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Executive Summary

Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops were arranged as part of the VEAC River Red Gum
Forests Investigation to give Indigenous people a process where they could provide comments about
opportunities to involve Indigenous people more fully in the planning, management and decision-
making processes on public land.

It was clear that workshop participants were keen to find out more about what was involved in public
land management processes. This information could then be used to assist with capacity building and
economic opportunities for themselves and other Indigenous people living in communities in the study
area.  It was also clear that there are opportunities to build a stronger knowledge base about various
operational processes undertaken by the natural resource management agencies that have prime
responsibility for managing public land in the study area.  This includes Catchment Management
Authorities (CMAs), Parks Victoria, the Department of Primary Industry (DPI) and the Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) who may have individual and/or joint management
responsibilities for specific public land areas.

Workshop participants confirmed that Indigenous Traditional Owner (TO) groups have an important
role to play in providing advice to staff of public land management agencies. Consideration must also
be given to establishing clear processes to ensure public land areas are aligned with areas claimed by
TO groups.  The following key points were made in relation to this issue.

1) There is a need to confirm which Indigenous people and groups (including TO groups) are to be
involved in public land management processes.

a) Confirmation of which TO group has authority and responsibility to speak for specific areas
needs to be undertaken via a separate process which is outside the responsibility of staff of the
various government agencies.  That is, there needs to be an independent process.

b) TO groups and other agreed Indigenous stakeholders are to have responsibility for
identifying/nominating who their consultants, contractors and other representatives are.

c) Cross-border issues with NSW and SA Indigenous people need to be taken into account.

2) Traditional Owner boundaries needed to be agreed upon between each of the TO groups.

a) Responsibility for involvement in planning, management and decision-making for specific public
land areas must be based on the boundary areas agreed to by TO groups.

b) Public land on/near boundaries where there was no agreement needed to involve all TO parties
in the planning, management and decision-making process (where applicable).

3) A majority of Indigenous and TO groups who may potentially be involved or have a role in planning,
management and decision-making processes of public land within the River Red Gum Forests
Investigation study area do not currently:

a) have an effective and financially viable administrative infrastructure in place to support, manage
or co-ordinate their activities; or

b) receive any agreed payment for time they provide to staff of government agencies when they
are ‘consulted’ about issues on public land; or

c) receive any regular funds to enable members of their group to undertake or participate in any
‘informed consent’ processes about public land or natural resource management issues.

Comments made during workshops strongly indicate that capacity building is an important and key
aspect of any approach taken to actively involve Indigenous people in any future opportunities to
participate equally and more fully in planning, management and decision-making processes on public
land within the investigation area.  The following suggestions were made in relation to this issue.

4) Indigenous people and TO group representatives would like to have formal agreements in place
with public land management agencies including professional development/training options, work
placements, scholarships, traineeships, jobs, service contracts and consulting fees as part of the
agreement process.
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Access to public land areas within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area was also raised as a
key issue given that connection to country was still a very strong factor in the lives of many workshop
participants.  It was strongly indicated that local knowledge about water flows, flora and fauna
biodiversity, and traditional Indigenous land management practices on specific pieces of public land
would be a key contribution that Indigenous stakeholders could make as part of any future
involvement in public land management, planning and decision-making processes.

The following suggestions were made in relation to this issue.

5) Indigenous people want legislative changes to allow them permanent access to public land so they
can undertake ‘Traditional Cultural Practices’ and, where possible, for agencies to issue Indigenous
people with permits for ‘recreational fishing’ etc at no cost – ie for free.

6) That information workshops be organised so Indigenous people living in the study area could gain
a better understanding about the roles and responsibilities of management agencies in relation to
public land areas.

Finally, it was clear that some workshop participants would like to see the Victorian government make
arrangements for some public land areas within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area to be
changed into different categories where they had a more formal ‘hands-on’ involvement in direct
management.  A number of examples were raised where other State and Territory governments had
actively pursued and taken action to support arrangements to work more closely with Indigenous
people as part of their public land management strategies.

It is obvious that more consultation is required with each Traditional Owner group in the River Red
Gum Forests Investigation area before a clearer picture can be formed about how best to approach
this issue from a Victorian perspective.  To this end, the following suggestions were made.

7) Hand-back lease-back arrangements would be an ideal outcome for most Indigenous groups,
however, the creation of more co-operative management agreement type arrangements would also
be welcome.  If this were to occur:

a) Support needs to be provided by government for Indigenous and TO groups to undertake
consultation processes so they can identify specific public land areas which may form part of
any future hand-back lease-back or co-operative management agreement process.

b) A business case may need to be developed (and funded) as part of this process which includes
information about the financial options and opportunities that may result under any new
arrangement that is put in place.

c) Legislative changes will need to occur for each piece of public land where a hand-back lease-
back or co-operative management agreement is put in place.

d) Support may also need to be provided for dispute resolution processes to occur where there are
differences of opinion between and amongst Indigenous people who are part of any hand-back
lease-back, co-operative management agreement or any other such processes where a
financial or other benefit is likely to occur.
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Introduction

The Victorian Environment Assessment Council (VEAC) engaged external independent consultants
(William Glenbar and Karen Milward) to organise and conduct a series of Indigenous community
consultation workshops in various locations within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area.
Where possible, neutral venues were organised in each location.

An information flyer describing the purpose, dates, locations and start/end times of the workshops was
prepared and circulated to Indigenous people using the Native Title Services Victoria (NTSV) mail list.
The NTSV mail list provided, in the first instance, a comprehensive contact list of Indigenous people
who may be interested in attending the VEAC workshops. Public land in the River Red Gum Forests
Investigation area includes land that a number of Traditional Owner Groups have expressed an
interest in.

Information about the workshops was also emailed to staff of public land management agencies for
them to circulate to Indigenous people in their communities who may not be on the NTSV list.
Information was also emailed to departmental staff in South Australia to circulate to people in their
areas who may have an interest in attending the Berri workshop or others being convened in Victoria.

Table 1 – VEAC Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops

(by Date, Location and No. of Participants)

Date Location No. Participants Other Comments

10 March 2007 Echuca 16 Yorta Yorta Workshop

14 March 2007 Wodonga 3

15 March 2007 Bendigo 2

16 March 2007 Echuca 5

17 March 2007 Swan Hill 6

18 March 2007 Barham (NSW) 6 + 2 other guests

18 March 2007 Deniliquin (NSW) 6

19 March 2007 Robinvale 3

20 March 2007 Mildura 4

21 March 2007 Berri (SA) 9

22 March 2007 Shepparton 7

25 March 2007 Thornton 11

Total No. of Participants 78 persons

It should be noted that NTSV also convened a workshop in Bendigo on the 17
th

 and 18
th

 of March
2007, at which members of the North West Nations were provided with an update about the status of
their native title claim.  A number of participants at the VEAC workshops held that weekend confirmed
that they knew of participants at the Bendigo workshop who would have attended the VEAC
workshop, however, they felt that the NTSV workshop was more relevant to them at that point in time.

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the issues raised by participants attending these
workshops.  This information will be considered by VEAC Councillors when developing
recommendations about how to include Indigenous people in planning, management and decision-
making processes on public land which in the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area.  A summary
of the key points and issues raised at each workshop appears in Appendix 1-11 to this report.

It should be noted that a separate workshop was requested by and convened for members of the
Yorta Yorta Nations Aboriginal Corporation (YYNAC) on 10 March 2007.  This workshop was to
provide input into the consultation process and specifically comments to VEAC about the Yorta Yorta
Co-operative Management Agreement signed with the Victorian Government on 30 April 2004.  In
early May 2007, representatives of the Corporation indicated that:

a) the YYNAC and its members were no longer going to participate in the VEAC River Red Gum
Forests Investigation Indigenous consultation process,

b) the YYNAC are not providing any comment to VEAC about the Yorta Yorta Co-operative
Management Agreement; and

c) the YYNAC want all comments provided at the 10 March 2007 workshop deleted from the report.



Report on the VEAC Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops

(Prepared by W Glenbar and K Milward)                                                                                       Page 5 of 48

Workshop Program and Presentations

To ensure consistency in the issues discussed, a workshop program was prepared and used at each
session. At each workshop participants were provided with a copy of the following documents:

• VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation – Submissions Invited brochure (October 2006)
• VEAC Resource Document 1: Indigenous Land Management Framework Discussion Paper
• VEAC Resource Document 2: Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Management
• VEAC Resource Document 3: Views from the Community – Indigenous Issues
• VEAC Resource Document 4: VEAC Angahook-Otway Investigation Recommendation R12 –

Enhancing Indigenous Involvement

• Permitted Uses and Activities in Major Public Land Use Categories handout
• River Red Gum Forests Investigation – Discussion Paper (October 2006)

Large-scale public land use maps of selected areas of the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area
were also organised and displayed at each workshop.  The maps provided participants with a detailed
view of the public lands in and around towns where the workshops were held.

The first part of each workshop focused on providing background information including the VEAC
process as well as a broad overview of public land use categories and examples of Indigenous
involvement in public land planning, management and decision-making.  The second part of the
workshop involved gathering comments and information from participants relating to how best to
create opportunities for involving Indigenous people in public land planning, management and
decision-making.

Table 2 – VEAC Indigenous Community Consultations Workshop Program

Session 1 – Introduction

• Overview of the VEAC River Red Gums Investigation process

– Consultation Timelines (Round 1 and Round 2)

• Why we are here today and what we would like to find out from you

Session 2 – Public Land Use Categories

• A description of the various public land use categories in Victoria

• Overview of the public land use categories in this area

– Different land categories in this area
– Who is responsible for what (DSE, DPI, Parks Victoria, etc)

• Cultural Heritage Issues and Public Land Use Categories

Session 3 – Indigenous Involvement in Public Land Management (Examples)

• Current initiatives being implemented in Victoria

– Yorta Yorta Co-operative Management Agreement
– Heritage Act 2006 and Registered Aboriginal Parties
– Aboriginal Land Economic Development Workshops (AAV)

• Examples of interstate and international models

Session 4 – Recommendations from Indigenous stakeholders

• What involvement do you currently have in management of public land issues?

– What is working now?  What could be improved?
– What issues you think need to be considered by VEAC?

• What type of involvement would you like to have in relation to the public land which forms part of the River
Red Gums Study Area?

– Short term and Longer term

• What are the critical issues that need to be considered by Government?

– Current Issues and Future Issues (eg. Economic Development, Employment, Planning, Decision-
making, etc)

• Recommendations from workshop participants about public land in the study area

– General recommendations about Indigenous involvement in management of public land in the
investigation area

– Recommendations about Indigenous involvement in management in specific areas of land as identified
by workshop participants
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Key Findings from VEAC Indigenous Community Consultations

Awareness of Public Land Use Categories

Participants at each workshop were provided with a copy of the “Permitted uses and activities in major
public land use categories” information sheet prepared by VEAC.  It was obvious from questions
raised that access to this information proved useful in informing workshop participants about the types
of issues they needed to be aware of and consider if Aboriginal people to be more pro-actively
involved in public land planning, management and decision-making processes in the future.

“Can a workshop about public land administration and public land categories etc be organised so we can find
out what this all means?”

It is suggested that VEAC or staff of other relevant agencies organise and conduct a series of Public
Land Use Information Sessions for Aboriginal people within the study area so they have an
opportunity to better understand how current public land administration and management systems
operate.

Awareness of Options for Indigenous Involvement in Public Land Management

Session 3 of the workshops focused on providing participants with background information about how
Aboriginal people in other states/territories were involved in public land planning, management and
decision-making processes.  Workshop participants were asked to refer to “Resource Document No. 2
– Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Management” during this session so they could reference
existing models of Indigenous involvement in public land planning, management and decision-making
processes – using examples from Victoria and interstate.

Discussions during this session focused on “Figure 6.2 – Current arrangements for Indigenous
involvement in public land management” with examples sited to show opportunities they may wish to
pursue as part of the VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation process.

Figure 6.2 Current arrangements for Indigenous involvement in public land management.

In d ig e n o u s
p r o te c te d

a r e a

In fo rm a tio n
g iv in g

J o in t
m a n a g e m e n t

C o
m a n a g e m e n t

C o n s u lta t iv e
m a n a g e m e n t

C o - o p e r a tiv e  m a n a g e m e n t

In c re a s in g  a g e n c y  in f lu e n c e  a n d  c o n tro l

In c re a s in g  c om m un ity  in f lu e n c e  a n d  c o n tro l

In d ig e n o u s
t it le

Source: modified after Borrini-Feyerabend (1996).

It was clear from comments made during this session at almost all workshops that most participants
had little information about the mechanics involved in progressing towards a co-management or joint
management arrangement for public lands in Victoria.  The primary focus of many participants over
the past 20 years or so appears to have been on pursing Native Title outcomes rather than other types
of arrangements which may prove more financially beneficial to them or members of their Traditional
Owner groups – in the short, medium or longer term.

A high level of interest was expressed in putting in place joint management arrangements for public
land areas where a ‘hand-back lease-back’ arrangement was put in place.  However, it is not clear at
this point in time which public land areas would be possible opportunities for hand-back lease-back
arrangements in the study area.

Examples of approaches taken in the Northern Territory and Queensland were also presented at each
workshop so participants could gain an insight into the various areas that needed to be considered if
they were to be involved in a similar arrangement in Victoria.

Information from the ‘Table of Contents’ page in the Queensland Government’s Currawinya National
Park Management plan (February 2001) document was presented at each workshop.  The purpose of
this approach was to provide workshop participants with an example of the type of issues that needed
to be considered, from an Aboriginal perspective, if arrangements were made for them to be more
actively involved in public land planning, management and decision-making processes.  Topics listed
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in ‘Section 3 Management strategies’ was raised as a talking point at each workshop.  This section of
the Currawinya National Park Management plan covered the following:
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3 Management strategies

3.1 Management of natural resources
Native plants and plant community management
Native animals: management
Landscapes, soil, wetland and catchment protection
Weed management
Feral animal management
Fire management
Research and scientific values

3.2 Management of cultural resources
Aboriginal interests
Post-European heritage

3.3 Management of recreation and tourism
Recreational opportunities and facilities
Education and interpretation
Safety

3.4 Park administration and management
Infrastructure and administration
Resource harvesting
Zoning

Topics listed in the Currawinya National Park Management plan provided participants with an
opportunity to reflect on how they and members of their group could benefit from direct involvement in
service contracts, employment and skills development opportunities and in the planning, management
and decision-making process.  Training or information sessions could be arranged for Aboriginal
people who want to learn more about similar documents that exist in Victoria for each public land area
so they have an opportunity to understand more fully how public land management agencies in
Victoria operate.

Another example shown to workshop participants was the “Northern Territory Parks & Conservation
masterplan – summary paper (September 2005)“ published by the Northern Territory Department of
Natural Resources, Environment and the Arts.  Information contained in this document was raised at
each workshop to provide workshop participants with another example showing how Aboriginal
interests in public land planning, management and decision-making processes could also extend to a
more broader definition of Natural Resource Management from a ‘bio-diversity’ perspective.  This fitted
in more closely with participants cultural perspective or views on connection to country being more
about the whole of the environment not just about flora and fauna, water, minerals or timber as
separate resources.

One issue of interest to workshop participants was the possibility of a ‘Stewardship Payment’ system
for areas of high conservation value.  Workshop participants expressed an interest in having a similar
arrangement in place in Victoria as a means of actively involving and providing a financial base for
employing Aboriginal people in public land planning, management and decision-making processes.  If
this option is explored, additional funding and resourcing is required for both public land management
agencies and Aboriginal representative bodies.
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Current Involvement in Public Land Management

What is working now

A majority or workshop participants indicated that, from their perspective, there did not appear to be
anything in place at present which was working when it come to involving Aboriginal people in public
land planning, management and decision-making processes.

Having said this, it appears that most workshop participants have limited awareness of other
agreements being implemented in Victoria.  This includes the Wotjobaluk, Jaadwa, Jadawadjali,
Wergaia and Jupagalk Native Title Settlement under which the State Government allocated three
parcels of culturally significant land totalling some 45 ha and funding of $2.6 million over five years to
meet costs associated with land management activities.

One critical issue to be considered is separating the relationship between cultural heritage issues,
native title claims, arrangements reached under Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA) and how
Aboriginal involvement in public land planning, management and decision-making processes may
work.

In 2006, the Victorian Catchment Management Council (VCMC) undertook research which focused
primarily on the following key objectives:

(i) To improve management of natural resources in Victoria;

(ii) To present an overview of the current status of Indigenous engagement in natural resource
management in Victoria; and

(iii) To provide advice on how Indigenous engagement within the catchment management framework
in Victorian can be improved.

1

Information contained in the Conclusions section of the report A VCMC Position/Perspective Paper on
Indigenous Engagement in Victoria states that:

To be more effective, we need to use a broad mix of mechanisms for engagement and be genuinely
committed to forming long-term relationships, which requires nurturing and persistence on both sides.  Above
all, government and other NRM agencies need to go beyond the rhetoric and act on their promises.  This
entails creating real opportunities for Indigenous people to become empowered as managers of our natural
resources so that they can continue to practice their culture.  Only when Indigenous policy and planning
directions become a core function will be know that we have achieved our joint goal of true involvement.

In order to truly move ahead with Indigenous engagement in Victoria, VCMC advises that Victorian
Government, NRM managers, and Indigenous community efforts be focused/continue to be focussed in the
following areas as a matter of urgency:

• Engage with Traditional Owners first and foremost without excluding the broader Indigenous community.

• Encourage employees involved in NRM across whole-of-government to undertake cultural awareness
training.

• Provide pathways to Indigenous people to prepare them for entering the workforce and offer a mix of
employment opportunities across all levels and occupational groups.

• Provide on-the-job training to build the capacity of Indigenous employees and put structures/mentors in
place to support and encourage Indigenous employees.

• Be an NRM funding conduit (particularly CMAs) for Indigenous communities and build awareness and
capacity within Indigenous communities of funding programs.

• Ensure that statewide and regional Indigenous strategies are owned by the community and backed-up by
funding to carry out on-ground projects.

• Develop/tailor Indigenous Advisory Groups across all regions where existing networks do not already
exist.

• Work with Indigenous Nations to develop a process for coordination and exchange of Indigenous
knowledge as part of the VCMC Catchment Knowledge Exchange Project.

• Establish robust monitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning frameworks regarding Indigenous
involvement in NRM.

2
”

                                                          
1
 “A VCMC Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in Victoria”, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council 2006, page 6.

2
 A VCMC Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in Victoria”, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council 2006, page 29.
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Section 4 of the report “Demystifying the Meaning of ‘Indigenous Engagement”” stated the following:

 ‘Engaging’ or ‘communicating’ or ‘developing partnerships’ with Indigenous individuals and communities is
intrinsic to the process of involving Indigenous communities in natural resource management.  Engagement is
about earning trust and gaining respect on both sides and requires honest, sensitivity and an ongoing
commitment over time.”

3

Administrative Capacity and Informed Consent Processes

A majority of workshop participants raised the issue of administrative capacity or lack thereof as an
impediment which impacts on their ability to participate in both natural resource management and
public land planning, management and decision-making processes.  Most Traditional Owner groups
who have an interest in public land within the study area do not receive regular or ongoing income
(grants or otherwise) to have in place staff and/or a basic administrative structure to manage their
interactions with government agencies.

This particular issue was also raised in the context of the Registered Aboriginal Party arrangements
under the new Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 which come into effect on 29 May 2007.  Most workshop
participants expressed an expectation that they would receive funds under the new arrangements to
address this issue.  Their views were changed somewhat when they were advised that it is highly
unlikely that AAV or the Heritage Council would be provide specific funds for this purpose.

This will be a critical issue that will need further consideration by VEAC if opportunities are to be
created for Aboriginal groups to participate in both natural resource management and/or public land
planning, management, planning and decision-making processes.  It may be necessary to undertake a
more detailed investigation into the likely options and cost implications associated with building the
capacity of Aboriginal groups in this particular area.

“We need resources to undertake consultation (phone, equipment, petrol, accommodation etc). – by default
people in other organisations are doing this work or it doesn’t get done.”

“We need funding to cover our ‘informed consent’ processes – perhaps an annual fee paid to each group.”

Specifically, costs associated with undertaking informed consent processes needs to be considered by
all government agencies.  It is possible to identify likely cost implications based on matching individual
pieces of public land with a Traditional Owner group – as outlined in the Register of Public Land Areas
concept.  Further discussion between agency staff and Traditional Owner groups will, however, need
to occur before this option is pursued.

In terms of costs associated with informed consent process, it may be possible to identify what the
cost implications are based on a set number of informed consent processes being undertaken each
year by each Traditional Owner group. Agencies could then put in place processes that merge
planning, management and decision-making requirements so that informed consent processes deal
with multiple issues at the same time.  This approach would result in cost savings for public land
management agencies and provide certainty to Traditional Owner groups that these costs will be met
each year.

“Economic benefits need to overcome capacity constraints and offer additional opportunities.”

                                                          
3
 A VCMC Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in Victoria”, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council 2006, page 8.
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Figure 1 - Current Perception about how NRM
Agencies Interact with Aboriginal People
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What can be improved

Many workshop participants indicated that they and other people they knew had been contacted on
numerous occasions by staff public land management agencies and asked to provide information,
advice and feedback about a range of issues in relation to specific sites, areas or items located on
public land.  In most cases, Aboriginal people participating in these processes are not being paid for
their time, knowledge or expertise.

“In this area (in particular) there is confusion over the appropriate Indigenous people to deal with.”

At the same time, workshop participants indicated that many agency staff did not follow well-
established Aboriginal protocols in relation to who to contact from each group about specific issues.
Participants indicated that this was one area where a majority of public land management agencies
could improve.

Specifically, workshop participants suggested
that agencies could remedy this situation by
putting in place an Indigenous Consultant
Contact Register or similar which could be
accessed by all agency staff when they wanted
to interact with Aboriginal people.  It was further
suggested that procedures should be put in
place for Traditional Owner groups and other
key Indigenous people in the community to be
given primary responsibility for nominating who
should be placed on the register.  This would
ensure that Aboriginal people with appropriate
cultural knowledge would be consulted as
opposed to persons who may not be able to
provide the ‘correct’ information required.

At the same time, it was suggested that all
public land management agencies should
make funds available to pay consultant fees to
Aboriginal people on the Register in addition to

other costs that may be incurred during any consultation process.  This would ensure that Aboriginal
people who gave their time and expertise were properly compensated and/or reimbursed.

Government agencies and statutory authorities responsible for public land in North West Victoria
commenced discussions and negotiations with Traditional Owners in the North West region in 2005 to
negotiate a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) document.  The purpose of the MOU is to outline
how members of each group would work together in the region.  Figure 2 below provides an overview
of the MOU document.  Once agreement is reached, it is anticipated that all government agencies and
Traditional Owner groups will have an agreed process in place confirming the working relationship
between each group for planning, management and decision-making issues on public land.

Figure 2
Current Options being Pursued by NRM Agencies in North West Victoria with Indigenous To Groups
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Figure 3 - Adding Another Aspect to Strengthen Proposed MOU Options currently being negotiated
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There are, however, some elements missing from the current process.  One element raised and
explored at most workshops was the creation of a ‘register of public land areas’ containing the
following elements:

a) a list of the public land areas which would be subject to the MOU process;

b) a list of the government agencies who have responsibility for these area of public land; and

c) a list of the Traditional Owner groups who have responsibilities for these area of public land.

The Register would confirm which Aboriginal group and/or person public land management agency
staff should contact when consultation was required.

 “Recognised” traditional owners have recently become more prominent, but non-traditional owners Aboriginal
people are the ones with expertise, contacts, partnerships, resources and identify as custodians (“new”

traditional owner groups often not turning up to meetings etc.)

At the same time, workshop participants indicated that Indigenous employment opportunities should
be more clearly identified as part of any future MOU arrangement.  This included existing employment
and skills development opportunities within each agency as well as any self-employment options that
could result form service contracts and other activities on public land.  For example - contracts for feral
animal or weed management; landscape, soil, wetland and catchment protection/re-vegetation;
education and interpretation services (including cultural awareness training), etc.

Figure 4 - Adding More Detail to the Proposed MOU Engagement Arrangements/Processes
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Participation in planning and decision-making

The “Case Studies in Indigenous Engagement in Natural Resource Management in Australia” report
published in May 2004 by the Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage contained a
section titled “Attributes of Good Indigenous engagement in NRM”.  Information from this section of
the report was shown to VEAC workshop participants to clarify if these comments accurately reflected
those they had already made, particularly those relating to opportunities for involving Indigenous
people in public land planning, management and decision-making processes in Victoria.

Attributes of Good Indigenous engagement in NRM

The case studies clearly demonstrate that there is no quick and easy way to effectively engage Indigenous
people in regional NRM Processes. This makes the achievement of positive results and new relationships all
the more rewarding. Some Indigenous people described their local process as being ‘gritty’, meaning it was a
difficult, challenging and sometimes confronting journey during which some encounters were hurtful. For many
non-Indigenous people and agencies, effective engagement meant stepping into very foreign territory,
confronting the results of past mistakes and viewing very familiar issues from a very different perspective.

The case studies are inevitably an edited, filtered version of what actually occurred day by day, month by
month, meeting by meeting for each of the initiatives described. Other reviewers may have emphasised
different aspects of the barriers and ingredients for success, and perhaps drawn different or additional
conclusions. From our assessment of the case studies, however, the following ideas and approaches
emerged as having contributed to good outcomes.

Time and Timing

Issues of time and timing came up in all the case studies.  When engagement starts and how much time is
allowed influences effective engagement.  External (arbitrary) time constraints which limit or pressure
Indigenous people are counter-productive.  Effective processes are those which enable Indigenous people to
set their own time frames that are compatible with their own cultural protocols. In some cases this may mean
that short-term outcomes desired by NRM agencies cannot be met by their preferred deadline, but longer term
outcomes for Indigenous people and the NRM agencies will be better if Indigenous protocols and time
requirements are respected.

Dedicated resources

Dedicated resources (funds and specialist staff) and a strategic approach are essential to effective Indigenous
engagement. The engagement process must be deliberate and adaptive, facilitated by personnel committed to
Indigenous empowerment, priority setting and decision-making.

Good facilitators may be the most significant asset for achieving effective Indigenous engagement. They can
make up for a lot of shortcomings in initial consultation processes and turn things around quickly. They have a
difficult role and their skills and patience are frequently tested. Their hosting and supervisory arrangements
are critical to their success and longevity.

NRM resources and partnerships to establish dedicated Indigenous land management teams have worked
well in some regions. These groups can provide contract labour and environmental management services and
ensure that regional NRM benefits the community as well as the land. It is also worth considering Aboriginal
organisations as host agencies for Aboriginal NRM facilitator and coordinator positions. While this may not
always be appropriate, the hosting environment can determine whether the facilitators are seen as working for
communities or government.

Support for Indigenous processes

Engagement and consultation will be more effective when there has been support for Indigenous processes,
rather than simply inviting Indigenous people to join predetermined NRM agency processes. Indigenous
processes can include, for example:

• Funding meetings of Traditional Owner groups;
• Funding a separate Indigenous planning process;
• Devolving Indigenous engagement to existing Indigenous organisations.

Such support facilitates the building of trust between NRM agencies and Indigenous groups, and enables
Indigenous people to discuss their NRM and related cultural and other issues in private, away from the glare
of public meetings or multi-stakeholder committees. Support for Indigenous processes should not, however,
preclude Indigenous participation in public meeting or committees – the two approaches may be
complementary.

Support for Indigenous process also means undertaking to accurately reflect the outcomes of those processes
in the Regional NRM Plan. This means, for example, moving away from the purely biophysical and economic
focus of previous NRM plans, to incorporate a wider range of issues including cultural values associated with
biodiversity and Indigenous country more generally. Even better is to recognise that for Indigenous people
there is no conceptual division between nature and culture – they are interdependent and indivisible. While
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this is an Indigenous perspective, it is one that can be incorporated into NRM planning to the benefit of the
whole society, all of whose cultures are ultimately dependent on the natural world.

Effective leadership

Effective leadership in Indigenous and non-Indigenous organisations is a feature of the most successful
examples of Indigenous engagement. The case studies demonstrate that successful Indigenous engagement
has emerged when Indigenous leaders effectively promote NRM planning as an opportunity for their people to
regain a voice in decision-making, and when NRM agency leaders respond by offering the necessary
resources to support Indigenous processes.

Recognition

Good regional NRM process features explicit recognition, acknowledgment and respect for the special
relationship of Indigenous people with their traditional country and their unique status as custodians.
Indigenous people are far more than stakeholders in NRM and generally find the term “stakeholder”
demeaning. NRM Plans should also respect Indigenous knowledge and values as it relates to managing
country, and seek to incorporate this knowledge and utilising this capacity in regional NRM programs.
Respectful and effective Indigenous engagement in NRM is based on negotiation, not consultation. In this
context several of the successes in regional NRM engagement have been underpinned by formal agreements
including Protocols and MOUs. Such formal processes draw a line under the past and mark the beginning of a
new and inclusive approach in the future. Some of these agreements may develop into more formal
arrangements, such as Indigenous Land Use Agreements.

Capacity building

Good Indigenous engagement processes inherently build capacity of the Indigenous groups themselves, of
the NRM agency and of any other stakeholders involved. This requires attention being given in particular to
cultural awareness programs to help NRM agencies and others to broaden their understanding of Indigenous
culture and interests in NRM. The best cultural awareness programs involve a variety of activities, including
visits to country with Traditional Owners, factual information about local histories and contemporary
Indigenous life, as well as shared social events.

Indigenous diversity

Indigenous engagement processes need to accommodate diversity between and within Indigenous groups
associated with particular NRM regions, rather than assume a uniformity of interests and opinions that would
not be expected of other groups. Indigenous diversity can include belonging to different nations, language
groups or clans, or may arise from the history of European colonisation and settlement that impacted
differently on different Indigenous groups within a region.

Scale

Regional NRM planning is taking place because that is regarded as a more appropriate scale than state-wide
or national NRM planning. However, an NRM region is rarely the most appropriate scale for Indigenous
planning processes. This is because Indigenous groups have inherited responsibilities to use and manage
discrete areas of “country”, usually based on clan estates or language areas. Cultural protocols typically
prevent Indigenous people from speaking about or on behalf of the country of others. In the non-hierarchical
Indigenous societies of Australia, the concept of speaking on behalf of, or representing, even one’s own group
is problematical. As a result, the best Indigenous planning processes occur at a country-based scale and are
inclusive of all the Indigenous people associated with that area.

Most, if not all, NRM regions include more than one Indigenous group’s country. Furthermore, many
Indigenous groups’ countries lie within more than one NRM region. For Indigenous people to successfully
engage at an NRM regional scale it is therefore important to support the development of new and often
challenging collaborative and governance arrangements between and among the Indigenous groups
associated with each region.

Complimenting social and economic objectives

As made clear from the COAG commitments to a reconciliation framework, referred to earlier, NRM planning
needs to have a commitment to achieving social and economic equity in our society, including a commitment
to redressing Indigenous disadvantage. To achieve effective Indigenous engagement, regional bodies need to
ensure that NRM work complements broader social and economic objectives for Indigenous people. NRM
activities involving Indigenous people should be integrated with matters such as employment, education and
training, intergenerational knowledge transfer and cultural continuity.

Indigenous people generally cannot afford to be voluntary NRM workers given their economic disadvantage
and level of social stress. Many Indigenous people are fully stretched to meet the basic needs of their
immediate and extended families. There is an understandable attitude among some Indigenous people that
the poor state of the environment is not their fault, they have not profited from its exploitation so why should
they volunteer to fix it. However, the processes described in the case studies show that a great many
Indigenous people have contributed, and continue to contribute, countless hours and days in travelling and
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attending meetings and workshops around the country aimed at restoring damaged country and strengthening
culture.

Effective and on-going communication

Effective and on-going communication between Indigenous people and NRM agencies underpins all the
successes in regional NRM. To a large extent the onus here is on the agencies to do much better. It is they
who tend to control the agenda, and have the resources to initiate dialogue.

The following advice on communication arose from the case studies:

• Make use of all or any Aboriginal organisations in your region, ask their advice and keep them informed;

• Communicate with who you can – don’t wait till everyone is ready to talk because this may never happen;

• Don’t try to control the discussions or the outcomes;

• Meet when and where Indigenous people want to meet;

• Accept criticism, it usually isn’t personal;

• Be prepared to adapt your approach as you go;

• Sometimes the process of consultation and negotiation is as important as the outcomes;

• Be available and responsive;

− Establish reliable points of contact on all sides;

− Delivering a message does not mean that it has been received you may have to deliver it several times
and in different ways.

Conclusion

Indigenous groups involved in the case studies remain committed to working with regional NRM structures,
partly because they see benefit in the approach but mostly because this is currently their best option for
regaining a voice in the management and use of their country. They remain hopeful (and watchful), but not
confident that their views and aspirations will be incorporated into regional NRM management. It will be the
long-term commitment to engagement and the measurement of the practical outcomes that will show any real
change, not what is spent on a round of consultations for the purpose of accreditation of a regional NRM
plan.

4

Most workshop participants agreed that comments made in this report reflected views similar to their
own.

Participation in management of public land

Confirming who should participate

A majority of workshop participants indicated that it was important that all public land management
agencies have an agreed process in place to identify who they will contact and work with in each area
of public land.  At the same time, the role and responsibilities of agency staff was raised as an issue,
particularly in those agencies which already employ Indigenous specific positions to interact with
Aboriginal people.

“Validity of “new” groups is crucial to the legitimacy and success of any agreements.”

Whilst it is possible to eventually reach agreement about which Traditional Owner group will have the
responsibility for planning, management and decision-making processes, how this occurs in the first
instance is critical.  It was confirmed on numerous occasions during the workshops that it is not
appropriate for public land agency staff to be put in a position where they have to make the decision
about who will/will not be contacted in relation to these issues.

At the same time, many workshop participants agreed that members of the Traditional Owner groups
needed to have agreed processes in place for dealing with this specific issue and, where disputes
arose, that these processes also provided a dispute resolution mechanism or process to resolve any
difference of opinion.  It is not clear how this process should be administered.  There may be a role for
Native Title Services Victoria, the new Cultural Heritage Council or an independent body in relation to
this issue. Consultation with Traditional Owner groups should be undertaken before a final decision is
made.

Need to have support provided so that Traditional Owner groups can sort out who is who and assistance where
there are disputes or disagreements amongst or between groups.

                                                          
4
 Smyth, D., Szabo, S., George, M., “Case Studies in Indigenous Engagement in Natural Resource Management in Australia”, May 2004, pages 17 to 22.
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We would also like to participate in joint management arrangements but the government only seems to
recognise the ‘Yorta Yorta’ but not other Indigenous groups.

There is also a need to consider Aboriginal people who are not part of a Traditional Owner group but
who may still have an important contribution to make based on their personal and/or professional
knowledge and expertise.  How this fits in with existing arrangements is unclear and it may, therefore,
be necessary to include this issue in any process which is put in place to create a framework for
involving Aboriginal people in public land planning, management and decision-making processes.

Discussions with existing Traditional Owner groups may confirm that there are some individuals in
their community who they would trust and turn to for support in this area.  If this is the case, whatever
processes are eventually put in place will need to accommodate these arrangements.

Another point raised by participants in relation to ‘who should participate’ was about how to be
included in processes when other members of your group marginalise you and/or members of your
family or group.  This situation can occur within many groups for a number of reasons including:

• a lack of lack of capacity on the part of the group to put in place effective administrative structures
and processes which enable the group to keep members informed about what is happening;

• a change in leadership within the group which results in the exclusion of individual group members
in internal discussion and decision-making processes;

• differences of opinion about who should/should not participate in processes combined with ‘gate-
keeping’ situations where information is withheld deliberately and on a regular basis;

• a split in the group/s about who is/is not entitled to be a member resulting in factions or splinter
groups being set up which are separate from but still a part of the whole group;  and

• exclusion by default because individual members and families live off-country and do not have the
financial capacity to regularly participate in group meetings or decision-making processes.

Another consideration impacting particularly on Aboriginal groups is who benefits financially from any
employment opportunities or contract work that is forthcoming.  In these situations, family members
may, for whatever reason, be given opportunities ahead of other group members who may be more
skilled, experienced or knowledgeable.  The challenge will be to ensure that there are transparent
processes put in place which provide opportunities for all Aboriginal people to participate in and
benefit from any changes implemented.

Economic Development Opportunities

A majority of workshop participants confirmed that economic development opportunities were an
essential component of any future involvement for Indigenous people in public land planning,
management and decision-making processes.  Given that the River Red Gum Forests Investigation
area is quite large, it may be necessary to make arrangements to undertake more focused
consultation activities with representatives of each Traditional Owner group and members of the local
Indigenous communities.

Aboriginal Affairs Victoria have run a series of economic development workshops in locations within
the River Red Gum Forests study area, however, it may be beneficial to arrange for focused
workshops with Aboriginal people who may not have had the opportunity to participate in these
sessions.  If possible, arrangements should be made to include public land management agency staff
in the process to identify specific business opportunities to be incorporated into agreements or work
contracts on public lands within the study area.

At the same time, it is worth considering how to tie in current permitted uses and activities in major
public land use categories so that Aboriginal people on or near country have an opportunity to identify
how their skills, knowledge and experiences can be utilised as part of any future arrangements.

“We need jobs and confirmed pathways from training positions to full-time jobs.  Set up a business incubator
structure to facilitate this process so people can ‘task the worker’ as well as receive access to support

structures.”

A number of workshop participants raised the issue of direct economic opportunities in resource
industries, recreation or tourism activities.  However, in many instances an injection of start-up funds
may be required to facilitate this process.  It was clear from comments made by workshop participants
that opportunities could be provided which build on an existing skills and knowledge base.  The
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challenge will be to identify how best to approach this issue taking into account existing processes as
well as using these to create new employment opportunities at a local level.

Employment Opportunities

Most workshop participants indicated that they were familiar with the requirements that government
agencies have in place for Indigenous recruitment and employment. However, many did not know
what opportunities currently exist in public land management agencies or how to find out more
information or access these positions.

It was agreed by many workshop participants that scholarships, traineeships and work placements
were an important access point to gaining meaningful full-time employment opportunities in their local
area.  It was further suggested that public land managers could do more at a local or regional level to
actively promote and create a greater awareness about these opportunities in the study area.

Parks Victoria is undertaking to create more employment and career path opportunities for Indigenous
people.  A number of opportunities do already exist in Parks Victoria, however, a greater level of
awareness could be achieved within the study area.

The Department of Primary Industries, Catchment Management Authorities and the Department of
Sustainability and Environment also have similar employment and career opportunities for Indigenous
people.  It may be useful to consider the merits of all these agencies working more closely with each
other to clearly present information to Indigenous people on what career options exist within and
between agencies.

At the same time, it may also be useful for these agencies to work more closely together to identify
opportunities where ‘service contracts’ can be combined or streamlined to facilitate on-going or more
substantial employment opportunities.

It is suggested that further discussions occur in relation to this issue so that a streamlined strategy is
put in place which adds value to the opportunities of all agencies and, where possible, to identify cost
savings that can occur as a result of undertaking joint- activities in the study area.

Indigenous Biodiversity and Natural Resource Management Agency

One of the ideas to evolve from comments made by workshop participants was that of establishing an
independent Indigenous Biodiversity and Natural Resource Management Agency as a vehicle for
those Aboriginal groups who do not have an administrative or financial infrastructure in place.  The
main idea behind this concept was to explore with workshop participants key elements and tasks that
may be provided by the agency if it were to be set up.

It was confirmed that Traditional Owner groups and groups with existing agreements in place would
continue to have separate organisational entities to undertake work associated with Cultural Heritage
and Native Title issues as well as other informed consent processes.

Figure 5 of this report provides an overview of the core elements of the agency.  A number of
workshop participants indicated that they thought there was some merit in the concept, however, a few
felt that the proposed agency arrangement would not be a good idea or that more work needs to be
undertaken before supporting the concept.

“We agree in principle with the model proposed and will await the next round of VEAC consultations.”

“Set up an independent Land Management Agency.  Vision Statement – repairing the land for the future
generations and stewardship.”

Most workshop participants agreed that the Register of Public Land Areas and the Consultant and
Contractors Register were a good idea and should be implemented even in the agency did not
proceed.  They also supported the idea of having MOUs in place which were underpinned by
biodiversity and stewardship contracts arrangements or similar.  It was suggested that these elements
would go some way towards providing more certainty about financial and employment opportunities.
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models that will be set up by the Victorian Government – now or at any future time.
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What we would like to see happen

A majority of workshop participants expressed the view that ‘hand-back lease-back’ options for some
of the public land within the River Red Gum Forests study area would be welcome.  It was suggested
that, where this does occur, the beneficiaries of these arrangements needed to be Traditional Owner
groups in the first instance.

Having said this, there will obviously be a need to ensure that processes are put in place that allow for
full participation and benefits to occur for all Aboriginal people who are part of these groups.  The main
barrier to this at the moment is that a number of Traditional Owner groups do not appear to have the
capacity or processes in place to clearly identify who is/is not a member of their group – particularly
where a number of their members live ‘off-country’.

At the same time, it is clear that support needs to be provided to Aboriginal groups so they have the
resources to undertake these internal discussions and decision-making processes for themselves in
the longer term.

“We worked on the strategic plan for DSE and Parks Victoria for them but did not get paid for it.”

“Lack of involvement in NRM planning processes - e.g. Fire management and participation in
delivery/understanding in NRM processes (fire management and tracks not being surveyed)”

“With the fires and natural disasters they are not getting traditional owners involved.  Parks Victoria and DSE in
the North East in particular.  As soon as a fire is declared safe they need to get the traditional owners in there

immediately to do the survey work.”

In some locations it was obvious that Aboriginal groups were frustrated at the inability of agency staff
to include them in local planning, management and decision-making processes.  The issue of fire
responses was raise at a number of workshops as something to be addressed by DSE.  Some
workshop participants also mentioned examples of good practice, but these were generally outside
their regions.

There were a number of positive ideas raised by workshop participants.  It is suggested that public
land management agencies be encouraged to conduct regular information sessions with Aboriginal
groups in their regions as part of an ongoing capacity building for future increased levels of
involvement in planning, management and decision-making process.  Information gathered in these
sessions could then be incorporated into agency ‘action plans’.

Specific issues raised include the following:

• A general lack of information about public land management and a need for more interpretation
signage and consultations with all government bodies, information about local land administration,
who manages each area of public land, community assistance or workshops to find out more
about public land administration and public land categories.  This also needs to reach Aboriginal
people in remote areas.

• Some groups have put various land management proposals to government agencies and received
mostly no response, while other have had no interaction with public land managers.  More
partnerships with government were promoted (working within existing frameworks).

• For effective Indigenous participation there is a need to over-ride state borders as these are
political constructs and have little to do with Indigenous and natural resource management
objectives (cross border issues).  Governments in NSW and Victoria need to consider and look at
region as one River (Murray).  Any cross border issues need to be negotiated and agreed to by all
stakeholders.

• A need to educate Aboriginal kids in primary school first about their culture.  Resources like the
internet connected, laptops and printers to do assignments are important.

• A need to look at the bigger global picture to make sure something is left for the children,
Traditional owners and other Indigenous groups to sign up to agreements all the time.  “If we want
to do something to the land we have to put something back so there is something left to do on the
land”.

• Local and regional employment strategies – DSE facilitators need to come out and meeting with
Traditional Owners to discuss the employment strategies and professional development
opportunities so we fully understand and know about it.
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• More employment opportunities should be provided in government departments and agencies and
local mob preferred for jobs rather than Aboriginal people who are not involved in community or
who don’t have local knowledge.

• Employ on a contract basis local Aboriginal people who are keen and have local knowledge and
then give them the right training, support and skills. Some workshop participants wanted this to be
negotiated with Traditional Owners only.  A register can be established of people that want to
provide a service e.g. consultant and contractors register.  Establish scholarships, traineeships
and a career path.  Training for on-ground works (chain saw, chemical use and 4 WD etc.) or
hands on involvement in management tasks.  Aboriginal controlled training facilities should be
supported to establish skills training for land management

• Service Contracts between government agencies and Traditional Owner groups is a good idea.
These could include a payment for a set number of hours of consultation each year.  This would
provide an income source to support Aboriginal community participation.

• If you do cultural work they should be getting paid for their time and expertise (e.g. professionals
such as archaeologists).  For example Aboriginal people involved in cultural heritage assessment
processes (e.g. assessment of logging coups) have not received payment or re-imbursement for
participation costs or expert knowledge and time provided to the land manager.  In other places
public land managers haven’t consulted Aboriginal people and will not have the cultural
knowledge to know if these areas are sensitive (i.e. scarred or birthing trees).

• Funding and resourcing are needed for government meetings, elders meetings and
administration, informed consent etc for involvement in public land management.  Community
engagement – think about as part of the negotiation process.  Indigenous peoples participation in
government processes is restricted due to the low socio-economic situation.  Participation in
planning and decision-making processes would be improved if costs and expenses are covered.

• Need to have support provided so that Traditional Owner groups can sort out who is who and
assistance where there are disputes or disagreements amongst or between groups.  Funds are
required for administrative support, as there is no capacity to do this currently.  Those groups that
are receiving government support are much better placed to participate.

• Government agencies should not negotiate with just one person from a clan or tribal group as a
short cut–negotiations and meeting should be with all Traditional Owner group members.

• A need for Aboriginal people to share knowledge and the workload.  There currently exists a
range of specialist knowledge and expertise.  Funding is needed to allow the time and women with
young children to undertake the study and the training required to actively and effectively
participate in public land and resource management.

• Intellectual property rights and dispute resolution need to be included – secured and protected if
Traditional Owners are to participate in public land planning and decision-making.

• A need to get consent with the registered parties for any agreements that have cultural sensitivity.

• Greater focus should be given to water as this system provides the fabric for communities and
environmental connections.  Aboriginal people in the study area are interested in environmental
flows and use of water by industry and would like more transparency in these arrangements.
There were many problems described with the health of the river including salinity and the system
is being poisoned.

• Senior Management needs to do their homework first and change their policies and vision
statements at the top level.  There needs to be a reporting mechanism to measure what needs to
be achieved. This is also reflected in inconsistencies between public land management agencies
and different offices operational practices.  They have to be trained and there must be
repercussions in place if policies or agreements are not implemented or followed.

• Need access to resources for cultural practices and artefacts e.g. making boomerangs, stone
tools and potential for business enterprises such has highly specialised cottage industries with
high value add.  Its not just about scarred trees, artefacts, weed and pest control.  It is also about
bush tucker access and traditional hunting and gathering rights in all public land including parks.

• Indigenous groups to receive a percentage of revenue from activities on public land (e.g. timber
industry).
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Last Word - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Almost all Aboriginal people consulted were aware of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006, the role of the
Aboriginal Heritage Council and the process for becoming a Registered Aboriginal Party under the
Act.  Participants at the VEAC workshops were advised that Aboriginal Cultural Heritage issues were
not within the scope of the VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation and were to be dealt with
separately by the Aboriginal Heritage Council and Aboriginal Affairs Victoria.

A number of participants attending the VEAC workshops indicated that they had attended one of the
information workshops convened by Aboriginal Affairs Victoria about the new arrangements under the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006, however, there appeared to be some confusion about what the financial
arrangements will be under the new system.  Where questions about this specific issue were raised,
the consultants advised workshop participants to make contact with the Aboriginal Heritage Council
and/or Aboriginal Affairs Victoria to seek clarification about issues raised.

Those members that went to the AAV workshops found it very interesting and that the processes haven’t really
changed over the years.

How will the AAV Heritage Act work in with VEAC’s process when it comes into place in May 2007?

Cultural heritage and Aboriginal perspectives on land management

A number of workshop participants indicated quite strongly that it was difficult to separate Aboriginal
cultural heritage values from land management, planning and decision-making processes.  The main
reason was that decisions about land management were inter-related with Aboriginal cultural
practices, lifestyles and seasonal cycles - which still exist today.

It was confirmed that spiritual connections with country were still quite strong, even where people lived
off-country.  Access to specific sites within public land areas was seen as under-pinning Aboriginal
identity and expression.  The connection with Aboriginal cultural heritage sites on public and private
lands remains a prime goal of many Aboriginal people – particularly those within the boundaries of the
River Red Gum Forests study area.

A number of stories were told at the VEAC workshops about the importance and inter-relationship of
Aboriginal cultural heritage and land management practices.  The issue of biodiversity was raised on a
number of occasions as this was seen as critical to understanding the relationship and connection with
Aboriginal cultural values, environmental practices and environmental health.

“There are issues with the Red Gums needing to survive as they are being used for firewood.  They are cut to
the stumps and just left there.  This needs to be repaired too in the context of biodiversity.”

“Big interest in the environmental flows – end of the river and the problems with salinity and now its building up
and poisoning the system.  Pumping in environmental flows in one area and then for other areas.  They are

robbing the river system and robbing it of the Murray cods.”

At the same time, a number of workshop participants raised the issue of cultural practices being an
important issue today and that cultural heritage was not something that only exists from a historical or
archaeological perspective.

“Cultural practices on country, particularly in national parks; we need continued access for hunting rights and
traditional foods.”

A majority of workshop participants would like to see arrangements put in place where Aboriginal
people can have access to areas on public land so they can continue with their cultural practices.  If
this occurs, it was suggested that an Aboriginal Cultural Practices Permit System or similar be put in
place to monitor who is accessing and using resources on public land.  Whilst it was not clear how this
system should operate, it was suggested that representatives of Traditional Owner groups should
have some authority to vet and approve permit applications which relate to public land areas where
they are acknowledged as the custodians.

For this to occur, legislative and regulatory changes need to occur, where appropriate, so the issue of
Aboriginal cultural practices is embedded in the policies and procedures of agencies with responsibility
for planning, management and decision-making on public land areas.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 – Wodonga Indigenous Workshop (14 March 2007)

Project starting to look at establishing indigenous
involvement at Ryans Lagoon Wildlife Reserves.

Very little other involvement (other than cultural
heritage, of course Mungab has memorandum of
understanding with Bangerang).

In this area (in particular) there is confusion over the
appropriate indigenous people to deal with.

‘Recognised’ Traditional Owners have recently
become more prominent, but non- Traditional
Owners Aboriginal people are the ones with
expertise, contacts, partnerships, resources and
identify as custodians (‘new’ traditional owner groups
often not turning up to meetings etc.)

How does the government make agreements with
non-“recognised” groups/people?

Problems: new groups forming (e.g. Dhurduroa) with
exclusive membership (representing only a small part
of their wider group), largely not in the area at
present, with little clear testing of criteria to establish
the legitimacy of their “recognition”.

‘New’ groups have also sold-off Indigenous Land
Use Agreement land near Porepunkah cheaply, and
assertively attack ‘existing’ groups who are
attempting to protect culture.

Existing groups would be willing to cede to respect
‘new’ Traditional Owner groups if the problems in the
two points above were addressed.

This conflict is bogging things down and
opportunities are being lost – there are
approximately five traditional owner groups.

In the Albury-Wodonga area there is really only one
Aboriginal ‘community’ (not two) – the river is no real
boundary.

Also, new groups intervening in cultural heritage
management protection, but often people with no
experience doing surveys.

Validity of ‘new’ groups is crucial to the legitimacy
and success of any agreements.

Also worried that work in protecting and therefore
respecting culture and therefore ancestors traditional
owners and people ‘brought in chains’

Native Title Services Victoria – type protocols need
to be followed.

Native title has generated much division in Aboriginal
society.

Need a way forward that handles the diversity in the
Aboriginal community with an interest in this area.

CAPACITY

Economic benefits need to overcome capacity
constraints and offer additional opportunities.

Aboriginal works crew was proposed (management
and maintain connection with land and culture at the
same time) but work already being done by off-
season fire crew.

Need for better management of cultural heritage and
biodiversity and eco-tourism matching with Aboriginal
employment opportunities.

Collaborative approach is required so existing
expertise is not lost.

Aboriginal involvement? – Yes

Need to effectively, thoroughly resolve who?- yes

Rationale

• Maintain culture (with respect to land).
• Economic benefits.

• Control.
• Identity.
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Appendix 2 - Bendigo Indigenous Workshop (15 March 2007)

Issues Raised

Low participation rate by local Traditional Owner
groups in consultation processes is a recurring issue.
Not sure what the underlying issues are so it is
difficult to put in place a solution to address this.

Involvement of Indigenous people in public land
planning, management & decision-making processes
is something that we are working on and want to see
more of, however, it is not appropriate for staff of the
government agencies to say who is/is not eligible to
be a part of this process.

It is up to the Traditional Owner groups to confirm
their individual areas and boundaries amongst
themselves as well as who speaks for Country etc.

Most Traditional Owner groups don’t have access to
any funds so they can meet their administration costs
as well as any costs associated with undertaking
‘informed consent’ processes.  This needs to be
addressed as an issue by government.

Most Traditional Owner groups and Indigenous
people have been consulted to death about this and
that but they don’t receive any compensation or
payment for their time – this is an issue which needs
to be considered in any future process involving
Indigenous people in public land planning,
management or decision-making process.

It would be good if the public land management
agencies worked more closely together in this area
so Indigenous people and Traditional Owner groups
have a clearer pathway when doing business with
government and visa versa.

Indigenous groups need to have access to resources
and funds if they are to participate effectively in these
and other processes.

Factions within Indigenous groups will always be
there, however, with proper support it may be easier
to empower individuals in the groups to work more
closely together on certain things.  This will help staff
of government agencies in the longer term and may
also result in better outcomes for members of each
group, where there are differences.

Leadership plays an important role in how things
work out - if you have good leaders then everyone
benefits.

Not sure if the government will be willing to provide
funds to all Traditional Owner and Indigenous groups
to participate in public land management processes
as the overall cost could be huge.

Having a single agency to work on behalf of
Traditional Owner and Indigenous groups may not be
a good idea.  Need more time to think about this
option.

We can and do provide funds for certain activities
and this could provide an income stream for
Traditional Owner and Indigenous groups to
participate in management tasks but will this be
enough?

Employment opportunities do exist but more could be
done to create natural resource and public land
management career pathways.

Traineeships, scholarships, etc are a good idea.

A lot of people think the RAP process will result in
them receiving funding but this is not the case.  Not
sure how this will turn out.

Any opportunities for hand-back/lease-back should
be followed up.
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Appendix 3 - Echuca Indigenous Workshop (16 March 2007)

Uses of land

Hunting and gathering.

Reference areas for plants – medicine and food.

Cultural practice (without other people interrupting
/conflicts).

Regulations

Some in place but not enforced especially DSE/PV in
some places.

New powers under joint management arrangements
would enforce regulations.

Need more resources to monitor and enforce
regulations.

Yorta Yorta Agreement

Appears to be a lack of resources and a lack of real
power to control/influence land use.

Participation in management of natural resources
– Acknowledgment

Covered in hand-back/lease-back agreements and
co-management agreements.

More involvement generally in management (e.g.
parks, gardeners, weed work, clean-ups).

Building capacity – important to establish
permanency of employment (not short term).

Participation in Management

• Informed consent

• Established communication protocol

• Paid spokesperson

“We are qualified people”

What we need

Resources to undertake consultation (phone,
equipment, petrol, accommodation etc). – by default
people in other organisations are doing this work or it
doesn’t get done.

Intellectual property / knowledge that is used (royalty
fees).

Consulting fees – administration support with tax,
business planning etc.

Indigenous group decides who the contractor is for
each land management issue.

Indigenous groups funded to make these decisions
and establish informed consent.

“Provisions under an Act must be followed through.
Good will comes and goes…”

Develop skills to manage land through a range of
training opportunities in regions.

Scholarships for skills and for trainers.

Aboriginal controlled training facilities be supported
to establish skills training for land management.

Indigenous engagement

• Budget/ Administration component

• List of Indigenous contractors/ consultants
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Appendix 4 - Swan Hill Indigenous Workshop (17 march 2007)

A welcome to country was performed.

Participant Expectations:

See something that is not overlapping with other
structures that are in place.  Sacred sites and cultural
objects and sites already on the land don’t get
destroyed.  Do it in a way that is not aggressive and
reactive.

Having been away from country for a long time-here
today to gain more knowledge and understanding of
where things are heading in natural resource
management.

Be educated and contribute to the VEAC process.

Learn things and ask questions.

Find out what the workshops are all about.

Grasslands and wetlands on public land not just the
River Red Gum area.  Lots of large land areas and
little bits of public land.  Aboriginal missions/reserves
part of crown land unless it was sold off.

Maps can be presented in different categories –
Parks – protection of plants and animals and
protection of biodiversity and recreation.

State forests – recreation, timber production and
some areas protected for biodiversity.  Wetlands may
not be managed for timber forests.

Biodiversity – black box and eucalypt forest, river red
gums – the whole ecology of the environment is very
important.

Issues raised

Some Indigenous people from Swan Hill went to the
NTSV Bendigo Workshop held this weekend.

Some members are not on the NTSV mailing list but
would like to be.

Those members that went to the AAV workshops
found it very interesting and that the processes
haven’t really changed over the years.

There is no common theme between Government
(VEAC, AAV, DSE, NTSV and Parks Victoria) about
the changes and recommendations made by
Indigenous people over the years.

Native Title is about connection to country.  Nyah
Forest burial grounds are important.

Government and community need to recognise that
we are not all just ‘Aboriginals’ but that we are very
different and diverse groups, clans, etc and we are
still working through what government did to
Traditional owner groups.  We don’t want to outsell
our historical and cultural significance.

There are issues with Indigenous people being away
and coming home to country.  Communication is a
big deal and we need to get it right.

Keep the culture and using public land.  Not about
what we can make off it.  How do you document the
stories and how to pass onto the younger people?

We have to re-learn all the history issues and the
journey can be a lot bigger than what is documented
– still learning about our mob.

Who draws up the MOU – Indigenous people in the
Departments?  Our DSE facilitator only comes to
Traditional Owners to tick-off on their performance
measures i.e. get Traditional Owner’s to do Cultural
Awareness Training for DSE staff.  Still nothing going
back into the land.

Traditional Owner group needs to get itself
incorporated.  Management of the biodiversity option
needs to be signed off under the MOU.  NTSV
should put to the Native Title groups.

Don’t want to see the money hungry groups
upsetting the vision put in place, no hiccups along
the way – need to focus on biodiversity and giving
back to the land.

At the moment government only has to negotiate
with individual people who have their signature on
the list of Traditional Owners.

There are issues with the Red Gums needing to
survive as they are being used for firewood.  They
are cut to the stumps and just left there.  This needs
to be repaired too in the context of biodiversity.

Big interest in the environmental flows – end of the
river and the problems with salinity and now its
building up and poisoning the system.  Pumping in
environmental flows in one area and then for other
areas.  They are robbing the river system and
robbing it of Murray cods.

Proposed Ideas for
Consideration/Recommendation

Keeping the Culture is the most important thing:

• Documentation
• Practice and Teaching
• Supporting Networks
• Healing

Flexibility to allow gaps to develop internal
processes/informal consent before progressing
government processes.

Things to consider:

Nyah Forest – protection of burial sites and graves.

Concerns with rabbits and foxes digging into skeletal
remains in the burial grounds at Nyah Forest and
surrounding areas.  The Traditional Owners need the
resources to address this issue.

Ensure that VEAC write up the recommendations
using the correct language so it is not misinterpreted
by non-Indigenous and Indigenous people.

Ensure that when VEAC makes references to other
documentation that the correct Traditional Owner
group is referenced and to check this with the
Traditional Owner group.

When Government public land managers involve
Indigenous people we must have the necessary and
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available resources to actively participate in decision
making, planning and be paid for seeking advice
from Traditional Owners about participation and
outcomes from meetings including follow-up with
community members (face to face and phone calls).

Government need to look at the cultural policies and
practices.  Senior management needs to do their
homework first and change their policies and vision
statements at the top level.

There needs to be a reporting mechanism to
measure what needs to be achieved.

With contract negotiations – if something is taken
away (ie. mining gypsum) then something has to be
given back to the land ie. re-vegetation – not just
about give us a job and then you can mine away
where you want to (need to look at the bigger
picture).

We currently have a contractor –for the pest control
areas.

We want an informed consent process endorsed with
Traditional Owners.

The NRMA model – will be is up to the Swan Hill
people to decide who would be on the board.  Set it
up as a business and would need help to set the
business structure.

Agree with the potential agreement with government
if they support an NRMA model re. we have a pest
control agreement for work to be done on a particular
area we could have 3 people skilled up to be on the
register once government approach to undertake the
work and we identify who is available to do the work
for a particular cost.

The NRMA model needs to ensure it doesn’t get
locked into one group.  We don’t want our ideas
kidnapped as it has happened before where sites
were not being looked at or looked after.  The board
would need governance training, new business
training and operations training.  This would need to
only deal with Traditional Owner’s business and be
all about caring for the land.

Set up an independent Land Management Agency.

Vision Statement – repairing the land for the future
generations and stewardship.

How do we obtain licenses for feather collection –
what are the implications for livelihood (eat the birds
and use the feather to make crafts and jewellery).

We need more registers on camp sites except for the
traditional owners.  Have only one spot to put the
boats.  The area should be a day camp area not all
the time – so it is used as a swimming hole.  Dogs
are in the forest which is a real hazard. State forests
have flexibility on its use and in national parks there
is no flexibility.

There should be Indigenous businesses to grow
bardi grubs and native fish through aquaculture,
worm culture and grub culture.  Bardi grubs are dug
up and sold for $1 to catch Murray cod in the river.
The people that dig up the grubs are leaving massive
holes and a big mess.

Employment and Training Opportunities

Need to employ Indigenous people on a contract
basis.

Need a register of people that want to provide a
service.

Need an MOU – proper authority or process to say
who can do work, practices on the land on particular
country.  Have those people from those areas skilled
up in these areas.

Training mechanisms mainly for young Indigenous
people to take the pressure off the Elders and others
that do these roles all the time with little or no
payment.

We need ongoing apprenticeships for fencing, weed
protection and control and learning how to do this.

Encourage Indigenous young people to develop their
skills.

More employment opportunities in government
departments and agencies re. managing Aboriginal
networks and need local mob in jobs rather than
Aboriginal people who are not involved in community
or who don’t have local knowledge and never been
identified as getting that job.

Employ local people who are keen and have local
knowledge and then give them the right training and
support to be skilled at that level.

More partnerships with government (working within
existing frameworks).

How do you get young people fired up to do this –
how do I teach my young ones and grand kids when
I hardly know my culture myself.  In the 60’s, 70’s
80’s kids went along to the meetings with their
parents and Elders and know and understand the
culture and reasons to stand up for the bigger picture
issues.  Knowledge, sharing of stories is critical to

our future.

We need to share the knowledge and the workload.
We all have a specialist area and field of expertise.
Need the funding and the time and women with
young children not being able to undertake the study
and the training required to actively and effectively
participate in public land and natural resource
management.

Having a scholarship program would assist to
motivate and encourage our young people to take
study opportunities in land management around
decision making and planning.  There is a great need
for career planning by our young people so that we
get to the students before they leave school.

We need to educate our kids in primary school first
about their culture.  Resources like the internet
connected, laptops and printers to do assignments.

We need to look at the bigger global picture to make
sure we leave something for our children, Traditional
Owners and other Indigenous groups to sign up to
MOUs all the time.  If we want to do something to the
land we have to put something back so there is
something left.
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Wetlands and the Mallee lands – what the Traditional
Owners know about these things is important.

Let’s put salt bushes back and not just mine or
quarry them.  We need to keep the story lines going.

We need to get consent with the registered parties.

Any MOUs need to have the cultural sensitivity
considered in the development process.
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Appendix 5 - Barham Indigenous Workshop (18 March 2007)

VEAC overview

All public land is managed by the government – not
like it is about take away things from the study area.

VEAC – A social and economic consultancy will
measure the impacts on the study area of proposed
recommendations.  Industry views and public views
in the study area are very important.

Issues raised

It appears that the focus from government and
private business is to make the forest a National park
because the bridges, paths and roads are all being
upgraded and the timber industry appears to be
closing down.

Restoring the natural water course.  Traditional
Owners in the area should have a great say in
Indigenous land management of the study area.
Traditional owners had not a lot to do in the last 12
years.

Drought, devastation by bush fires and governments
– loss of flora and fauna.  It has spewed carbon into
the atmosphere.  No wild bush fires have occurred in
this area for many years.  Like to see real
environmentalists do something about this.
Siphoning off the artesian basin is causing inland
salinity problems.

Our environmental lobbyists are not tackling the big
guns – ie. Fuel companies and emissions and this
should be done by an independent environmental
body.

Flooding of our forests down the back – hugely
detrimental as organic matter builds up and too many
of the cod are floating down the river.  Not just our
forests suffering but the people and the land and no
economic or social outcomes.

Environmental flush went above Torumbarry in 2004
and the Barmah Forest in Murray and Enima (?)
Rivers.  The crayfish were walking out of the water.
Crayfish dormant in summer but they were walking
out to get oxygen – millions of them.

The Government flush the Barmah and Moira
Forests (between Albury and Torumbarry) flood it a
month and a half before the school holidays to
provide enough water to the Mildura Irrigators
downstream.  They sometimes overflow in the bend.
Barmah gets a lot of little floods and stresses the
trees because the water system is so controlled and
managed in the off-peak seasons to get the crop
owners/farmers/irrigators upsetting natural water flow
and flooding.

VEAC - Very critical but also complex process.
Living Murray through MILDRIN trying to address
these issues for environmental benefits.  Allocations
to NSW and Victoria government agencies to do
what they need to do – ie. flush it more to get over
the artificial barriers in place ie. levees in Chalka
Creek lagoon system to get the water over them.

A participant prepared a paper outlining issues and
concerns for the River Red Gum Forests
Investigation area.  This letter was forwarded to
VEAC Councillors for consideration. Burning off the
forest areas are big issues too.

A lot of the water is taken for the environmental flow
per month of the Murray and silt.  Lot of the water for
environmental flow has been traded to big industry
and sold off.

The Macquarie Bank purchased water from the NSW
government and a trading exchange was set up
which has been occurring for many years.

This has been happening with the Macquarie Bank
taking water from the exchange system for big
business in the area.  Over allocated farms are now
asked to sell back some of their allocations ie. a
number of water rights (some have 3 or 4 water
rights).  Farms that only have one water right cant do
water run off to the river.  If water not there the
pipelines will be empty.  Majority of public don’t know
what is really going on.  Swan Hill only on Level 1
restrictions.  Some farms bought their water and the
government confiscated 52% of their water back with
no compensation.

When big industry come to country towns (Safeway,
almond farmers, grapes, etc) they draw on the water
resources in that area.  Ie. grapes are saturating the
market and using too much water.  Big industry come
in and go out – ie. Timbercorp – all the little
industries suffer while the big industries take up all
the existing resources.

In the Albury catchment area all the native tree
species were removed and replaced with pine
plantations which is devastating on flora and fauna.
Big industry has come in and taken away all the gum
trees in that area with devastating effects.
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Proposed Ideas for Consideration and for Recommendations

Water flow is a big issue – needs to be managed
properly by local Indigenous and non-Indigenous
community.

We need to get information on how much water has
been allocated to the big industries and over what
period of time and for what cost.

Let’s do it right!  The ear plugs are still in
government.  There has to be a balance with what
water is allocated for in the future.

How will the AAV Heritage Act work in with VEAC’s
process when it comes into place in May 2007?

The Barapa don’t recognise the North West Nations
MOU draft document.  This is all one persons doing,
not from the wider group.

The MOU holds no one accountable for anything and
the clan groups are incorrect in the MOU.  Want it
presented to clan groups. Could be the basis for a
new document. Gives places like Tyntynder as a new
incorporated body through each RAP body.

It should be an independent person goes to each
clan to write up the MOU document/agreement which
is then approved by all members of the clan groups
(the majority).

Government should not negotiate with just one
person from a clan or tribal group – that person
needs to go and negotiate and sit down with all
members.

• What can be improved?  Everything.
• What has been done?  Nothing.

The Wemba Wemba Traditional Owner group
boundaries are still very vague.

Need to ensure that the Traditional Owner groups
have the capacity to connect with all of their
members as part of the Informed consent process.

NRMA model – if government want to meet with
Traditional Owner groups to undertake work then
they have to pay.

Land management work contracts can only be
negotiated with Traditional Owner groups and no
other groups.

Intellectual property rights and dispute resolution
need to be included – secured and protected in this
model if agreed.

We agree in principle with the model proposed and
will await the next round of VEAC consultations.
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Appendix 6 - Deniliquin Indigenous Workshop (18 March 2007)

Participant Expectations:

Get to know what is happening on the Victorian side
of the Murray River – Gunbower State Forest and the
Barmah State Forest.

Learn more about the VEAC study area and what is
going to be proposed.

Issues raised

Management strategies – hand-back/ lease-back
arrangements.

Implications for share country – 3 areas of country –
Barapa Barapa, Wemba Wemba and Yorta Yorta –
resources allocated to the area for the 3 boundaries.

Capacity of Nations to do this has to be sorted out.
Mediators, genealogies, people to meet to have that
discussion.  Need coordinated and pooling of
resources.  Do preliminary work before agree to joint
or co-management agreements.

If Victoria side turn Barmah forest into a national park
all the way up the Victorian side of the River then
that should put lots of pressure on NSW
Departments.  They let the logging go on in NSW
side of Barmah Forest.  This is how DPI and
government does its business and makes it money to
manage the NSW side of the forest.

NSW logging is to produce firewood for people in
Victoria because logging in Victoria has significantly
reduced.

Proposed Ideas for Consideration/Recommendation

Funding for 3 Traditional Owner boundary areas to
identify:

• Dispute resolution process

• Funds made available so that Traditional Owners
can sort this out

• Mediators

• Family histories

Any cross-border issues need to be negotiated and
agreed to by all stakeholders and be considered for
Milewa and Yorta Yorta sides of the Barmah forest.

Both governments in NSW and Victoria need to
consider one joint interest in Barmah and has to be
looked at historically as one River.

National park still needs to be discussed with the
Traditional Owner groups to have a discussion about
the pro’s and cons of any new arrangements and
negotiations.

The Model proposed – make it individual bodies not
one NRMA – individual clans register as an
organisation/business to sign-off and negotiate with
government departments and agencies responsible
for public land management.

Would agree to scholarships, cadetships and work
placements in Natural Resource Land Management.
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Appendix 7 – Robinvale Indigenous Workshop (19 March 2007)

Participant Expectations:

Find out what has been discussed to date with other
groups consulted.  Find out if we can get some
things fixed on existing public land areas.

Find out what the potential opportunities for land
management might be in this area.

Issues raised

We currently have small one-off funded land
management projects in Robinvale with DSE and
Parks Victoria – clearing the land of rubbish in some
areas.

TAFE, CMA and Robinvale Cooperative are engaged
in the ‘Prickly Pear’ project which also involves VCAL
students.

The Parks Victoria Ranger approached the Native
Title group to take clay from the park and put it on
another park and found an Aboriginal midden in the
process.  They wanted to cover up a road with the
clay they removed.  Didn’t get paid for going out and
advising Parks Victoria about this issue.

Government expects us to be there at the last
minutes to meet their needs.

What we have currently undertaken with DSE and
Parks Victoria

At the moment a community person directs the
government agency where to go and who to speak to
about what sort of cultural business that might
related to what the agency wants looked over.

There is a ‘constructing committee’ made up of
Traditional Owner groups. The process undertaken
for this is that government players ring us and we
take it back to the Elders, get agreement and
negotiate the terms with the government players.

One project we did was to clear up the rubbish at
Beggs Bend.  DSE paid the Robinvale community to
do this project (a group of Elders).

We also received a grant in 2006 of $5,000 to put up
a fence around a burial area with the help and
assistance of the DSE Indigenous Facilitator.

Government are using our time and effort and not
paying us for our time or for the resources we
currently use (phone, time, car, travel and meetings
with the Elders).

Ideas for Consideration/Recommendation

Agree that Indigenous people should have
involvement in the management, decision-making,
planning of public land.

If you do cultural work then you should be getting
paid for your time.  The archaeologist always get
paid and they should then pay the Indigenous
person/s to come with them to do the cultural
advising for the projects they are contracted to do.

Ideas for Consideration/Recommendation

Would like funding for government meetings, Elders
meetings and administration, etc for involvement in
public land management in this area.  Community
engagement – think about as part of the negotiation
process.

With public land we have targeted the small Natural
Features Reserve in the green section on the map
near Euston.  It is identified as a significant
camping/gathering site for Robinvale Aboriginal
community people.

We would like to know more about the 99 year lease
on land that the Cooperative have taken out.  The
Munatunga Elders land.  One guy says he owns one
part of the land of the mission and he is using it to
dump his rubbish.

The Munatunga Mission – the man who has freehold
on the right side of the mission property has put up
fences and blocked off access for our people to the
river area so the Elders and community can’t get to
the river to fish and do their cultural practices that
they have done for years.  The guy had a fall out with
his mate as his mate didn’t want to put up the fence
as he hadn’t consulted with the Elders on the mission
(this is how we found out about it all).

We don’t know if DSE know about it and if they do
and if they gave the man permission to put up the
fencing.  There are fences going up by DSE and
Parks Victoria in Gadsden Bend State Forest, Belsar
Island State Forest in the middle and down to and
right up to and past the Murray – Kulkyne Regional
Park and then up to Wemen.

We need to find out who owns this public land.
Community needs assistance to find out who has
jurisdiction and management of particular areas
here.

Robinvale community need assistance from
government to help write up a similar MOU document
like the one done for North West Nations.

Agree with the NRMA Model and want to add the
MOU to include that schools negotiate also when
they have excursion in public land areas (parks and
reserves) that an Indigenous tour/cultural officer is
employed to do these excursions in these areas for
school students.

We need to plant more trees in the forest areas to
keep them clean, including getting involved in flood
areas for scarred trees – manage that area that don’t
have access to at the moment and try to get to as
many public land management meetings as possible.

We need more interpretation signage and
consultations with all the government players to talk
about what is going on in the land.
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Appendix 8 - Mildura Indigenous Workshop (20 March 2007)

Issues raised

Employment - Not capacity building our own mob.

Once trained and skilled need the capacity to go
back to their own mobs to work for their own
organisations in public land management.

You have to have one agency.

Dja Dja, Latje Latje, Warba Warba, Yorta Yorta,
Wotjabuuk are incorporated bodies already
organised.

Not just Traditional Owners — Aboriginal people that
live in a city have to have a say, not just burial sites
that pertain to Traditional Owners but general natural
resource management (NRM) and public land
management.

WHAT IS NRM? What is the definition?  How does
cultural heritage fit in and the RAP with this model.

Do we make more state forests into national parks?
This could make things more restrictive?  Parks in
Mildura catchment don’t get a lot of $$$$

VEAC should be speaking to Wallpolla Island
Indigenous Management Committee, and DSE.

Small forest coups now not as much major logging
any more.  Have to travel more to get to these areas.

Employ consultants to take on the technical side of
things with government.  Get trained-up and work for
government so more capacity building.

The model could be an information clearing house so
if anything new comes up with government agencies.

First thing the NRMA should do is develop a Natural
Resource Plan to guide the resources to be
developed and setting the priorities to go into the
plan.

Easier to engage with existing government
stakeholder groups rather than individuals.

The Traditional Owners groups A etc decide who the
Indigenous consultants are and people who will be
employed.

And issue is that no individual group should be seen
to be controlling one group.

Need to talk to DPI and DSE re the MOU with the
North West Nations and to ensure that they consider
VEAC model — so no duplication.  TO’s leaders
want to talk to the regional line managers.  They
have to come from Melbourne to the country, TO’s
not the regional workers (lackies)

Issue: Lake Powell and other side of Boundary Bend.
Regional parrots flight paths affected (need research
documents on this)

Recommendation: need to look at the biodiversity
values where there is environmental planning
occurring

Irrigation developments — most have been cleared.
Most areas were dry land farming (now thousands of
hectares) is back up and has almond farms instead

Very big large pumps in the river are impacting as
they pump too much water.

Investigation study should have been done for the
North west (DSE only do internal studies) need
public comment to be made available

Indigenous spiritual and biodiversity values are not
being considered

Lake Tyrell and fault line.  Water doesn’t hit the fault
line.  Almond tree roots go righ down and out and
suck up too much water.

Trading water upstream for industry trade
downstream to operate

Marlon wants the research papers done by

Issue and recommendation: Darren Perry wants to
put in an individual submission and then a
group/family submission with a focus on co-
management, handback and lease back

Water flood plain area needs to be discussed.
Environmental water flows, not just about
maintaining the health of the river bed but it is also
abut the floodplains for whatever the amount of time
that is required

Name that was changed.  “Yandganoury” changed to
Murray Sunset.  Critical issue for govt on what the
Ind org issues are

Darren Perry mob not going down the Native Title
path, start at co-mgt and work from there.  Native title
too decisive and splits families
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Appendix 9 - Berri (SA) Indigenous Workshop (21 March 2007)

Issues raised

Is there a similar organisation to VEAC in SA?

Question were raised around “what is the state and
health of the river red gum forests?”

Need to link forests eg. Chowilla and Lindsay and do
away with state borders, particularly for water flows.
Why have too separate water flow regimes?

The river is a system.  Aboriginal people travelled the
whole river from the mouth to the mountains and
used it as a trading route.

Need jobs and participation in management of river.

Groundwater systems — all connected with surface
water systems and an impact on one will effect
another eg. the ‘Toxic Water Dump’ and its potential
impact on ground water at Nowingi.

Cultural practices on country, particularly in national
parks need continued access for hunting rights and
traditional foods.

Aspects of this could be incorporated in park
management strategy where Indigenous people are
involved in pest animal culling operations.

Need access to resources in the park for cultural
practices and artefacts eg. making boomerangs,
stone tools and potential for business enterprises
such has highly specialised cottage industries with
high value adding.

Need to set up a register and identify who are
Traditional Owners for future activities.

Require interstate agreement - consent for future
activities eg. with the Lake Victoria committee and
the signed consent document (MOU).  An Elder sits
on this committee.

Need representative from all areas involved.

Other state groups are not registered with the
Victorian Native Title Services but can do so.

For effective Indigenous participation need to over-
ride state borders; these are political constructs and
have little to do with indigenous and natural resource
management objectives (cross border issues).

Recommendation is that Vic and SA govts work
together to resource Aboriginal communities to
participate in public land management.

The entire area should also be seen in the context of
the entire Murray-Darling Basin.

SA Aboriginal groups need to register with the Native
Title Services Victoria.

Greater focus should be given to water as water is a
system too and this provides the fabric for
communities and environmental connections.

Tribunal decisions to date not really reflecting “real
interests” and where values belong to all tribes.

Do a detailed signage plan from an Indigenous
perspective for areas of interest.

SA/VIC/NSW combined when working with
Indigenous involvement and provide combined
resources.

How do groups become organised to let Govt’s know
they are out there and wish to participate?

Employment and jobs — managers and rangers as
well as traineeship options.

Remuneration to reflect Indigenous knowledge base
—payment required when providing human capital
(information and knowledge).

Recognition of prior learning is acknowledge in
education system but not in employment or
organisation and the recruitment process

Providers and or govt departments must be
registered for training and skill development.

Various training options— traineeships,
apprenticeships, certificates, work placements,
tertiary eduction.  As a community how do you
identify individuals with an interest in certain areas
and ‘work on country’.

Department Land Managers must speak with
Aboriginal elders.

Need information sessions at end of school year for
Indigenous career and employment options.

VET in schools.

Involvement in - starts and then through entire
process and into the future.  The whole adaptive
management process implemented

How does capacity building occur?

Presentation provides best model seen to date; Is
applicable in SA, we would like to use it in SA.

Would like another meeting after VEAC draft
proposals paper released.

Its all about: planning, management, decision making
and underpinning this is communication strategies.
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Appendix 10 - Shepparton Workshop (22 March 2007)

Issues Raised

How much will politics influence things in relation to
which Indigenous people or groups are involved in
natural resource and public land management
processes?

There is a concern about the number of trail bikes
around Barmah/Cummeragunja - these groups seem
to have a lot of rights compared with those of
Indigenous people.

We would also like to participate in joint management
arrangements but the government only seems to
recognise the ‘Yorta Yorta’ but not other Indigenous
groups.

We’d like to be reimbursed by government agencies
for any time we spend providing them with advice
etc.

Who is funding the Yorta Yorta Co-operative
Management Agreement?  Is this agreement actually
working?

Would like to receive information about local public
land administration.

Can a workshop about public land administration and
public land use categories etc be organised so we
can find out what this all means?

Indigenous peoples participation is restricted due to
our socio-economic situation.  Participation would be
improved if our participation costs are covered.

Service contracts between government agencies and
Traditional Owner groups is a good idea.  These
could include a payment for a set number of hours
per consultation each year.  This would provide an
income source for us to participate.

It would also be good if we (Indigenous groups)
received a percentage of costs for projects
outsourced by government to industry where
activities occurred on public land – such as timber
industry.

We need funding to cover our ‘informed consent’
processes – perhaps an annual fee paid to each
group each year.

We need jobs and confirmed pathways from training
positions to full-time jobs.  Set up a business
incubator structure to facilitate this process so people
can ‘task the worker’ as well as receive access to
support structures.

It would be good to have access to land on our
country (leased or purchased or have transferred to
us) so we can use this for our own people.  For
example, we could run programs for wayward youth,
etc.

Like the idea of an agency as this would be
independent of other existing groups.

Need to have support provided so that Traditional
Owner groups can sort out who is who and
assistance where there are disputes or
disagreements amongst or between groups.

Funds are required for administrative support as we
don’t have the capacity to do this on our own.  Those
groups that are receiving government support are
much better placed to participate.

The Land Register concept sounds good so does the
Consultant and Contractors Register.
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Appendix 11 - Thornton Workshop (25 March 2007)

Issues raised

Red Gums in ‘Timber country’ – Mansfield, Tolmey,
Marysville and Buffalo and the tributaries and rivers
that come into the Goulburn River.  Some of the
participants have been doing site work in these areas
after the 2006 bushfires.

One Cultural Awareness Training session is not
enough.  We need regular follow-up sessions and for
new staff that are appointed.  CFA and Parks Victoria
people – field workers in particular need to be told
the Taurnarong history.

Need to be educating the workers while they are out
in the field – hands on cultural training in these areas
is a major issue and should be followed through by
the Land Managers to put this in place.

Surveys only being done on the suppression lines.
Traditional Owners are being paid for these but
surveys need to be done as soon as it is safe to go in
there after fires are out and stopped.  Have 18
cultural heritage sites to register on private land.
Have a good rapport with the land owner.  Under the
Cultural Heritage Act have it tied up under the RAPs
process and new legislation.  Public access in the
national parks in Mount Buffalo in the caves – don’t
want public access to caves as they have artefacts in
there.

Don’t put bull dozers on the line until we have done
the work.  Doing 25 machines in place – 9 lines and
Traditional Owners only getting 2 lines done as we
won’t get out in front of the bull dozers.

What we have now?

No involvement in public land management.

We want 100% improvement. Since 2006/07 bush
fires ceased, Parks Victoria and DSE have been
involved in land clearing and clean-up.  The
Taungurong people have only been involved in the
last 3 weeks.  This is not good enough.

We have an ILUA with Mining Companies at Woods
Point.

We invoiced Parks Victoria to pay for the people for
the survey line work in public land areas as required.

There is no equity from Traditional Owners –
treatment and access to information – passing of
information to Traditional Owners and informed
consent is done currently through the Native Title
process.

Lack of communication with Indigenous groups.

Lack of equity in the planning processes (Native title
– yes and NRM – no).

Lack of involvement in planning processes eg. Fire
management and participation in
delivery/understanding in land management
processes (fire management and tracks not being
surveyed for cultural heritage).

Clear processes and procedures need to be in place
which are also followed.

Paid vs. unpaid advice, consultations.

Resourcing needed to be involved in planning and
decision-making processes.

Payment for hands on involvement in management
tasks and activities eg 4 x 4 training.

Lack of information about how public land and
natural resource management processes work.

Indigenous Partnership Strategy – people at the
lower levels in locations have had no idea about the
IPS and how it should be implemented.

Have put the Mount Buffalo National Park issue re
co-management to Parks Victoria and with the
Southern Alps Indigenous Reference Group – still
waiting for a response.

We have nothing in place with Parks Victoria, DSE,
CMA’s, and DPI.

Fire Control issues

With the fires and natural disasters, Parks Victoria
and DSE in the North East in particular, are not
getting Traditional Owners involved.  As soon as a
fire is declared safe they need to get the Traditional
Owners in there immediately to do the survey work.

Should be liaising with community as soon as the
fires start.  We have put the Traditional Owners
names down in the fire control rooms but never got a
call in 2006.  There was no change in the process
since it was agreed to do this in 2003 fires.  So why
are we not involved?  Visibility is not as clear it used
to be before all of these fires.

We fought the Kinglake fires for 16 weeks.
Traditional Owners could have been going in their to
fight the fires.  78kms of tracks were ripped up and
no survey work done at all.

North East until 3 weeks ago – nothing done in
Swifts Creek. Survey on the suppression lines called
in 3 weeks ago.  The process is wrong.

We worked on the strategic plan for DSE and Parks
Victoria for them but did not get paid for it.

Resources from Departments and agencies are
provided to the Taungurong Corporation to pay for
the work cover of its people to do the survey work on
the land.  600 metres done a day by the operations
on their bulldozers.  We had 2 people going up the
tracks so one person is not going up the tracks on
their own and not putting themselves at risk of being
bitten by a snake and other issues that might occur.
Are doing it with the steel cap boots, vest, hard hats,
etc but not for people on their own.  Could get bitten
by a snake and have no communications to let
anyone know if you are in trouble.

Sometimes we get up there and the Parks Victoria
and DSE people say don’t have anyone or resources
to take us out there.

Our boundaries are sorted out with seven adjoining
Traditional Owners groups.  We sort this out through
our genealogies.  A person has to prove they are a
Traditional Owners and it is not the Traditional
Owners group’s responsibility to do this.

The North West Nations MOU Agreement –
principles for engagement section (4.1) is all well and
good when it is in writing but it never gets
implemented.  The Minister, CEO and managers
might all agree with these agreements but it doesn’t
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go down to the workers on the ground and in the
bush.

The seed collectors that go into the bush don’t know
where our sites are or scatters and artefacts are and
don’t contact traditional owner people – these are
seasonal workers which is an issue re. needing
cultural awareness training for seasonal workers too.

The Land Justice Group want to be incorporated.
This is another structure in place that looks similar to
the structure discussed.

We need to have the same equitable service.  NTSV
has board members that don’t represent across all
the Traditional Owners groups.  So some groups get
serviced more than others.

NRMA one board/agency structure is not supported.

Whether Traditional owner groups are incorporated
or not it presents an issue with trying to negotiate
with governments agencies on NRM issues.

Critical Issues

No processes in place identifying how we will be
involved in NRM issues – eg. Mount Buffalo National
Park, Ovens River, Broken River, Kings River,
Goulburn River, Campaspe River, etc

Involvement in logging coup processes but no
payment/re-imbursement for our participation costs.

Parks and DSE have marked the trees to be cut
down but have not consulted with us on seeing if
some of these trees might be scarred or birthing
trees.

DSE and Parks Victoria are putting a Yarra track in
for the CMA area.  This impacts on three Traditional
Owner boundaries – Taungurong, Gunai/Kurnai and
Wurundjeri lands.  They are leaving it open because
of the water catchment area.  We have put our
issues to DSE Facilitator for metro area and have not
heard anything to date.

We have asked them to number the maps and return
them to us.  They have done the Whitfield area but
they are asking us to give the maps back.

NRM is not just about scarred trees and artefacts
and weed and pest control – it is also about bush
tucker access and traditional hunting and gathering
rights.  Biodiversity issues for traditional owners
needs to be considered.

Every Parks Victoria and DSE office (Seymour,
Toolangi, Alexandra, etc) are all different in how they
do their business and go about doing things – this
needs to be included in the MOU.  They have to be
trained in the MOU and there must be repercussions
in place for them if it is not implemented.

Proposed Ideas for
Consideration/Recommendation

Would like to be provided with information and
reports currently done by VEAC on River Red Gums
in the abovementioned areas in Taungurong country.

Provide large maps of the study area to participants
at the workshop.

Provide copies of the ILMF DSE paper to members
of the workshop.

There needs to be a quick process in place between
DSE, Parks Victoria and Traditional Owners re
survey work after fires.

If we had our own tickets for 4 x 4’s we can hire the
vehicles ourselves and pay our people to go out
there and then bill DSE or Parks Victoria for the
work.

A process needs to be put in place and be adopted
and that all Managers and workers know about from
the top to the bottom.

We only have 8 people trained and we need DSE to
employ a full time Indigenous facilitator into the DSE
North East position so that they can push through
our issues in DSE and parks Victoria just like Ricky
Mullet does in East Gippsland.

We sort of support the Model proposed but not the
One NRMA board structure.

We need to be re-imbursed for attending government
workshops for time and travel to make
recommendation to us giving all the time and getting
nothing in return.

Costs for informed consent processes or to meet our
administration costs.

Working with staff of different NRM agencies and our
capacity to do this is an issue.

Local and regional employment strategies – DSE
facilitators need to be coming out and meeting with
traditional owner people to discuss the employment
strategies and professional development
opportunities out there so we fully understand and
know about it.

Economic development opportunities would need to
be included in the co-management agreement.
Percentage % of gross logging coups should be
coming back to traditional owners for logging and
wood chipping.  Traditional owners receive a
percentage % of the profit of private businesses.
ILUA on to the private contractors and other
contractors that the government employs to go into
the bush, etc.

Need the training for the tickets – chain saw and 4x4,
etc to do the work in the bush.

It’s the enforcement of the MOU.  We need a penalty
arrangement in place if the agreements and MOUs
are not implemented.  MOU needs a signed
agreement between both parties to ensure it gets
implemented.

MOUs to be performance plan based and
benchmarked – new ILMF will need to have this
included.

Making sure there is equity across all Traditional
owner groups is critical for this proposed NRMA
model to work.  Need to have in principle agreement
on the boundaries too.

Fishing rights – traditional ways – grasses to make
baskets. Only take from the land what you need.
There should not be restrictions for Traditional
owners and Aboriginal people.  Should be
restrictions to only use for cultural purposes.  It is
each tribe’s responsibility to teach the young people
about the traditional ways.  Permits for access to
country for traditional tools and practices.
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We all have to have our Aboriginality forms signed
one way or another to get the traditional licences to
get our foods on our country.  DSE to give us a
permit for life to hunt and gather as our right as
Aboriginal people.

Traditional owners who go on other traditional
owner’s country need to get permission also.  Should

be able to use traditional grasses and materials to
use for traditional purposes.

Traditional owner’s get a percentage % off all the
permits that are issued ie camping, fishing,
accommodation, timber cutting, loggers, payment for
taking wood off the traditional owners land and a
percentage from Parks Victoria.
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Appendix 12 – Echuca (Yorta Yorta people only) Workshop (10 March 2007)

Issues raised

We need to be protecting the land and our cultural
practices and sites for our younger generations.

Don’t like to use the word forest (bush fire/forest fire)

Co-Agreements – it says under the National Parks
Act but Yorta Yorta Agreement says under the
Forests Act.

Barmah State Park is under the Parks Act.  The
Agreement isn’t under the National Parks Act – the
land is under the National Parks Act.  This leaves
government open to sway between National parks
and State Parks.

Hand Back and Lease Back – National Park and joint
management (all these things can work together).
Make it work by giving protection to the land.

The National Parks Act is the strongest Act.  Rights
to fish and gather and cultural camps to pass onto
our young people.

If Hand Back/Lease Back needs to have exclusive
and inclusive rights for Yorta Yorta and Yorta Yorta
children.

Indigenous people always being overlooked and over
ruled.  Hand Back-Lease Back legislation must
change to get that protection for the agreement.  In
the investigations –other state models were looked at
and can provide changes.  Are Government’s willing
to do hand back lease back arrangements?

If we do hand back/lease back in Victoria, what do
we need to do to meet needs of all of these
stakeholders?

Other incorporated bodies decide on how the funding
is distributed through organisations such as Land
Councils.

Yorta Yorta could seek legal advice all the way
through as this has been arranged through Parks
Victoria before.

The Barmah Lake is the only natural lake left along
the Murray River.  It used to be a big ‘supermarket’
for the flora and fauna and for the Aboriginal people.
On the Lake there is no birds nesting.  All the birds
are now gone.  Our young ones can’t do what we
went through in the old days as there is nothing there
now.

Logging in the Barmah Forest is a big concern.

Are VEAC going to treat Yorta Yorta as one Traditional
Owner group in its report?

Yorta Yorta was at the forefront of all of these land
agreements. Yorta Yorta has lands on both sides of

the river. Only way NSW engages with Yorta Yorta is
through the NSW Land Council Act.

Yorta Yorta people know who they are – we don’t
need to find out and they don’t need to find out as
they already know.

The Murray River has never been a boundary
between Yorta Yorta people and other Aboriginal
nations.

There seems to be a lot of plagiarism by other areas
and government departments from the Yorta Yorta
Agreement.

This is a process within a process that the
government has endorsed.

What is the land tax, acreage for nature reserves?
What is the nature reserve?  Who are the land
owners?

How many times do Yorta Yorta people have to state their
case and recommendations?  Don’t think government is

going to change their minds in a hurry.

There is a circle there that we have to try and smash into
from the days of William Cooper and the marching for Yorta

Yorta rights.

We are traditional owners of our country but have different
beliefs and disbeliefs ie. The bush and not the forest – we

have the biggest River Red Gums in the world.

The Shepparton City Council owns the Cummera
Cemetery and we have to clean the rooms.

Our biggest enemies are our shire councils.

DSE and government has let Yorta Yorta down on this
agreement as everything we are discussing now are things
they are suppose to address.  With new changes – the Land

Councils won’t have a say in NSW.

The Victorian Government recognises Yorta Yorta
through the co-management agreement and the local
council doesn’t support the agreement.

Existing legislation in NSW all we can do anything
about is the Victorian Yorta Yorta side in relation to
supporting the process and what we need to do is
make strong recommendations here to make
changes to recommendations re. the NRM agencies
and make changes to how Barmah is being
managed.

Victoria and SA want a holistic approach to water
management and NSW’s political alliances are
holding it up.
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Where to Next for Yorta Yorta’s input into the Investigation

Specific Recommendations need to be developed in
their own right regarding hand back-lease back
arrangements.

Terms of Reference –one term is to recognise Yorta
Yorta as traditional owners.

Agreement to the Queensland park management
strategies described in the hand out –

− Management of Natural Resources
− Management of Cultural Resources
− Management of recreation and tourism

Resourcing the process for Yorta Yorta to have the
discussion and how much funding do we need for
employment opportunities in other areas (tourism,
etc) set up an administration system to say if you are
an Indigenous person interested in management of
natural resources.

Resourcing back to Yorta Yorta – to give Yorta Yorta
a business plan and financial study on how much
funding Yorta Yorta will need to generate.  Need
strategies to go to government to say this is how you
should be spending your funding with us.  Talk to us
as Yorta Yorta people and what we want and this is
our right.

NSW government to develop the same or similar
cross border agreements/negotiations around natural
resource management and water management.

The Yorta Yorta want to be able to go down to the
area known a The Flats in Mooroopna Shepparton to
do our cultural practices as we use to have a 99 year
lease and this stopped with the Shepparton Council.

All the government departments try to be involved in
the current Yorta Yorta Agreement.  That many
departments not losing their positions if all
Indigenous people take total control.  Through this
agreement government departments are frightened
of losing their positions.

We hope that the recommendations from VEAC for
this process will strengthen the Yorta Yorta process
and position.

Hand/back Lease/Back – contemporary traditions
need to be considered – chase animals, family
BBQ’s, hunting and gathering but with contemporary
tools/modern implements.  We are ok with it if the
Elders are ok with it.  Will the government have
caveats on hand/back lease/back agreements?
Would not want what they did with ATSIC
arrangements.  They say it’s yours but it’s not –
might be here today and gone tomorrow!”  ATSIC
bought Cummera and then later put a caveat on it –
still there!

We need a specific recommendation first and then
do the general recommendations.  Do our own
recommendations and tie in the specific
points/recommendations.  We need to know what the
possible options are with Hand/back Lease/Back
proposals.  It is suppose to be joint management but
it is only co-management as Yorta Yorta doesn’t
have title to the land.

Let’s work in with National Parks for Hand/Back
Lease/Back with the National Park.  Can’t wait
anymore.  Need to look at the National Park status
(whether it is going to be able to deliver what we
want) make sure we have our say once management
changes).  More discussions need to take place
about these arrangements.  We need them to say
“title of this is officially yours!” and is legally binding
no matter who is in government or power.  Already
an investment being made by government in the joint
body arrangement.

Yorta Yorta agreement – Yorta Yorta is the
landlord and Government is the tenant.

In July and June – major changes to Land Councils –
7 Board of Directors (CEO to Coordinators) need to
look at the Traditional Owner groups.  Need to be
totally supported by both sides of the River and
include the cemetery, Cummera and deal with
Councils as it is there responsibility.  Don’t let the
river separate us – there is strength in it and it is just
how we do it.  We need more information to be
provided to local Councils.

Yorta Yorta can use its arguments to support Victoria
to go to NSW and pressure them to go the Yorta
Yorta-Victoria way of managing natural resources.
Be specific under strong recommendations for cross
border legislation support.  Where there is a push - it
is with environmental groups – MILDRIN mob –
signed an agreement to change that area into a
National Park.

Areas with MILDRIN in agreement are:

− Barmah Bush
− Kow Swamp – cultural significance
− South East end of Gunbower
− Kanyapella
− Ovens River
− Water and tributaries
− Cultural and environmental significance
− All of the Goulburn River

Yorta Yorta wants the Barmah bush.  Compulsory
acquisition made in relation to land.  Some of the
land might be along crown land boundaries.
Government could buy out the farmer’s lands.

In areas that are not handed back – want to have
some say but not open slather – do negotiate an
agreement of some kind.

Support the development of an Indigenous
employment and economic development strategy.

Provide Hand/Back-Lease/Back National park
information to Yorta Yorta – legal way of giving
protection to those areas.
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Proposed Ideas for Consideration/Recommendation

The Barmah lakes area should be run like a
National Park and all tree logging to stop.  It might
be too late now to be closed off to let it regenerate.

Needs a better fence as the current one doesn’t
keep anything out at the moment.  Bollards (take
cattle out) can still pull the bollards out but it
requires the DSE and Parks Victoria to negotiate
this in the future.

All of these things are occurring now as part of the
existing process.

We should be talking about introducing
amendments in the legislation (DSE, Parks Victoria)
responsibility for Land management in these areas.
Direction should be to follow the policies and
practices and legislation.

Once we change the legislation, we can apply for
National park status or other things and then the
smaller day to day issues will automatically fall into
place.

If government says you can have Barmah and
Barmah Lakes –we can let it go back to its natural
ways.  We don’t have to get the wood any more.
Not getting any river flow for the Ibis to have their
young. The Ibis birds would turn the tap on and off.

Chicks were not ready to be left on their own.  This
needs to return to its natural state.

Departments are environmentally aware and
pushing things but they are hamstrung too with what
they can do because of the legislation.  Need to
make an impact on flooding regimes can only do it
through change to the legislation and regulations
(implementation).

Our wetlands need protecting.

We need to look at a full demographic profile of our
Yorta Yorta people and where they are at in relation
to these issues.  The plight of Yorta Yorta that live
on Yorta Yorta land and those who live elsewhere is
important.

The COAG policy and planning unit did a study of
Indigenous community who live in Mooroopna and
Shepparton.  Out of this study 70% of Indigenous
people identified themselves as Yorta Yorta.

The Rumbalara Corporation did a public health
study of Echuca, Kyabram, Seymour, Shepparton
and Mooroopna.  90% of the Aboriginal population
identified as Yorta Yorta.  Rumbalara medical
records have 6,000 Aboriginal people on their
official records.  We need to demonstrate the
importance of these issues.
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Appendix 13 – Resource Document No. 1 (ILMF Discussion Paper)

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation
Resource Document No 1. for Indigenous Community Consultations

Document Indigenous Land Management Framework Discussion Paper

Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE)Source
Published in 2004

What did the ILMF Discussion Paper say.....

a) Addressing Indigenous dispossession and disadvantage

The Victorian Government acknowledged “….that the experience of Indigenous people since European
colonisation has been one of conflict, exclusion and repression.”

Socio- economic indicators confirm that Indigenous Victorians are the most disadvantaged group in the State.
Statistical examples included the following:

• Indigenous unemployment in Victoria is around 18 percent;

• The average income for Indigenous Victorians is 70 percent of non-Indigenous income;

• Year 12 retention rates for Indigenous students is half that of non-Indigenous students;

• Incarceration rates for Indigenous Victorians are 11.5 times higher than for non-Indigenous people, and

• Indigenous life expectancy is up to 20 years less than for non-Indigenous people.

(Note: These were approximations only on information and data collected by the Australian Bureau of Statistics in
the 2003 Census of Housing and Population)

The Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody (1991) had identified that equitable participation in land
and natural resource management is one of several areas that can provide opportunities for Indigenous people to
empower themselves to overcome disadvantage.  It also provides for Indigenous people to pass on cultural
knowledge to the next generation, to reconnect with their culture and to have choices in the use and integration of
their knowledge and perspective in land and resource management.

b) Indigenous Land and Resource Aspirations

Indigenous community land and resource aspirations were sourced from various forums and media which
included the following:

• A review of recent literature;

• Indigenous community aspirations identified during consultations;

• Key initiatives and actions identified under the (then) Indigenous Partnership Strategy (2001);

• Strategy for Managing Aboriginal Lands in Victoria(2004) which presents information and makes
recommendations regarding the sustainable resource management of Aboriginal owned land in Victoria
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What the ILMF Discussion Paper sought to achieve and address.....

This Discussion Paper had been released for public comment to raise awareness of Indigenous aspirations,
identify issues of importance to Indigenous people in relation to their involvement in land management and to
identify what Indigenous people saw as the constraints associated with moving forward.  It provided a context in
relation to policy development for Indigenous community involvement in land and natural resource management.

The context and structure of the Discussion Paper in addressing community aspirations were grouped in four (4)
chapters:

• Chapter 2 - Caring for Country

Explores Indigenous views about Country, relationship to Country and aspirations in being involved in protection
and management of Country.

• Chapter 3 - Access to Country

Explores what Indigenous people want in relation to cultural rights to access land and use the resources on
Country as a cultural right.

• Chapter 4 - Ownership of Country

Raises issues about traditional and contemporary concepts of land and what Indigenous people consider are
important in relation to resource ownership and entitlements.

• Chapter 5 - Learning and Working on Country

Focused on community aspirations for training, employment and business enterprise development in land and
natural resource management.

Other information about the ILMF Discussion Paper.....

It had been envisaged that a draft Indigenous Land Management Framework Policy would be developed after
receiving submission through the discussion paper process, and released for public comment.  This would in turn
work towards a final draft of the Framework that would identify and map the Government’s approach towards
meeting land and resource management aspirations of Indigenous Victorians.

Note:

• The ILMF Discussion Paper was not a statement of Victorian Government Policy

• Due to the process of developing better coordination towards Indigenous policy, the ILMF will be
integrated into the DSE Indigenous Partnership Framework (currently in final development) and due
for release in early 2007

• You can obtain a copy of the Indigenous Land Management Discussion Paper from Aboriginal Affairs
Victoria (phone 9208 3333)
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Appendix 14 – Resource Document No. 2 (Models of Indigenous Involvement in
Land Management)

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation
Resource Document No. 2 for Indigenous Community Consultations

Document Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Management

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation Discussion PaperSource
Published in October 2006

Extract from VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation Discussion Paper Chapter 6 Indigenous Land Associations, p95-97.

Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Management

Indigenous people are involved to varying degrees in land management throughout Australia. Various models of
land management have been used to describe the level to which Aboriginal people are involved.  A spectrum of
arrangements exists for the involvement of Indigenous people in land and resource management.  These can be
divided into several categories, with a grouping of three categories commonly referred to as co-operative
management (Figure 6.2).

Figure 6.2 Current arrangements for Indigenous involvement in public land management.
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Source: modified after Borrini-Feyerabend (1996).

The difference between the various co-management and consultative arrangements, in particular, is not always
distinct.  Consultative management is considered by some to be a lower-level decision-making structure than
forms of co-management and joint management.  However, this is largely dependent upon the relationship
established between Traditional Owners and land management bodies.

While there is no blueprint for successful arrangements, the arrangements offer an important and flexible
mechanism to test and develop cooperative relationships between management partners, making long-lasting
agreements easier to achieve.  It is possible a Traditional Owner group may initially become involved in land and
resource management through a consultative model and progress to another model with more decision-making
power as partnerships, capacity and capabilities develop.

This staged approach perhaps offers a way of limiting the disappointment felt by Traditional Owners when
aspirations for governance and decision-making powers have not been met because plans for increased
involvement have progressed only where community capacity and management relationships have become
established.  It also limits outside criticisms that target a perceived inability for a ‘new’ Indigenous land
management regime to meet mainstream expectations or standards.

Described below are examples of existing arrangements under Consultative, Co-management, Joint management
and Indigenous Owned or Managed Land models, with examples provided for each.  Possible approaches for
Indigenous land management and the way in which these models have been used is described in Chapter 19 of
the Discussion Paper.
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Consultative Management

Consultative Management involves consulting Indigenous people and groups about management matters, but
without any formal role in decision-making and limited recourse if a decision is unfavourable or contrary to
Traditional Owner practices or desires for land management.  This is the main model used by the Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) and Parks Victoria (PV) in its dealings with all stakeholders, including
Indigenous groups.

Consultative management arrangements provide an entry into public land management that may progress to
arrangements with greater decision-making responsibilities over time.  The Yorta Yorta Co-operative
Management Agreement is an attempt to establish a model for Indigenous Community participation in public land
management in a more structured and formal way.  While called a co-management arrangement, there is no
authority vested in the Joint Body with regard to land management decision-making.

Co-Management

Co-management enables certain public land management issues to be addressed in a close working relationship
between government and one or more Aboriginal groups, in accordance with a memorandum of understanding or
other forms of agreement.

Management decisions are shared to varying extents between the Aboriginal group or groups and the state
agency commonly through a body such as a board, committee of management or advisory body, with ultimate
decision making powers remaining with the jurisdiction.  In other forms of co-management, the body could also
include other interest groups in, for example, an advisory group or committee of management comprising
representative interests.

In Victoria, management arrangements with the Wotjobaluk, Jaadwa, Jadawadjali, Wergaia and Jupagalk and
Yorta Yorta peoples are restricted to an advisory capacity under the current provisions of the National Parks Act
1975.  Management responsibility, including resource allocation, remains with the government land management
agency and overall responsibility with the Minister.  These examples are more clearly consultative than co-
management models of land management.

The Forests Act 1958 and the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 contain provisions that enable increased levels of
involvement and shared decision-making with Indigenous groups in State forests and Crown reserves.  Recently
a co-management arrangement has been established between government and Latji Latji Traditional Owners and
other key community members for two areas of cultural heritage significance in Wallpolla West State Forest.  The
area will be managed as an Archaeological and Natural Interests Reserve under the Forests Act 1958.  The
committee of management has evolved from a working group established in 2003 to undertake rehabilitation and
protection works for Aboriginal burial sites located on the floodplain forests west of Mildura.

An example of co-management is the recent agreement between the South Australian Government and the
Adnyamathanha native title claimants to jointly manage the Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges National Park.  Under
the ILUA the Traditional Owners will be involved in all management decisions and have equal representation on
the board appointed to operate the park (NNTT 2006d).  In NSW the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS)
has established at least nine co-management arrangements in which the government and local Aboriginal groups
share responsibility for management and decision-making.

Joint Management

Joint Management transfers title to Crown land to an Aboriginal group or groups and then leased back to the
State for a finite period or some other form of agreement where existing rights and interests are guaranteed.  This
is sometimes referred to as a ‘handback lease-back’ model of land management.

Management decisions are shared between Traditional Owners and the relevant land management agency of
government (the lessee) normally through a body of management.  The lease agreement continues beyond its
agreed term until a new lease is negotiated. This guarantees the continuation of existing rights and interests,
including those of the State’s for decision-making authority, and is usually secured by legislation.

An example of Joint Management is Kakadu National Park and World Heritage Area in the Northern Territory
comprising approximately 50 percent Aboriginal land under the Commonwealth Aboriginal Land Rights (Northern
Territory) Act 1976.  Key features of this agreement are the lease arrangements between the Aboriginal owners
and the Commonwealth Government over a 99-year term.  A breach in the lease conditions will return full control
of the land to the Aboriginal owners and the termination of the lease.

An annual rental and percentage of park revenue is returned to the Traditional Owners as well as enterprise
development opportunities including tour operators’ induction schemes, Aboriginal involvement in park
management, encouragement in business and commercial initiatives.  The original lease agreement did not
provide for formal joint management structures, but this was subsequently incorporated.
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Other examples exist at five NSW national parks at Mutawintji, Biamanga, Gulaga, Mount Grenfell Historic Site
(NSW), Booderree and Booderee Botanic Gardens near Jervis Bay (Commonwealth Territory) and some 30
further parks and reserves in the Northern Territory including the Nitmiluk National Park encompassing Katherine
Gorge.

To date, no joint management arrangements for national parks have been entered into between Traditional
Owners and the Victorian Government.  Amendment to the National Parks Act 1975 would be required to enable
this management arrangement to be established over any Victorian land scheduled under the Act.

Indigenous Owned or Managed Land

An example of Indigenous owned or managed land can be found at the Tyrendarra Indigenous Protected Area,
which is owned and managed by the Winda Mara Aboriginal Trust (see detail below).

In Victoria, such lands may have been acquired through site-specific legislation (e.g. Aboriginal Land (Ebenezer,
Ramahyuck and Coranderrk) Act 1991), a restricted Crown grant or through funds provided from the
Commonwealth Indigenous Land Fund.  In the Wotjobaluk, Jaadwa, Jadawadjali, Wergaia and Jupagalk Native
Title settlement the State Government has allocated funds and three parcels of culturally significant land totalling
some 45 ha and $2.6 million over five years to meet costs associated with land management activities.

For protected areas, agreements may be reached with government agencies for support in areas such as pest
plant and animal control, fire protection, threatened species management and management planning.  Such
arrangements enhance the opportunities for increased Indigenous participation in the management of
government-controlled protected areas, including through contracted services or co-management arrangements.

Examples of Aboriginal owned or managed land in Victoria include:

• Deen Maar Indigenous Protected Area (428 ha) which is a nationally significant ephemeral wetland system
on the southwest Victorian coast near Yambuk.  Purchased in 1993 by ATSIC (the now abolished Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander Commission) for the Framlingham Aboriginal Trust, the area is culturally significant
having connections with Deen Maar Island and the Creator Spirit Bunjil.  It is also a site where numerous
battles were fought with colonists during the Eumeralla wars in the 1840s and 1850s.

• The Tyrendarra Indigenous Protected Area (480 ha) owned and managed by the Winda Mara Aboriginal
Trust was purchased in 1997 by ATSIC.  The site contains archaeological remains of a large-scale
precontact aquaculture system of the Gunditjmara people which is still visible today.

• Wallpolla West State Forest contains a number of culturally significant sites.  Government land management
agencies have established a joint committee of management with the Latji Latji Traditional Owners under the
Forests Act 1958 to formalise working relationships established during rehabilitation and management of
Aboriginal cultural heritage sites.

In other states, Aboriginal communities have freehold ownership of land.  In Queensland, 55 Land Trusts have
been established under the state’s Aboriginal Land Act 1991 or Torres Strait Islander Land Act 1991.  In this case
the grantees may restrict access to the land, however it can never be sold or transferred, and any lease issued to
a non-Indigenous person or group for more than 10 years must be approved by the Queensland Minister
responsible for Natural Resources.

Public Land Use Categories

VEAC and predecessor bodies have in the past encouraged government and Indigenous peoples to work
together in public land management (VEAC 2004).  However, to date there has been no public land use category
that specifically requires Indigenous management.  In some cases, Indigenous people have been more
concerned with the level of Indigenous involvement in management than the underlying land use category (e.g.
VEAC 2004).  Implications of increased Indigenous involvement for the existing public land use system are
explored in Chapter 19 Emerging Themes.

VEAC will undertake a special consultation program to pro-actively seek the views of Indigenous people and
groups in the study area on opportunities for increased involvement in public land management.  The models
described above will serve as the basis for this consultation, but should not limit the development of variations to
the models—or indeed entirely new models—to suit particular local circumstances.
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Appendix 15 – Resource Document No. 3 (Views from the Community –
Indigenous Issues)

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation
Resource Document No. 3 for Indigenous Community Consultations

Document Views from the Community – Indigenous Issues

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation - Discussion PaperSource
Published in October 2006

Information contained in this document is taken from Chapter 18 Views from the Community – Indigenous Issues
(pages 290 & 291) of the VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation Discussion Paper published in October 2006.
This chapter provides a summary of the major issues and proposals submitted to VEAC for consideration in
preparing the Discussion Paper for the Investigation.

Indigenous Issues

A large proportion of contributors felt that Indigenous communities should be partners in joint management of any
new or expanded parks and reserves.  A considerable percentage of these submissions specified Barmah forest
and Gunbower Island as areas where this type of management should be established.

Many people felt that the Yorta Yorta people, in particular, should have responsibility for – and a much greater
role in the management of – public land with which they have a strong and long association.  This increased
responsibility and management was proposed as a means to acknowledge and strengthen the special
relationship that many Indigenous people have with their traditional lands, given that for many people this
relationship has been poorly recognised and supported within the broader community.

Some contributors called for greater consultation and involvement in decision-making with Traditional Owners
while others would like to see more opportunities for Indigenous employment as guides or rangers in protected
areas of on other public land.

Full consideration of Indigenous issues associated with public land in the study area by VEAC is required under
the Terms of Reference of the Investigation, particularly Indigenous involvement in public land management and
the Yorta Yorta Co-operative Management Agreement.  VEAC has retained a specialist consultant to seek input
from Indigenous groups and individuals with interest the Investigation.
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Appendix 16 – Resource Document No. 4 (Recommendation R12 – Enhancing
Indigenous Involvement)

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation
Resource Document No. 4 for Indigenous Community Consultations

Document Recommendation R12 – Enhancing Indigenous Involvement

Angahook-Otway Investigation Final ReportSource
Published in November 2004

Information contained in this document is from Chapter 12 The Otways: General Recommendations (page 32) of
the VEAC Angahook-Otway Investigation Final Report published in November 2004.

Recommendation R12 – Enhancing Indigenous Involvement

That:

(a) planning and management relating to traditional interests and uses acknowledge the unique relationship of
Aboriginal people with country and be based on recognition and respect for the traditional and contemporary
relationship of Aboriginal people with the land.

(b) prior to implementation of VEAC recommendations for the parks and reserves, and changes in public land
management, Government consult with traditional owners and Aboriginal groups regarding their native title
rights and interests.

(c) Government, in consultation with traditional owners and Aboriginal groups, investigate and report on a
preferred model for joint management structures and arrangements between Government, and traditional
owners and Aboriginal groups with regard to public land, water and resources in the Angahook-Otway study
area, within 12 months of responding to these recommendations.

(d) Government, in consultation with traditional owners and Aboriginal groups, establish mechanisms to
improve indigenous participation in land and water management including:

(i) development of principles and protocols to improve the policy and planning processes of public land
and water management agencies and the representation of and participation of Aboriginal peoples in
these processes;

(ii) preparation of a strategy to improve the participation of Aboriginal peoples in land, water and resource
use decision-making and day-to-day management;

(iii) provision of information to assist the facilitation of land and water use agreements between agencies
and local Aboriginal communities;

(iv) facilitation of surveys and site visits necessary for planning and development purposes;

(v) development of cross-cultural awareness programs for land, water and natural resources agency staff
to improve knowledge and understanding of, and communication with, Aboriginal communities; and

(vi) assistance to provide Aboriginal communities with the capacity (including resources and skills) to fully
participate in future consultation and management planning arrangements.

(e) Government, in consultation with traditional owners and Aboriginal groups, assist in the establishment of
one or more Indigenous cultural and interpretation centres in the Otways.

(f) Government, in consultation with traditional owners and Aboriginal groups, develop and implement
principles to provide appropriate access for Aboriginal cultural customs, and traditional practices.

(g) Government more actively publicise existing notification and consultation processes, required under the
Native Title Act 1993 and other relevant legislation such as the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Heritage Protection Act 1984, the Archaeological and Aboriginal Relics Preservation Act 1972.

(h) Government stringently enforce and take action against breaches of legislation that protect Aboriginal
cultural sites, places and objects.

(i) Opportunities for increased employment and training for local Aboriginal people be encouraged in the
implementation of Otway Forest Park and Otway Ranges National Park.


