including the mouth and any other important visuals where possible; and

(v) whether the captions are no more than three lines in length.
11	Accuracy of captions

(a) When providing a captioning service for a program, broadcasters and narrowcasters must use captions that accurately recreate the soundtrack of a program.

(b) When determining whether captions accurately recreate the soundtrack of a program, the following factors must be considered in the context of the program as a whole:

(i) whether spoken content has been captioned;

(ii) whether the captions of spoken content are verbatim;

(iii) where it is not possible for the captions of spoken content to be verbatim, whether the captions reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content;

(iv) where the intended target audience of a program is children and the captions are not verbatim, the extent to which the captions take into account the intended audience;

(v) whether the manner and tone of voice of speakers has been conveyed, where practical and material; and

(vi) whether sound effects and/or music, material to understanding the program and not observable from the visual action, have been accurately described.
12	Comprehensibility of captions

(a) When providing a captioning service for a program, broadcasters and narrowcasters must use captions that are comprehensible.
	
(b) When determining whether captions are comprehensible, the following factors must be considered in the context of the program as a whole:

(i) whether the captions clearly identify and distinguish individual speakers, including off-screen and off-camera voices;

(ii) whether the captions are displayed for a sufficient length of time to allow the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program;

(iii) the extent to which the appearance of the caption coincides with the onset of speech of the corresponding speaker, sound effect or music;

(iv) the extent to which the disappearance of the caption coincides with the end of the speech of the corresponding speaker, sound effect or music;

(v) whether the words used in the captions have been spelt correctly;

(vi) where a word is not spelt correctly, whether the spelling provided nevertheless conveys the meaning of the actual word;

(vii) whether explanatory captions are provided for long speechless pauses in the program;

(viii) the extent to which a caption over-runs a shot or scene change; and 

(ix) the extent to which the appearance or disappearance of the caption, as the case may be, coincides with the relevant shot or scene change.


Attachment C
TABLE OF DISTINCT PROGRAM SEGMENTS, APPROXIMATE DURATION AND ASSOCIATED KEY ISSUES 
Bold and shaded – Breach due to captioning compliance issues identified in the distinct program segments. The captioning issues affected the readability, accuracy or comprehensibility of the distinct program segments to such an extent that they would have made it difficult for a person relying on the captions to comprehend the segment. As such, the captioning was not meaningful to viewers relying on captions. 
Normal and unshaded – No breach despite captioning compliance issues identified in the distinct program segments. The captioning issues did not affect the readability, accuracy or comprehensibility of the distinct program segments in question to such an extent that the errors would have made it difficult for a person relying on the captions to comprehend the segment. As such, the captioning remained meaningful to viewers relying on captions. 
Broadcast of Nightly News 7 Tasmania on 9 November 2023
	[bookmark: _Hlk161238167]Segment
	Timestamp
	Key issue
	Relevant provision of the Standard / 
Issue / Description of content

	1 

Intro

(0:15 – 1:07)
	0:39 - 0:46
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 7 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	0:46
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘CLIMATE CHANGE DOMINATES THE SECOND DAY OF TALKS AT THE PACIFIC’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	0:47 - 0:53
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 6 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	0:53
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘AUSTRALIA’S THIRD BIGGEST BANK REVEALS ANOTHER MONSTER ANNUAL’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	1:01
	Accuracy 
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)

The following spoken words were not captioned:
‘Live, from our Seven Tasmania studios, your nightly news with Kim Millar begins now’.

[bookmark: _Hlk162340764]However, the omission of captions did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	
	
	

	2 

[bookmark: _Hlk161831217]Royal Hobart’s Emergency Department

(1:08 – 3:13)
	1:12
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The captions were displayed for less than 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	1:39 -1:47
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 8 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	1:41 – 1:50
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraphs 12(b)(v) and (vi) 

A word was spelt incorrectly. However, the caption was comprehensible.
‘This is unsafe. I don’t want to be here when, I don’t want to front a coroner’s court’.
‘This is unsafe. I don’t want to be hear, I don’t want to front a coroner’s court’.

	
	1:47
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	1:47	
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

[bookmark: _Hlk163119951]The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	1:55	
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	1:56 - 2:02
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 6 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	2:02
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161234104]2:06 - 2:24
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 18 seconds. Captions for a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of a witness fronting an inquiry was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	2:07 – 2:22
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii)
There was a delay of 15 seconds between words that made up one sentence:
‘nobody’ appeared at 2:07 and
‘cares about that’ did not appear until 2:22.
This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161234405]2:09 - 2:30
	Comprehensibility
	[bookmark: _Hlk163120229][bookmark: _Hlk163120208]Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 21 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when the reporter was on screen saying something different.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with what the reporter was saying on screen.

	
	2:13 - 2:35
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 22 seconds. Captions of a witness fronting an inquiry appeared when footage of the reporter was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	2:24
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	2:25 - 2:45
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 20 seconds. Captions of the reporter speaking appeared when footage of a witness fronting an inquiry was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	2:35
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	2:39
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)

The following spoken words were not captioned:

‘… with the emergency department, ambulance Tasmania are not the problem, the problem is flow out of the hospital’.

[bookmark: _Hlk162340724]As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	2:45
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	2:47
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii)

The words ‘fixing the broader systemic issues causing bedblock, which has a flow’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	2:54
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	2:58
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	3:06
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	
	
	

	3

Former Tasmanian and Olympic boxer charged.
(3:14-4:01)
	3:14 - 3:23
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 9 seconds. However, this did not affect the comprehensibility of this part of the program.


	
	3:32
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	4:00
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)

The following spoken words were not captioned:
‘Thank you very much there, Ruby’.

However, the omission of captions for spoken content did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk161897050]4

Optus fallout
(4:02 - 6:18)
	4:02 - 4:14
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 12 seconds. Captions of the presenter speaking did not appear until footage of the reporter’s news item had started. However, this did not affect the comprehensibility of this part of the program.


	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161234995]4:18 - 4:29
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 11 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of the Communications Minister was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161235044]4:22 - 4:32




	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 10 seconds. Captions of an individual being interviewed appeared when footage of the Optus CEO was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker

	
	4:23 - 4:38
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 15 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of another person speaking was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:28 - 4:53
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 25 seconds. Captions of the Communications Minister speaking appeared when footage of a voice-over by the reporter was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:32
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

Spoken content was not captioned verbatim, causing the captions to not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.
The phrase ‘Hmm, not sure’ was captioned as:
‘I have a lot to do today that I couldn’t do yesterday, so, not sure’.

	
	4:32
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	4:32 - 4:57
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 25 seconds. Captions of the reporter asking the Optus CEO a question appeared when footage of an unrelated story about 5G capabilities was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:35 - 5:07
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 32 seconds. Captions of an answer to a question from the reporter appeared when footage of a story covering an unrelated topic was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:38
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The phrase ‘It took 24 hours’ was not captioned.

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	4:39
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘Today’s senate inquiry will force Optus to now front up’ were not captioned.

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	4:44 – 5:16
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 32 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of a story covering an unrelated topic was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:46 – 5:17
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 31 seconds. Captions of a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of a story on an unrelated topic was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 

	
	4:48
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	4:53 – 5:20
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 27 seconds. Captions of a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of another speaker was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.	

	
	4:58
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161235487]5:02 – 5:26
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 24 seconds. Captions for a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of an unrelated topic was on screen. 

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	5:08
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	5:13 - 5:38
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 25 seconds. Captions for a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of another speaker was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	5:16
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161235543]5:20 – 5:47
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 27 seconds. Captions for a speaker who was on screen appeared when footage had moved to the NSW Premier speaking on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161235580]5:25 – 5:55
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 30 seconds. Captions for a voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of an unrelated topic was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161235658]5:31 – 6:01
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 30 seconds. Captions for the reporter speaking on camera appeared when footage of an unrelated part of the segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	5:36 – 6:02
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 26 seconds. Captions for an on-screen speaker appeared when footage of an unrelated part of the segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	5:40
	Accuracy 
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The phrase ‘Calls for compensation are growing’ was not captioned. 

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	5:42
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The phrase ‘I’d urge Optus customers to keep receipts’ was not captioned. 

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.


	
	5:45
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘A lot of people were relying on them to provide a service and it wasn’t done’ were not captioned.

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	5:47
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	5:49
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘Significant loss of trade, a significant business disruption’ were not captioned.
 
As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	5:52
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘Optus has offered 200GB of free data to postpaid customers. Prepaid customers get free data on weekends’ were not captioned but appeared in graphics on screen.

The words ‘until January’ were not captioned. 

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	5:56
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	5:57
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The captions for spoken content were not verbatim. However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.
The words ‘We asked Optus about the software upgrade late today. Our engineers are investigating thoroughly’ were captioned as:
‘We asked Optus about the software update. We will answer your queries and provide more information as it’.

	
	6:00
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘The communications watchdog smacked Telstra in 2018 when an outage prevented 1500 ‘000’ calls, it’s examining Optus now’ were not captioned. 
As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	6:01
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The captions for spoken content were not verbatim. However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.
The phrase ‘Analysts insist Optus must know but it’s just not telling us’ was captioned as:

‘Analysts insist Optus knows – it’s just not telling us’.

	
	6:02
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The captions for spoken content were not verbatim. However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.
The phrase ‘From a higher strategic level, you actually know what happened’ was captioned as

‘From a higher strategic level, you actually know what happens’.


	
	6:08
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘61-year-old Janette had a stroke and couldn’t get through’ were not captioned.

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	6:09
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

Captions for the words ’I’m very lucky that I didn’t fall over and couldn’t get up’ appeared before the words were spoken.

However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.

	
	6:09
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	6:13 – 6:17
	Accuracy

	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The following words were not spoken but captions for them appeared:

‘These things tend to be cumulative, so they build on each
other and you do that a few too many times and consumers will 
start to run away’.
As captions appeared when there was no spoken content, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program. 

	
	6:18
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)
 
The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	
	
	

	5

State schools
(6:19 – 7:12)
	6:19 – 7:12
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible. 

	
	
	
	

	6

Landmark Ruling
(7:13 – 9:00)
	7:52
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:01
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘Overturning a 20-year-old precedent’ were on screen for less than a second. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:01
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘A hugely significant decision that’s going to have life changing consequences’ were on screen for less than a second. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:02
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	8:06
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:15
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The phrase ‘Its beyond inhumane’ was captioned as ‘just inhumae’.

However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.

	
	8:16
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:19
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	8:22
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	8:29
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	8:37
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161236256]8:37 – 8:59
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 22 seconds. Captions for an on-screen speaker appeared when footage for an unrelated part of the segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	8:39
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

Captions for the words ‘In arguing against the decision - the Solicitor General warned the’ appeared on screen for approx. 5 seconds before the reporter started speaking. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:43
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The words ’warned the ruling would expose the Commonwealth to inevitable and undefendable compensation claims’ were captioned as ‘ruling could lead to what he described as “undefendable” compensation claims’.

However, the captions conveyed the intended meaning.

	
	8:44 - 8:52
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	8:57
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The phrase ‘respond in detail’ was captioned as ‘respond’.

However, the caption conveyed the intended meaning.

	
	
	
	

	7

Prime Minister at the Pacific Islands Forum

(9:01 – 9:33)
	9:08 – 9:14
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 6 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	9:10 – 9:20
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 6 seconds. However, the captions were comprehensible.

	
	9:18 – 9:27
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 9 seconds. However, the captions are comprehensible.

	
	9:27
	Comprehensibility

	Subparagraph 12(b)(vi) 

The words ‘Australia has an important role to play here’ were captioned as:

’AUSTRALIA HAS AN IMPORTANT ROL TO PLAY HERE’.
However, the misspelt caption for the word ‘role’ conveyed the meaning of the actual word.

	
	9:29
	Accuracy

	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) and (iii)

The words ‘We are providing some $350 million in our Pacific climate infrastructure financing partnership’ were captioned as:

WE ARE PROVIDING SOME 350 MILLION DOLLARS IN A PACIFIC INFRASTRUCTURE
FINANCING PARTNERSHIP’.

However, the misspelt caption for ‘our’ and the omitted caption for ‘climate’ reflected the actual meaning of the spoken content.

	
	
	
	

	8

Interest rates

(9:34 – 11:27)
	10:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:04
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The words ‘COST OF LIVING’ appeared in captions but were not spoken by the on-screen speaker. However, this did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.


	
	10:08
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i)

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:09
	Accuracy

	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) 

The word ‘GRAO’ appeared in caption but was not spoken by the on-screen speaker. However, this did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.


	
	10:29
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:38 – 10:44
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii)
 
There was latency of approx. 6 seconds. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:41 – 10:50
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 9 seconds. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:44
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk161236778]10:47 – 10:57
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 10 seconds. Captions for an on-screen speaker appeared when footage of another speaker being interviewed was on screen.
This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	10:50
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	10:51 – 11:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 13 seconds. Captions for voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of the reporter speaking to camera was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with what the on-screen speaker was saying.

	
	10:55
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i) 

The words ‘Overall I’m optimistic, but it feels a lot slower because it is slower, but I don’t see a recession’ were not captioned.

As spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	10:57
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

The words ‘It’s the position of the world unfortunately, the larger companies being able to pull that much profit while everyone else is struggling’ were captioned as:

”IT’S THE POSITION OF THE WORLD UNFORTUNATELY..THE LARGER

As the spoken content was not captioned verbatim, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.

	
	11:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

Captions for the words ‘BUT A PREDICTION...THE ECONOMY WILL AVOID THE WORSE’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	11:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.


	
	11:23
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	11:28
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

Captions for the words ‘THEIR WAY OUT OF ALMOST THREE STANDARD RBA HIKES’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	
	
	

	9

Police search

(11:28 – 11:54)
	
	No issues found
	

	
	
	
	

	10

Western Bulldogs

(11:55 – 14:27)
	12:26
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)
The words ‘It’s been 30 years for the Western Bulldogs to recognise what I experienced at that Club’ were not captioned.
As the spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	12:35
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

[bookmark: _Hlk161136378][bookmark: _Hlk161136426]The words ‘The Western Bulldogs now have 6 million reasons to regret their abysmal behaviour stretching right back to the early 1980s’ were captioned as: 
‘ON YOUNG BOYS. THIS IS AN ENORMOUS FIGURE AND ITS AN EARTHQUAKE IN THE LEGAL SYSTEM FOR SURE’.
As captions for the spoken content were not verbatim, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.

	[bookmark: _Hlk160706591]
	12:36
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	12:41
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:00
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

[bookmark: _Hlk161136830]The words ‘This is an enormous figure and it’s an earthquake in the legal system for sure’ were captioned as:

[bookmark: _Hlk161136858][bookmark: _Hlk161136875][bookmark: _Hlk161137013]‘THIS IS A LESSON FOR THE WB- DONT LET YOUR VOLUNTEERS SEXUALLY ABUSE CHILDREN. AND IF THEY DO – DON’T RUN AND HIDE’.

As captions for the spoken content were not captioned verbatim, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.

	
	13:01
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:02
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘AND IF THEY DO – DON’T RUN AND HIDE’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:22
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:29
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:36
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

The words ‘It started when he was 12 years old and all at the hands of Graham Hobbs a club fund raising volunteer who introduced him to a paedophile ring’ were captioned as:
‘IT ALL STARTED WHEN HE WAS JUST 12 YEARS OLD – ALL AT THE HANDS OF GREAME HOBBS…A CONVICTED PAEDOPHILE…WHO INTRODUCED HIM TO A PAEDOPHILE RING…AND WAS ONCE CONSIDERED A “JACK OF ALL TRADES” FOR HIS SERVICES’.

Although the captions of spoken content were not verbatim, this did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.


	
	13:41
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘A CONVICTED PAEDOPHILE…WHO INTRODUCED HIM TO A PAEDOPHILE’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	13:50
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii) 

The words ‘ANOTHER BOY ALSO GAVE EVIDENCE HE WAS SEXUALLY ABUSED BY GRAEME’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	14:00
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

[bookmark: _Hlk161137079][bookmark: _Hlk161137129]The words ‘I feel very emotional about this, I hope this sets a standard and I applaud the jury for being so sensible and for believing a victim’ were captioned as:

‘DERYN – REALLY EMOTIONAL HOPE IT SETS A PRECENT.’

As captions for the spoken content were not verbatim, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.

	
	14:00
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	14:05
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

The phrase ‘The result is likely to cause financial strife for the club’ was captioned as:
‘THE RESULT IS LIKELY TO CAUSE FINANCIAL STRIKE FOR THE AFL CLUB’.
Although the captions of the spoken content were not verbatim, this did not affect the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	14:05
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this did not cause the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	14:10
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(ii)

The words ‘NEED TO BORROW FUNDS TO PAY THE DAMAGES’ were displayed for 1 second which was not a sufficient length of time for the viewer to read them and follow the action of the program. This caused the captions to be incomprehensible.

	
	
	
	

	11

American warning

(14:28 – 16:17)
	14:29 – 14:43
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 14 seconds. Captions of the news presenter introducing the segment did not appear until the presenter had ceased talking.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the presenter speaking.

	
	15:26
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this part of the program was comprehensible.

	
	15:39 – 15:52
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 13 seconds. Captions of the US Secretary of State speaking appeared when another speaker was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	15:44 – 16:04
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 20 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of an unrelated part of the segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	15:48 – 16:12
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 24 seconds. Captions of translated speech of an earlier speaker appeared when footage of an unrelated part of the segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker. 


	
	15:52
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this part of the program was comprehensible.


	
	15:53 -16:17
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(iii) 

There was latency of approx. 24 seconds. Captions of voice-over by the reporter appeared when footage of the news anchor introducing a new segment was on screen.

This made the captions incomprehensible as the appearance of the captions did not coincide with the onset of speech by the corresponding speaker.

	
	16:05
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this part of the program was comprehensible.


	
	16:05
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)

The words ‘As around the world from a Japanese peace boat to protesters in Paris, the demand for a total ceasefire grows louder’ were not captioned.
As the spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	16:11
	Comprehensibility
	Subparagraph 12(b)(i) 

The captions did not clearly identify and distinguish different speakers. However, this part of the program was comprehensible.


	
	16:14
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(i)

The words ‘In Tel Aviv, David Woiwod, 7 news’ were not captioned.
As the spoken content was not captioned, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program.

	
	16:17
	Accuracy
	Subparagraph 11(b)(ii) and (iii)

The words ‘Diplomatic sources claim talks between the US, Qatar and Israel are looking at a proposal for a one to three day pause in the fighting in return for the release of up to 15 hostages’ were captioned as:
‘Diplomatic sources claim – talks between the US..CAT-R (Qatar) and’.
As captions for the spoken content were not verbatim, this affected the accuracy of this part of the program because the captions did not reflect the actual meaning of the spoken content.





Attachment D
Extracts of Licensee’s submissions to the ACMA

Extract from Licensee’s submission to the ACMA dated 19 December 2023
Nightly News 7 Tasmania is a local “hybrid” news service with content produced by 7 Tasmania in accordance with the local programming rules in Division 5D of Part 5 of the BSA, aired with National and International News content sourced from our 7 Network affiliate.
As a live news broadcast, the captioning for the Program was conducted on a manual live basis - a challenging process requiring captioners to make editorial decisions around live spoken content. A key consideration with manual live captioning is the availability of news scripts from our affiliates. SCA’s standard practice, based on current technical capability, is to take news scripts for national packages from the network versions of iNews (SCA’s news production system) when those scripts are available. However, news is fast moving and variable and often scripts for late or breaking stories are incomplete as we go to air; news packages are changed for timing purposes (either adding or removing elements); interview soundbites within stories may be transcribed incorrectly or not at all; and in the case of crosses to reporters in-field, there is sometimes no script at all. Each of these factors can variously result in delayed, incorrect, incomplete, or in some cases, no captions being available for our manual live captioning system. Whilst SCA attempts at all times to ensure the greatest possible level of accuracy, the variability in the delivery of news content can sometimes lead to deficiencies with manual live captioning.
In addition, SCA has recently been through a hiring process for the position normally responsible for the manual live captioning process. Training for a new employee was well under way when that employee resigned a few weeks into her training period. SCA has since been covering the position with casual employees pending training of a full-time replacement captioner. This was the position at the time of broadcast of the Program.
SCA takes its obligations under Part 9D of the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 very seriously. On review of the Program, SCA acknowledges that its captioning fell short of the requisite standard on the basis that the manual live captioning function was compromised due to unexpected staff changes. Now that a new full-time employee is in the position, SCA believes that the factors which SCA can control – employee proficiency – will enable it to return to a position where it only needs to manage those factors outside of its control in order to ensure compliance with Part 9D.
Extract from Licensee’s submission to the ACMA dated 22 April 2024
[…] I would like to provide additional details regarding the measures already in place to prevent further breaches of the code in the future. 
As previously stated on December 19, 2023, we have hired a full-time employee who is responsible for the manual live captioning process. This implementation ensures SCA’s compliance with Part 9D of the Broadcasting Services Act 1992.
Furthermore, we have made significant progress in securing a captioning service. Currently, we are in negotiations with two providers, and we have already trialed the services of one provider [name provided] on 23 March, demonstrating a high level of accuracy. We aim to commence this service at the earliest opportunity, pending technical requirements.
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