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Investigation report no. BI-755 (abridged)
	Summary
	

	Licensee
	Channel Seven Adelaide Pty Ltd

	Finding
	Breach of subclause 3.2.1(c) [material which may cause distress - not broadcast reports of suicide or attempted suicide] 
Breach of clause 3.5.1 [privacy] 
Breach of clause 3.5.2 [privacy – special care]

	Relevant code
	Commercial Television Industry Code of Practice (2015) (revised 2018)

	Program
	7 News Adelaide

	Date finalised
	4 June 2026

	Type of service
	Commercial television

	Attachments
	A – Relevant Code provisions and the ACMA’s approach to     assessing content



N.B. This investigation report has been abridged and anonymised for privacy reasons.  



If you are affected by this report, free 24/7 support is available from Lifeline (13 11 14) and Kids Helpline (1800 55 1800).

Background

The news program included a report about the rescue of a child from a perilous situation, with police and paramedics present. 

The complainant submitted that their child was in the situation in a suicide attempt. 

The child’s parent, present at the scene, requested that the licensee stop filming their child. The reporter had been informed by police before the broadcast went to air that the child was having an episode, with possible mental health concerns. 
Discussion
Issue 1: Not broadcast reports of suicide or attempted suicide
Relevant Code provision
3.2 Material which may cause distress
Finding
The ACMA’s finding is that the licensee breached subclause 3.2.1(c) of the Code.
Although there was no mention of suicide or attempted suicide in the report, the nature of the report (including the footage used) would have likely conveyed to an ordinary reasonable viewer that the child was in a perilous situation in connection with a suicide attempt.
The child’s body language conveyed distress. The footage also conveyed the child’s size as that of an older child, which would have been taken into account in evaluating the possibility of a suicide attempt.

Statements by the reporter and witnesses about the situation’s danger would have likely conveyed to an ordinary reasonable viewer its seriousness.

An ordinary reasonable viewer, seeing a person in a perilous situation in distress and in the presence of police and paramedics, would likely have reasonably interpreted the incident as a possible attempted suicide. 

The ACMA does not accept the licensee’s submission that ‘there was no evidence whatsoever’ to indicate this incident was a suicide attempt. The ACMA also does not accept its submission that ‘(there) was nothing to indicate that the incident was anything more than misadventure’, noting the circumstances of the incident and that, prior to the broadcast, its reporter had been informed by police that there were concerns for the child’s mental health. 

There was insufficient public interest to justify broadcasting a report of the child’s attempted suicide. Any public interest related to ‘community safety’, as submitted by the licensee, was far outweighed by the likely distress to the child and their family, and also to viewers of the broadcast. Further, relevant issues of public interest could have been covered without broadcasting footage of the child in distress or otherwise conveying, even impliedly, that the child was attempting suicide. Further, such issues were not directly explored in the program, which exclusively focussed on the child. 
Issue 2: Privacy
Relevant Code provisions
3.5 Privacy
Finding
The ACMA’s finding is that the licensee breached clauses 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 of the Code.
In assessing compliance with privacy codes the ACMA is assisted by its Privacy Guidelines for Broadcasters.[footnoteRef:2] The ACMA privacy guidelines provide general guidance in relation to code privacy obligations, but the applicable terms of the relevant broadcasting code of practice must be relied upon when determining compliance with a code. [2:  Privacy guidelines for broadcasters] 

Was a person identifiable from the broadcast material?
A person is identifiable if the person’s identity is apparent or can reasonably be ascertained.

The child was not named and their face was blurred at all times, as was their parent’s. However, the blurring of a person’s face may not be sufficient to de-identify that person and they may be identifiable from other details in the broadcast.

Although the child was mostly shot from a distance, they were highlighted by a spotlight and zoomed in on at times. 

However, the report also included footage which was shot at a closer distance and provided information about the child’s physique and mannerisms. This closer footage may have meant that their features would have been more recognisable to those who knew them, despite the blurring. The report gave the location of the incident, and the colour scheme and design of the child’s school uniform was visible, although the name and logo were not. 

Although the parent was also blurred, their physique and mannerisms in combination with their child’s were likely to have made the child more recognisable to those who knew them. 

The ACMA considers that the child was identifiable to a limited audience who was familiar with them and was paying close attention to the broadcast, especially within their school community and local neighbourhood community, although they were unlikely to be identifiable to the broader viewing public. 

Did the broadcast material disclose personal information, or intrude upon the person’s seclusion in more than a fleeting way?
The ACMA found that the program included a report of attempted suicide by the child.  Footage which discloses that an individual attempted suicide constitutes highly personal and sensitive information about that individual. 

The ACMA also considers that the report intruded upon the child’s seclusion in more than a fleeting way. The child was unlikely to comprehend that they may be filmed by a television crew for broadcast, and their parent objected to them being filmed. 

The ACMA considers that the broadcast intruded upon the child’s seclusion in a manner that was not fleeting, and noting the overall circumstances would have been considered by a person of ordinary sensibilities to be highly offensive. As the focus of the broadcast was on a child in a state of distress, the ACMA would still consider the intrusion on the child’s seclusion to be highly offensive even if we accepted the licensee’s submission that the incident was understood as misadventure.   

Was the person’s consent obtained – or that of a parent or guardian?
The ACMA accepts that the child’s parent explicitly denied consent. 

Was the broadcast material available in the public domain?

The licensee broadcast material that was not in the public domain.

Was the invasion of privacy in, and proportionate to, the public interest?
For there to be a public interest reason for material to be broadcast, any related invasion of privacy must be relevant and proportionate to the public interest issue/s. As noted above, we consider that the invasion of privacy in disclosing, without consent, that the child had attempted suicide and was in a state of mental distress, was not proportionate to any public interest issues that may have supported the broadcast. 
Special care 
What amounts to ‘special care’ will vary in any given situation. The Code obligation to exercise special care, however, inherently suggests an expectation of care beyond steps that might otherwise meet the requirements of clause 3.5.1 in relation to adults.
By broadcasting material that would have conveyed to an ordinary reasonable viewer that a child had attempted suicide, the ACMA is of the view that the licensee did not meet the special care obligations of the Code. 
Further, while the child and their parent were blurred, the licensee did not take adequate precautions to prevent the child being identifiable in the program. 
The child’s parent had also explicitly requested that their child not be filmed. The licensee submitted that it would not ordinarily cease filming upon request in a public place for a matter it perceived to be of high public interest. This position does not appear to support it exercising special care in matters that involve a child. The licensee should have more carefully considered whether it was appropriate to film and then broadcast the material in this circumstance. This is particularly the case where police had notified the reporter of possible mental health concerns related to the child. 
The ACMA also notes that there is heightened community concern around the publishing of images of children and that relatively small details, such as a child’s school uniform, can be used to potentially identify a child to people who may seek to cause them harm.[footnoteRef:3] The licensee should have exercised more care in broadcasting footage which showed the school uniform’s design and gave the location of the incident, particularly where the child was identifiable to people within their community.  [3:  	The Australian Federal Police recommend that people avoid posting photographs of children online in their school uniform: Parents and carers asked to consider all angles before posting back to school photos online, Australian Federal Police, 27 January 2025
] 


Attachment A
Relevant provisions
3.2 Material which may cause distress
3.2.1(c) 
In broadcasting a news or Current Affairs Program, a Licensee must not broadcast reports of suicide or attempted suicide unless there is a public interest reason to do so, and exclude any detailed description of the method used, and exclude graphic details or images.
3.5 Privacy
3.5.1 
In broadcasting a news Program or Current Affairs Program, a Licensee must not broadcast material relating to a person’s personal or private affairs or which invades a person’s privacy, unless:
a) there is a public interest reason for the material to be broadcast; or
b) the person has provided implicit or explicit consent for the material to be broadcast (or in the case of a person under 16, a parent or guardian has given implicit or explicit consent).
Note: The broadcast of material that is publicly available or recorded in a public place will generally not be material relating to a person’s personal or private affairs or an invasion of privacy.
3.5.2
For the purposes of clause 3.5.1, a Licensee must exercise special care before broadcasting material relating to a Child’s personal or private affairs in a report of a sensitive matter concerning the Child.
The ACMA’s approach to assessing content
When assessing content, the ACMA considers the meaning conveyed by the material, 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’ listener or viewer.
Australian courts have considered an ‘ordinary reasonable’ listener or 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:4] [4:  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. 
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