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	Network Ten (Sydney) Pty Limited
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	Ten
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	Commercial—television

	Broadcast
	Territory Cops
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	Commercial Television Industry Code of Practice 2015 (revised 2018)

	Date finalised
	16 May 2019

	Decision
	No breach of clause 2.1.1 [classification]
[bookmark: _Hlk2326084]No breach of clause 2.6.2 [material not suitable for broadcast]




Background
In February 2019, the Australian Communications and Media Authority (the ACMA) commenced an investigation under the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 (the BSA) into two episodes of the television series Territory Cops (Program 1 and Program 2). 
The programs were broadcast on Ten by Network Ten (Sydney) Pty Limited (the licensee) on 15 September 2018 from 6.00 pm.
The ACMA received a complaint alleging the programs are ‘fuelling division between groups of Australians, specifically Indigenous people and the members of the police force’. The complainant alleged that the programs may perpetuate dislike, contempt and ridicule of Indigenous people and were not suitable for the PG classification The complainant referred to two specific depictions of people being arrested by police.
The ACMA has investigated the licensee’s compliance with clause 2.1.1 and clause 2.6.2 of the Commercial Television Industry Code of Practice 2015 (revised 2018) (the Code).
The programs
Territory Cops is an observational ‘reality’ style series about policing in the Northern Territory, described on the Ten website as follows: 
This action-packed ten-part series provides a unique, access-all-areas pass into the lives of Australia’s least-known, yet busiest, police force.
Program 1 and Program 2 were classified PG and were broadcast as part of a block of three episodes from 6.00 pm. A transcript of the relevant parts of the programs is at Attachment A. 
Assessment and submissions
When assessing content, the ACMA considers the meaning conveyed by the material that is the subject of the complaint, including the natural, ordinary meaning of the language, context, tenor, tone, images and any inferences that may be drawn. This is assessed according to the understanding of an ‘ordinary reasonable’ viewer.
Australian courts have considered an ‘ordinary reasonable’ viewer to be:
A person of fair average intelligence, who is neither perverse, nor morbid or suspicious of mind, nor avid for scandal. That person does not live in an ivory tower, but can and does read between the lines in the light of that person’s general knowledge and experience of worldly affairs.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Amalgamated Television Services Pty Limited v Marsden (1998) 43 NSWLR 158 at pp 164–167. ] 

Once the ACMA has ascertained the meaning of the material that was broadcast, it then assesses compliance with the Code.
This investigation has taken into account the complaint (extracts at Attachment B) and submissions from the licensee (extracts at Attachment C). Other sources are identified in this report where relevant.
Issue 1: Classification
Relevant Code provisions 
2. Classification and Proscribed Material
2.1 Classification – General rules
2.1.1 Subject to the exceptions in section 2.3, all Programs and non-Program material (including Program Promotions) must be:
a) classified in accordance with the criteria set out at Appendix 1; and
b) broadcast in accordance with the classification zones set out at section 2.2
[…]
2.2 Classification zones
2.2.1 PG Classification zone. Material that has been classified C, P, G or PG may be broadcast at any time.
[…]	
Appendix 1: Television Classification Guidelines
[…]
Using these guidelines: essential principles
The suitability of material for broadcast will depend on the context, frequency and intensity of key elements such as violence, sexual behaviour, nudity and coarse language, and on the time of day at which it is broadcast. It will also depend on such factors as the merit of the production, the purpose of a sequence, the tone, the camera work, the relevance of the material, and the treatment; be it dramatic, comedic or documentary. 
These factors must be all taken into account and carefully weighed. This means that some actions, depictions, themes, subject matter, treatments or language may meet current community standards of acceptability in one Program, but in another Program may require a higher classification, or be unsuitable for television. In other circumstances sequences that clearly depict comedy or slapstick behaviour may reduce the classification. 
[…]
The Parental Guidance Recommended (PG) Classification
Material classified PG may contain adult themes or concepts but must be mild in impact and remain suitable for children to watch with supervision. All elements must be justified by context.
Violence: Depictions of violence must be inexplicit and restrained. More leeway is permitted when the depiction is stylised and/or unrealistic. 
[…]
Drugs: Depictions of and restrained verbal reference to illegal drug use are permitted, but the program must not promote or encourage illegal use. The use of legal drugs must be handled with care. 
[…]
Themes: The treatment of social or domestic conflict and psychological themes should be carefully handled. Supernatural or mild horror themes may be included.
Finding
The licensee did not breach clause 2.1.1 of the Code.
Reasons
Clause 2.1.1 requires that, subject to limited exceptions, all programs must be (a) classified in accordance with the criteria set out at Appendix 1 of the Code and (b) broadcast within the time zones specified in section 2.2.
The complaint to the ACMA stated: 
[…] this program is unsuitable for its rating as a PG program. The presentations of adult themes are not mild in impact and are therefore not suitable for children to watch on television.
[…]
a suspect who is a young indigenous male who has been arrested for being drunk and disorderly. The suspect is wearing underpants and a t-shirt. The suspect is taken to a holding cell, escorted by four Police officers, at the police station. The suspect makes an attempt to escape from his cell and three Police officers push the man to the floor. The violence is interrupted by an explosive effect and then cuts to Police officers receiving awards on a stage. The commentator makes the following remarks throughout this drama: ““Seemingly happy, he is shown to his room. But that happiness is short-lived…”
Also, in this episode the police arrest a young indigenous woman for being drunk and disorderly. The viewer is shown the exchange between police and the suspect which includes the scene of two Police officers grabbing the woman and appearing to drag her against her will towards the police car.
The licensee submitted to the ACMA:
Network 10 submits the episodes were appropriately classified PG in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the Code. The episodes were broadcast during a PG classification zone. 
As we advised the complainant. material classified PG may contain careful presentations of adult themes or concepts but must be mild in impact and remain suitable for children under the age of fifteen to watch with parental supervision. 
Each episode focused on three major storylines, using the latest in-camera technology to follow the hard-working police as they faced the vast array of incidents that can occur at any time of the day or night. The police may face a range of issues from assault to homicide, theft, missing people, crocodile attacks, drug trafficking and organised crime. 
The content was consistent with the observational documentary nature of the program and no stronger than similar PG classified observational documentary series. The material was edited so that stronger coarse language was censored and mouths blurred.



Does the content in the programs meet the PG classification criteria?
Appendix 1 of the Code provides that material classified PG may contain adult themes or concepts but must be mild in impact and remain suitable for children to watch with supervision. All elements must be justified by context.
Violence
The first scene referred to in the complaint occurs in Program 2. A young man is shown fighting on the street outside a nightclub. He appears to be intoxicated and is forcibly restrained by police officers, first on the street, then again at the police station. The extended sequence is interrupted with footage of police officers speaking to camera, and includes light-hearted narration. The depictions of the street fighting are lacking in detail due to the poor resolution of the CCTV footage and the man arrested shows no visible injuries.
[bookmark: _Hlk6231390]The other scene complained about occurs in Program 1 and shows a woman swearing at police as she resists arrest. The audio of the coarse language is blanked out. She is then forcibly restrained and arrested. These depictions are interspersed with to-camera commentary from the police officers and overlaid with narration similar in style to that used in the scene in Program 2 described above. 
Drugs
The ACMA notes that Program 2 also includes verbal references to, and a brief depiction of what is later in the program referred to as methamphetamine, in the context of a police search of a passenger vehicle and subsequently a residence. 
Adult themes
Both programs contained adult themes in the form of criminal behaviour, including theft and property damage, as well as anti-social behaviour, such as alcohol abuse.
Discussion
The complainant stated that the programs were not suitable for the PG classification. The licensee submitted that the content of the episodes did not exceed the PG classification. 
Given the subject matter of the programs, adult themes of criminal and anti-social behaviour are depicted frequently throughout. In some instances, these depictions include elements of violence. While the violence depicted is real, its impact is significantly lowered by the lack of detail shown, and the context of police work, made explicit throughout the programs in the narration and commentary from police officers.
The depiction of and verbal references to drugs are brief. The ACMA considers they are restrained and do not encourage illegal drug use, and can therefore be accommodated within the PG classification.
The style of presentation of the programs, including a light-hearted narration, means that while violence and adult themes are frequently depicted, their overall impact remains mild. This is evident for example with the narrator stating: ‘her performance is not over yet and she is not going to go quietly’, or a police officer commenting: 
we all have our good days and our bad days. I suppose we need to keep in mind at the time of us speaking to people they are not in the right state of mind and they’re upset, or they are hurt, or they are angry, they are intoxicated. So of course, you are not going to get the usual, thanks for coming, we are so glad to see you.
Further, the inclusion of these elements is justified in the context of observational documentary-style programs about policing. 
Considering these factors, the ACMA agrees with the licensee’s submission that the content was no stronger than mild in impact, and therefore complied with the PG classification requirements at Appendix 1 of the Code. 
The ACMA considers that the programs’ treatment of violence, drugs and adult themes was mild in impact and remained suitable for children to watch with supervision.
Accordingly, the licensee did not breach subclause 2.1.1(a). 
Were the programs broadcast in the appropriate classification zone?
Subclause 2.1.1(b) of the Code states that material must be broadcast in accordance with the classification zones set out in section 2.2. Clause 2.2.1 of the Code states that PG classified material may be broadcast at any time. 
As the ACMA considers that the programs were appropriately assessed as PG-classified programs, their broadcast complied with the Code requirements in section 2.2. 
Accordingly, the licensee did not breach subclause 2.1.1(b).
Issue 2: Material not suitable for broadcast 
Relevant Code provisions 
2.6 Material not suitable for broadcast 
	[…]	
2.6.2 	A Licensee must not broadcast any Program, Program Promotion, Community Service Announcement or Station ID which is likely, in all the circumstances, to provoke or perpetuate in, or by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against a person or group of people because of age, colour, gender, national or ethnic origin, disability, race, religion or sexual preference.
2.6.3 	A Licensee will not be in breach of clause 2.6.2 if the relevant conduct is said or done reasonably and in good faith: 
[…]
b) in the course of any broadcast with a public interest purpose (including a statement, discussion or debate concerning academic, artistic or scientific matters); or 
c) in the course of a broadcast of a fair report of, or fair comment on, a matter of public interest. 
Finding
The licensee did not breach clause 2.6.2 of the Code.
Reasons
To assess compliance, the ACMA has addressed the following questions:
· Did the programs identify a person or group of persons on a relevant basis?
· Were the programs likely to provoke or perpetuate in a reasonable person intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against the relevant person or group on that basis?
· If so, was the conduct in the segment said or done reasonably and in good faith?
The complaint to the ACMA stated:
I fear the program may, in a reasonable person, provoke or perpetuate intense dislike, serious contempt and severe ridicule against indigenous people. A reasonable person watching the show may falsely conclude that the majority of criminals are people from the indigenous community. They may further draw suspicions towards the community or may further solidify stereotypes that the viewer already held. 
[…]
… a suspect who is a young indigenous male who has been arrested for being drunk and disorderly. … The suspect is humiliated on national television ... the commentator belittles the suspect …
The licensee submitted:
Network 10 also contends that the episodes complied with clause 2.6.2 of the Code and the content was not likely, in all the circumstances, to provoke or perpetuate in, or by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against a person or group of people because of age, colour, gender, national or ethnic origin, disability, race, religion or sexual preference. 
There was no discrimination based on race. The program featured Indigenous Police officers and Indigenous citizens assisting police with their inquiries. Members of the public of various ethnicities and race were depicted being arrested. The focus of the program is on the police force. 
There was certainly no explicit language urging the audience to share feelings of dislike or contempt towards indigenous people or any other group based on race or ethnicity. 
The Code creates an important distinction between a program that may cause offence to some members of the audience, and a program that provokes or perpetuates intense dislike, severe ridicule or serious contempt. We have not received any other Code complaints about these episodes.
Did the programs identify a person or group of persons on a relevant basis?
When examining compliance with clause 2.6.2, it is necessary to consider whether a person or group is identified and, if so, the grounds on which they are identified. 
The programs included a number of depictions of, and references to Indigenous Australians. The theme of the relationship between Indigenous communities and the Northern Territory Police Force is included in Program 1, when a police officer says: ‘my background is Indigenous, and there was an opportunity to assist Indigenous people through the police force’. In another part of the program, the officer explains that the police rely on maintaining good relations with the ‘community’ in order to obtain information. 
In Program 2, the narrator refers to an Indigenous community near Darwin where alcohol is banned, and there are a number of scenes showing police talking to residents of Indigenous communities to gather information about the whereabouts of a suspect. 
The complainant also described two scenes in the program, to illustrate their complaint:
[…] a suspect who is a young Indigenous male who has been arrested for being drunk and disorderly.
[…] the police arrest a young Indigenous woman for being drunk and disorderly. 
The two people involved in the scenes above are not explicitly identified as Indigenous in the programs. The ACMA notes that the woman is described as ‘Caucasian’ on the police radio.
The ACMA is satisfied that, considering the entirety of the programs, Indigenous people are identified as a relevant group of persons and the relevant basis is race .
[bookmark: _Hlk7690374]Were the programs likely to provoke or perpetuate in a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against the relevant person or group on that basis?
‘Likely, in all the circumstances, to’ 
The phrase ‘likely, in all the circumstances, to’ imposes an objective test that requires a real and not remote chance or possibility. Something which is probable would satisfy this test. 
‘Provoke or perpetuate’ 
To assess whether the segment was likely to ‘provoke or perpetuate’, the ACMA asks if the segment was likely to have urged a reasonable person to share feelings of dislike, contempt or ridicule on the basis of, in this case, race. Material that merely conveys a person’s own negative feelings towards a person or group will not be enough to incite or provoke those same feelings in an ordinary reasonable viewer. There must be something more than an expression of opinion; rather, there must be something that is positively stimulatory of that reaction in others.
This incitement or provocation can be achieved through comments made about a person or group; there is no requirement that those comments include a specific call to action. There is no need for proof of intention to incite or that any one was in fact incited. 
‘Intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule’ 
The inclusion of the adjectives ‘intense’, ‘serious’ and ‘severe’ contemplates the provocation of a very strong reaction in the viewer. It is not sufficient that the broadcast induces a mild or even a strong response. 
In this case, the ACMA must consider whether a reasonable person would have understood that they were being urged, stimulated or encouraged by the content to share or maintain feelings of intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule for Indigenous people on the grounds of race. 
Discussion
The complainant was concerned about the portrayal of Indigenous people generally in the programs. The complainant also referred to a specific example of a ‘young Indigenous male’ who is ‘humiliated’ and ‘belittled’ on the program. The licensee submitted that the programs depicted people of various backgrounds being arrested and featured Indigenous police officers and Indigenous members of the public assisting police. 
The editorial context of the programs was an observational documentary-style series about the Northern Territory Police and their work within the community. Within this context, Indigenous people were depicted being questioned by police and being arrested. However, overall, the programs depicted Indigenous people participating in the community in a variety of different ways. These included as a police officer, as community members, some of whom assisted the police with their investigations, as well as people suspected of breaking the law or being arrested.
Within this context, the depictions of and references to Indigenous people and communities were predominantly framed in positive or neutral terms. 
The complainant considered the program was, at one point, ‘humiliating’ and ‘belittling’ towards an Indigenous person. While narration of the programs was light-hearted and somewhat humorous in parts, the ACMA does not consider that it was ‘belittling’, to the extent required to provoke or perpetuate severe ridicule against a person or group of people because of race.
For these reasons, the ACMA finds that the programs were not likely to provoke or perpetuate in a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule on the grounds of race. 
Accordingly, the licensee has not breached clause 2.6.2 of the Code. 


Attachment A
Transcript of relevant excerpts of Territory Cops (Program 1) – broadcast on 15 September 2018
OFFICER: My background is Indigenous, and there was an opportunity to assist Indigenous people through the police force. I joined as an Aboriginal community police officer. I got to know a lot of Indigenous people in the area.
[…]
OFFICER: If you have a good relationship with them, they’re happy to give you information. Hey, you mob, [we’re] looking for Daly River people.
[…]
[bookmark: _Hlk5697165]NARRATOR: Another dead end, but then all the years [OFFICER] spent as an Aboriginal community liaison officer gives her an idea.
[…]
NARRATOR: With the laptop theft in the can, [OFFICER 1] and [OFFICER 2] can move onto the next job. 
POLICE RADIO: Five minutes ago, this call came in. 
[bookmark: _Hlk5696799]OFFICER 1: Go ahead
POLICE RADIO: The person of interest is Caucasian, long red hair, wearing short, low-cut, floral, white dress. 
OFFICER 1: Vcam 453
NARRATOR: A parked car windscreen has been smashed. 
OFFICER 1: What is the name of the informant for this job we are off at Stuart lodge? 
NARRATOR: With no sign of the complainant, [OFFICER 2] is trying to track down local witnesses, while [OFFICER 1] heads over to a woman fitting the description. 
OFFICER 1: What’s the story with this car here miss? 
WOMAN: I know who they are looking for but.
OFFICER 2: Hey [OFFICER 1], are you all good? 
OFFICER 1: What happened? Because people said you were over here smashing that car, so are you causing any problems here now? 
WOMAN: No, I’m not causing any problems here. I’m going to go back into my room. 
OFFICER 1: Yeah, I’ll see you in a few minutes okay. We’ve got a description of a female smashing this car. We’ve got no one that has actually seen her. We can’t find the complainant. I’ve got a feeling it would be that lady there. At this stage we just need to do a few more enquiries. We need to find out who owns the car. 
OFFICER 1: [Name of WOMAN] is it?
WOMAN: Yes
[bookmark: _Hlk5696911]OFFICER 1: I don’t know what’s happened, right. If I come back here, and we get any word about you being disorderly or anything, you will be going to the watch house. 
WOMAN: Really? 
OFFICER 1: Yes. 
NARRATOR: With the cops out of earshot [WOMAN] makes a full and frank admission. 
WOMAN: I kicked the [bleeped] windscreen. Don’t [bleeped] me around. That was just like whack, whack, whack. Hahahaha. Whooohooo. Sorry. 
OFFICER 1: Hey, you just need to keep your voice down okay? 
WOMAN: Thought you might just want to know. You dumb f***. 
OFFICER 1: Don’t swear. 
WOMAN: I’m not listening to you c***. 
OFFICER 1: Communication just wasn’t working with her, but obviously her action then dictates what we then have to do. 
OFFICER 1: You are under arrest. I gave you plenty of opportunities. You have been swearing. 
WOMAN: No hang on. Hang on. 
NARRATOR: But her performance is not over yet and she is not going to go quietly. 
OFFICER 1: Don’t be silly ok. 
WOMAN: I came out to ask you. 
OFFICER 1: I gave you plenty of opportunities. You have been swearing.
NARRATOR: [OFFICER 1] and [OFFICER 2] have been investigating a smashed windscreen and this lovely lady [WOMAN] is currently assisting them with their inquiries. 
WOMAN: I came out to ask you.
OFFICER 1: Put your arm behind your back. 
WOMAN: Oh violent, violent coppers. 
OFFICER 1: Put your hands behind your back. 
WOMAN: Okay. You can put my arms in restraints you don’t need to be forceful. Do you know that you can ask? Do you know you that can ask? Do you know that you can ask?
OFFICER 1: Very few times when people are intoxicated do they say, ‘I was the cause of all this.’ They don’t. 
WOMAN: Why are you so angry?
OFFICER 1: The worst part of the job is probably when you get assaulted on the job and when you go home and your kids see the result of the assault. 
WOMAN: Get off now!
OFFICER 1: Because you want your kids growing up thinking ‘Daddy’s out there helping people. Everybody likes daddy and why would someone hurt daddy?’
WOMAN: Typical coppers in Alice Springs. You dumb f***.
OFFICER 1: Do you want to help yourself up? 
[bookmark: _Hlk5697230]WOMAN: I want to know why I am under arrest? You’re a dumb slut. I didn’t do nothing to you. Why was I arrested? Come on bitch! 
OFFICER 2: We all have our good days and our bad days. I suppose we need to keep in mind at the time of us speaking to people they are not in the right state of mind and they’re upset, or they are hurt, or they are angry, they are intoxicated. So of course, you are not going to get the usual, thanks for coming, we are so glad to see you. 
OFFICER 1: You’re under arrest for disorderly behaviour and swearing in a public place.
[bookmark: _Hlk5629236]WOMAN: Arh because of what? I didn’t swear at you, you dumb f***. I didn’t swear at you, you dumb white f***. I didn’t swear at you, you dumb f***.
OFFICER 1: A lot of the times when she’s away from an audience and calms down a bit you start to see the other side of the emulsion. She’s upset, apologising and crying and stuff. If she wasn’t intoxicated, if she wasn’t so aggressive, that would have went ten times smoother. 
WOMAN: I have got evidence you dumb f***, come on, bring it on. 
NARRATOR: [WOMAN] was later released, but she has been charged with disorderly behaviour and property damage. 
[…]


Transcript of relevant excerpts of Territory Cops [Program 2] – broadcast on 15 September 2018
[bookmark: _Hlk5109058]NARRATOR: Every year during the wet season up here in Darwin, a strange phenomenon spreads across Mitchell Street. When you mix unbearable heat with some driving rain and way too much alcohol you’ve got what the locals call ‘Monsoon Madness.’
OFFICER 3: Police work by its nature is dangerous. We are dealing with the worst type of people in society. 
NARRATOR: A savage brawl has been caught on CCTV cameras rights outside the aptly named ‘Monsoon’s Nightclub’, where these two blokes have had a belly full and foolishly decided to take on the bouncers and they are not holding back. 
OFFICER 3: Get on your stomach, police. Get on your stomach, police. Get on your stomach.
NARRATOR: As one of the trouble makers is taken away, [OFFICER 3] is doing his best to control the other. 
OFFICER 3: Alright mate, roll onto your left side. 
MAN 1: ARHHHH I give in, I give in, stop it, I give in. 
OFFICER 3: Oi, listen, listen, stop, stop. 
MAN 1: I give in, I give in
OFFICER 3: Oi, relax, listen, relax, listen. 
MAN 1: I give in, I give in
NARRATOR: But unfortunately for [OFFICER 3], this bloke just does not want to listen. And even though the fight is over, in this guy’s mind it’s still raging. 
OFFICER 3: Just calm down, man. Relax. Calm down and get away from the gate. 
NARRATOR: No, they are not attacking each other. Now they are taking it out on the police van and after the short drive back to the watch house, both boys have still got plenty to say. 
OFFICER 3: Step out of the vehicle please. 
MAN 2: Yeah, you going to help this fellow?
OFFICER 3: Step out of the vehicle now. 
[bookmark: _Hlk5368435]MAN 1: Got bashed in for no reason. 
OFFICER 3: Most of them, after being locked up a couple of times, understand the zero-tolerance approach and they are not going to be able to stuff around on our streets. 
NARRATOR: That message has clearly not sunken in for these two, especially considering both of them have been arrested before. 
OFFICER 3: He’s young, only 18. 
OFFICER 4: [MAN 2] has got a warrant. Our guy’s got a warrant as well. 
NARRATOR: In the watch house, the cops have a name for, how shall I put this? Their ‘regular’ visitors. 
OFFICER 3: Our ‘frequent flyer’ is someone who is well known for police company. 
[bookmark: _Hlk5110704]OFFICER 4: Dealing with these people sometimes can be good, just because they know the system, they know how it works. Usually you will know them by name. 
OFFICER 5: [MAN 1] what’s going to happen is you’re going be put away. 
NARRATOR: And now that he seems to have settled down, [MAN 1] will be the first to check in. 
OFFICER 5: What we might do is, you’re a little bit wet. Do you want a t-shirt and a pair of shorts? Dry shirt? 
MAN 1: Yes please, that would be awesome. 
OFFICER 5: No worries mate. 
NARRATOR: Seemingly happy, he is shown to his room, but that happiness is short-lived. 
VARIOUS OFFICERS: Hands back, calm down, get him down, get on your stomach. 
[…]
OFFICER 7: We’re in the vicinity of Belyuen Community, so we are on the lookout also for people carrying drugs and alcohol into the community.
NARRATOR: Like many Indigenous communities up here, alcohol is banned.
[…]
OFFICER 3: Get out of the vehicle please. 
NARRATOR: A savage street fight has seen two familiar faces brought into the Darwin watch house. 
OFFICER 4: Frequent flyer is pretty much someone we deal with on a regular basis. 
NARRATOR: But right now, there is one very unhappy regular. 
OFFICER 3: Calm down. Calm down mate. 
VARIOUS OFFICERS: One two three. There you go. 
NARRATOR: With [MAN 1] secured and settled again, it’s onto his mate, [MAN 2], who has been waiting patiently. 
OFFICER 5: Lie down, hands behind your back. We are going to stand you up on your feet. 
MAN 2: Arhh, you dickheads. 
NARRATOR: But as he is checked in, [MAN 2] is a little unhappy. 
OFFICER 6: What have you been drinking? 
MAN 2: Jacks, mate. 
OFFICER 6: How many did you have? 
MAN 2: About four, mate. 
OFFICER 6: Four? 
NARRATOR: It’s a ritual Lachie’s seen many times before. 
OFFICER 4: I try not to take anything personally. Nothing that we do here as police is ever personal. 
OFFICER 6: When did you have your last drink? About 2.30? 
MAN 2: What’s the time now mate? Quarter to three? What’s the time up there? 
OFFICER 6: Do you drink every day? 
MAN 2: Quarter past three. About quarter to three, mate. 
OFFICER 6: Do you drink every day? 
MAN 2: No, I don’t. 
OFFICER 3: I think the two gentlemen were basically just playing up for everyone present. 
MAN 2: Arrhhhhh
NARRATOR: Whatever the reason, with [MAN 2] now heading to his new room, the only thing left to do was sleep it off. 
MAN 2: You’re stepping on my toe. 
OFFICER 3: Some people just get so fired up through the use of excess alcohol. Unfortunately, we are the ones left to pick up the pieces. 
[…]
NARRATOR: [OFFICER 8 AND OFFICER 9] have pulled over a bloke they reckon has just bought some drugs. 
[…] 
OFFICER 8: Can you tell me what that is?
MAN 3: I don’t want to say anything to incriminate myself. 
[…]
OFFICER 8: He’s got a bit of gear on him – a little bit of ice and a crack-pipe, and there’s probably about point-four of a gram.
NARRATOR: A full bag of meth means this bloke has recently bought drugs […]


Attachment B
Extracts of the complaints to the licensee and the ACMA 
Complaint to the licensee dated 15 September 2018:
Inconsiderate shaming of unfortunate people’s situation. Including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, who deserve better treatment from a Mainstream Television Channel on Australian television. 

Extract of the complaint to the ACMA dated 14 January 2019:
[…]
I am concerned that a free to air television show, Territory Cops on Channel 10, is fuelling division between groups of Australians, specifically indigenous people and the members of the police force. Furthermore, I believe the show is not suitable for the PG classification.
 
The show purports to be an Australian series about police in the Northern Territory. What the show does do is to aim to entertain the audience by showing the drama unfold during the conflict and tension between the police force and the suspects who are being investigated and arrested. Unfortunately, it is clear that the vast proportion of the suspects involved are young indigenous people who have in most cases committed petty crimes.
 
I wrote to Channel 10 on the 15th September raising my concerns after I viewed part of the program at 7:00pm on Channel 10 on 15th September 2018. I have attached a copy of the response from Network Ten on 18th October 2018, which makes reference to Clause 2.6.2: “a broadcaster must not broadcast any program, which is likely, in all the circumstances, to provoke or perpetuate in, by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against a person or a group of people because of age, colour, gender, national or ethnic origin, disability, race, religion or sexual preference.”
 
[bookmark: _Hlk4407136][bookmark: _Hlk5614565]I fear the program may, in a reasonable person, provoke or perpetuate intense dislike, serious contempt and severe ridicule against indigenous people. A reasonable person watching the show may falsely conclude that the majority of criminals are people from the indigenous community. They may further draw suspicions towards the community or may further solidify stereotypes that the viewer already held. 
 
The corollary is true- viewers may watch the program and believe that the police are mainly arresting indigenous young people. This could, in a reasonable person, create a sense of fear and persecution from the police community particularly if the viewer was from the indigenous community.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk5613617]To clarify the problem, I have included with this submission a 30 second video of part of the show that aired on 15th September. The clip demonstrates a suspect who is a young indigenous male who has been arrested for being drunk and disorderly. The suspect is wearing underpants and a t-shirt. The suspect is taken to a holding cell, escorted by four Police officers, at the police station. The suspect makes an attempt to escape from his cell and three Police officers push the man to the floor. The violence is interrupted by an explosive effect and then cuts to Police officers receiving awards on a stage. The commentator makes the following remarks throughout this drama: ““Seemingly happy, he is shown to his room. But that happiness is short-lived…”
 
Also, in this episode the police arrest a young indigenous woman for being drunk and disorderly. The viewer is shown the exchange between police and the suspect which includes the scene of two Police officers grabbing the woman and appearing to drag her against her will towards the police car.
 
Unfortunately, there is no educational value for the audience. The suspect is humiliated on national television wearing underpants and being handled by the Police officers. The commentator belittles the suspect, referring to the holding cell as a room in a hotel or a child’s bedroom. There is no explanation to the audience that this problem is fuelled by alcohol abuse, that there are higher rates of incarceration amongst indigenous Australians and that there is a deep-seated mistrust in institutions stemming from generations long struggle.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk4406186]It follows that at least this program is unsuitable for its rating as a PG program. The presentations of adult themes are not mild in impact and are therefore not suitable for children to watch on television.
 
I believe Australia has one of the best police forces in the world. This letter is not about the good work of the police force. This is letter is about the show created by Channel 10 and its treatment of the challenging situations encountered by the police.
 
[…] 

Attachment C
Licensee’s response and submissions
Extract from the licensee response to the complainant dated 18 October 2018:
[…]
Territory Cops is an Australian series about police in the Northern Territory. The program is classified PG which recommends parental supervision for young viewers. Material classified PG may contain careful presentations of adult themes or concepts but must be mild in impact and remain suitable for children to watch with supervision.
Under clause 2.6.2 of the Code, a broadcaster must not broadcast any program, which is likely, in all the circumstances, to provoke or perpetuate in, or by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against a person or group of people because of age, colour, gender, national or ethnic origin, disability, race, religion or sexual preference. The Code creates an important distinction between a program that may cause offence to some members of the audience, and a program that provokes or perpetuates intense dislike, severe ridicule or serious contempt.
Upon review, we consider the episode complied with the PG classification criteria and the Code. The material would not have provoked or perpetuated, in or by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule because of colour or race.
[…]
Extract from the licensee submission to the ACMA dated 13 February 2019:
[..]
We note the original complaint received by Network 10 stated: 
Inconsiderate shaming of unfortunate people's situation. Including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, who deserve better treatment from a Mainstream Television Channel on Australian television. 
There was no concern expressed about the classification of the program.
[…]
[bookmark: _Hlk4406284]Network 10 submits the episodes were appropriately classified PG in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the Code. The episodes were broadcast during a PG classification zone. 
As we advised the complainant. material classified PG may contain careful presentations of adult themes or concepts but must be mild in impact and remain suitable for children under the age of fifteen to watch with parental supervision. 
Each episode focused on three major storylines, using the latest in-camera technology to follow the hard-working police as they faced the vast array of incidents that can occur at any time of the day or night. The police may face a range of issues from assault to homicide, theft, missing people, crocodile attacks, drug trafficking and organised crime. 
The content was consistent with the observational documentary nature of the program and no stronger than similar PG classified observational documentary series. The material was edited so that stronger coarse language was censored and mouths blurred.
[…]
[bookmark: _Hlk4407263]Network 10 also contends that the episodes complied with clause 2.6.2 of the Code and the content was not likely, in all the circumstances, to provoke or perpetuate in, or by a reasonable person, intense dislike, serious contempt or severe ridicule against a person or group of people because of age, colour, gender, national or ethnic origin, disability, race, religion or sexual preference. 
[bookmark: _Hlk4407208]There was no discrimination based on race. The program featured indigenous Police officers and indigenous citizens assisting police with their inquiries. Members of the public of various ethnicities and race were depicted being arrested. The focus of the program is on the police force. 
There was certainly no explicit language urging the audience to share feelings of dislike or contempt towards indigenous people or any other group based on race or ethnicity. 
The Code creates an important distinction between a program that may cause offence to some members of the audience, and a program that provokes or perpetuates intense dislike, severe ridicule or serious contempt. We have not received any other Code complaints about these episodes.
[…]
[image: ]
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