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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

How do you find the DAILY assigning process on The Hub compared to the old structure?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

It 's more diff icult/complicated 83.3% 20

No opinion  0.0% 0

It's about the same 16.7% 4

It's better  0.0% 0

 Comments: 16

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

Comments:

1 Instead of being able to have a straight forward conversation with one person -
there is now a team. None of whom seem to speak to one and other. There also
seems to be undo focus on ensuring each platform has the same line-up rather
than simply ensuring everyone knows what's out there.

Mar 26, 2010 6:40 PM

2 I can no longer sell my stories directly to the programs. I have to work through the
Hub and sometimes the importance of the story gets lost in translation. In
addition, W6 is now run by TV people and Don Spandier has little story sense.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 It is generally disorganized, with weak editorial input and a bullying tone toward
reporters, who provide content. It is unclear who is accountable.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

4 Harder to get in touch with Phil; assignments come much later (usually around
11am) and seem muddled; often they seem like TV stories being assigned to
radio

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 Phil is still his great self but it's frustrating when he doesn't know what the
planning side has already assigned me and when he doesn't seem to have the
power to overturn a future assignment for daily breaking news. He was also told at
least once by a local manager to stop the direct communication with me - he
should be dealing with the local HUB.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

6 The Hub is a nightmare. 99% of my experience with this entity results in double
the phonecalls and emails I used to receive.  No one ever seems to know what is
going on in radio and I always get individial emails/vmails from each show as well
as the different Hub shifts. I'm always on hold or being transfered when before
you phoned 6262 and that person always knew what was going on. I hate the
hub.

Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

7 Still hearing from too many people about the story I'm working on, especially if I'm
hitting for News Network. I thought the hub was supposed to eliminate these
constant interruptions?

Mar 29, 2010 12:22 PM

8 It's 1:24 PM and I'm only having my assignment cleared now. Mar 29, 2010 5:25 PM
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Comments:

9 There seem to be many more people involved in deciding whether a story is
worthwhile and, as the reporter, I don't seem to be one of them. I also find stories
are killed or assigned mid-day more often than they used to be and that stories I'm
rarely assigned to stories that have anything to do with what's happening in my
region.

Mar 29, 2010 10:18 PM

10 nO ONE CAN TELL ME WHO MY BOSS IS. Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

11 even in Ottawa where we're protected by a similar mini hub structure in the form
of Chris, relations with the shows the desk are much more confused then ever
before.  this is particularly true when it comes to world report.  it frequently does
not know what is coming, or whether something is coming.
in addition, the planning desk seems to be a disaster.

Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

12 though through no fault of phil...it seems different messages are directed our way
instead of steamlind

Mar 30, 2010 12:54 PM

13 though through no fault of phil...it seems different messages are directed our way
instead of steamlind

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

14 None of the pre-selected answers really fit.
It's not that the Hub is more difficult or complicated.
it's that it doesn't work - we still have multiple calls from shows, from on-line from
TV to reporters. We still don't see information being communicated at the level of
the assignment desk. and we still have more than one person calling interview
subjects leading to confusion/irritation about who the subject is supposed to talk
to.

Mar 30, 2010 2:19 PM

15 It was supposed to make things easier. Instead its a lot worse. More phone calls,
and often from people using a nasty tone

Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

16 Not long after the Hub fiasco, we went back to assignment the old way: dealing
directly with show.

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

How do you f ind The Hub's planning desk compared to the old structure?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

There's MORE communication and 

there are fewer unpleasant 

surprises.

20.8% 5

There's LESS communication 

and there are more unpleasant 

surprises.

79.2% 19

It's about the same.  0.0% 0

No opinion  0.0% 0

 Comments: 14

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

Comments:

1 We were utterly unprepared for the spring break week. The new structure seems
uniquely focused on logistics rather than editorial content.

Mar 26, 2010 6:40 PM

2 The assignment people keep a decent calendar and for the most part have decent
news judgement.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 Planning under the current configuration is not about futures or getting ahead on
original journalism. And it should be. Looking ahead 12 hours is not planning.
Making sure all platforms are served on boring agenda items is not planning.
Planning is coordinating original, enterprising and thoughtful news items so that
we look like we are doing more than responding to the work of other news
organizations.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

4 Planning no longer seems to be interested in features... basically shuffles press
releases.

Mar 26, 2010 7:37 PM

5 Planning muddles things; there seems to be a power struggle between daily and
planning and reporters are caught in the middle

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

6 Actually, there's MUCH more communication (almost too much some days) and
MORE unpleasant surprises. I hate not being able to pitch directly to the shows.
Several times, I've been given a green light by planning on a story, only to find out
after a lot of work and effort, that there's no buy-in on the story from the shows so
I should drop it. I don't entirely trust the planning desk's ability to pitch my stories.
Nor do I entirely trust their editorial judgement on radio vs tv stories - there are too
many tv people in planning.
Also, the planning seems to be around agenda events only.  Vito had his faults
but he always thought of interesting, engaging and off-agenda series for slow
times of the year. That seems to be entirely lacking now.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM
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Comments:

7 Several times show producers for both TV and radip have been surprised that I
had stories for them. They said the Hub didn't tell them. Then they take out their
frustrations on me, which I don't have time for. Once I did a piece for the National
as well as radio. Rollout agreed to in advance, National didn't run TV piece. Their
explanation, they didn't know it was coming, didn't have enuff space. What a
waste of money and energy....and a disappointment to all I interviewed. 
Another time I had a story idea I wanted to do when backfilling in a foreign
bureau. I called Hub foreign daily assignment and told them what I wanted to do.
When planning guy heard I hadn't called him directly he pestered me with SEVEN
bullying emails about how I had circumvented the assignment process. It seems
to me too many are on this bloody desk, they don't have enuff to do and expend
most of their energy protecting their perceived turf.

Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

8 Inexperienced people who don't understand "radio" are manning the ship. Mar 29, 2010 12:22 PM

9 Only once in the months that the Hub has existed have I heard from somebody on
the Hub to discuss a potential future story idea.  This is not the way it should work.

Mar 29, 2010 3:18 PM

10 This was a tough one to answer. I find there's MORE communication but it's not
always a good thing. The communication is not always clear or necessary.
Sometimes I feel inundated with communication - which distracts me from actually
doing my job.

Mar 29, 2010 10:18 PM

11 wHAT PLANNING? It is impossible to plan anything, and ideas disappear into the
ether.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

12 a disaster.  have yet to benefit once from the presence of the new planning desk.
am also concerned that thee is absolutely NO communication from the planning
desk to reporters to allow them to offer insight, ideas and advice into upcoming
events and stories.

Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

13 planning is the worst part of the hub. and that's saying a lot since the whole thing
is terrible

Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

14 It has worked occasionally. Frequently it has been geared to supporting the TV
National reporter, and radio is an afterthought/accidental involvement.

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

What have your dealings with LIVE DESK been like?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Not much different from the days 

of Newsworld.
45.8% 11

They seem to be better organized. 25.0% 6

They seem to be less organized. 16.7% 4

No Opinion 12.5% 3

 Other (please specify) 12

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

Other (please specify)

1 Unlike Newsworld the NN Live desk really is keen to get in on first and beat the
other media. The down side is that the person I reach on the phone to file all too
often doesn't seem to know who I am, where I am or what I'm covering even
though I'm on their sked..

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

2 Better - especially early in the morning with Marc Tapper who really gets things Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

3 The few times I've done live hits for NN - the occasional miscommunication
problems between producers persist.

Mar 26, 2010 8:22 PM

4 They still demand too much at all the wrong times, although they seem to take no
for an answer better.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

5 Just as disorganized as before...flying by the seat of their pants unless I'm dealing
with one specific producer Sharon Musgrave.

Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

6 I've never had any dealings with the LIVE DESK. Mar 29, 2010 10:18 PM

7 Writers call 15 minutes to half an hour before a hit.  More time is needed to get
the best (and correct) intro and line of questioning for the hit.

Mar 30, 2010 12:20 AM

8 Better organized. But. 1) The Live Desk is exclusively a News Network resource.
No one is thinking about radio, and what needs to happen with breaking news for
radio. 2)No one is overseeing demands on reporters, so live desk calls for 'hits'
regardless of how many hours you've already worked.  3) "Hits" are all they want.
They don't seem overly concerned about the content.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

9 still seem desperate and confused. Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

10 they are too eager to jump on stories and then leave us hanging... Mar 30, 2010 12:54 PM

11 they are too eager to jump on stories and then leave us hanging... Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

12 They generally remain among the least knowledgeable people when dealing with
a story. "Writers" often call me and ask me what the story is, what questions to
ask, and what I will say. What is the point?

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I feel involved in decisions that influence my work as a national reporter.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 4.2% 1

agree 4.2% 1

neutral 4.2% 1

disagree 37.5% 9

strongly disagree 50.0% 12

 comment 16

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

comment

1 There is less respect now for journalists in the field reporting to the desk what the
story is. They assign something and expect it to be executed as ordered with little
consideration of the opinion of the journalist responsible for writing the story.

Mar 26, 2010 6:40 PM

2 I'm satisfied with things at the Hub assignment level but on a more global level I'm
not. There has been no effort that I can see on the part of senior managers to
reach out to national radio reporters to find out how the changes have affected us.
The fundamental change I see is that radio news is now in the hands of TV middle
managers coming from a TV culture where reporters are footsoldiers and
producers are the real journalists. Its the opposite of what I regard as radio news
culture where producers facilitate a reporters journalism rather than micro-
managing and presuming to call the shots. I also think that radio's competitive
news advantage, ie. we can move more quickly and cheaply than television, has
been lost,. I seems that every story (certainly one that involves travel) now has to
be a TV story too or its chances of being funded are greatly diminished.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 We have not been consulted individually or as a group in any meaningful way
about the changes that have been made. We should have been front and centre
in this process. Instead, the longstanding attitude has been "suck it up" and if you
don't like it, leave. The tone taken toward reporters is a serious problem.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

4 There's a huge gap between the theory on how decisions should be made and
what actually happens. It's chaotic.

Mar 26, 2010 7:37 PM

5 I am told what to do by a cast of characters who don't understand radio and our
culture

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

6 If anyone has time to listen, I'm not confident they understand and transmit those
ideas forward. Except Phil, of course. He hasn't changed.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

7 The changes to World Report and World at Six are a big disappointment and no
one thought to talk to us.

Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

8 There now appears to be a more "top-down" assignment process, a more heavy-
handed approach from the shows.

Mar 29, 2010 12:22 PM
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comment

9 Not involved in any of the converstations.  Several times lately stories are chosen
by people on the Hub or show producers without consulting the people on the
ground

Mar 29, 2010 3:18 PM

10 very top down. Mar 29, 2010 4:21 PM

11 As a specialist reporter, I feel very involved in decisions that influence my work. Mar 30, 2010 12:20 AM

12 I've never felt so demoralized, under appreciated and powerless.  No where in this
process has anyone asked for my input.  Nor am I ever asked for story ideas or
consulted on how I should spend my day.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

13 i really don't feel at all involved in the decisions that affect my work.
i have a limited amount of editorial input, and increasingly, in the case of W6, less
and less input.

Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

14 I'm involved... but not sure the stories are played the way the should be on any of
the main radio programs

Mar 30, 2010 2:19 PM

15 I feel like a widget who is expected to fill whatever crack has come open Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

16 Seriously? When a colleague of mine had the audacity to refer to himself as a
national reporter, the regional manager quickly corrected him, informing him he
was merely a "senior reporter".  Once many years ago, annual conferences were
held among national reporters to discuss the craft, technology, and establish a
network that actually paid dividends in better work on the air. They were done
away with to "put the money into journalism" instead. The same rationale took
newspapers away from national reporters. Newspapers. Yet the senior
management can fly from one end of the country to the other to attend an
"announcement". Business class no doubt.  There is no longer any main contact
who oversees or listens to the concerns  of the "senior" journalists in the service.
No one cares. No wonder I hear some of the shit I do on the radio.

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

If I have a good idea or feel strongly about something it wil l  almost always get on the air.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Agree 25.0% 6

Neutral 33.3% 8

Disagree 29.2% 7

Strongly Disagree 12.5% 3

 Other (please specify) 11

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

Other (please specify)

1 The loss of two and a half minutes on WR and TV management at W6 means less
story which need more than a minute twenty on WR or 2:00 on W6 are much
more difficult to get on the air.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

2 Sometimes, but only if there is adequate buy-in. Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 I can usually get play for a story but it's sometimes difficult. Features are a
tougher sell. Crime is an easy sell.

Mar 26, 2010 7:37 PM

4 Pitching a story means it'll end up in the black hole of the Hub - never to be heard
from again

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 There have been stories I've felt were valid that have been dropped from lineups. Mar 26, 2010 8:22 PM

6 But sometimes I have to go around the planning desk and secretly pitch directly to
the shows.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

7 Spandier often poo-poos our ideas...and in a very unsavoury manner. 
As always, once it's in the globe, it's a different matter.

Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

8 Increasingly my work is being influence by the wants/needs demands of The
National, in a couple of respects. First, working with a content unit (which likely
identifies me!) the stories we cover tend to be "good tv stories" as opposed to
good stories. Secondly, I can no longer pitch items to The Current because The
National won't take a story that's been on The Current. So guess which show
wins?
Finally, there no longer appears to be interest in original journalism, despite what
we're told. There's no time available to investigate or research, more of a concern
about pumping out agenda stories. There's also little interest in complex or
layered stories. Much of the work we've done in the past that won awards and
acclaim would never get done today.

Mar 29, 2010 12:22 PM

9 Original ideas only make it on air IN SPITE of the structure.  The rift in decision
making, between the 'daily' and 'planning' assigners, make it next to impossible to
pitch an idea to make it to air.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

10 it only gets on air if you go around the hub until the last minute Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM
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Other (please specify)

11 It depends. If I'm up against a lineup that's been locked down because the show
doesn't want to alter it, forget it. If I'm competing against a story done by a TV
reporter, forget it.  Even when I take the time to explain in detail, in advance what
the pitch is, and it's approved, I still get "what's this about?" on the very day the
piece is supposed to air. And getting it on air? Sure, if five or six am in Toronto on
World Report and not again until 6 am in BC is "getting it on the air."

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I feel as if I'm working as part of a team and I have support when I'm assigned stories.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 25.0% 6

neutral 37.5% 9

disagree 20.8% 5

strongly disagree 16.7% 4

 comment 16

 answered question 24

 skipped question 0

comment

1 The Hub has created an atmosphere of disorganization. I don't understand who
does what or where decisions are coming from.

Mar 26, 2010 6:40 PM

2 The sense of teamwork especially with certain shows, namely World At Six and
World Report, has been severely damaged as a result not of changes but of the
disrespectful treatment of longstanding veterans of those shows. There is little
trust left with the shows. As for the Hub, they don't seem to know our names when
we phone it. There has been almost no relationship built.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 Toronto is good for helping with spears there, but elsewhere it's tough. Once
you're assigned you're pretty much on your own.

Mar 26, 2010 7:37 PM

4 Sometimes there is support from the Hub; often they make it much more
confusing

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 Several times, I've asked for research or spear-related help and the HUB has
always found someone to help me. There seem to be a lot of editorial bodies
sitting around in Toronto with little to do - so they always seem quite grateful to be
working on a real story. But I have to ask.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

6 Some days yes, some days no. Definitely in my content unit the team resources
are mostly directed towards TV.

Mar 29, 2010 12:22 PM

7 Support comes if it is asked for.  And even then at times it feels like pulling teeth.
Had occasion where needed someone to record an interview at same time I was
out gathering for a story to deadline.  Eventually my request for help was
Someting shifted to researchers- not something show producers wanted to touch

Mar 29, 2010 3:18 PM

8 it works differently in ottawa than other regions in that we have a bureau chief so
he works as a good filter to toronto's assignment people

Mar 29, 2010 4:21 PM

9 I do not feel like I'm part of a team when I'm assigned. I don't feel my opinion,
expertise or intelligence is even taken into consideration when I'm assigned.
However my vettors on the shows always offer to help with whatever they can.

Mar 29, 2010 10:18 PM

10 Sometimes I get support, but if TV isn't interested there is no support, or it can be
difficult to arrange.

Mar 30, 2010 12:20 AM
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comment

11 Once on stories, there is some support. But the Hub is mostly concerned about
logistics, and mostly preoccupied with TV. There is never a 'story producer' or
someone helping to collect all the information from various reporters in the field to
help centralize, focus ..and determine what the latest is.  Assignment is not doing
much editorial work.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

12 but i believe this is exception to my general disappointment in the new structures
is a result of the specifc support afforded to Ottawa reporters through Chris Hall.

Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

13 the research arm is great and bouncing ideas off the desk are good...but I feel
less part of a team and more being told what to do.

Mar 30, 2010 12:54 PM

14 the research arm is great and bouncing ideas off the desk are good...but I feel
less part of a team and more being told what to do.

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

15 we do work as a team in my office Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

16 Occasionally. It has been, is, and always will be a struggle to get local TV
journalists to understand and respect the significance of National Radio and it's
deadlines. AS for the National TV reporter, I've made the mistake once too often
of trying to do co-pros.  It almost always ends up with TV calling the shots on
timing of interviews, and filing windows. I've missed getting on the radio because
TV had to get to a bang box.

Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Suggestions for improving the hub:

 
Response 

Count

 19

 answered question 19

 skipped question 5

Response Text

1 There are far too many people in ill-defined positions. This seems to create turf
wars and competing agendas which interferes in our ability to do our jobs. Instead
of having a clear line of reporting above me, there seems to be a 'cloud' of
managers each competing with one and other.

Mar 26, 2010 6:40 PM

2 The problem is not the HUB per se. The problem is that radio news has been
over-whelmed by TV and no one up there seems to realize it or more importantly,
care.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

3 Putting so much control in the hands of people who don't seem to be experienced,
for the most part, with news, is a serious problem. At the very least there needs to
be more oversight.

Mar 26, 2010 7:29 PM

4 No one has taken on the role of planning for special series on the topics of our
choosing. It's all agenda driven. We need some thought and real planning about
what are the important issues and how are we going to tackle them. Everything is
a one-off these days.
Thanks god for Phil on daily. He gets it and is the calm water in the storm.

Mar 26, 2010 7:37 PM

5 Make daily the strong unit - they should assign today and tomorrow and carry
through on a big/continuing story. Planning should be in charge of big stoeries
happening, say, next week... or planning for major events such as a royal visit or
the G20.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

6 Email chains are monotonous. There are still too many phone calls and gaps in
communications between sections of the Hub and shows.

Mar 26, 2010 8:22 PM

7 Daily should be responsible for at least WR the next day when it's a developing
story.
Please, more people with a radio background on planning so I'm not always being
asked to match a lame tv story. Please also understand that some stories may be
just radio stories - and that's OK. We should still be able to do them.

Mar 27, 2010 2:56 AM

8 Eliminate it. Mar 29, 2010 12:50 AM

9 Better communication.  Allowing reporters to be more involved in deciding the
process of story selection.  Stop being so reactive.  Let's be more selective and
editorially strong.  Still looking for stronger editorial leadership

Mar 29, 2010 3:18 PM

10 fewer chefs in the kitchen. Mar 29, 2010 4:21 PM
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Response Text

11 My initial reaction is to say get rid of it. But in the interest of being helpful, I will say
this: Reduce the number of people working on it by about 66%. Give radio people
back the responsibility for assigning radio stories. Reduce the levels of power - or
the number of people who have different levels of power - so it's clear who to
approach with different issues. Right now it seems there are dozens of people
who feel the need to give their opinions but few with the capability of making
decisions. It seems the ultimate decisions rest with the shows. So why are there
so many middle men between me and the ultimate consumer of my product? And
why is it frowned upon for me to pitch my product directly to that consumer
instead of making it go through people who may ultimately decide it's not worth it
before it even gets to the shows for a pitch.

Mar 29, 2010 10:18 PM

12 Planning should be doing more planning and active production of series or hard-
hitting stories, in collaboration with reporters. We need to till more earth and dig
up our own stories.  We need fewer feet on the carpet, and more feet on the
street.  Give some of the producers in planning the green light to do more series
and special projects.  Also, we should have a national environment producer who
can work with reporters across the country.

Mar 30, 2010 12:20 AM

13 Blow up planning. give daily power over today, tomorrow, even the next day.
Ensure World Report is at the daily 10 AM meeting - or they'll never get any
original items, and reporters won't ever be given a chance to work on them.

Mar 30, 2010 12:17 PM

14 make planning a long term, special events and baggers desk.  give daily the
responsibility for the next 24 to 48 hours and all weekly agenda items.

Mar 30, 2010 12:45 PM

15 to many people Mar 30, 2010 12:54 PM

16 to many people Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

17 It should be what it was billed to be. One-stop shopping. I can fill a book with
examples of how information isn't shared, how TV ignores what is discussed. At
least in radio, we have a separate meeting after the morning Hub gathering to
discuss what we're doing

Mar 30, 2010 2:19 PM

18 blow it up, and have radio people in charge of radio assignment, with money to
spend on radio coverage

Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

19 Really? Scrap it. Apr 5, 2010 11:31 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

The MOU and what it means on a practical basis is clear to all parties involved. 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree 5.6% 1

Agree  0.0% 0

Neutral 22.2% 4

Disagree 5.6% 1

Strongly Disagree 27.8% 5

Does not apply to me 38.9% 7

 Other (please specify) 9

 answered question 18

 skipped question 6

Other (please specify)

1 Have not signed one Mar 26, 2010 6:42 PM

2 I've been told some totally ridiculous stuff about the MOU from the local managing
editor. For instance, I'm not allowed to talk directly to shows about ideas, I can't do
any story without regional approval. This is totally divorced from reality.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

3 We don't have an MOU finalized in Toronto yet Mar 26, 2010 8:18 PM

4 The local desk believed they had carte blanche in assigning me. Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

5 Local and national are interpreting it very differently and it's not clear who gets the
final call.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

6 I've only heard talk about it. And, I ahve conflicting versions of it. No one can tell
me who I answer to.  I have three different people who email me asking to submit
my vacation requests. Who do I work for?

Mar 30, 2010 12:22 PM

7 I did n't sign it though I am in rebel held halifax...it is ok to use my name Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM

8 it doesn't apply to me. but I saw during backfill last summer it won't work. either
we work for national radio news, like we should, or we don't. but we can't be split
in two. cloning is still illegal

Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

9 Yes it's clear. To all parties. The problem is we don't agree. It's been designed to
mollify the regional management. And ignores the reality of needs for national
radio news programs.

Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

How has the MOU worked to resolve conflicts with your local desk?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

It has changed little. 4.8% 1

It has led to MORE conflict with the 

local desk.
19.0% 4

It has led to LESS conflict with the 

local desk
4.8% 1

Does not apply to me 71.4% 15

 Comments: 6

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments:

1 It's not clear what the MOU is other than a chance for the region to raid network
resources.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

2 The local desk feels the know better than the hub what a national story is. Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

3 Mainly because local now wants assign me. At least once, Phil and Vaune have
been rapped on the knuckles for communicating directly with me - they're
supposed to be going through the local desk. Local is much more aggressive
about wanting to know what I'm doing all the time - and seems to believe I'm doing
"nothing" if I'm not filing today.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

4 The local desk seems to feel as though the MOU and the HUB have resulted in
less local material getting on the network. The desk has told me they now have
difficulty selling a local story nationally (because hardly anyone in Toronto knows
who they are anymore) and that sometimes even when they succeed the story
never gets to air. In short, they argue the MOU has resulted in their interests
being ignored.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

5 It is so disfunctional and ill defined, local never talks to me. I talk to local when I
see it's worth while.

Mar 30, 2010 12:22 PM

6 self explanatory Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Has your local desk ever deliberately ignored the MOU to meet their programming needs?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Often  0.0% 0

Once in a while 9.5% 2

Never 14.3% 3

Does not apply to me. 76.2% 16

 Comments: 5

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments:

1 I'm sometimes out of the loop. It happens less now. Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

2 They've tried but so far, haven't yet assigned me a story the network didn't want.
However, they don't double-assign me, even on big stories - so local radio always
comes up short in those cases.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

3 If you mean have they ever assigned me to something that the network doesn't
want, the answer is no. The local desks don't try to assign me.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

4 i have never been asked to do anything that I am not filing nationally. Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM

5 So far it's caused tension. But I've never been pulled from a national assignment
to do a strictly local story.

Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

The Hub does a good job of protecting my interests if there's a confl ict with the local assignment desk.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Agree  0.0% 0

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Could be better 28.6% 6

Disagree  0.0% 0

Strongly Disagree 4.8% 1

Does not apply to me 66.7% 14

 Comments 6

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments

1 But so far not a big concern. Mar 26, 2010 7:33 PM

2 We're on the front lines and people in Toronto seem to be reluctant to fight the
region. As a result, national news values are being sacrificed.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

3 Only when the leadership of the Hub's hand was forced, did they respond. Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

4 Phil is great. Planning sometimes defers to local, especially if the local tv people
have made a strong argument on a story they want the nat tv reporter to cover for
them.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

5 not sure though I do know there are spats between the two sides over assigning
me that I have heard about.

Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM

6 The Hub is impotent. What else do you expect when you have a level of editorial
judgement that's removed from the actual program that is the end user of the
content? Impotent.

Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Given the choice, would you . . .

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

continue to honour the MOU.  0.0% 0

scrap the MOU. 33.3% 7

improve the MOU.  0.0% 0

Does not apply to me. 66.7% 14

 Feel free to elaborate: 6

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Feel free to elaborate:

1 start again with a more practical agreement. Just like you need strong provincial
governments and a strong federal government, you need a strong national desk
and a strong local desk. The current situation puts the weakest part of CBC news
(local TV) in charge of the strongest and most popular (national/foreign radio).

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

2 I'm a collaborative reporter by nature. If I can do something for local programming
I'll do it.

Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

3 Go back to national assigning of national reporters. Definitely, there could be
better communication earlier with local on what I've been assigned, but leave the
actual assignment to the people with the national perspective and better
understanding of what the shows want.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

4 The MOU seems designed to neuter the concept of national news. Why is this
something we want? How can the journalism of a national network be dictated in a
cohesive way by so many distinct regions that all want control? National News is
supposed to be a team of people who think about stories in a way that connects
the country - not in a way that pits one region's stories against another or against
the interest of the nation.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

5 Reporter to reporter works best. Forget ownership, let the stories drive the
cooperation and sharing. It's always woprked before.

Mar 30, 2010 12:22 PM

6 why should the regions have this and not toronto and ottawa...it puts in play a two
tier reporters system..also to be lumped in with local reporters for vacation
allocation is absurd.

Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

The regional assignment team understands and works to meet the needs of national radio news shows.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Agree 5.3% 1

Neutral 68.4% 13

Disagree 10.5% 2

Strongly Disagree 15.8% 3

 Other (please specify) 6

 answered question 19

 skipped question 5

Other (please specify)

1 They're too wrapped up in the region, and specifically local tv to care or devote
energy to national radio news. It simply is not a priority.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

2 Sometimes they don't get it. Keep me informed, but don't tell me what to do.
That's not your job.

Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

3 Local assignment doesn't even care about local radio - it's all about local tv. They
still have little understanding of my deadlines or the shows I file for. Most don't
even listen to national news - I know because they've told me. Their focus is on
local, local, local.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

4 again, it works differently in ottawa. we have national assignment and local
assignment separately here.

Mar 29, 2010 4:23 PM

5 The regional assignment desks are always willing to help when they can.
However they get frustrated when they make the effort and the stories never get
to air.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

6 no....many of the stories pitched locally for the national shows really are not. Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Under the MOU, it 's clear who I work for, and who is concerned about me, my workload and my career.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Agree  0.0% 0

Neutral 25.0% 5

Disagree 15.0% 3

Strongly Disagree 25.0% 5

Does not apply to me 35.0% 7

 comment 8

 answered question 20

 skipped question 4

comment

1 Did not sign one Mar 26, 2010 6:42 PM

2 I used to be able to act to serve network shows even if it conflicted with the region
in some way. But I knew the Toronto people would protect me. I now feel like I've
been set adrift, surrounded by sharks.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

3 Who is my boss? Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

4 I don't know who I work for. It feels like no one is concerned about me, my
workload or my career. I feel abandoned by nat rad managers. Local has no
interest in me exploring stories or opportunities outside of the city because then
they have to backfill me and that's an annoyance. Even to go out of town
somewhere else in the province for a story is an inconvenience for them.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

5 Could not disagree more strongly. I am a misfit on an island of one. No one is
concerned about me, my workload and especially my career. I have no idea who
my boss is. There are those who claim to be my boss (based on the MOU) but
who have absolutely no involvement in my working life other than to grant my
vacation requests.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

6 Never have I felt so isolated, neglected, under valued. Mar 30, 2010 12:22 PM

7 workload is never considered...I always laugh when I am filing nationally I usually
(nine times out of ten) file locally for news, web, and ca....but it is rare the reverse
happens with a local filing nationally.

I know who heads up the various hubs but it used to be susanne or heather or
cathy were the people in charge of national radio news and if I had a problem I
could speak with them....now...I pray to the radio gods and hope someone hears.

Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM

8 The MOU is the first signpost on the short trip to getting rid of National reporters. Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM



1 of 1

National Reporters Survey 

Who do you feel is responsible for your professional development?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

National radio 9.5% 2

Local news  0.0% 0

Myself 52.4% 11

No one 38.1% 8

No opinion  0.0% 0

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Any training and profession development opportunities are ad hoc, at best. Mar 26, 2010 6:42 PM

2 I am increasingly frustrated by the sense that no-one is thinking about this, let
alone doing anything about it.

Mar 26, 2010 7:32 PM

3 I not even sure who my boss is. Seriously. And I am not the only one. Mar 26, 2010 7:33 PM

4 professional development? As if. Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

5 Nat rad should be. I miss the days of Heather Evans - when I knew who I could
call to ask for training or holidays or other opportunities. There's no one like that
anymore and it feels lonely.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

6 often feel like the goal of the corp is to slot people in to wherever they have holes.
no longer term plan for individuals. at least none that is verbalized, not even in
performance management sessions.

Mar 29, 2010 4:23 PM

7 I used to say myself. But that was when I had some influence or at least knew
who to call for advice or who would go to bat for me in Toronto. Now - since no
one cares and no one is listening - I have no power to make things happen.

Mar 29, 2010 10:48 PM

8 These recent changes to CBC News have been done in such an abrupt, non-
consultative manner - they have squandered the one intangible that was the
secret to the success National Radio News - goodwill and dedication to CBC's
news mission. From now on - it's everyone for themselves.

Mar 30, 2010 12:22 PM

9 there are no advocates for radio, radio culture, radio ideas or radio reporters any
more.
we;re totally on our own.

Mar 30, 2010 12:46 PM

10 I hope Mar 30, 2010 1:05 PM

11 and worse, no one cares about furthering radio people anymore. I use haiti as an
example. five television reporters, one radio. radio ran tv voice tracks with clips
cut in. no wonder we have no future

Apr 5, 2010 9:26 PM

12 With National reporters having been essentially dead-ended as a career in the
CBC, professional development has been abandonned.

Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Do you feel you have more or fewer opportunities as a result of the MOU? 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

More  0.0% 0

Fewer 28.6% 6

Same 4.8% 1

Does not apply/No opinion 66.7% 14

 comment 4

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 if opportunities mean putting out fires all the time because mistakes are being
made, there are more opportunities.

Mar 26, 2010 7:45 PM

2 Locals had a hard time comprehending my stories aren't exclusively about the
region I report from. If they had their way I'd be doing daily small time stories.

Mar 26, 2010 8:28 PM

3 See above - it's in local's best interest to have me on-base, assigned to the
biggest story of the day (even if it's not a national story), because they don't
double-assign me. They get all my work and content for free - but don't seem to
care how much OT I'm working because they don't pay for it.

Mar 27, 2010 3:06 AM

4 The kind of discussions I used to have with my "boss" - whether it was Jamie, or
his predecessor - are ancient history. Now, my "absence" to participate in a
project, an important backfill, or anything else that might benefit me as a journalist
has to be screened by local managers who see us as spoiled leeches.

Apr 5, 2010 11:33 PM
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National Reporters Survey 

Has the integration of tv and radio benefited national radio news programming? 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Yes  0.0% 0

Neutral 19.0% 4

No 28.6% 6

Strongly Disagree 52.4% 11

 Comments: 17

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments:

1 Radio is being treated as TV without pictures. A VO from TV played an radio fails
to paint any pictures and leaves our audience with less than it deserves.

Mar 26, 2010 7:01 PM

2 TV on the radio, as we are increasingly becoming, is a terrible waste of our senior
service and a disservice to our listeners. Why should they listen to the World at
Six, when it contains an audio track of what they are going to see in a few hours
on the National.
Radio is a separate medium with a cost-affordable craft of its own. We should give
it its due.

Mar 26, 2010 7:35 PM

3 For the reason given above. In fact integration has lowered the quality of radio
news.

Mar 26, 2010 7:36 PM

4 It's been swamped by TV. People who really listen to a lot of CBC radio are
constantly asked me what's happened... how come there is no real content
anymore? That hollowing out is a direct result of TV now setting the agenda.

Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

5 We get lots of tape, have to attend less news conferences. But it seems we now
do more TV-initated stories.

Mar 26, 2010 8:42 PM

6 I feel I'm doing more for TV. The only reciprocity I see is News Net audio running
on radio.

Mar 26, 2010 8:48 PM

7 There is some value in being able to get broadcast-quality spears from other cities
if the nat tv reporter is on the same story.
But ... radio is being dumbed down by reactionary, follow-the-paper journalism
that seems to be the hallmark of TV. These days, it seems we're TV without the
pictures. I also think the diversity of stories has narrowed significantly because we
do so many tv-friendly stories.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

8 Tv reporters never seem to do radio...it is very rare. If it happens, it is likely a
phone rant. Especially on international trips, radio is getting shortchanged when
TV reporters go and do pieces with no sound or clips. To them, radio is an
afterthought. Yet TV does give radio reporters another platform on which to
showcase our original journalism.

Mar 29, 2010 1:03 AM



2 of 2

Comments:

9 The clear focus is on tv, in terms of story choice, resources, job opportunities... to
the detriment of radio. Radio people are not valued as evidenced in the continuing
choice of TV people for every high profile radio host job. The vast majority of
leaders in the new management structure are TV people. The result is a very
changed culture and style, and this is now becoming apparent to the audience,
judging by negative comments.

Mar 29, 2010 12:36 PM

10 it hasn't benefitted programming because radio has to rely on crappy rants, q and
a's and tv audio. and often the principles of what make tv good get applied to
radio as if it is the same medium.

Mar 29, 2010 4:34 PM

11 I find more assignments decisions are made based on whether the story can also
work for TV or whether TV can come. In some cases - a story will only work for
radio - and the intimacy is ruined by the involvement of a camera. I don't often feel
the people dealing with my assignment understand this concept.

Mar 29, 2010 11:01 PM

12 The news cycle seems television driven, with emphasis on evening shows.  World
Report should have a higher priority.

Mar 30, 2010 12:30 AM

13 We do 'tv hits' on radio. What happened to scenes, characters, creating sense of
time and place? Radio craft has never been so neglected and under valued.

Mar 30, 2010 12:24 PM

14 i expect that there have been stories originating in the TV world that have
appeared on radio as a result of integration, but it appears mostly to be the
opposite.
In addition, all integration has done for me is increase my work load.  i now need
to file for the web or coach the web through a story, or appear on TV.  sometimes,
this is ok.  most times, it makes my day -- and my life -- more difficult.

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

15 it's all about tv...radio is a distant after thought. 

Look at Haiti....four tv crews and one radio crew despite our filing needs are
greater.

Mar 30, 2010 1:10 PM

16 tv has found a way to unload its personnel it no longer wants on radio. at the
same time the tv assignment people promote their own people, give them
opportunities, while side lining radio reporters

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

17 Many TV reporters and their assignment folk still don't get it. Entry level TV
reporters look down on radio nat reps.  The regional focus is always that supper
hour TV show.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

How have closer assignment ties to tv affected your job?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I'm doing more l ive hits for tv. 47.6% 10

I'm doing the same amount of hits 

for tv.
42.9% 9

It hasn't affected my job. 9.5% 2

 Comments: 4

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments:

1 It has also affected my job because the editorial decisions made in television are
now becoming our editorial choices, ususally to our detriment.

Mar 26, 2010 7:35 PM

2 It has affected my job. Phil is sometimes told by the managers from TV that since
the nat TV reporter is doing this story, I should be too. Planning is heavily
influenced by what will work on TV with little regard to good solid stories that may
not have pictures and The National wouldn't be interested in.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

3 Doing tv hits means less time for developing radio stories. As well, there's no care
or consideration for content in TV hits... no one vets or is even interested in what
you plan to say. Just fill the time.

Mar 29, 2010 12:36 PM

4 so far....but it depends on where I am...locally about the same...overseas always
more

Mar 30, 2010 1:10 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Radio has often been said to have a unique, strong culture. I feel this has been an important factor in the success 

of the service.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree 90.5% 19

Agree  0.0% 0

Neutral 4.8% 1

Disagree  0.0% 0

Strongly Disagree 4.8% 1

 comment 10

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 However, that culture has been increasingly demoralized as our colleagues
continue to be treated with disrespect.

Mar 26, 2010 7:35 PM

2 This is paramount. The culture is being destroyed and no one seems to care or be
fighting to protect what is at the core of CBC radio's past success. The old culture
was like a smart (if somewhat dysfunctional) family. The new culture is mean-
spirited and corporate.

Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

3 And so would many of our listeners. Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

4 Our culture of independent thinking and independent work is being eroded. We
have original ideas but when TV always wants a version as well as cbc.ca, it's just
too much work.

Mar 29, 2010 1:03 AM

5 I could weep for what we have lost in terms of a sense of "team" and purpose in
telling strong stories.

Mar 29, 2010 12:36 PM

6 we can all be "on the same team" at the cbc and still maintain show cultures. Mar 29, 2010 4:34 PM

7 But it is on its death bed. Mar 30, 2010 12:24 PM

8 our culture is dying.
CBC radio is a public service delivered to Canadians through a substantial public
appropriation.   it should be cherished and nurtured.   its culture should be
cherished and nurtured, as should its craft and its people.
I am very disappointed by the increasing "nationalization" of radio -- that is to say,
the desire to make radio's flag ship programs, its structures and workflow replicate
the systems that are used on the National.   we are not the national -- and nor
should we be.   we are distinct, and we have our own audience and our own
culture.

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM



2 of 2

comment

9 Like it or not, radio has a strong audience with a strong reach. We are different in
tone and focus than our TV colleagues. We aren't BETTER, we're just different.
And I have absolutely no sense that anyone in radio management is protecting or
promoting radio's uniqueness - both in craft and storytelling. The other thing is that
radio has always been driven by the reporters. We pitch, the shows accept. We
''own'' our stories. that approach is totally foreign to TV. What I see is the TV
approach being imported to radio - the idea that the show decides what the
reporter should say. The demand that vetters have a more proactive role in
crafting a story.

Mar 30, 2010 2:26 PM

10 Culture smulture. We have different deadlines. We have an ability to tell stories
when there are no pictures and no stars driving the story. There are breaking
stories we do well, and sound-rich stories we excel at. We let clips breathe. We
interview people for more than the time it takes to get the "clip" that will be
squeezed into a tight TV piece. This isn't culture. It's journalism. What TV does is
sometimes journalism. Usually it's just pictures with words.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

How would you describe the state of 'radio culture' today compared to a year ago?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

It's the same.  0.0% 0

It's better.  0.0% 0

It's a little better.  0.0% 0

It's much worse. 90.5% 19

It's a little worse. 9.5% 2

I don't believe there is a radio 

culture
 0.0% 0

 Comments: 8

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

Comments:

1 What senior managers don't understand is that the culture was the key to
success.

Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

2 I'm not sure tv producers 'get' radio. Assigning and story-telling isn't as top-down
as tv.

Mar 26, 2010 8:48 PM

3 We've gone more to entertaining than educating or informing - I think we're losing
what Canadians love the most about us and becoming more like the privates all
the time. Soon they'll be saying about radio what they've said about tv for years -
why fund us if we sound like everyone else? Very very sad.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

4 Again, radio culture is being washed away in this integration. We've gone from a
culture that valued strong story-telling, and investigative, original stories to one in
which we're pumping out content, feeding the goat. Quality, intelligence, depth no
longer seem appreciated. Everything is puddle deep.

Mar 29, 2010 12:36 PM

5 There is still a radio culture - a culture of radio people yearning for the service to
get its due respect and not be pawned off to television.

Mar 29, 2010 11:01 PM

6 its disappearing. Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

7 see haiti comments above. it has become acceptable for tv reporters to file q and
a's on breaking news events for radio. where is the sound, the voices, the writing.
if we allow this to continue there will no longer be a radio culture, or a radio
audience, which beats television ratings any day of the week

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

8 See above. My point is the "culture" or whatever you call it has been under attack
for a long time by people in TV who coulnd't stand our critical success and ability
to break stories quickly, and covetted our budget and resources. Now they have it
and in my opinion it's been squandered.  Ask any "culture" that is overrun by one
that is more powerful, how they feel about what's happened. I can think of a few
choice words that would be offensive. That's what's happened.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Overal l , I feel national radio news is on the r ight course.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree 4.8% 1

Agree  0.0% 0

Neutral  0.0% 0

Disagree 38.1% 8

Strongly Disagree 57.1% 12

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 It feels as though management is preparing to scale back or shut down radio
operations. To have us rebroadcast the TV feed

Mar 26, 2010 7:01 PM

2 it's a shadow of its former self. Hollowed out. Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

3 I don't like some of the changes to shows - more tv audio on radio doesn't work. Mar 26, 2010 8:48 PM

4 We're heading in the wrong direction, away from everything that made nat rad
special and unique.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

5 I don't think radio news has a course. I think it's being swept along in the new
corporate focus on ratings and profits. As Richard Stursberg has pointed out in his
town-hall charts, TV makes money and radio costs money. The concept of public
broadcasting is lost.

Mar 29, 2010 12:36 PM

6 Radio no longer has any involvement in the Investigative Unit.  It is handed pieces
to put to air at the last minute.  It unit no longer supports strong national and
regional reporters with hard-hitting, original stories.

Mar 30, 2010 12:30 AM

7 We have no leader, no advocate. We've been annexed, steamrolled, obliterated... Mar 30, 2010 12:24 PM

8 i worry very much that we are losing what makes us distinct and popular.
we are increasingly being made to resemble: from programming decisions, to
hosts, producers work flow and more.
and this makes no sense to me, because radio has always been much more
popular than TV.
why would we make our popular news service resemble our unpopular one?

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

9 we are dumbing down...things are more superficial...we are not supposed to even
talk with the current ( the one longform outlet we have left) if we want to do a
story.

Mar 30, 2010 1:10 PM

10 I think we are alienating our audience with program changes... the annoying little
clips of music at the end of WR to set up chat about an award I never heard of
going to some obscure band. We don't seem to have the right or the power to
send our own reporters to do stories we deem important.

Mar 30, 2010 2:26 PM

11 I fear we will lose our audience Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM



2 of 2

comment

12 Read all my previous comments. It's hard to be on the right course when there's
nobody at the wheel.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Historically radio news was said to be 'reporter-driven' ie: reporters had a great deal to say about which stories 

were chosen and how they were told. 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree 66.7% 14

Agree 33.3% 7

No Opinion  0.0% 0

Disagree  0.0% 0

Strongly Disagree  0.0% 0

 comment 5

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Good ideas come from the front lines, not the back office. Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

2 But it's not always a good thing -- shows do need input and know what the story
they are getting is.

Mar 26, 2010 8:42 PM

3 Ultimately, reporters are the boots on the ground and know the story and the
logistics better than anyone else. Stories should be reporter-driven. That still
leaves a lot of room for discussion of specific focus and treatment with the vettors
- something that has been improving over the last 3 or so years. The tone of those
discussions has shifted since last fall, though.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

4 it was a bottom-process - and it served radio well.  we break news all the time.
and we cover out beats magnificently.
shows are outlets from journalism -- not distinct programs that people tune in to
because they like how it looks or feels or the cut of the host's jib.
radio news is about news.  
news comes from reporters.
this is not to say there is no room for effort to improve programs -- go for it -- but
not at the expense of what has always driven radio news: its items and the
reporters who  deliver them.

Mar 30, 2010 12:58 PM

5 Yes, for those with the experience. That experience is now disregarded, even
disdained. We are called "arrogant" or "disrepectful" if we challenge the decisions
that lead to what's on the radio.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Radio news remains largely reporter driven.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strongly Agree  0.0% 0

Agree 14.3% 3

No Opinion  0.0% 0

Disagree 52.4% 11

Strongly Disagree 33.3% 7

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Have heard complaints from the new Hub system from producers and hosts that
they don't know what it is they are getting from the reporters until the end of the
day. My response has always been 'then just ask.' But I feel there is a lack of
respect for the independence that radio reporters have traditionally enjoyed.

Mar 26, 2010 7:01 PM

2 Increasingly we are asked to follow agenda items, usually from the front page of
the Globe and Mail.

Mar 26, 2010 7:35 PM

3 We still have input, but few smart conversations are taking place. It's all about
quick and dirty daily news and not about big picture thinking anymore.

Mar 26, 2010 7:51 PM

4 But there is more input from shows -- and that is largely a good thing. Mar 26, 2010 8:42 PM

5 I feel a lit less in the loop. Mar 26, 2010 8:48 PM

6 Some of the vettors are great and really do want to help make the stories better
with suggestions and offers of help. Keep that up. Others seem to want to impose
their ideas on the stories - usually too late in the process to incorporate them. We
are not drone reporters who wait to be assigned, told what the elements should be
and what our focus is. That might be the model in TV but has never been the case
at nat rad.

Mar 27, 2010 3:14 AM

7 I agree NOW, but it's changing. What's the incentive when your piece will play last
on a lousy newscast and then you work three times as hard to serve all platforms
and the TV reporter down the hall doesn't work nearly as hard?

Mar 29, 2010 1:03 AM

8 I haven't been asked for any input for months. Mar 30, 2010 12:24 PM

9 though when you come up with access strories or original stories the planning
desk is great to help and get them on.

There are a lot more poll stories we are asked to do

Mar 30, 2010 1:10 PM

10 But it's a battle that has to be fought every day with the Hub and some show
producers

Mar 30, 2010 2:26 PM



2 of 2

comment

11 these days stories get held up so television can have a piece, or the radio reporter
can shoot them or televisoin. then tv doesn't run them. the hub isn't interested in
stories, just checking off boxes and figuring out who will do the nn hits

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

12 It's driven by a handful of people in Toronto in TV as far as I can see. We either
follow what's in the Globe because they wake up and think that's the story of the
day, or we chase what's on The National's list because that's who's running things
in radio these days.

Apr 5, 2010 11:34 PM



1 of 2

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I have a clear understanding of what's expected from the World at Six. 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 23.8% 5

neutral 19.0% 4

disagree 38.1% 8

strongly disagree 19.0% 4

 comment 10

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Recent derogatory comments about The World this Hour have been made to me
by senior members of the World at Six team. They say they want to be "better"
than World this Hour but they bring very little to the table to help define what that
means. I continue to produce quality items for both shows, often with short
turnarounds.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

2 The Senior Editor has abysmal news judgement. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

3 The show is unresponsive to news and much less interesting to listen to. It's a
series of reports rather than a show with character.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 This is getting better. I wasn't sure where the show was heading. Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

5 Yes, they tell me how long I have for my story. Yes, the vettors check in with me
early and try to help. But I feel they don't even always know what is expected until
the senior producer and host hear the story and articulate what they DIDN'T like
about it. THere seems to be a real disconnect between me and the vettors on one
hand, and the senior producer and host on the other.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

6 I used to. Now all they want is something that is 2:15 in length and will play it
according to what they see in the lineup for The National.

Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

7 Sometimes W6 demands a story from me I don't think worth doing, or isn't
interested in something I do think is important. But generally I feel fairly
comfortable working with them.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

8 Connecting with Don Spandier on stories has been one of the bright points of the
recent changes. Finally, someone who can help talk through and provide input
into the editorial direction and treatment of a story

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

9 i do not have a clear understanding.  
no one has bothered to describe program values or lay out where the show wants
to go.
i also am unclear on why the program has instituted so many changes to process. 
i am very unhappy with the sacking of Bernie.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM



2 of 2

comment

10 I've had many personal and direct conversations with the people running the
show. I mean people. There no longer seems to be one single person in charge.  I
think that makes it harder to understand who's ultimately responsible for editorial
decisions. I have no doubt they are dedicated and concerned about how the show
sounds, and what's on it.  But frequently I find the show mirrors what's on The
National. That's not always bad. But it can't be a radio version of The National. For
one thing, it's a show that rolls across the country, and begins airing three or four
hours ahead of the National, which is largely a static snapshot.  I also find that
unless I argue for input into my assignment, it's never sought. I'm not talking about
an editorial process by committee. But at a certain point in the day, reporters need
to know the program is flexible enough to adjust story length, and focus
depending on what's happened. I realize the method in TV is to stick to a given
time, and cut a piece if it's over by a matter of seconds.  This has also been an
issue on W6 that I hope has been largely resolved. But I'm still reminded by
vetters that I'm treading on thin ice if I come in more than a few seconds above
my scheduled time.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM



1 of 2

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I have a clear understanding of what's expected from World Report.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 4.8% 1

agree 28.6% 6

neutral 9.5% 2

disagree 28.6% 6

strongly disagree 28.6% 6

 comment 13

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 I find it difficult to know what the show wants when the story that might lead one
hour is absent the next hour and plays next to last the hour after that.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 The problem here is that World Report relaunch promised day-side producers
who would be able to help look ahead to morning, especially when news is
breaking and we are busy filing to afternoon shows first. More often than not,
World Report producers say they want something on the same topic late in the
day, with no understanding that without a new angle or new tape to move the
story forward, there is no argument for putting up a story for morning that
essentially repeats what we have filed for the evening before. I have been asked
more than once to "just rejig" what I did for World at Six. If they want me to file,
they should be thinking ahead about an angle at the very least, or helping to
arrange for tape/interviews.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 The rationale behind the dramatic changes made to World Report have never
been explained to me.

Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

4 I know what will make it on world report, but it's a much weaker show than in the
past.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 I'm assigned stories that regularly get dropped from the lineup after one run or
two. I don't understand how WR's assignment/set-up work in congress with the
Hub. Why can't I reach them at the Hub? I respect the people in these positions.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

6 One short voicer. One clip. Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM



2 of 2

comment

7 At the end of a WR newscast, I often feel I really don't have a clue about what's
going on in the world. And I'm increasingly hearing that comment on the street.
The show seems more interested in "water cooler" or odd stories as opposed to
news. It's bells and whistles, and a sense of urgency in tone, but with little real
content. 
As a reporter, I hate filing for this show now. Doing only one version of a story,
that usually only gets used once or twice in a morning feels like wasted effort.
Filing clip/alts feels like a minefield because the writers so often make errors in re-
writing. I've had to call the show to correct their mistakes (which make me look
bad) more often in the last 5 months than in the previous five years.
The vettors are clearly looking for snappy, hip writing. But this comes at the
expense of content. Sometimes you just need more than one line of script before
the next clip!

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

8 They want live hits. I don't get up early enough to be on WR. Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

9 Never talk to them until late in the day when they come begging for the dreggs of
a daily news story. And of course, how can you have anything new for them if
you've not been given time to look for it?

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

10 though I hate that it is shorter and there is an element of fluff that has enveloped
the show: stories like Papparazi are making less money than the same period a
year ago....

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM

11 no idea what this show is up to.
i stopped listening regularly six months ago.
when i dip back in now, i become even more confused.
it is certainly no longer a show case for our news.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

12 they said, again, it would be less work. file one story. instead they really want
three versions of that story. but have no idea what that means. nor do they put
suggestions on the table. stories often get missed. how does that happen with two
producers working all day. bring back david tweedie. he's all we need

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

13 In my opinion, World Report died when the show lost 25% of it's airtime, and hired
people who can't even be called junior reporters to guide it.   This business of "two
shows" as I've been lead to understand is, simply crap. Putting enterprise and
original journalism at five or six o'clock in one part of the country and then not
again until the same time in another is a waste of effort.  I'm not sure what focus
group of actual CBC listeners sanctioned it.  I used to think I understood what a
national story was to Canadians and why we put it on World Report.  Then the
show changed, and somehow what's a national story can be pretty much anything
that the show's host reads. While there were some "old days" when the show
stank for lack of good material, I have no sense that the bar has been set any
higher. Indeed, it has been lowered in terms of expectation, demand and craft.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I have a clear understanding of what's expected from The World this Hour.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 19.0% 4

agree 52.4% 11

neutral 28.6% 6

disagree  0.0% 0

strongly disagree  0.0% 0

 comment 9

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 World this hour has been the least affected by all the changes, from my
perspective.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

2 The format and the rationale have been more explained to me. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

3 TWTH has hit its stride and has a clear sense of identity.
Sometimes they're late to the party when it comes to planning/asking for stories
that were pitched well in advance and accepted by other shows.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 They've totally defined their identity and communicated it to reporters. They like
short, snappy and SOUND. They haven't changed, thank goodness.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 They're still good. Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

6 They want whatever W6 has decided the reporters should do. Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

7 yes.  but this is only because they'll take anything. Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

8 the one show that hasn't changed. it is now the only bright spot Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

9 The invisible show. I enjoy some of the vetters I deal with, including Kim Steffler,
who actually listens to your read and has thoughtful suggestions. But the show
follows in lock-step with W6 and isn't much better.  Although with Bernie hosting
these days, I try to listen more often.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

My opinions and input are treated with respect by the national assignment desks.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 5.0% 1

agree 35.0% 7

neutral 25.0% 5

disagree 20.0% 4

strongly disagree 15.0% 3

 comment 7

 answered question 20

 skipped question 4

comment

1 Most people on the desk will listen... if they can be reached. Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

2 I THINK they are - not sure if they really are. Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

3 Phil - for sure. Planning - I think so because they listen, but I don't really know
what they do with the information once we get off the phone. Do they pass it on?
I've heard some people make negative remarks about my opinions in the big story
meetings, even when they've only heard them second-hand. That is not
respectful. If you disagree, maybe you should call me and ask me directly why I
said what I said. Maybe I actually have something relevant to offer, being on the
ground and all. Maybe that's why I was hired.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

4 mostly deal with our bureau chief here in ottawa. from a vetting perspective, i feel
like i am respected.

Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

5 The people on the Hub are respectful. Everone's intentions are good. But
collectively - they never ask for input, and make it difficult when I ahv something to
pitch.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

6 too often the desk is short. and they turn to those who can file quickly. and its
often on stories that don't deserve a full treatment. they don't care

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

7 What National Assignment Desk? I'm really not sure there is one. Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM



1 of 1

Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

My opinions and input are treated with respect by World Report.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 23.8% 5

neutral 52.4% 11

disagree 23.8% 5

strongly disagree  0.0% 0

 comment 7

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 The same complaints have been made from the beginning and, despite
assurances, little has changed.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 Just don't know what they think of me. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

3 I get little if any feedback from the show and rarely talk to any of the dayside
producers. The show is remarkably detached from reporters.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 I don't think I've ever really been asked for my opinions or input by the new
dayside editors. I have little interaction with them, other than vetting, because all
the story discussions are going through the planning desk rather than directly with
the show. I don't think that's an improvement. 
I think it's very telling that the new WR web page completely ignores the fact that
reporters are working for the show - focusing totally on the host and senior
producers.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 There is often a gap between what the Hub assigns as a story, what the late WR
editor wants, and then what the AM crew wants and airs.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

6 I had a chance to offer inputa few months ago. but so far nothing has changed Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

7 Yes, if I'm pushy.  But I think the show is so locked into a format now, that I don't
have much sense that it matters.  My "opinion" would be to give me 1:45 for a WR
story that really needed it. I don't think it'd happen.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

World Report has been shortened to 10 mins from 12!  mins for a variety of reasons (ie podcast, local AM shows 

want it) Do you agree with this decision?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

agree  0.0% 0

disagree 28.6% 6

neutral 4.8% 1

strongly agree 14.3% 3

strongly disagree 52.4% 11

 comments: 14

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comments:

1 Less news is less news. Podcasts aren't limited in time and can be cut to
whatever length we want.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 The new nickname for the show from people outside CBC is A.D.D news. This
show does not sustain interest because it moves too quickly from one item to the
next, does not take the time to fully explore the topics it touches on, and contains
too many clips and not enough cut pieces. Many "civilians" have said this to me.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 The need for shorter stories works against making good radio as elements such
as sound and context are sacrificed for the sake of brevity.

Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

4 What kind of organization cuts the most popular program on the most popular
service? It was one of the worst decisions and should be reversed.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 Doesn't matter - it's done. Mar 26, 2010 8:45 PM

6 We shortening our most listened to news program for some rather weak reasons. Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

7 Less time means less stories and less opportunity to develop scenes, sound and
characters. I prefer to file for W6 these days because at least I have time to tell a
story there. 
Also, why fix the things that weren't broken? We're robbing our listeners in the
morning.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

8 WR delivers the biggest news audiences for CBC (radio or tv). It should be a
place where you can break news, provide more context and truly bring people up-
to-date with what's going on in the world.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

9 as i used to work on a local show, i originally thought it was a good idea...for the
local show. but it really restricts the ability to have a full range of news and voicers
and i always leave listening to the show feeling as if it just brushed the surface.
and like it's a newscast i can now afford to miss. if others feel that way, then that's
bad for the local shows as well because news is a driver for the shows.

Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

10 I don't miss the extra 10 minutes.  But I do regret the lack of depth, lack of original
work, the lack of radio story telling on the new World Report.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM



2 of 2

comments:

11 it is the most important news cast in the country....and we chop it for what????
takes away a story at the very least

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM

12 we were told WR was being shortened so it could be better integrated into the
local morning shows.
we were specifically told it would be so the local shows could have their "news
and weather together on the 10s."
none of this has happened.

that has not happened.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

13 local am shows are now scrambling to do pretapes in a shorter window. who
wanted this? I'd like to know the real answer

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

14 I fought it when they announced it. The Podcast rationale was the biggest lie I
heard last year. Seriously, you can't make a podcast 12.5 minutes long but you
can if it's 10? I didn't know IPODs had that restriction.  Give me a break.  We've
given up realestate. As a result, the people on the show are cutting and hacking
good material because it "doesn't fit". That combined with this cockamamey notion
that people who hear one cast, will somehow tune out if they hear an alternate
voicer an hour later is really hard to swallow.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Last year's changes to World Report include more l ive reporter q&a's, use of syndicated tv sound, an 

entertainment kicker story and heavy online (twitter/podcast) promotion. Have these changes improved the show 

overall?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

agree 9.5% 2

disagree 23.8% 5

neutral 4.8% 1

strongly agree 4.8% 1

strongly disagree 57.1% 12

 comments 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comments

1 World Report as a whole is now more superficial, the journalism is less accurate,
respect for language and creative writing is diminished and the format is
formulaic. Is the informaion that Rosanne Cash's latest CD of songs her father
thought were really good is going to be released today what our audience really
wants to hear on their morning newscast?

Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

2 The show needed an overhaul and some of the things help move it along. The
real loss has been content. It should be the front page of the New York Times, but
it's become a tabloid.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

3 It's a lot of 'live for the sake of live', the entertainment news doesn't belong here, tv
sound is a poor excuse for 'sounds, scenes and characters'. The endless twitter
promo for half a year has resulted in 500 people following us. It all eats up
precious - shorter - airtime which means fewer original stories.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

4 WR used to be the place to go for significant, important, original stories. Now it
feels like TV-lite, or TV without the pictures. Live Q&As are good if there's a
developing story - we sound on top of things. That's an improvement. But there's
much less sound and real people on WR and many more reporters. It really
sounds like NewsNet now. With less time in the show - why are we wasting it on
an entertainment kicker? We're starting to sound more and more like the privates.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 I can't listen to the show anymore and it's not just me. My dentist asked me when
the "awful pilot project" was going to end. The show's weird musical sting in the
middle is weird. The new announcer sounds bored with everything. The live rants
are often pointless, soundless and clipless pieces that don't transport the listener
anywhere and could have all been filed from thunder bay, from the way they
sound. There's no reason to go live unless news is breaking or there are cool
sounds in background. A-w-f-u-l.

Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

6 It's a lot of bells, whistles, sound and fury. But the journalism has suffered and
even the audiences are making fun of it.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM



2 of 2

comments

7 no it's like news for those who have attention deficit disorder. it's all over the
place. the q and a's would be better if given a bit more time. tv sound should only
be used on big news where there is no radio sound. and when you only have a 10
minute cast, a kicker should only be used if it's fantastic and if it doesn't displace
other, more worthwhile news. and what's with the ending with music all the time?
very formulaic.

Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

8 In a 10 minute long show - why would you dedicate so much real estate to stories
that don't demonstrate the power of the medium and the talent of your reporter
pool?

Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

9 but for the worse...we have a talented group of editors and reporters however
these changes sends the wrong message to those people. 

q&as if something important breaks but not for the sake of sounding live....kickers
once in a while are good because they can inject a touch of levity into a news
cast...but it only works once in a while

promotion is necessary but not at the expense of stories

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM

10 Sometimes the lives are live because the show wants to go live.
There has to be a reason to go live.  

twitter promotion is silly: #cbcworldreport has 530 followers. it updates once or
twice a day, which really isn't twittering at all.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

11 I find now I don't get the news I need. I hate the sting in the middle of a ten minute
show. I hate the entertainment kicker (its a newscast not a program) and there's
not nearly enough content

Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

12 The bottom line is we're giving people less. You can pretend it's more by giving
people more bites, but there isn't as much food on the plate.  I didn't know we
needed to go on a news diet.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

My opinions and input are treated with respect by TWTH.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 28.6% 6

agree 57.1% 12

neutral 9.5% 2

disagree  0.0% 0

strongly disagree 4.8% 1

 comment 2

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Leo is great. Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

2 See all comments about previous shows. Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

My opinions and input are treated with respect by the World at Six.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 4.8% 1

agree 19.0% 4

neutral 28.6% 6

disagree 23.8% 5

strongly disagree 23.8% 5

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 When strong opinions are expressed colleagues have been told they are
behaving disrespectfully.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 The tone has been one of condescension lately. Our ideas simply do not matter. Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 They don't seem to care much about my opinion.
The recent, shameful treatment of Bernie is a new low in how talented, thoughtful
people are treated and reflects poorly on the show.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 The new collaborative approach with producers works - if you get the right
producer.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

5 This is hard because it can be so schizophrenic. On one hand, W6 will take
original/enterprise stories I've pitched. The vettors are mostly helpful and really do
listen to what I"m saying. On the other hand, I don't feel like the senior producer
and host have taken the time to get to know us enough to respect us. And that
feels a bit disrespectful.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

6 Sometimes yes, sometimes no. Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

7 well, they were. i don't know what it's going to be like without Bernie. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

8 Spandier is tough - but a good editorial mind. Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

9 though, many times you get we need a story even if you disagree about the
context...or I find there is less chance of taking a risk in presenting a story in
different ways these days...

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM



2 of 2

comment

10 this is now a show produced from a desk in toronto with little input from the
reporters who made it great.
it's a show increasingly about a host and less about news.
it's a show about its producers, not its reporters.
and it's a show about the agenda.
there have been some small positive changes: the show flows a little better. it's
got somewhat better pacing.
but overall, i'm confused and displeased.
perhaps if someone articulated a vision we reporters could understand and rally
behind.
but that has yet to happen. instead were left with a constant series of changes
that are hard to understand.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

11 any dissenting emails are responded to with name calling and worse Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

12 Respect is a tricky word. There is politeness and decorum. There is no name
calling.  But I don't have the sense that my opinions matter.  And I don't like to
simply rant for the sake of ranting. And if at the end of "inputting my opinion"
nothing changes, a clear message is sent that I'm wrong, the show is right. Why
keep trying?

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I feel the work I do is noticed and valued by those managing national radio news.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 4.8% 1

neutral 9.5% 2

disagree 38.1% 8

strongly disagree 47.6% 10

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 I no longer know who's managing national radio news. Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 I have not heard from someone in senior management in more than 3 years,
either directly or in a group email. I actually don't even know who is running
National Radio News, or who is accountable.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 Its more valued by TV than radio. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

4 I don't even know who's who - and who's listening anymore. Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

5 I don't even know who's managing nat rad these days - or if they've abdicated all
responsibility to the local desks. 
If I'm doing something right - please tell me - it's a huge motivator. If I'm doing
something that could be improved - please tell ME, not everyone else in Toronto.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

6 I know I do a great job but the only people who tell me so are my other friends in
the media.

Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

7 for all i know they notice or not notice. this place doesn't give us a lot of feedback. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

8 There's not much feedback so it's difficult to know. Mar 30, 2010 12:41 AM

9 I'm not asked for input, and almost never get ANY feedback from my myriad
assignment editors.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

10 is someone managing national radio news? Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

11 who is managing national radio news Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

12 Notes or comments are so few and far between they are like a wave to a beached
whale.  It's encouraging when one splashes in your eye, but I'm a long way up the
beach.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I often receive feedback from (pick one or more)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

managers  0.0% 0

assigners 4.8% 1

item producers 23.8% 5

head of shows 14.3% 3

other reporters 42.9% 9

litt le or no feedback 61.9% 13

 comment 7

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Stories get poor play with no reasons provided. No constructive criticism and no
direction on what would be preferred.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 If we get any feedback at all, it's usually "why didn't you file more?" Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 feedback is pretty rare. I recently did an item where numerous people commented
on the treatment and writing but never heard a word from the show.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 The vettors on WTH/W6 have gotten great at providing quick feedback after the
first run of the story. It's usually complimentary - but even when it's not, I
appreciate it. As well, if necessary - there's still time to re-jig things for the majority
of the country.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 Laura Green is only producer who offers regular feedback. Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

6 Managers outside of news. Mar 30, 2010 12:41 AM

7 the only feed back i ever get is directly from my own ottawa supervisor and
managers and from my nat rep colleagues.
i never get feedback from assigners in toronto.
i never get feedback from the shows toronto.
and i never get feedback from managers in toronto.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM
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National Reporters Survey 

There's a strong committment to original journalism at the moment.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 4.8% 1

neutral 19.0% 4

disagree 28.6% 6

strongly disagree 47.6% 10

 comment 12

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 We are lurching from day to day Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 There is no commitment anymore to original journalism, despite occasional lip
service to the contrary.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 I think the commitment is there - but it sometimes gets overshadowed by all the
live-hitting and multi-versioning.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

4 On paper, yes. In reality - we're doing too many stories in lock-step with TV and
they're all about reaction and paper-following, not original journalism. Original
journalism also needs more time than reaction stories. If there's really a
commitment to it, we have to be given time to do it.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 There is no commitment to original journalism. Partly because there's no time for
it. And partly because the tv news culture is more about agenda journalism and
not wanting to miss something the Globe and Mail or CTV has.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

6 very very agenda driven these days. no "time" to go dig and do other stuff. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

7 I was told that the Investigative Unit had resources taken away from it.  Is this
true?

Mar 30, 2010 12:41 AM

8 Never been worse... never been harder to get an idea to air. Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

9 I agree there is...but rarely get the chance because of the need to fill the void
everyday

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM

10 no i don't think there's a strong commitment to original journalism at all. Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

11 There is still a strong commitment among reporters.. but I notice those original
stories are routinely buried on newscasts for the news of the day.

Mar 30, 2010 2:42 PM

12 It's a battle. I can give you several examples where it's been ignored, downplayed,
or ghettoized.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

There's a strong commitment to features at the moment.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 4.8% 1

neutral 28.6% 6

disagree 33.3% 7

strongly disagree 33.3% 7

 comment 5

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 I think CBC has falled down completely in its longstanding commitment to depth
journalism.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

2 features don't seem to be valued unless they're light and fluffy. Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

3 I have no evidence of this. Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

4 Especially the fluffy kind that seem to get onto TV. Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 It's hard to get features on the air, when alot of news doesn't make it. Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Craft is highly valued by management (scene, sound, character) 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree 14.3% 3

neutral 9.5% 2

disagree 38.1% 8

strongly disagree 38.1% 8

 comment 9

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Radio is being treated as TV without pictures. No interest and value placed on
painting pictures or developing characters.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 They 'talk the talk' on this but have little follow through Mar 26, 2010 8:45 PM

3 With the new joint tv/radio assigning, I'm not sure those from a tv background
really get it.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

4 Definitely on paper. But they have to realize that gathering sound, scenes and
character take TIME.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

5 It takes time to do craft as opposed to content, and increased demands mean no
time.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

6 in theory there is still a lot of talk about that. in practice much less so. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

7 I don't know what they value. But judging by how much tv and radio are supposed
to collect together, they don't value the idea of a "radio" scene, sound and
character.

Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

8 Upper tier management - yes. jennifer McGuire says she wants more story telling
(scenes, characters, sense of place).

But it's not happening, and beyond assigning report names to story slugs, the Hub
does nothing in discussions of craft.

The only people who care are show producers... but often it's too late by the time
a story's been chased, written ..a.rriving for a vet.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

9 Yeah, it's valued. But no one can afford it. You need time. And when W6 barks at
you for going five seconds over your "budgetted time"  craft kind of gets in the
way.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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National Reporters Survey 

Craft is highly valued by shows (scene, sound, character)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree 9.5% 2

agree 19.0% 4

neutral 38.1% 8

disagree 19.0% 4

strongly disagree 14.3% 3

 comment 10

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Shows should be fighting harder to ensure a radio reporter is assigned for big
stories rather than accepting sound from TV.

Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 It depends very much on the show and who is in charge. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

3 if it can be fit within their time slots. Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 Somehow syndicated tv sound is seen as an adequate substitute for this. It is
tiring. It all sounds the same after a while and has no value to the listener. Leave
the scene-setting to reporters please.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

5 They all want it. WTH demands it. W6 gives us time for it. WR seems to be
moving away from it just by the vetting decisions - the stories are hacked to bits to
fit 1:20 - and it's the sound and scenes that usually get cut. Also, despite the fact
that there are now dayside WR producers, it still feels like we get told way too late
in the day to gather any new sound/scenes/characters for WR the next day -
unless we work OT and do it after filing for WTH/W6.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

6 Some vettors seem to like it. Some don't notice. No one really talks about it much. Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

7 when you have it, they notice but when you don't they don't seem to care either. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

8 Valued, but it is often beyond their ability to help shape the story from its genesis.
They need to be in touch with reporters sooner.

Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

9 if craft was highly valued, i suspect they would tell us, and they don't. Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

10 See above Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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National Reporters Survey 

There's clear communication from management about the current goals for national radio news.

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

strongly agree  0.0% 0

agree  0.0% 0

neutral 4.8% 1

disagree 19.0% 4

strongly disagree 76.2% 16

 comment 11

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Don't know who's running national radio news. Feels like its been absorbed by TV. Mar 26, 2010 7:09 PM

2 Again, I haven't heard from them in years. And I don't know who is in charge. Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

3 Who speaks for radio news? No one as far as I can see. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

4 I used to laugh it off when I heard management was trying to dismantle national
radio news. Why would they destroy the most successful part of CBC? Now I
wonder if those rumours are true.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

5 I feel the focus has been on News Network and little else. Who would articulate
these goals.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

6 Unless I've missed it, there has not been one nat rep/nat rad teleconference since
the big changes in the fall. There have been emails about hierarchy and structure
but no opportunity for managers to explain what and why and how. And I'm still
not clear who's really in charge at nat rad.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

7 Who's managing national radio news? Who even cares about radio, or is focussed
particularly on radio news?

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

8 i have no idea what their goal is. Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

9 Who is our leader for national radio news? Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

10 i have no idea where we're going. Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

11 There are none. So in a bizarre sense, I suppose it is clear. Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

Compared to a year ago, morale in the national news service is:

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

higher than ever during my career  0.0% 0

high  0.0% 0

about the same  0.0% 0

low 4.8% 1

lower than ever during my 

career
95.2% 20

 comment 10

 answered question 21

 skipped question 3

comment

1 Morale is low everywhere within the CBC. All the fun things seem to have been
dismantled or destroyed for one reason or another.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

2 Events like Bernie and Marueen's treatment have hurt morale. The lack of clear
leadership doesn't help either.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

3 It's very sad to hear the same things from colleagues across the country. This isn't
the case of just one or two disgruntled reporters. And even sadder, is that no one
seems to be listening or taking notice. No one seems to care.
Respect for the work we do and the ideas we bring seem to be at an all-time low.
We weren't perfect before but we did still feel like a family, kinder and gentler than
the TV world. Now, it seems they've infected us. What happened to Bernie is a
perfect example of that.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM

4 I never thought it could go lower than 1996-97 but it's awful. I've been considering
my potential next career possibilities.

Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

5 I, like many other CBC Radio people I talk to, have never been so discouraged
and dispirited. My skills are being wasted, and the only challenge in my working
life now is dealing with the incredibly increased stress level. I don't see
opportunities to do strong journalism. I feel I work for a corporation that no longer
understands public broadcasting, that cares about ratings and revenue more than
content, that no longer understands that CBC has done such amazing work in the
past because smart people wanted to work here, could feel proud of the work they
were able to do. That's no longer true, and I am now planning my exit strategy,
along with a lot of other smart people. I never thought I'd leave CBC, was proud to
be a part of the best journalistic team in the country. I no longer feel that way.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

6 What morale? Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

7 Fix it soon, or we'll all be working in PR. This is unbearable. Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

8 people are confused and upset, they see something that was great slipping away
and they don't know why.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM
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comment

9 the phrase I hear often is "I'm grateful for the career I've had." Apr 5, 2010 9:27 PM

10 Worst time in my years  as a National Reporter. Strike that. It was briefly worse
when they locked us out, gambled our credibility with the audience, and sullied the
reputation of journalists by taking out full page ads declaring us to be
"unreasonable".  But this is a close second.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM
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Nat ion al  Repor t er s Su r v ey 

I suggest:

 
Response 

Count

 16

 answered question 16

 skipped question 8

Response Text

1 A meeting for Nat Reps in Radio only. It's been years.
More staff -- and by that I mean reporters, not managers.
Replace some of the television people who now hold senior management
positions with someone who will advocate for quality radio news -- as a separate,
more cost-effective service. 

I also suggest those who are now in senior management take a long hard look at
the ratings in radio news versus television news. I suggest they start putting more
money and resources where those listeners are.

Mar 26, 2010 7:52 PM

2 Thanks for putting together this survey. Its very important and I'm glad you did it. Mar 26, 2010 7:58 PM

3 We need a strongly led, clearly articulated plan that deals with reality, rewards
success and encourages creative, critical thinking. Instead the emphasis is on
reviving a dead horse (local tv news) at the expense of all else.

Mar 26, 2010 8:15 PM

4 We demand that reporters be included in any reviews/changes to the Hub; we
present options about improving the Hub and radio news morale -- without
continually sounding like complainers. We have to be part of the solution. Yes,
things are bad - but the Hub is under siege and we need to work to make it better
rather than just tear it down.

Mar 26, 2010 8:45 PM

5 This is a hard one. In a sense I feel we should get back to our roots of quality
radio. The Hub isn't working. Planning and Daily is an odd designation.

Mar 26, 2010 8:50 PM

6 I'd like a nat rad reporters conference (if possible, if not - at least a
teleconference) where we can talk with managers about the results of this survey
and try to find some ways of all parties meeting in the middle. Let's work together
to improve both our on-air content and the internal operations. We're on the same
team and we all have the same goals. Please don't just disregard what you're
reading here.

PLEASE get out of the MOU. Too many cooks in the kitchen with competing
agendas. It's not fair to national reporters OR our listeners, who expect more from
us than local assignment wants to let us do.

Put more people with radio backgrounds on the planning desk. Make it more
visionary and forward-thinking than agenda calendar-based. I forgot to say this
earlier - it sometimes feels like planning assignment producers are being judged
by the number of stories "their" reporters get on the air. That often means over-
assigning. Let's do fewer stories really well than more stories half-arsed. I don't
like being told to "radio-ize" a (usually lame) TV story just because it looks like our
region is producing twice as much.

Mar 27, 2010 3:49 AM
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Response Text

7 - get rid of Hub
- put experienced and proven radio producers and announcers in direct positions
where they can get back to working WITH reporters
- stop treating radio reporters like "platform agnostic" slaves
- make all natreps equal when it comes to weekend assignments. Right now only
Ottawa (small pool of four) reporters are rotating Sunday assignments. It's not fair
no one else does, especially since Ottawa reporters regularly travel for work, work
many full weekends on political stories and have a steady heavy workload. We
work late regularly when parliament is in session and can't commit to anything
during the weeknights. Weekends are only times we can count on making
plans...but now we're working even more here. 
- bring back Bernie to W6
- cut management....there are too many people doing very little
- feedback please
-

Mar 29, 2010 1:22 AM

8 Stronger managers to advocate for radio, and in particular radio news. No one is
standing up for radio, demanding that it be an equal partner (given that it does
have the larger, more loyal audience!) Radio cannot just be a resource pool for
raiding.

Mar 29, 2010 1:13 PM

9 rather than spending gazillions of dollars on U.S. consultants (Magid), how about
REAL consulations with reporters. we might have some ideas. and stop remaking
things that don't need to be remade!

Mar 29, 2010 4:45 PM

10 Do what the BBC did when they made this mistake - put it back the way it was. Mar 29, 2010 11:20 PM

11 World Report change its existing format, where sometimes an item is run once in
Eastern Canada  at 5:00 or 6:00, so that a large chunk of our audience doesn't
here them.  Recently,  TWTH asked me for the same story I had done for WR.
Nobody on the show had heard it.  These items, if they're not needed, should be
saved to run later in the day.  Remember that many of these are done on
overtime, and burying them is not a good use of the Corporation's resources.

Mar 30, 2010 12:41 AM

12 Listen to your front line people. For a change. Mar 30, 2010 12:34 PM

13 offer me a good package....people want good stories...not this magot crap that
focuses on crime which is where local news is and national news may be
headed....

I believe radio news has lost its way...with the idea of modernizing....lets fix the
most sucessful news cast in the country....sounds odd don't you think...

that's it for now

Stehen PUddicombe 
CBC Halifax

Mar 30, 2010 1:21 PM

14 communicate goals and direction -- both as a news service, and as shows.
explain these goals and direction
solicit feedback from reporters.
LISTEN to the feedback and incorporate it in planning and in program direction.
re-imagine the hub.
nurture radio's distinctiveness
protect its culture
value its craft
recognize that what is good for TV is not necessarily good for radio.
recognize that the radio audience deserves to be given the very best of efforts, all
the time.  success for the  CBC news service  must not come at the expense of
radio. 
appoint a radio news advocate at the highest levels of news management to keep
an eye on radio and protect its unique interests.

Mar 30, 2010 1:25 PM

15 We need to sit down with management to express our concerns... and to state
what we believe is necessary to ensure radio news continues to provide its
audience with original, strongly-crafted useable news,

Mar 30, 2010 2:42 PM
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Response Text

16 I have none unless I know someone gives a shit. I have no sense anyone does.
No one has stepped up to defend good journalism on the radio. I have seen alot
of people with talent either decide to leave or be pushed. This is deeply
discouraging.

Apr 5, 2010 11:39 PM



Su g g est i o n s f o r  Ch an g e 
  
1) Does management care or will we be dismissed as whiners for raising these 
concerns? Problems need to be acknowledged. Trust needs to be rebuilt. 
  
2) Does anyone care about what national reporters think anymore? Is there a 
plan to eliminate national reporters? What will be done to ensure national 
reporters have a voice? 
  
3) Management must articulate a vision rather than just shuffling positions on 
the org chart.  
  
4) Radio news needs an editorial leader in place right away - someone who 
knows and understands radio and who is there to articulate our unique wants 
and needs. Many reporters say theyÕve never met nor spoken to the people 
supposedly managing us. The people leading and fighting for national radio news 
need to be in touch with reporters.  
  
5) Radio staff should be equally represented in management and in key on-air 
positions. When was the last time a person with a lengthy radio background was 
hired for a promi nent radio job? What message does this send to those who are 
building careers in radio when nearly every hire for radio is a prominent face 
from TV? There were many comments about the treatment of Bernie on w6.  
  
6) The Hub needs people who understand and care about radio and have had 
experience working in radio. WhatÕs being done to ensure this happens? 
  
7) National reporters should report to a national assignment desk. The regions 
should not be assigning national reporters. 
  
8) The memorandum of understanding with the regions should be rescinded. 
  
9) Shows and the desk should commit to supporting and making time for original 
and enterprise journalism. 
  
10) World Report should revert to a show that actually gives listeners a sense of 
what is going on in the world, and makes fuller use of reporters' work.  
  
11) RadioÕs unique culture was a big reason for its success and its proven ability 
to attract large and loyal audiences. This culture has been trampled on and itÕs 
no longer considered an asset. How can it be resuscitated and be adopted by 
other services sharing resources with radio? 
  
 



12) Writers who play fast and loose with the re -writes should be reigned in. 
Accuracy counts! We are accountable for what goes out with our name on it and 
others should also be held to high standards. 
  
13) Vetting has grown worse. Steps need to be taken to ensure stories receive 
added value by being vetted thoroughly rather than being rubber-stamped. 
  
14) Bring back the "Designated Listener" or create other feedback mechanisms.  
It was something of a quality assurance practice.  When WR was revamped 
suddenly there was no interest in getting peer feedback. Maybe we can make it 
more frequent and streamlined - such as having a few people doing it focusing 
on a certain show - and use survey monkey. 
  
15) Follow up conference call? Within 30 days please. LetÕs set the date now. 
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

 

 

 

 


