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[bookmark: _Toc225876193]Executive Summary
This condensed research summary synthesizes findings from a year-long mixed-methods study conducted by the CNIB Research team under a grant from Accessibility Standards Canada (ASC) (project period: March 2022–March 2023; report date: March 31, 2023). The study examined why public access denials and related barriers continue to be experienced by guide dog handlers in Canada despite longstanding provincial legislative protections and human rights frameworks. This summary presents the study’s design, key empirical results, and policy-relevant inferences in a concise academic format.
Evidence-base: Data sources included a jurisdictional scan of guide dog access legislation, regulations, and policies across Canada (10 provinces and 3 territories) and selected international jurisdictions (including the United States under the ADA and guide dog legislation in 30 U.S. states, plus additional countries across multiple continents), conducted in March–April 2022; a Guide Dog Access Project Advisory Committee of 15 guide dog handlers from across Canada, with meetings held in June 2022, October 2022, January 2023, and March 2023, plus a co-design session on September 15, 2022; five co-design sessions (June 2022; September 2022; and three sessions in March 2023) comprised almost exclusively of guide dog handlers; seven Zoom focus groups held November 9–December 16, 2022 with 31 participants, plus a small “deep dive” follow-up meeting on December 19, 2022 with four prior participants; the Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey (September–December 2022), which received 546 complete responses from guide dog handlers invited worldwide (97.1% of respondents lived in Canada); a public attitudes survey conducted by Ipsos Reid (August 16–22, 2022) with 1,001 Canadians across all regions and demographic categories; and a key informant interview with Canadian Transportation Agency representatives on November 22, 2022 (notes taken, no recording).
Key findings (high-level): Barriers remain common: in the Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey, 52.9% reported having experienced public access barriers; among those, 86.6% reported barriers occurring within the last five years. Transportation emerged as a leading concern: survey respondents reported refusals by transportation providers and difficulties accessing transportation terminals, and qualitative findings emphasized recurring issues with taxis and ride-shares and inconsistent airline practices. “Patchwork” governance was repeatedly cited: stakeholders described inconsistencies across provinces/territories in definitions, certification/identification expectations, and enforcement approaches. Behaviour versus documentation is a central tension: across consultations, many participants emphasized behaviour (control and conduct in public) as the key marker of a legitimate working guide dog, while also noting growing pressure to “prove” legitimacy via identification. Enforcement and recourse mechanisms were viewed as inadequate: participants described slow or burdensome complaint pathways (including human rights processes) and inconsistent front-line awareness of applicable guide dog access laws. Public awareness gaps are measurable: the Ipsos survey described substantial uncertainty about guide dogs and related etiquette, and many respondents reported limited contact with guide dog users.
Implications (aligned to the study recommendations): Strengthen consistent, practical implementation of guide dog public access rights across sectors (notably transportation), with clearer operational processes and staff training. Emphasize behaviour-based understanding of working guide dogs in public education and service-provider training, while minimizing avoidable burdens on handlers to disclose personal information. Improve the timeliness and accessibility of complaint and redress pathways and increase front-line awareness of applicable enforcement mechanisms. Invest in broad public education initiatives with national reach and measurable outcomes, including integration into education and professional training contexts.
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[bookmark: _Toc1587424502][bookmark: _Toc301913104][bookmark: _Toc683387256][bookmark: _Toc47603448][bookmark: _Toc2009585565][bookmark: _Toc853985056][bookmark: _Toc1807474][bookmark: _Toc913455729][bookmark: _Toc295385644][bookmark: _Toc225876195]1.1 Study aims and research questions
The overarching purpose of the research was to determine what guide dog access barriers exist in Canada and to inform interventions to improve access outcomes for guide dog handlers across jurisdictions. For the purposes of this condensed summary, the study aims can be expressed as:
Document the extent and contexts of reported access barriers experienced by guide dog handlers across a range of public settings in Canada (including transportation and education), using descriptive survey methods.
Characterize mechanisms and lived-experience pathways contributing to access denials (e.g., identification expectations, behavioural standards, enforcement and recourse), using stakeholder engagement, co-design, and focus groups.
Establish a baseline synthesis of legal, regulatory, and policy approaches to guide dog access across Canadian jurisdictions and selected international comparators, and identify key points of divergence.
Identify policy and practice levers (across jurisdictions and sectors) that the evidence suggests could reduce access denials and support social participation for guide dog handlers.
These aims were pursued through triangulation across legal/policy review, stakeholder engagement, and survey evidence.
Guide dogs have been formally operating in Canada for decades, alongside longstanding provincial legislative protections (e.g., Ontario’s Blind Persons’ Rights Act introduced in 1970). Nevertheless, access denials continue to occur “on a regular basis.” The purpose of the underlying study was to determine what guide dog access barriers exist in Canada and to identify interventions that could improve access outcomes for guide dog handlers across jurisdictions.
Consistent with ASC’s requested scope, the study focused primarily on guide dogs (and, where relevant, related questions about how “service animals” are defined and recognized), rather than broader categories such as emotional support or therapy animals unless linked to a documented disability. A recurring finding throughout the report is that many practical disputes in public settings turn on how guide and service animals are identified and understood by the public, businesses, and service providers.
The study situates this problem historically, noting that Canada’s first guide dog school opened in 1981 (Mira Foundation) and that provincial legislative protections date back at least to 1970 (e.g., Ontario’s Blind Persons’ Rights Act). It argues that, notwithstanding these protections, access denials remain persistent and may be intensifying in some contexts, contributing to what some consulted participants described as a “crisis.”
[bookmark: _Toc1020630492][bookmark: _Toc1656547231][bookmark: _Toc700597818][bookmark: _Toc1399194391][bookmark: _Toc1276613548][bookmark: _Toc950421240][bookmark: _Toc1557134761][bookmark: _Toc1757059758][bookmark: _Toc573210413]Consistent with this framing, this work largely excludes emotional support and therapy animals (except where tied to a documented disability) and intentionally avoids labels such as “fake” or “fraudulent” service dogs. It emphasizes that authenticity in public settings is not necessarily verifiable through documentation alone and that observed working behaviour is often treated by stakeholders as a more meaningful indicator of a legitimate working guide dog.
[bookmark: _Toc225876196]2. Background / Context
Across jurisdictions, terminology varies (e.g., “guide dog,” “service dog,” “assistance dog,” “disability assist dog”), but a key issue is whether the animal is needed to remediate a disability and what tasks it performs. The jurisdictional review also describes approaches that limit questioning of handlers in public settings, particularly where it is already apparent that the dog is trained to perform disability-related tasks.
“Public access” is defined here as access to venues, facilities, programs, and services open to the public (e.g., restaurants, retail, recreation, healthcare, places of worship), including transportation (taxis/ride-share, air, rail, bus, ferry) and access to housing, education, and employment settings. Common exceptions across jurisdictions include certain sterile or food preparation areas; where access is legally restricted, alternative accommodation may be required.
[bookmark: _Toc1568237883][bookmark: _Toc154819921][bookmark: _Toc763981010][bookmark: _Toc2133921102][bookmark: _Toc1628398326][bookmark: _Toc174940537][bookmark: _Toc1596977671][bookmark: _Toc623116743][bookmark: _Toc2116041492]A central theme across the evidence is a “patchwork of inconsistencies” across provinces and territories, including differences in whether jurisdictions emphasize certification/identification requirements or rely more strongly on behaviour and control standards in public settings. Across stakeholder inputs, there was concern about growing expectations for handlers to “prove” legitimacy (e.g., by producing identification) and about uneven enforcement and slow recourse mechanisms when access denials occur.
[bookmark: _Toc225876197]3. Methods
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[bookmark: _Toc1063282552][bookmark: _Toc756124446][bookmark: _Toc412369630][bookmark: _Toc240205412][bookmark: _Toc1135745688][bookmark: _Toc1060929854][bookmark: _Toc1996192422][bookmark: _Toc1553608929][bookmark: _Toc1680358765]The study used a mixed-methods approach combining: (1) a jurisdictional review of legislation, regulations, and policies; (2) stakeholder engagement via an advisory committee and co-design sessions; (3) focus groups; (4) survey research with guide dog handlers; (5) a national public attitudes survey; and (6) a key informant interview with the Canadian Transportation Agency.
[bookmark: _Toc225876199]3.2 Data sources and participant

[bookmark: _Toc225876245]Table 1 Respondent characteristics (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey; n=546 complete responses)
	Canadian province distribution (percent of total respondents)

	Ontario
	44.3%

	British Columbia
	21.7%

	Alberta
	9.6%

	Manitoba
	6.5%

	New Brunswick
	4.5%

	Nova Scotia
	3.3%

	Saskatchewan
	3.0%

	Quebec
	2.8%

	Newfoundland and Labrador
	2.0%

	Prince Edward Island
	1.0%

	Nunavut
	0.8%

	Northwest Territories
	0.2%

	Yukon
	0.2%

	Community size (percent of total respondents)

	City
	36.4%

	Large city
	21.3%

	Town
	16.5%

	Small town
	13.3%

	Village
	11.5%

	Guide dog status and experience (percent of total respondents)

	Currently working a guide dog (Yes)
	45.6%

	Currently working a guide dog (No)
	54.4%

	Working a guide dog for ≤3 years (including <1 year)

	36.4%

	Working a guide dog for ≥4–6 years

	63.6%

	Age (by decade; percent of total respondents)

	10–19
	2.9%

	20–29
	10.5%

	30–39
	13.2%

	40–49
	13.0%

	50–59
	20.8%

	60–69
	19.9%

	70–79
	14.5%

	80–89
	2.9%

	90+
	1.2%


Jurisdictional review (March–April 2022): Review of guide dog access-related legal and policy frameworks across Canada (13 provinces/territories) and internationally (including the United States under the ADA and a review of guide dog legislation in 30 U.S. states, plus additional jurisdictions such as Brazil, Israel, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, the United Kingdom, Poland, Japan, and others (CNIB Research, 2023).
Guide Dog Access Project Advisory Committee: 15 guide dog handlers selected to reflect geographic location, gender representation, experience levels, and employment status; included at least one owner-trainer participant (as described).
Co-design sessions: Five sessions over the project period, designed to identify priority issues and potential solutions with guide dog handlers as key stakeholders.
1. Focus groups: Seven Zoom focus groups (31 participants) conducted November–December 2022; sessions were recorded and supported by transcripts; a four-person follow-up “deep dive” occurred on December 19, 2022.
2. Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey (September–December 2022): 546 complete responses; guide dog handlers around the world were invited to participate; 97.1% of respondents lived in Canada (representation across provinces/territories).
3. Ipsos Reid public attitudes survey (August 16–22, 2022): 1,001 Canadians sampled across regions and demographic categories.
4. Key informant interview: Canadian Transportation Agency representatives (November 22, 2022); notes were taken (no recording).
[bookmark: _Toc225876200]3.3 Analysis approach
Qualitative input from focus groups and co-design sessions was compiled into themes, supported by meeting notes and (for focus groups) Zoom transcripts. Survey findings are presented primarily as descriptive results (percentages and subgroup comparisons). The jurisdictional review provides a comparative synthesis of legal and policy approaches, which was then triangulated with stakeholder experiences and survey findings.
Data integration (triangulation). The jurisdictional review (March–April 2022) established a baseline of the legal and policy landscape, then incorporated stakeholder inputs from the advisory committee, co-design sessions, and focus groups, and finally integrated descriptive survey evidence (including venue-specific and transportation-specific items) where available. This structure supports an interpretation of access denials as an implementation and systems issue rather than solely a legislative design issue.
The Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey was published in English, French, and Spanish. Focus groups ran 1.5–2 hours, were recorded, and Zoom transcripts were used; following the sessions, notes and transcript-derived notes were compiled into a single document and organized thematically.
[bookmark: _Toc225876201]3.4 Measures and constructs
Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey (2022). This survey measured self-reported experiences of accessing multiple public settings (e.g., shopping centres, grocery stores, restaurants, health care facilities, entertainment venues, government service centres, places of worship, transportation terminals) and specific transportation providers (e.g., taxi, ride-share, airlines, bus lines). Reported constructs include: (i) whether barriers were ever experienced; (ii) recency of barriers; (iii) frequency of difficulty in a setting (e.g., at least 3–4 times per year) attributed to others’ lack of understanding; (iv) perceived impact on daily life; (v) avoidance of new venues due to fear of discrimination; and (vi) decisions not to bring a guide dog in certain contexts.
Ipsos Reid public attitudes survey (2022). The Ipsos instrument measured public awareness and attitudes, including: knowledge of guide dog roles and etiquette; awareness of differences between guide dogs, service dogs, and emotional support animals; perceptions of whether guide dog users continue to face access denials; and degree of social proximity/contact with guide dog users (e.g., having met or spoken with a guide dog user).
Stakeholder engagement (advisory committee, co-design sessions, focus groups). These components elicited experiential accounts of barriers, implementation failures, and solution pathways. Key constructs include: legitimacy markers (behaviour versus documentation), the burden of self-advocacy in public settings, sector-specific barriers (notably transportation), and perceived effectiveness of enforcement, complaint pathways, and public education strategies.
[bookmark: _Toc1457608092][bookmark: _Toc744153060][bookmark: _Toc1169350103][bookmark: _Toc1583537616][bookmark: _Toc715771874][bookmark: _Toc1552290886][bookmark: _Toc1871647662][bookmark: _Toc446672396][bookmark: _Toc1554165160]Jurisdictional scan and key informant interview. The jurisdictional scan established a baseline legal/policy landscape (where guide dogs can/cannot go; identification and certification requirements; enforcement mechanisms; penalties; and how competing rights are addressed). The Canadian Transportation Agency key informant interview clarified operational interpretation of applicable federal transportation requirements (e.g., seating and documentation practices).
[bookmark: _Toc225876202]4. Results
[bookmark: _Toc1402848607][bookmark: _Toc997307721][bookmark: _Toc825556423][bookmark: _Toc1051522030][bookmark: _Toc106810208][bookmark: _Toc1425227238][bookmark: _Toc580664626][bookmark: _Toc577245790][bookmark: _Toc311959937]Quantitative reporting conventions. Percentages are reproduced as originally reported, without modification. Where results are reported for a subset of participants (e.g., respondents who experienced barriers or respondents who experienced transportation refusals), this is explicitly indicated in the relevant table note (†/‡). Where approximate phrasing is used (e.g., “almost one-third” or “almost 25%”), the same wording is retained unless an exact value is stated in the source data.
[bookmark: _Toc225876203]4.1 Results I — Prevalence and patterns of access barriers (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey)
The Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey (September–December 2022) invited guide dog handlers around the world to participate and received 546 complete responses; 97.1% of respondents lived in Canada. The survey documented frequent encounters with access barriers across multiple public settings. When asked whether they had ever experienced public access barriers with their guide dogs, 52.9% of respondents said yes and 47.1% said no. Among those reporting barriers, 86.6% indicated these barriers occurred within the last five years.
Table 2 Prevalence and recency of public access barriers (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey)
	A. Ever experienced public access barriers with a guide dog†

	Response
	Percent

	Yes
	52.9%

	No
	47.1%

	B. Recency of barriers‡

	Within the last 5 years
	86.6%

	More than 5 years ago
	13.4%


† Denominator: all survey respondents (n=546 complete responses). ‡ Denominator: respondents who reported experiencing barriers (i.e., those answering “Yes” in Part A).
Respondents were asked which barrier locations were most personally impactful. The top three were transportation providers (13.4%), restaurants (9.4%), and health care services (9.1%), followed by grocery stores (8.0%), housing (6.2%), and educational institutions (6.2%). In the transportation domain, 51.1% of respondents had been refused access by a transportation provider while travelling with a guide dog in Canada (48.9% had not). Where refusals occurred, taxis were cited most frequently (25.2%), followed by inter-provincial airlines and municipal bus lines (each 16.1%) and ride-share companies (11.6%), with 92.8% indicating the refusals occurred within the past five years.
Table 3 Locations identified as most personally impactful (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey)
	Location (as listed)

	Percent selecting as most personally impactful

	Transportation providers
	13.4%

	Restaurants
	9.4%

	Health care services
	9.1%

	Grocery stores
	8.0%

	Housing
	6.2%

	Educational institutions
	6.2%

	Airports
	3.3%

	Employment settings
	2.9%

	Hotels
	2.5%

	Tourist attractions
	2.2%

	Government buildings
	1.1%

	Athletic and recreational facilities
	1.1%





Table 4 Transportation refusals reported in Canada (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey)
	A. Ever refused service by a transportation provider while travelling with a guide dog in Canada†

	Response
	Percent

	Yes
	51.10%

	No
	48.90%

	B. Mode of transportation where refusals occurred‡

	Mode
	Percent

	Taxis
	25.20%

	Inter-provincial airlines
	16.10%

	Municipal bus lines
	16.10%

	Ride-share companies
	11.60%

	C. Recency of refusals‡

	Within the last 5 years
	92.80%


† Denominator: all survey respondents (n=546 complete responses). ‡ Denominator: respondents reporting transportation refusals (i.e., those answering “Yes” in Part A).
Across venues (e.g., shopping centres, grocery stores, restaurants, health care facilities, entertainment venues, government service centres, places of worship), recurring difficulty was attributed to “others’ lack of understanding,” and avoidance behaviours were reported (e.g., avoiding new venues out of fear of discrimination; sometimes choosing not to bring a guide dog). Descriptive subgroup differences by province/territory, age, and community size were also reported for selected venues.
In venue-specific items (10 public spaces, plus transportation and education), additional descriptive indicators are presented for frequency of difficulty, perceived impact, and avoidance behaviours. Illustratively: for shopping centres, 36.6% reported difficulty accessing shopping centres at least 3–4 times per year due to others’ lack of understanding; 21.3% reported avoiding new shopping centres at least somewhat due to fear of discrimination; and 35.7% reported sometimes choosing not to bring their guide dog. For grocery stores, 32.1% reported difficulty at least 3–4 times per year; 20.9% reported avoiding new grocery stores at least somewhat; and 33.0% reported sometimes choosing not to bring their guide dog. For restaurants, nearly one-third reported trouble accessing restaurants at least 3–4 times per year and 31.4% reported sometimes choosing not to bring their guide dog.
The transportation “terminal” pathway was also characterized as consequential. In this dataset, 27.1% reported having trouble accessing transportation terminals (airports, ferry terminals, rail/bus terminals) at least 3–4 times per year due to others’ lack of understanding; 28% reported that such difficulties impacted their lives at least somewhat; 18.4% reported avoiding new terminals at least somewhat due to fear of discrimination; and 24.8% reported sometimes choosing not to bring a guide dog to terminals. In educational settings (e.g., university/college/schools), 21.5% reported trouble accessing educational institutions at least 3–4 times per year; almost 16% reported that this impacted their lives at least somewhat; 13.4% reported avoiding new educational institutions at least somewhat due to fear of discrimination; and almost 22% reported sometimes choosing not to bring their guide dog.
Table 5 Selected venue-specific barrier indicators (Guide Dog Handlers Experiences Survey)
	Setting
	Trouble accessing ≥3–4 times/year (due to others’ lack of understanding)
	Impacted daily life at least somewhat
	
	Avoided new venues at least somewhat (fear of discrimination)
	Sometimes chose not to bring guide dog

	Shopping centres
	36.6%
	30.3%
	
	21.3%
	35.7%

	Restaurants
	Almost one-third

	25.6%
	
	Almost 25%

	31.4%

	Transportation terminals (airports, ferry terminals, rail/bus terminals)
	27.1%
	28%
	
	18.4%
	24.8%

	Educational institutions (university/college/schools)
	21.5%
	Almost 16%

	
	13.4%
	Almost 22%



[bookmark: _Toc1387364867][bookmark: _Toc360392938][bookmark: _Toc750786332][bookmark: _Toc547819361][bookmark: _Toc809857356][bookmark: _Toc699398712][bookmark: _Toc1845516073][bookmark: _Toc1745196195][bookmark: _Toc1566875224][bookmark: _Toc225876204]4.2 Results II — Lived experience and mechanisms (qualitative themes)
Qualitative inputs from the advisory committee, co-design sessions, and focus groups consistently framed access denials as a recurring, cumulative burden that affects mobility and social participation. Participants emphasized that, despite legal protections, access is “far from guaranteed” in day-to-day settings and that handlers are often placed in the position of having to educate others or advocate in the moment.
Behaviour as a legitimacy marker: Many participants argued that good working behaviour is the “true test” of a legitimate guide dog, and expressed concern that identification requirements can be unreliable and place disproportionate demands on handlers (including pressure to share personal information).
Certification/identification debates and equity concerns: Stakeholders described tensions between jurisdictions that emphasize certification/ID and those that emphasize behaviour-based assessment, and highlighted perceived inequities for owner-trainers where separate assessment/certification processes exist.
Transportation access as a recurring barrier: Focus group and co-design participants described common refusals, cancellations, or non-pickups in taxi and ride-share contexts, and highlighted burdens associated with air travel processes (e.g., inconsistent airline implementation, accessibility of forms, and challenges navigating airports and aircraft with a guide dog).
Enforcement and complaint pathways: Participants described slow or difficult redress processes and raised concerns about front-line awareness among enforcement bodies, contributing to uncertainty about recourse when an access denial occurs.
Public education as a priority solution: Participants repeatedly called for broad public education, including school-based education and training for service providers, and suggested that lived experience should be central to designing and delivering education efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc521258077][bookmark: _Toc354035656][bookmark: _Toc161235584][bookmark: _Toc119136183][bookmark: _Toc715446869][bookmark: _Toc1050453257][bookmark: _Toc2132950828][bookmark: _Toc985368925][bookmark: _Toc234679455][bookmark: _Toc225876205]4.3 Results III — Policy and systems landscape (jurisdictional review synthesis)
The jurisdictional review component (March–April 2022) was designed to establish a baseline description of the formal legal landscape for guide dog access. It examined Canada’s 10 provinces and 3 territories and reviewed 41 international jurisdictions, including the United States under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and guide dog legislation in 30 U.S. states. The review also sampled jurisdictions across multiple continents and noted emerging international standardization activity, including draft work on the “European Standard for Assistance Dogs” under the European Committee for Standardization (CEN/TC 452).
Across jurisdictions, there is substantial convergence in where guide dogs are legally permitted (broad public access, with limited exceptions such as some sterile environments and food preparation areas) and in general expectations of handler control. In contrast, jurisdictions diverge more substantially in (1) certification and identification requirements; (2) the extent to which service providers may ask questions; (3) the design and enforcement of penalties; and (4) whether protections are primarily operationalized through specific guide dog legislation versus general human rights frameworks.

Table 6 Table 6. Policy typology used in the jurisdictional synthesis (conceptual)
	Policy dimension
	Illustrative approaches

	Implications


	Recognition mechanism for working teams
	Behaviour-centred approaches; Identification/certification-leaning approaches; Hybrid models
	Tension between minimizing handler burden and providing clarity for service providers; risk of inconsistent “proof” demands

	Primary legal vehicle for access protection
	Specific guide dog/service dog legislation; Human-rights-led frameworks; Mixed approaches
	Human-rights-led protections may be more favourable in some practical contexts

	Enforcement and redress pathway
	Police/penalty models; Human rights complaint/tribunal processes; Mixed enforcement
	Stakeholders reported uneven enforcement and slow/burdensome recourse, potentially limiting deterrence

	Accommodation of competing rights (e.g., allergies, religion)
	Case-by-case accommodation; “Undue hardship” thresholds; Explicit prioritization of access with accommodation for others where feasible
	Implementation depends on operational policies and awareness; workable compromise mechanisms are needed.



[bookmark: _Toc2094251543][bookmark: _Toc1497180005][bookmark: _Toc225879038][bookmark: _Toc1763438823][bookmark: _Toc1148339047][bookmark: _Toc1251632224][bookmark: _Toc1365632132][bookmark: _Toc867559581][bookmark: _Toc447375016]The review also highlights that many jurisdictions condition continued public access on handler control and appropriate animal behaviour, permitting exclusion when an animal is not under control or poses a safety risk. Penalties and fines for access denials exist in many jurisdictions, but the evidence raises questions about their deterrent effect and notes stakeholder concerns that penalties are often not enforced in practice. In addition, the review contrasts approaches grounded primarily in specific guide dog legislation versus those grounded in human rights frameworks; across jurisdictions, human-rights-based approaches may provide more favourable practical protections in some contexts.
For transportation, there is variation in documentation expectations and operational practices across jurisdictions. The review also highlights U.S. state “white cane”/driving laws as a potential best practice for protecting the safety of guide dog and white cane travellers, alongside Ipsos findings on public support for right-of-way concepts.
[bookmark: _Toc225876206]4.4 Results IV — Public attitudes (Ipsos Reid)
The Ipsos Reid public attitudes survey (August 16–22, 2022; n=1,001) highlighted gaps in public awareness and limited direct contact with guide dog users. In this sample, 39% of respondents believed most people do not know how to effectively and respectfully assist and interact with people who use a guide dog. Just over half (55%) said that they were aware of the differences between a guide dog, a service dog, and an emotional support animal, and 42% understood that people who use guide dogs are still being denied access to public places.
[bookmark: _Toc225874637]Table 7. Selected public attitudes indicators (Ipsos Reid survey; August 16–22, 2022; n=1,001)
Table 7 Selected public attitudes indicators (Ipsos Reid survey; August 16–22, 2022; n=1,001)
	Indicator
	Result

	Indicator 

	39%

	Aware of differences between a guide dog, a service dog, and an emotional support animal
	55%

	Understand that people who use guide dogs are still being denied access to public places
	42%

	Have never met a person who uses a guide dog
	43%

	Have not had even brief conversations with a guide dog user
	55%


These findings support the need for broader public education and service-provider training.
[bookmark: _Toc297006536][bookmark: _Toc1139352284][bookmark: _Toc872421714][bookmark: _Toc1241701681][bookmark: _Toc1995608258][bookmark: _Toc1131271964][bookmark: _Toc1993606593][bookmark: _Toc2104218286][bookmark: _Toc1872514635]Synthesis across evidence streams. Across the survey findings, stakeholder engagement, and the jurisdictional scan, the evidence supports a consistent interpretation: access denials persist not because public access protections are absent “on paper,” but because implementation and enforcement are uneven. Quantitatively, transportation is prominent both as a high-impact barrier location (13.4%) and as an area where refusals are frequently reported (51.1%), while the Ipsos findings indicate substantial public uncertainty and limited contact with guide dog users (e.g., 39% reporting low confidence in respectful interaction; 43% never having met a guide dog user). Qualitative accounts help explain how these barriers manifest in practice (e.g., documentation demands, inconsistent staff knowledge, and burdensome complaint pathways), and the jurisdictional review contextualizes these experiences within a multi-jurisdiction “patchwork” of recognition and enforcement approaches.
[bookmark: _Toc225876207]5. Discussion
Across quantitative survey findings, qualitative stakeholder inputs, and the jurisdictional synthesis, the evidence indicates that persistent access denials are not attributable solely to the absence of formal legal protections. Instead, the evidence presented indicates a multi-level implementation problem shaped by (i) uneven public and service-provider knowledge, (ii) variable organizational practices across sectors and jurisdictions, and (iii) limited usability and/or timeliness of enforcement and complaint pathways. These factors appear to interact with a multi-jurisdictional landscape in which guide dog handlers must navigate non-uniform definitions, documentation expectations, and enforcement approaches.
A central tension concerns whether legitimacy is best established through documentation (certification/identification) or through behaviour-based expectations (control, appropriate conduct in public). Stakeholders highlighted that documentation can be inconsistent, is susceptible to misunderstanding, and may increase pressure on handlers to disclose personal information. At the same time, policy variation across provinces raises equity concerns where additional certification processes are imposed on owner-trained guide dog teams.
Transportation functions as a high-impact setting because access denials can immediately prevent mobility and participation. The evidence base includes survey-based refusals and qualitative accounts of refusals and cancellations in taxi and ride-share contexts, as well as inconsistent air travel processes and accessibility concerns (e.g., documentation workflows and staff support across the travel ecosystem). This supports an emphasis on clearer operational processes, consistent staff training, and accountability mechanisms within transportation services.
[bookmark: _Toc377572375][bookmark: _Toc835810220][bookmark: _Toc499294294][bookmark: _Toc2004661710][bookmark: _Toc1348365164][bookmark: _Toc710372139][bookmark: _Toc1262750516][bookmark: _Toc1788565860][bookmark: _Toc1482828823]Finally, enforcement and education are best understood as complementary: stakeholders described gaps in front-line awareness and uneven enforcement outcomes, while Ipsos results suggest broad public uncertainty and limited familiarity with guide dog users. Within this framing, improving access outcomes likely requires both (1) more effective, timely, and accessible redress pathways, and (2) sustained public and service-provider education designed with lived experience at the centre.
[bookmark: _Toc225876208]6. Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc1650723682][bookmark: _Toc1542851439][bookmark: _Toc1139730807][bookmark: _Toc868160536][bookmark: _Toc1637943130][bookmark: _Toc1046663588][bookmark: _Toc1253651999][bookmark: _Toc1252329293][bookmark: _Toc1916415266]The study produced 23 recommendations directed to multiple actors (federal, provincial/territorial, municipal, regulators, enforcement bodies, and transportation industries). The items below are a condensed, thematically organized restatement of those recommendations, preserving their substantive intent while adopting an academic summary format.
[bookmark: _Toc225876209]6.1 Legal recognition and documentation practices
 The evidence characterizes a cross-jurisdiction “patchwork” in recognition practices and documents stakeholder concern that handlers face increasing pressure to “prove” legitimacy through identification, alongside an emphasis on behaviour as a key legitimacy marker.
Shift toward behaviour-centred access determination: Modify provincial legislation to reduce or remove reliance on certification/identification requirements for guide dog handlers, emphasizing that access rights are framed as human rights and that working behaviour is treated as the most credible indicator of a legitimate guide dog team.
[bookmark: _Toc430144885][bookmark: _Toc1321635193][bookmark: _Toc1568635389][bookmark: _Toc1244137182][bookmark: _Toc734483877][bookmark: _Toc880964635][bookmark: _Toc11593354][bookmark: _Toc1906262929][bookmark: _Toc190320111]Equitable recognition of owner-trained teams: Ensure that owner-trained guide dogs are recognized as having the same public access rights and obligations as program-trained dogs, without imposing separate certification processes that stakeholders framed as inequitable.
[bookmark: _Toc225876210]6.2 Transportation systems (air travel, taxis, ride-shares, and multimodal ecosystems)
 Transportation providers were identified in the survey as the most personally impactful barrier location (13.4%), and 51.1% of respondents reported having been refused access by a transportation provider while travelling with a guide dog in Canada; qualitative inputs further described repeated problems in taxi/ride-share contexts and inconsistent air travel practices.
Standardize air travel documentation processes: The Canadian Transportation Agency (CTA) should standardize requirements for documentation for passengers who are blind, deafblind, and partially sighted (including those travelling with guide dogs), including reducing documentation to a single form, retaining it on file (with consent) for a multi-year period, and streamlining submission (e.g., via an app and/or linkage to a frequent flyer number).
Enable information continuity across the travel chain: Ensure that disability-related needs and requirements (as recorded in a booking record/locator) are available to personnel across the air travel ecosystem.
Implement systematic training and monitoring: Provide consistent training for personnel across the air travel ecosystem and institute regular audits to assess compliance with applicable regulations.
Reduce refusals in taxi and ride-share contexts: Expand training for taxi and ride-share companies and drivers; introduce and enforce “zero tolerance” consequences for refusals; and develop mechanisms that allow guide dog handlers to optionally identify themselves within dispatch/app systems to reduce the likelihood of refusals framed as allergy-related.
Measure and manage platform-level performance: Introduce operational metrics (e.g., refusals and cancellations, including those attributed to allergies or religion) to support accountability and targeted remediation.
[bookmark: _Toc1824850674][bookmark: _Toc665813038][bookmark: _Toc350730626][bookmark: _Toc1328822265][bookmark: _Toc639681007][bookmark: _Toc1135098660][bookmark: _Toc991812555][bookmark: _Toc1669465155][bookmark: _Toc1142259991]Identify leadership capacity (“champions”): Identify influential champions at national/provincial/local levels to support leadership and coordination on accessible transportation with explicit attention to guide dog access.
[bookmark: _Toc225876211]6.3 Standards development boundaries and barrier-proofing future regulation
 Stakeholders expressed strong opposition to standards that would intrude into guide dog training/care domains (“hands off our harnesses”), while also arguing that guide dog considerations should be proactively integrated across Accessible Canada Act domains to prevent new barriers.
Exclude guide dog training/care standards from new standard-setting exercises: Standards bodies should refrain from developing standards aimed at training, care, and/or behaviour of guide dogs and handlers that have already met IGDF/ADI program standards.
[bookmark: _Toc1793145332][bookmark: _Toc909382542][bookmark: _Toc2085378498][bookmark: _Toc1290607616][bookmark: _Toc419114905][bookmark: _Toc177334281][bookmark: _Toc1496289080][bookmark: _Toc1686306331][bookmark: _Toc165926009]Apply a “guide dog lens” across Accessible Canada Act domains: Integrate proactive barrier identification and mitigation for guide dog users in existing and future federal regulations, standards, and policies under the Accessible Canada Act.
[bookmark: _Toc225876212]6.4 Enforcement capacity (penalties, policing knowledge, and practical recourse)
 Stakeholders described enforcement as inconsistent and often ineffective, including reports that penalties and fines do not function as a deterrent and that front-line enforcement personnel may lack awareness of applicable guide dog access legislation.
Increase the deterrent effect of penalties: Increase fines for access refusals in jurisdictions with specific guide dog legislation and encourage courts/tribunals to maintain meaningful penalty levels; international comparators were referenced in the discussion of penalty magnitude.
[bookmark: _Toc1916062578][bookmark: _Toc1347329522][bookmark: _Toc1729581760][bookmark: _Toc377191758][bookmark: _Toc1173919606][bookmark: _Toc1035310993][bookmark: _Toc12104422][bookmark: _Toc923179295][bookmark: _Toc805268568]Increase enforcement literacy among police: Provide mandatory training for police forces responsible for enforcing guide dog rights legislation and conduct periodic evaluations of officer awareness.
[bookmark: _Toc225876213]6.5 Human rights and competing-rights resolution (process reform and accommodation practice)
 Human rights processes are presented as a primary recourse pathway in many jurisdictions, while stakeholder feedback indicates that complaint mechanisms can be slow, inaccessible, and place an undue burden on individual handlers—particularly where visual identification evidence is expected.
Coordinate a pan-Canadian approach: that the Canadian Human Rights Commission convene provincial/territorial bodies to develop a pan-Canadian plan to reduce barriers encountered by guide dog handlers.
Improve the effectiveness and accessibility of complaint processes: Simplifying and accelerating human rights complaint pathways, ensuring document accessibility, and implementing rapid response mechanisms for access denials.
Reduce dependence on visual evidence: Explore changes to tribunal/hearing practices to reduce reliance on visual identification evidence (e.g., by permitting other credible forms of evidence).
Operationalize allergy accommodation: In contexts such as airlines, taxi/ride-share, employers, and educational institutions, mechanisms for individuals to declare severe dog allergies, supported by medical documentation, to facilitate accommodation planning.
[bookmark: _Toc485239816][bookmark: _Toc218709151][bookmark: _Toc1146858845][bookmark: _Toc696613271][bookmark: _Toc601449581][bookmark: _Toc1524849992][bookmark: _Toc161524629][bookmark: _Toc859768165][bookmark: _Toc524989635][bookmark: _Toc225876214]6.6 Public and professional education (service providers, curriculum, and national campaigns)
The Ipsos survey findings indicate measurable public knowledge and familiarity gaps (e.g., 39% reporting low confidence in respectful interaction; 55% aware of differences between guide/service/emotional support animals; 43% never having met a guide dog user), supporting an emphasis on sustained education.
Educate businesses and service providers: Develop education initiatives to clarify rights and obligations regarding guide/service dogs, including how to respond appropriately when any animal’s behaviour warrants removal from a premises.
Fund a national public education campaign: federally supported, nationally coordinated public education developed in partnership with the guide dog community and accompanied by an evaluation framework.
Develop formal curriculum content: develop guide dog-related curriculum content across educational levels, including relevant post-secondary professional pathways.
[bookmark: _Toc1586001743][bookmark: _Toc2089701022][bookmark: _Toc1258929059][bookmark: _Toc11025468][bookmark: _Toc263512911][bookmark: _Toc531340300][bookmark: _Toc858708098][bookmark: _Toc523598300][bookmark: _Toc1556579899][bookmark: _Toc225876215]6.7 Safety in public space (driving laws)
The jurisdictional scan identified widespread U.S. adoption of “white cane/driving laws” as a potential best practice, alongside Ipsos findings on public support for right-of-way concepts.
[bookmark: _Toc2121885482][bookmark: _Toc697467190][bookmark: _Toc1008996810][bookmark: _Toc1677196279][bookmark: _Toc23876343][bookmark: _Toc1106856796][bookmark: _Toc1244559778][bookmark: _Toc1202837160][bookmark: _Toc425283301]Canadian provinces should consider implementing legislation analogous to U.S. “white cane”/driving laws to improve safety for guide dog and white cane users, and provinces should collaborate to support consistency of application.
[bookmark: _Toc225876216]6.8 Implications for research
Deterrence and enforcement effectiveness: Evaluate whether higher penalties and different enforcement models (e.g., police/penalty versus human rights-led mechanisms) meaningfully reduce access denials in practice, given stakeholder concerns that current penalTues are not acting as deterrents.
Training and implementation science: Assess the effectiveness of service-provider training interventions (particularly in transportation ecosystems) and identify which delivery models improve front-line knowledge and behaviour over time.
Ride-share refusal drivers and platform mechanisms: Investigate the relative contribution of allergies, religious concerns, discrimination, and knowledge gaps to cancellations/refusals, and evaluate proposed platform-level metrics and design changes.
Competing-rights accommodation models: Develop and test operational approaches for balancing disability-related access needs and severe allergy-related accommodations across short-term and long-term contexts (e.g., taxis/air travel versus employment/education/housing).
Measurement and monitoring: Develop standardized indicators (e.g., refusal/cancellation rates and recourse outcomes) that can be tracked across jurisdictions and sectors to support accountability and longitudinal assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc845007087][bookmark: _Toc1249566980][bookmark: _Toc2144826665][bookmark: _Toc380720570][bookmark: _Toc411951641][bookmark: _Toc872384165][bookmark: _Toc1456118715][bookmark: _Toc1397292233][bookmark: _Toc626829851][bookmark: _Toc225876217]6.9 Strengths
[bookmark: _Toc1838385488][bookmark: _Toc1271619533][bookmark: _Toc1899149696][bookmark: _Toc1298998581][bookmark: _Toc2139683669][bookmark: _Toc1510729004][bookmark: _Toc1466984137][bookmark: _Toc1755597853][bookmark: _Toc1429101677]The study’s principal strengths derive from methodological triangulation across legal/policy review, stakeholder engagement (including co-design), and complementary survey evidence. The jurisdictional scan spans all Canadian provinces and territories and incorporates international comparators, enabling the analysis to situate Canadian experiences within broader patterns and divergences in recognition and enforcement models. In addition, the inclusion of a national public attitudes survey (Ipsos Reid; n=1,001) provides an independent measure of public awareness and familiarity gaps linked to implementation challenges in public and service-provider settings.
[bookmark: _Toc225876218]7. Limitations
Survey findings reflect self-reported experiences of respondents who chose to participate; results are presented descriptively (percentages and selected subgroup comparisons), rather than as population estimates.
Several quantitative items use frequency-based response framing (e.g., “at least 3–4 times per year”) and attribution framing (e.g., “due to others’ lack of understanding”), which should be interpreted as respondent perceptions as reported.
Focus group and co-design findings reflect the perspectives of participating guide dog handlers and are intended to surface themes, mechanisms, and solution pathways rather than estimate prevalence.
The jurisdictional review is described as being undertaken primarily using Google searches of legislation, policies, and regulations; the report presents it as a baseline synthesis rather than an exhaustive legal analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc1363512460][bookmark: _Toc588105760][bookmark: _Toc884230234][bookmark: _Toc1141110387][bookmark: _Toc355804596][bookmark: _Toc510897497][bookmark: _Toc1462322973][bookmark: _Toc993595612][bookmark: _Toc572986526]Some project components (e.g., the Canadian Transportation Agency key informant interview) were documented through notes rather than recordings.
[bookmark: _Toc225876219]8. Conclusion
This summary captures evidence that guide dog handlers in Canada continue to encounter access denials and related barriers across everyday public settings, with transportation repeatedly identified as a high-impact domain. The combined evidence base emphasizes that the persistence of denials reflects not only formal rules but also practical implementation factors, including public understanding, service-provider practices, and the effectiveness and accessibility of enforcement and complaint pathways.
[bookmark: _Toc1012072468][bookmark: _Toc1430102603][bookmark: _Toc1328449998][bookmark: _Toc811354861][bookmark: _Toc1426955956][bookmark: _Toc1505330694][bookmark: _Toc388954347][bookmark: _Toc693733550][bookmark: _Toc132819002]Across the survey and qualitative evidence summarized here, barriers are described as ongoing and frequently recent, and stakeholders emphasize a recurring “legitimacy burden” placed on handlers in contested public interactions. In this context, an unresolved tension remains between documentation-based and behaviour-based approaches to identifying working guide dog teams, alongside a broader set of systems-level levers for improvement—training, operational clarity, accountability, and accessible recourse. Finally, the Ipsos results indicate that public awareness and familiarity gaps remain substantial, reinforcing an emphasis on sustained public education with national reach.
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