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Tribunal President, Mr Graeme Neate

From the President

Native title is proving to be a mixed bag

for Indigenous Australians and the

broader community. While some

people despair about the law, the

processes and the delays, others have

achieved results that bring local

benefits and stand as examples of what

can be achieved if people are

committed to negotiating outcomes.

In January this year, Australia’s largest

native title agreement was finalised.

Mediated under the Native Title Act, it

involved three Western Australian

Aboriginal groups, the State Government

and four industrial companies. It will

deliver a $15 million heritage protection

and compensation package to the three

native title claimant groups from northern

WA’s Burrup Peninsula—the Wong-Goo-

Tt-Oo People, the Ngarluma Yindjibarndi

People and the Yaburara Mardudhunera

People.

Those groups have been involved in

negotiations about the future of their

traditional country since 2000 when the

State Government said it wanted to

compulsorily acquire their native title

rights to allow for a massive industrial

development in the area.

Without the Native Title Act, the three

Aboriginal groups would have had no

right to negotiate with the State

Government or the developers who

wished to tap into the Peninsula’s rich-

resource base, which happens also to be

the site of the world’s largest Aboriginal

rock art gallery. 

Without the Act, the State Government

would not have been compelled to engage

with the Aboriginal parties to discuss their

aspirations and concerns about the future

of that area. 

Without the Act, when an attempt at

reaching a mediated agreement broke

down after nine months, the government

would not have been able to ask the

National Native Title Tribunal to conduct

an arbitration inquiry. As it turned out, the

Tribunal’s mediator assisted the parties to

reach agreement just before the arbitration

decision was to be handed down.

The Burrup agreement is just one example

of the way the Native Title Act has brought

Indigenous groups, state and local

governments, developers, pastoralists and

other parties together to discuss their

aspirations for the country. 

In the past nine years, thousands of native

title related agreements have been

negotiated about activities on land where

native title might exist. There have also

been 31 determinations that native title

exists, 17 of them on the mainland. The

most recent—that of the Martu People and

the Ngurrara People from WA’s western

desert—was Australia’s largest native title

determination, covering a total area of

more than 141,000 square kilometres. 

Despite those agreements, native title

remains one of Australia’s greatest

challenges.

There is no doubt that native title is not an

easy process. It can deliver concrete

outcomes for some Indigenous groups in

some areas, but not for all Indigenous

groups throughout Australia.    

The judgment of the High Court in the

Yorta Yorta case late last year highlights the

difficulties which many groups will have

in proving that they meet the strict legal

requirements for a determination of

native title.

Indigenous groups need to be given clear

advice about their prospects in getting

such an outcome. They need to reconsider

why they lodged their claimant

applications and what they want to

achieve from the process.

State governments and other parties

should decide what they might be willing

to negotiate about in order to deal with

the issues underlying the claims—

irrespective of whether a native title

determination can be achieved.

There is a growing trend to settle native

title claims by agreement rather than have

a court decide them. The willingness of

people to negotiate alternative outcomes

where native title determinations are not

possible has become more and more

important. It ensures that Indigenous

Australians, governments and land

managers or users reach solutions that

meet their needs, interests and aspirations.

As a result, we are working towards an

Australia where native title is recognised,

respected and protected through just and

agreed outcomes.

New challenges mean
clear advice is needed

The Burrup agreement is just one

example of the way the Native Title Act

has brought Indigenous groups, state

and local governments, developers,

pastoralists and other parties together

to discuss their aspirations for the

country. 



Mr Wilfred Hicks, spokesperson for the Wong-Goo-Tt-Oo

People—the last of the three native title groups to sign on to the

agreement—said he felt his people could benefit from it despite

their initial opposition.   

‘There are some good things in this agreement but it is not what

we wanted,’ he said. ‘But we’ve come a long way. I would have

liked to have seen the area go to World Heritage before the

agreement was signed and we would have preferred to see the

development take place on the Maitland Industrial Estate.  If

there is any further industrial development, we want that to take

place on the Maitland Industrial Estate, not on the Burrup.’

Tribunal member Mr Bardy McFarlane, who mediated the

agreement, said it was the best outcome given the circumstances.

He said it had been a very challenging mediation as there were

many groups interested in the resource- and culturally-rich area.

Determined to maintain the interest of five industrial companies

seeking to proceed with development plans, the WA Government

was proposing to use 12,000 hectares for downstream processing

on the north-west shelf.

‘This agreement demonstrates that if you persist even when

things look really grim you can achieve outcomes,’ Mr McFarlane

said.  

‘Potentially there were 17 or 18 sets of negotiations that could

have taken place. In terms of money the proposed projects

amounted to a huge investment.  It’s an investment between $5

billion and $7 billion for Western Australia and the State

Government kept saying it would be the powerhouse of the state.’

Mr McFarlane said there was still a lot of work ahead to

implement the agreement, including: the establishment of an

authorised body corporate made up of members of each

claimant group  negotiation of the joint management agreement

over the non-industrial land; and the carrying out of

comprehensive heritage surveys over those areas of the industrial

estates not yet surveyed.

The four industrial companies committed to the agreement are

Liquigas, Methanex, Japan DME and Dampier Nitrogen.

Mr Larry Goodyear, Area Manager of Methanex Australia, said his

company was extremely pleased with the agreement as it

provided benefits such as financial assistance and training and

employment opportunities for the Aboriginal people of the area.

It also enabled Methanex to progress land access arrangements in

preparation for construction of the project to commence in 2003. 

‘The agreement also provides for the protection of important

heritage sites on the Burrup which is very much in keeping with

Methanex’s responsible care approach to their business,’ he said.

‘The foundations have been laid for excellent long-term

relationships to continue throughout the life of the projects on

the Burrup Peninsula.’

For more information on the agreement and the heritage

protection and compensation package visit the Tribunal’s web

site at www.nntt.gov.au .
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Queensland is set to revert to the Commonwealth’s native
title processes for dealing with mineral exploration and
mining permits following an announcement by Premier Peter
Beattie late last year.

Mr Beattie used a Queensland Mining Council lunch in Brisbane
in late November to announce the government’s decision to adopt
the Commonwealth’s scheme for handling applications for
mineral exploration on land where native title may exist.

‘This means we can now start clearing the backlog of about 800
mining exploration permits,’ Mr Beattie told the QMC gathering.

The Premier’s announcement came a day after the Full Federal
Court overturned an earlier decision of Justice Wilcox that found
Queensland’s alternative state provisions were invalid.

Mr Beattie said despite the court’s decision, the mining industry
had made it clear that it wanted Queensland to adopt the
Commonwealth scheme.

Following the announcement, Tribunal President Mr Graeme
Neate said the Tribunal would work closely with the Queensland
Government to ensure a smooth transition to the Commonwealth
scheme.

The Queensland Government is due to pass amendments to its
Mineral Resources Act to allow the changeover to take place in time
for a 1 July  2003 commencement.

Mr Neate said the Tribunal was faced with a similar increase in
workload when the Northern Territory activated the Common-
wealth scheme in 2000 and had demonstrated its capacity to meet
the challenge.

From page 1

A song from the heart of the Burrup Pensinsula

Queensland to drop state scheme
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Building bridges
between communities

The Indjilandji People and the community at Camooweal in north-
west Queensland have benefited from employment and training
opportunities generated by a bridge construction project over the
Georgina River. The bridge, which was opened in December, is a
major link on the Barkly Highway between Queensland and the
Northern Territory and has been built to the height of the river’s 50-
year flood level. The Indjilandji People have two native title
applications over areas around Camooweal and, through an
agreement with the Queensland Department of Main Roads, they
were closely involved in the bridge’s planning, including a survey
of significant sites in the area. Close to half of the workers on the
bridge were Indigenous and many of these trained workers will be
employed on the next stage of construction—a new road between
Camooweal and Mt Isa. 

Tribunal staff were invited to inspect the bridge project last November. Left to
right: Construction project manager Mr Pat MacGinley, Tribunal President
Graeme Neate, Tribunal case managers Nigel Livesey, Marianne Jago and Craig
Jones, and Indjilandji representative Colin Saltmere.
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The High Court’s decision on the Yorta
Yorta case in December triggered intense
debate among the key players in native
title as the potential impacts hit home.

The majority of judges dismissed an appeal
by the Yorta Yorta People against the
Federal Court’s previous finding that the
claimants did not have native title over their
traditional lands—areas covering 1,860
square kilometres of land and waters along
the Murray River in south-eastern Australia.  

In 1998, Justice Olney of the Federal Court
had determined that the Yorta Yorta
People’s native title did not exist as they
could not prove their continued connection
to the land.  He concluded that before the
end of the 19th century, the Yorta Yorta
People’s ancestors had ceased to occupy
their traditional lands in accordance with
their traditional laws and customs.  He said:
‘The tide of history has indeed washed away
any real acknowledgment of their
traditional laws and customs and any real
observance of their traditional customs’.

The Yorta Yorta People’s appeal against this
decision was dismissed by the Full Federal
Court in 2001. The High Court’s 2002
dismissal of their appeal brought the Yorta
Yorta People’s nine-year struggle for native
title recognition to a conclusion.

Indigenous leaders across Australia
condemned the decision, claiming that not
only the Yorta Yorta People but also native
title had been dealt a severe blow.

ATSIC Chairman Mr Geoff Clark declared
that native title was ‘dead’ and the native
title system had been ‘a complete failure for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples’.

According to the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Social Justice Commissioner,
Dr William Jonas, native title law in its
current form indicated that contemporary
Australian society upheld laws that
discriminated against Indigenous people.

For native title claimants the decision was a
reminder of the challenges stretching
before them. 

The question remained—if the Yorta Yorta
People had been unable to prove their
continuing connection to their land, how
would the 650 active native title claims
across Australia be affected?

The High Court judges acknowledged that
it was difficult to provide proof of

continuous acknowledgment and observ-
ance of oral traditions over the many years
that had elapsed since sovereignty.  

They also acknowledged that European
settlement had profoundly affected
Aboriginal people and that it was inevitable
that the structures and practices of those
societies and their members would have
undergone great change in that time.   

They concluded that the native title group’s
observance of traditional law and custom
must have continued ‘substantially’
uninterrupted in order to prove their native
title.  

If there was evidence that at some stage
since sovereignty some native title
claimants had not exercised the rights and
interests they were claiming, it would not
necessarily mean their connection had been
broken.

The continued unity of the native title
group was deemed an important factor in
proving native title.  

The judges said that the society claiming to
possess native title must have existed as a
body ‘united by its acknowledgment and
observance of the laws and customs’ from
sovereignty to the present.  In the case of
the Yorta Yorta, the judges found that their
society had once observed traditional laws
and customs but had ceased to do so.
According to the Tribunal’s Victoria State
Manager, Mr Tony Shelley, claimants now
have clearer guidelines from the courts
about where native title might survive and
the extent of the evidence needed to prove
their ongoing connection.

‘The High Court’s decision on Yorta Yorta
does not necessarily mean that other native
title groups across Australia won’t be able to
prove their native title,’ he said.

Mr Shelley said the current climate in
Victoria was very different to that of 1994.

There is now more experience with
mediated settlements and the Tribunal and
parties have developed more innovative
ways of managing large mediations.’

After the High Court handed down its
decision, the Victorian Government
indicated a willingness to continue
discussions with the Yorta Yorta People to
see if their aspirations could be met in other
ways. Mr Tony Fitzgerald QC has been
appointed to mediate between the State
Government and the Yorta Yorta People.

The Yorta Yorta
People’s pursuit of
native title

Yorta Yorta People lodged their application
with the Tribunal on 21 February 1994.  

The rights they sought included: the right to
use, occupy, inhabit and possess the area
and the natural resources; the right to
exercise their rights, obligations, and duties
in accordance with their traditional laws and
customs; and the right to use mineral and
natural resources found in or below the area.

The application covered 1,860 square kilo-
metres of land and waters along the Murray,
Ovens and Goulburn rivers in Victoria and
NSW. The application included parcels of
vacant Crown land and reserved Crown
lands, forestry reserves, nature conservation
reserves, water supply reserves and
Aboriginal lands.

There were more than 300 parties to the
application.

In May 1995, the Native Title Registrar
referred the matter to the Federal Court as it
was considered unlikely that a consent
determination would be reached.

The Federal Court sat for 114 days. Justice
Olney heard evidence from 201 witnesses,
some on country, and on 18 December
1998, found that native title did not exist in
the areas claimed.

On 28 January 1999, the Yorta Yorta
appealed Justice Olney’s decision, asserting
that he had applied an incorrect test to
decide whether native title existed and that
he had erred in his evaluation of the
claimants’ oral evidence. On 8 February
2001, the Full Federal Court dismissed the
appeal.

The Yorta Yorta People submitted an
application to the High Court to appeal the
Full Court’s decision on 7 March 2001. The
High Court heard the appeal in Canberra on
23 and 24 May 2002 and dismissed the
appeal on 12 December 2002.

The Yorta Yorta People now plan to take their
native title claim to the United Nations.

Yorta Yorta decision draws intense debate 
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Traditional owner
committee to advise
council
A NSW shire council and a native title group have reached
an agreement that will see traditional owner interests
factored into future town planning decisions.

The Copmanhurst Shire Council, which covers an area north of
the Clarence River near Grafton in northern NSW, and the
Baryulgil Bundjalung People finalised negotiations around a
draft agreement in February.

A key element of the agreement is the establishment of the
Copmanhurst Shire Traditional Owners Liaison Committee
consisting of three Baryulgil Bundjalung representatives and three
nominees of the council.

The committee’s main task is to make recommendations to the
council on the development of a planning strategy for the shire
area that identifies the boundaries of Baryulgil Bundjalung
traditional country and areas of cultural significance within it.
The committee will also analyse local development applications
for their possible impact on Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The agreement emerged from the Tribunal-led mediation of the
Baryulgil Bundjalung People’s native title claim that covers a
number of parcels of land and waters within a 2,391-square
kilometre area.

During the mediation, it became clear that Baryulgil Bundjalung
People and the shire council shared the same aspirations—
harmonious community relations and for people in the shire to
live and work in a way that promoted mutual respect between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people. 

Within the agreement the council acknowledges the Baryulgil
Bundjalung as the original inhabitants of the wider area as well
as their right to speak for their traditional country.

An important element of the agreement is that it does not
constitute a surrender of, nor acknowledgment of, the Baryulgil
Bundjalung’s native title rights.

Baryulgil Bundjalung applicant Kenneth ‘Linky’ Gordon said he
hoped the agreement would lead to traditional owners having a
more effective say in shire activities.

‘I am looking forward to a continuing relationship with the
council, with the mutual respect demonstrated in the agreement,’
he said.

Mr George Cowan, General Manager of Copmanhurst Shire
Council said councillors and staff enjoyed a close working
relationship with the local Aboriginal people and it seemed only
natural that the relationship should be formalised in this way.

‘This is an important step because it will result in a review of the
local plan and planning practices and guarantee involvement by
the traditional owners in that review,’ Mr Cowan said. ‘Genuine
consultation with the community is very important to us.’

Tribunal member Mr John Sosso, who assisted the parties to
reach the agreement, welcomed the announcement saying it
illustrated the mutual benefits available from the native title
process for local government and claimants.

Tasmanian claim 
grabs attention
A native title claim in north-west Tasmania has become the
first in the state to reach the public notification stage.

Advertisements about the claim appeared in Tasmanian
newspapers in January, generating considerable media interest.

People with a possible interest in the 1.3-square kilometre area on
Tasmania’s north-west coast, north of Temma and south of Arthur
River, were invited to register with the Federal Court to become
parties to the claim.

The three-month notification period ends on 28 April 2003.

Dubbo’s heritage revived
through Terramungamine
agreement
An agreement that settles management arrangements for the 16.2

hectare Terramungamine reserve near Dubbo in central NSW was

signed at a ceremony in December. The agreement, which arose

from the Tribunal’s mediation of the Tubbagah People’s native title

claim, recognises the Tubbagah as the area’s traditional owners and

creates a new type of reserve for public recreation and the

preservation of Aboriginal cultural heritage, an Aboriginal burial

ground and a separate new reserve for travelling stock. New signs

detailing the Aboriginal history of the area and a public walkway

are now in place along the reserve’s river side.

Top, Tubbagah representative Will Burns and Dubbo mayor Greg Matthews
congratulate each other after the signing ceremony, below. 
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WA’s Noongar People to
take a united approach 
The Noongar People of south-west Western Australia have
accepted a proposal by the South West Aboriginal Land and
Sea Council (SWALSC) to amalgamate their six native title
applications into one united claim.

Represented by the SWALSC, the Noongar People have six native
title claimant applications over areas of the South West—the
majority of which are undergoing mediation and four of which are
proceeding towards trial. All of these claims overlap one another.

The SWALSC proposed that the Noongar People lodge a single
claim to replace their individual claims, believing a united claim
would increase their chances of reaching a negotiated outcome. 

SWALSC Chief Executive Officer Mr Darryl Pearce said a united
native title claim offered a practical approach that would benefit
claimants and the broader community. 

‘The current adversarial stance—where these claims are fought out
in court’s expensive, time-consuming, impractical and frustrating
for all involved,’ he said.

‘It’s time for all parties to sit down and set about achieving real
outcomes.’

Possible negotiated outcomes included consent determinations,
indigenous land use agreements, regional framework agreements
and agreements ensuring the protection of Aboriginal heritage.

To give the Noongar People and other community members the
opportunity to discuss the proposal, the SWALSC conducted a
series of community meetings in the South West region in February.

Tribunal member Mr Tony Lee, who facilitated the community
meetings, said the Noongar People’s decision to form a united
claim was a defining moment in their history.

One of the key negotiators for Mt Isa’s Kalkadoon People says

he hopes a recently registered indigenous land use agreement

with mining company Matrix Metals, will inspire other native

title groups around Australia. 

Mr Sonny Ah Sam said negotiations around the agreement had
been slow and complex but the result was a ‘win for both sides’.

‘I see this as one of the role model agreements,’ he said. ‘It might be
used to inspire others because people want opportunities not
hand-outs.’

The ILUA arose from negotiations that followed an application
lodged by Matrix Metals to explore for minerals and to mine on
5,516 square kilometres of land under a native claim by the
Kalkadoon People. In negotiations managed by the Tribunal over a
two-year period, the parties said they wanted to reach a more
broad-ranging agreement than was possible under Matrix Metals’
original application.

The resulting agreement opens the way for the granting of a
number of current and future mining leases and delivers cultural

Area claimed by the Noongar People of the South West
Boundaries of the six Noongar claims—Yued, Ballardong, Gnaala
Karla Booja, Combined Metro Claim, South West Boojarah and
Wagyl Kaip—and the potential boundary of the proposed united
Noongar claim.

‘It is extremely positive that the Noongar People have come

together as this will give them enormous pride and a sense of

nationhood,’ he said.

‘Even though much of native title has been extinguished or

alienated in Noongar country there are other benefits that could be

gained through agreements formed outside the native title process.

This single claim proposal provides them with genuine focus and

unity.’

heritage protection measures and employment and training
initiatives for the Kalkadoon People.

Managing Director of Matrix Metals Andrew Chapman said the
registration of the agreement meant the company could go ahead
with plans to expand its Mount Cuthbert copper mine, 90
kilometres north-west of Cloncurry in north-west Queensland. 

He said the company was looking to increase copper metal
production from 5,500 tonnes to 10,000 tonnes per year.

Among the benefits to flow from the agreement will be
employment and training opportunities for Kalkadoon People
within Matrix’s operations around Mt Isa.

Mr Ah Sam said the Matrix jobs would be additional to those that
have been flowing from previous ILUAs with other mining
companies in the area. More than 150 Indigenous traineeships in
the mining industry were already in place, he said.

‘All our people want is an opportunity,’ Mr Ah Sam said. ‘Once
people are providing for themselves, everything improves. Our kids
now have a future to look forward to.’ 

Mt Isa agreement set to inspire others



Tribunal becomes a lead employer of Indigenous staff
The Tribunal has become one of the leading Commonwealth agencies in the employment of Indigenous people. An Indigenous staff
workshop held in Perth in February was attended by 37 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander employees—representing 16 per cent of

Tribunal staff overall. According to Native Title Registrar, Mr Chris Doepel, this is one of the
highest levels of Indigenous employment for an Australian Public Service agency that has a
client base encompassing Indigenous and non-Indigenous people. Indigenous staff in the
Tribunal are represented at many levels of the organisation, with increasing numbers of
case managers and senior managers. The APS average for Indigenous employment is 2.7 per
cent. At the workshop, participants looked at ways to assist the Tribunal to effectively meet
the challenges of an ever-changing native title environment. 

Tribunal staff met with members of the Yamatji Land and Sea Council and Pilbara Native Title Service at the
Perth workshop. Left to right: Tribunal member Tony Lee, Donny Wilson and Jeffrey Brown from the Pilbara
Native Title Service, Fred Taylor from the Yamatji Land and Sea Council and Edward Brown, from the
Tribunal’s WA Registry.
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Papua New Guineans with traditional
fishing and other interests in the
Torres Strait have been admitted as
parties to the 44,000-square kilometre
Torres Strait Regional Sea Claim.

In February, the Federal Court issued the
party list which included indigenous
interests ranging from communities on
Torres Strait islands, to people on the tip of
Cape York, to people with traditional
interests across the PNG border. 

The Torres Strait Regional Authority is a
party to the claim while also representing
the claimant group made up of all the
community islands of the Torres Strait.
Commercial fishers, represented by the
Queensland Seafood Industry Association,
the Queensland Rock Lobster Association

Despite criticism from industrial
companies that native title is impeding
exploration and mining, an increasing
number of agreements are being
reached between mining companies
and Indigenous groups in Western
Australia.

In 2002, discussions involving the Tribunal
between native title parties over land
earmarked for mining or exploration and
also subject to native title claims resulted
in 532 tenements cleared for grant through
agreement in relation to objection
applications as well as 42 tenements
cleared for grant through future act consent
determinations.

This increasing trend towards future act
agreements, apparent in 2002, has
continued this year with another 14
tenements being cleared for grant through
agreement in objection applications and
four tenements cleared for grant through
future act consent determinations.

Under the Native Title Act, registered native
title claimants are given the right to

negotiate over some proposed
developments (future acts) such as the
grant of mining and petroleum titles and
some compulsory acquisitions of native
title rights and interests.  Such future acts
cannot be undertaken unless the native
title groups are granted this negotiating
right. When groups with interests in the
proposed development site cannot reach
an agreement through negotiation, the
Tribunal is asked to arbitrate.

It was this right to negotiate that gave the
three native title claimant groups on WA’s
Burrup Peninsula the opportunity to enter
into discussions with the WA Government
and the companies planning to proceed
with development projects (see story page
1).

As agreements over sites of proposed
developments have been reached, inquiries
into impediments to exploration have
been taking place state- and nationwide.

WA MP Mr John Bowler conducted an
inquiry into impediments into exploration
in WA last year and in November released

a draft report showing that exploration
commitments were being held up in a
backlog of tenement applications.  

His report recognised the need for the State
Government to pursue native title consent
determinations to create certainty for
Indigenous groups and the mining sector.

Last September Federal Resources Minister
Mr Ian McFarlane announced the Mineral
Exploration Action Agenda—a federal
inquiry into impediments to exploration
in Australia, with native title being
identified as one of the potential obstacles.  

The Tribunal’s WA State Manager Mr
Andrew Jaggers said there was a high level
of agreement-making occurring between
native title claimant groups and industrial
companies in Western Australia.

‘The benefits of agreement-making flow
not only to individual communities but to
the state as a whole. This has been
demonstrated by the number of
agreements that have been formed over the
past 12 months including the significant
agreement on the Burrup Peninsula.’

Future act agreement-making on the rise in WA

and a number of other seafood companies,
are also parties along with the Queensland
Government. 

This is the first native title claim to include
parties from another country. 

The Torres Strait sea claim, which was
publicly notified in August 2002, takes in
all the waters of the Torres Strait and lies
seaward of the high water mark in the
Torres Strait and Coral Sea between Cape
York Peninsula and the mainland of Papua
New Guinea. It is the result of more than
40 separate sea claims in the area being
combined to form one large regional
claim.

The Federal Court has now referred the sea
claim to the Tribunal for mediation.

PNG nationals among parties to Torres Strait sea claim
Kenny Bedford, a Darnley Islander

from far eastern Torres Strait,
captures a crayfish in the deep
waters that are included in the

regional sea claim.
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Seminars prove a valuable
learning experience
Lawyers had the opportunity to increase their knowledge and

understanding of indigenous land use agreements at Tribunal-

sponsored seminars in Sydney and Adelaide in December.

South Australia State Manager Ms Sharon Bertholini said

participants at the Adelaide seminar asked for the Tribunal to

conduct more workshops to further demonstrate the application of

the issues discussed.  

‘We were pleased with the level of attendance, with approximately

36 participants and a good cross-representation of people,’ she said.

In Sydney, 49 lawyers from across NSW attended the seminars.

New native title fact sheets
The Tribunal has produced a set of new fact sheets to take into

account recent developments in native title law. They include: 

Native title on pastoral and agricultural leases

Does a native title application mean claimants have access to

pastoral property?

Pastoral leases — changes in use and renewals.  

They explain the way native title rights and interests may interact

with pastoral and agricultural leases.

Other updated fact sheets include: 

Fast-tracking exploration and prospecting tenements

What is native title?

What is a native title determination?

What kind of areas can be claimed in a native title application?

Where might native title exist in Western Australia?

The new fact sheets are available online at www.nntt.gov.au or by

calling freecall 1800 640 501.

Speed and delivery of
mapping services improves
A new geospatial intranet system is enabling Tribunal staff
to visualise and analyse information and maps at a faster
rate to assist people involved in native title applications
and negotiations. 

GIRO II (the second version of ‘Geospatial information —
regional and organisational’), launched in November last year,
has seen the Tribunal’s geospatial unit significantly improve
their information management process and provides a self-
service to staff that will eventually be accessible to the Federal
Court and native title parties. 

Manager for the new system Mr Steven James said the process
was more economical and increased the amount and quality of
information available to staff and clients.

‘We’re now two months down the track from the launch and
we’ve received very positive feedback on the system from staff
across the country,’ he said.

The geospatial unit plans to expand the service so that people
involved in the native title process who are visiting Tribunal
offices can access GIRO II and search for the information they
need.

Further information on geospatial services including map
downloads, can be found at the Tribunal’s web site
www.nntt.gov.au .

At the launch of the new
geospatial system are, left to
right, Steven James, Paul
Harrison and Peter Bowen from
the Tribunal’s geospatial unit.

WA forum faces up to new challenges
People involved in native title across Western Australia met at a forum in Perth
on 10 December to find ways to approach new native title challenges including
those raised by the High Court’s Western Australia v Ward decision. The Tribunal,
the WA Government’s Office of Native Title, and the Western Australian
Aboriginal Native Title Working Group co-hosted the forum. More than 80 key
representatives from Indigenous communities and native title groups, the
mining, fishing and pastoral sectors, the State Government and the Tribunal
attended. Participants explored the range of options within the native title
framework and identified opportunities for government, industry, and Indigenous
people to work together in partnership to reach agreements. Left to right: Kevin
Walley, Beelee Station pastoralist, Allan Padgett of the Indigenous Land
Corporation and Tribunal member Ruth Wade.


