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Transportation for Persons with Disabilities Regulations 

Introduction 

Marine Atlantic Inc. (MAI) is a passenger and commercial ferry service operating 

between the Canadian Provinces of Newfoundland and Labrador (NL) and Nova Scotia 

(NS). The Corporation provides ferry services on two routes: a constitutionally 

mandated year-round 96 nautical mile daily ferry service between Port aux Basques, 

NL, and North Sydney, NS, and a seasonal 280 nautical mile ferry service between 

Argentia, NL, and North Sydney, NS. 

As a federal Crown Corporation, Marine Atlantic reports annually to the Government of 

Canada through the Minister of Transport. The ferry service is vital to connect the 

Province of Newfoundland and Labrador with mainland Canada. It is a fundamental 

component of the Atlantic Canadian economy – particularly in Newfoundland and 

Labrador – as it transports goods such as food, medical supplies and retail products, as 

well as people including both resident travellers and tourists.  

To fulfill its mandate, Marine Atlantic operates a fleet of four ice-class ferries: the MV 

Blue Puttees, MV Highlanders, MV Atlantic Vision, and the MV Leif Ericson. As a hybrid 

service, the Corporation must meet the needs of shipping large volumes of freight and 

offering modern passenger services and amenities.  

Marine Atlantic welcomes any initiative that serves to continuously improve the travel 

experiences of passengers with accessibility challenges on the ferry service. The 

Corporation has invested, and continues to invest, significant time and resources to 

provide courteous and professional service to passengers with disabilities along all 

points of their journey. The Corporation has enjoyed great success and has received 

many accolades over the years in accommodating persons with disabilities on the ferry 

service. It takes its obligations under current accessibility legislation very seriously. 

 

Specific responses to consultation document 

 



Small Transportation Providers 

Being classed as a large service provider, Marine Atlantic has no input to provide on the 

inclusion on small transportation providers under the regulations.  

One Person, One Fare for International Travel and Small Transportation Providers 

Marine Atlantic does not provide any international services and is not a small service 

provider thus has no input for this section.  

Emotional Support Animals and Service Animals Other than Dogs 

The numbers of passengers inquiring about travelling with animals, including Service 

Animals, Emotional Support Animals (ESAs) or pets, is growing exponentially. The 

Corporation currently accepts ESAs for travel and presently, there are no restrictions on 

species. A wide variety of species have been transported including pigs, goats, tropical 

birds, snakes, sheep, etc., however, dogs remain the most frequently presented animal. 

Current practice is to funnel all requests for travel with ESAs through the Customer 

Relations Department. Passengers are asked to contact the department at least 72 

hours in advance of travel and must supply a letter from a recognized mental health 

professional (letters from family doctors are not accepted) stating the requirement for 

the animal. No details on the person’s medical condition are required. An approval letter 

is sent to the passenger detailing their approved travel details, animal details, and the 

limitations of liability for the animal’s transportation. The passenger is required to have 

this letter with them during travel and must advise in advance of any change in travel 

plans. The Customer Relations Department staff then communicates with the 

appropriate terminal and vessel regarding the passenger and their ESA so appropriate 

arrangements can be made.  

ESAs must be leashed and muzzled or crated from the vehicle deck to the cabin, and at 

all times on terminal properties. The passenger is also required to book cabin 

accommodations on the vessel, for which they pay regular price, as ESAs are not 

permitted in general passenger areas onboard. The animal must remain in the cabin 

during the voyage but may make use of the relieving area on a nearby exterior deck. 

This is a departure from the Corporation’s pet policy, as pets are currently not permitted 

in terminals or in passenger areas onboard vessels. The needs of customers travelling 

with allergies and with fears of animals, must be balanced with the needs of passengers 

travelling with ESAs. 

A total of 81 pre-approved ESAs were carried in 2018, although that was up from 35 in 

2017 and rose again in 2019 to 101. It is also worth noting these figures are the 

passengers who followed the process outlined above; there are significantly more who 



do not and are dealt with on a case-by-case basis at terminals and onboard vessels. 

When passengers present without prior approval, front-line staff must take extra steps 

to to gather and review information, make decisions and facilitate last-minute 

preparations. This places extra strain on the staff and other resources of the 

transportation service provider and can lead to frustration and delays for the passenger.  

Front-line staff report high levels of confusion and inaccurate information among 

passengers, many of whom do not know or understand the differences between service 

animals, ESAs and pets. There are numerous sources of information online that are 

confusing, present incorrect or misleading information and/or are seeking to profit from 

passengers traveling with animals, especially ESAs. Some of these online sources 

allow for the purchase of documentation and harnesses and other apparel marked with 

service or working animal designations. These fraudulent sites further confuse the 

travelling public and present significant issues at MAI in regard to both service dogs and 

ESAs. These issues are often emotionally volatile for passengers; staff report regularly 

that any questions about documentation or requirements for travel are met with 

immediately high levels of anger and/ or upset from passengers.  

By virtue of moving toward regulation, the number of ESAs, both legitimate and 

illegitimate, will increase. In many cases, these animals have little or no formal 

behavioral training, which makes them of increased risk around staff members, other 

passengers and other animals. This is of significant concern for the Corporation as the 

need to provide barrier-free transportation to those who require ESAs to travel must be 

balanced with the needs of other passengers and the requirements to keep them and 

our staff members safe. 

1. What do you think about a potential requirement for transportation providers to 

accept ESAs? What conditions, if any, should apply?  

Marine Atlantic already has provisions for the acceptance of ESAs for travel. Specific 

policies can be implemented to assist transportation service providers to provide the 

most barrier-free access possible. The CTA should designate and authorize an 

appropriate group or groups to review and approve ESAs for travel. This would allow 

passengers to provide their personal medical information to a single agency instead 

of being required to provide this personal information to multiple transportation 

service providers. An accredited agency or agencies would have more expertise in 

these areas than organizations whose primary business is providing transportation 

services and therefore be better positioned to verify the documentation provided and 

ensure a consistent approach to verification and acceptance of both needs and 



animals. Animals’ health records could be vetted to ensure they pose no risk to other 

animals or humans.  

Once requirements have been satisfied, this third party would issue a type of 

standard license, much like a driver’s license, that the passenger would present to 

the transportation service provider when booking their travel. Less advance notice 

would be required as the license would eliminate the need for passengers to send in 

other documentation to be vetted. This type of system would also serve to protect 

both passengers with real needs and transportation service providers from the 

fraudulent entities looking to profit from the current confusion. It would provide 

persons with disabilities a clear path to follow and best assist transportation 

providers in making services as barrier free as possible.  

Given this may not be the preference of the CTA, the following issues should be 

considered to allow transportation service providers to be successful in meeting the 

requirements and spirit of the ATPDR. Clear requirements for documentation and 

the groups that can provide that documentation are necessary to support 

transportation service providers in vetting requests for the transportation of ESAs. 

Ambiguity and subjectivity will lead to issues for both transportation service providers 

and for passengers requiring assistance.  

The Corporation’s current process requires passengers travelling with ESAs to 

purchase a cabin at full price for the voyage in order to maintain segregation of the 

animal away from other passengers and crew. This process has helped the 

Corporation balance the needs of the person for an ESA with other concerns 

including safety, other passengers’ comfort and operational realities such as 

cleaning needs. This would cease being operationally feasible if the one person, one 

fare requirements were extended to ESAs in such a way as to forbid the cabin 

requirement or compel it to be provided free of charge.  

Transportation service providers must retain the ability to require ESAs to be 

leashed or harnessed at all times, especially if the current process with cabins is no 

longer feasible. ESAs in general do not have the same level of training as service 

dogs and cannot be depended upon to maintain appropriate behavior without 

physical control in all circumstances. This is especially true in transportation, where 

animals may encounter many sights, sounds, smells and situations they are not 

accustomed to, including the movement of the vessel. Service providers may be 

faced with additional cleaning requirements should ESAs be allowed in all 

passenger areas.   



Transportation service providers must also retain the ability to refuse future passage 

to animals that have created issues during transportation such as relieving 

themselves inappropriately, acting aggressively, making noise or being uncontrolled 

by the owner.  

2. Should transportation providers be required only to accept certain species/animal 

types as ESAs (e.g., dogs, cats, and rabbits)? Or should transportation providers be 

required to accept all species excluding a few (e.g., insects and snakes)?  

 

Species of ESAs should be limited to the most commonly used, including dogs, cats 

and rabbits.  

The behavior of these types of species is generally better known and can more 

easily be accommodated as transportation service providers know what to expect. 

Exotic species introduce increased risks in terms of varying levels of trainability, 

potential to carry disease, and the owners’ ability to control the animal. Other 

passengers are also more likely to react to exotic species, with reactions ranging 

from wanting to pet or take photos of the animal to having significant fear of the 

animal.  

 

3. As an alternative to a species-based approach, would it be preferable to have a 

criteria-based approach for the acceptance of ESAs? The criteria for carriers to 

accept or refuse to transport an animal could include habits of the species, age, size, 

or the potential allergy trigger to that the animal may create. For example, they could 

refuse to accept animals that gnaw, whose young age is likely to result in 

unacceptable behaviour, that pose a high allergen risk, or do not fit in a travel carrier 

or on the floor at a traveller's feet.  

 

A criteria-based approach is problematic. Transportation service providers are not 

experts in the habits or attributes of all animals. As discussed under question 8, not 

all passengers give advance notice of travel, and it is impossible to create an 

internal policy that would cover every potential situation that may arise, meaning 

these types of criteria decisions are likely to be made by front-line staff on a case-by-

case basis. There is also a high degree of subjectivity built into a criteria-based 

approach, which is of additional concern. These factors heighten the risk of 

inconsistent decisions, which is a disservice to passengers with disabilities as well 

as the transportation service providers.  

  



4. Should all transportation providers be required to accept the same types of ESAs or 

should there be differences based on the mode of transportation (air, rail, marine, or 

bus)? If you think there should be differences based on mode, what differences?  

 

Wherever possible, the rules for different methods of travel should be consistent. 

Having different rules based on transportation mode is more likely to cause 

confusion for passengers and could create unrealistic expectations of service. This 

in turn creates added burden and risk for transportation service providers as they are 

left to explain the differences in the rules and the reasons for them, which may or 

may not be accepted by the passenger.  

 

5. Should the same requirements for ESAs apply to large and small transportation 

providers? Should consideration be given to the size or seating capacity of aircraft, 

rail car, bus, or ferry?  

 

As stated above, the rules should be consistent wherever possible. However, the 

Corporation recognizes the ability of some very small providers may be limited by 

their operational realities.  

 

6. In the United States, enforcement action is not taken if an airline refuses to transport 

more than three service animals for one traveller, including ESAs. In Canada, should 

there be a limit on the number of service dogs and/or ESAs that persons with 

disabilities can travel with on-board? If so, what limit?  

There should be a limit of one ESA per passenger. The passenger must be able to 

properly care for and control their ESA during travel and the difficulty of this is 

increased significantly if it is extended to multiple animals. Animals are exposed to a 

wide variety of sights, smells, sounds and activities to which they are often 

unaccustomed and may require additional attention from the passenger. There is 

also the consideration of what impact sea conditions will have on both the animal 

and the passenger. Adverse weather conditions can cause motion sickness which 

can lessen a person’s ability to care for and control an animal, as well as cause the 

animal to have higher than usual needs. If the passenger is unable to deal with their 

animal due to sickness, crew members may be left to handle the situation. Multiple 

animals would amplify these concerns.  

There are also concerns about multiple animals per person in cases of emergency 

where passengers may be required to gather at muster stations or be evacuated 



from a terminal or vessel. During emergencies, safety of human life is of paramount 

concern. Multiple animals, which may or may not be well controlled, could 

significantly hamper efforts of crew in completing their emergency duties. 

7. Under the ATPDR, transportation providers can require a person with a disability 

travelling with a service dog to provide documentation issued by an organization or 

person specializing in service dog training. The documentation must identify the 

person with the disability. It must also attest that the service dog has been 

individually trained by a specialized organization or person to perform a task to 

assist that traveller with a need related to their disability. What documentation, if any, 

should transportation providers be able to request with respect to travel with ESAs 

with the aim of mitigating health, safety, or fraud concerns? For instance: that the 

traveller requires the animal to travel, for medical reasons, as indicated by a health 

care practitioner who is treating the traveller and confirms that the traveller has a 

disability and needs the animal to travel for disability-related reasons; that the animal 

will not need to relieve itself during transportation, and will not bark, growl, or act 

aggressively.  

As state above, there needs to be a license from a CTA-recognized certification 

provider or providers. The CTA should seriously consider how it can assist in 

combating the various fraudulent websites and companies offering to supply for-fee 

“documentation” to travellers who simply want to travel with their pets, while 

supporting persons with disabilities who are legitimately facing barriers to travel.  

In lieu of this, documentation presented to transportation service providers should 

include, at a minimum:  

 name of the passenger; 

 verification from a registered mental health professional, including their 

license number, of the passengers’ need to travel with the animal; 

 details about the animal including the age, breed and a photo; and 

 the date of issue.  

It is not expected that medical professionals are able to certify the behaviors of 

ESAs, for example attesting the animal will act appropriately during travel. 

Documentation of this nature, to be meaningful, should come from a designated 

third-party qualified to make such certifications as previously discussed.  



The transportation service providers should be able to hold the passenger 

accountable for the behavior of their animal, including levying some extra costs, 

such as cleaning or damage, if the animal behaves inappropriately.  

8. The ATPDR allow transportation providers to require that persons with disabilities 

provide 48 hours' advance notice prior to departure for most services, including 

travelling with service dogs. In some situations, they may request up to 96 hours' 

notice to verify that documentation is in order and authorize an animal for travel. 

However, they must still make reasonable efforts to provide the service, even if 

notice is not given. How much notice would be appropriate with regard to ESAs?  

The Corporation currently requires at least 72 hours advance notice for ESA travel. 

This allows time to ensure proper notification of all parts of the organization that will 

need to take action or make preparations for the passenger. It also allows an 

opportunity to educate the passenger on all the requirements of travel and what 

assistance and services they can expect.  

The requirement to make ‘reasonable efforts’ to provide service without notice is 

problematic, especially when it comes to ESAs. As previously described, the 

majority of passengers ignore the current advance notice requirement, presenting 

their needs only at time of travel. As the requirement for ‘reasonable efforts’ is vague 

and subjective, there is increased burden on front-line staff to make decisions in the 

moment, often with insufficient information, in an attempt to meet the requirement. 

While the need to allow for unexpected travel is understandable, this serves to 

cement in the passengers’ minds that advance notice is not required. Given that 

numbers of ESAs already far outstrip the numbers of service animals transported, 

this has high potential to be a substantial issue for transportation service providers.  

In some situations, providing accessible service when a passenger does not give 

any advance notice is creates a significant burden for transportation service 

providers, especially given the logistics involved in loading traffic and passengers on 

board vessels. For example, staff members may need to be called away from other 

duties with no notice to prepare for or assist a passenger, either pushing their 

regularly assigned duties to other staff or causing delays or service interruptions for 

other passengers.  

9. Should transportation providers be permitted to require that ESAs be tethered, 

leashed, harnessed, and/or enclosed within a travel carrier? Would any of these 

requirements prevent travellers from using ESAs therapeutically?  

 



The risk of uncontrolled ESAs is far greater, especially in light of the fact they often 

do not have the same level of training as service dogs, nor are there the same types 

of assurances the animals have all the recommended vaccines. As previously 

discussed, transportation service providers must retain the ability to require ESAs to 

be leashed or harnessed at all times.  

 

10. Apart from the issue of ESAs, should transportation providers be obligated to accept 

service animals other than service dogs? If so, should any restrictions apply? 

The Corporation has accepted service animals other than dogs in the past, including 

a pot-bellied pig, miniature horse and pygmy goat. These requests have been very 

infrequent and there have been no issues in accommodating the ones received to 

date. Service animals other than dogs do not present a large concern for the 

Corporation, given that they follow current processes in terms of being animals 

capable of being appropriately trained, receiving that training and having the 

required documentation.  

The larger concern for the Corporation is the lack of regulatory clarity around 

documentation and requirements, and the rapid proliferation of fraudulent 

documentation for service animals. Transportation service providers are left 

attempting to eliminate barriers for persons with disabilities, while protecting their 

interests and those of other passengers from the fraudulent misuse of these 

regulations. The support of the CTA in providing clarity for providers and users of 

accessible services is critical in allowing transportation service providers to succeed 

in meeting the requirements and spirit of the ATPDR.  

Planning and reporting Obligations under the Accessible Canada Act 

a. Accessibility Plans 

As the initial development of an appropriate accessibility plan will take time and 

consideration, a 24-month timeline would be beneficial.   

b. Feedback Process 

The feedback process should require contact information to be provided by the 

person submitting the feedback to allow transportation service providers to follow up 

on the information provided and ask questions for clarification where needed.  



The level of detail about feedback received required to be included in progress 

reports should be clarified. Guidance should be given as to whether specific, 

individual feedback must be reported, or a summary of the feedback, or feedback 

statistics.  

The publication date of the feedback process should be the same as the initial 

accessibility plan.  

c. Progress Reports 

If the overall accessibility plan must be revisited every three years, the progress 

reports should be timed to coincide with that, making it every year or three times 

during the life of the plan. This would allow coordination with annual reporting 

timelines as well. The first one being due one year after the release of the plan.  

d. Publishing and Providing Documents 

The Corporation would plan to initially publish the plan via its corporate website, 

which is AA level compliant. Notification, including the URL and link, could be sent to 

the CTA on the same day. The documents could be made available in an alternative 

format and the Corporation would likely pursue an electronic format compatible with 

adaptive devices.  

Many other requests, such as large print, could be accommodated within a short 

amount of time (less than one week). However, in the interests of preventing waste, 

the Corporation would likely not prepare numerous alternative format copies in 

advance. For requests of multiple copies or specialty printing, such as Braille, the 

transportation service provider should be given ample time to provide copies, taking 

into account the lead time required by the limited number of specialty print service 

providers. When deciding what alternative formats to require for various documents, 

the CTA should consider the anticipated frequency of requests for each format, the 

complexity and timelines to produce, and associated costs. 

e. Variation in Regulatory Approach 

Not applicable to the Corporation.  

f. Minimizing Duplication 



The reporting required by ESDC and the CTA appears to be quite separate with the 

first focusing on employment and the other on passenger transportation. The 

barriers identified under each reporting framework would be substantially different, 

as would any feedback or progress reporting. Having these reporting requirements 

combined would have almost no impact on duplication given the Corporation’s 

current understanding of requirements from both regulatory entities. The Corporation 

would welcome joint guidance from the ESDC and CTA on the requirements for and 

preparation of plans, feedback processes and progress reports, especially 

clarification of any areas where regulators see potential for duplication or overlap.  

g. Guidance Material 

Any guidance material to clarify expectations is welcome, both in assisting 

transportation service providers to meet the requirements and members of the public 

to understand those requirements.  

 


