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ABSTRACT 

The difficulties involved with incorporating multiple people-place values in statutory land-

use planning influenced by powerful political ideals and mechanisms have been 

acknowledged since the early 1970s. Collaboration, community engagement and 

communicative rationality have been posited as a way forward on these. However, these 

processes can also be severely impacted by dominant political philosophies and their 

associated structures. This can be problematic when these political structures influence 

Western statutory planning obligation to protect local values about place. 

This research seeks to understand how values of the political context impact Western state 

and local government land-use planning processes, negotiations and outcomes and the ability 

to incorporate and consider people’s values. It focuses on Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ 

values to Country as a critical case to explore this relationship. The research asks the following 

question: Using Aboriginal values to Country as a critical case, understand whether 

underpinning political elite values impact statutory land-use planning and it’s ability 

to include and consider people’s values to place and, if so, how? 

This research focuses on two Australian Aboriginal communities, the Quandamooka People 

and the Jagera People in the South East Queensland metropolitan region, to explore how 

political elite values influence planning action and the consideration of Aboriginal values to 

Country (commonly ‘landscapes’ in conventional planning terms) in state and local 

government planning, and what results when this occurs. Using an interpretive approach to 

policy analysis, this research highlights the mechanisms used in statutory state and local land-

use and Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) planning processes, as well as the 

implications of politically influenced decision-making, particularly how planning considers 

and protects Aboriginal-Country values. Findings highlight that across two distinguishable 

political eras, government planners applied very different planning mechanisms to recognise 

Aboriginal values to Country in their activities. This finding was the same regardless of 

whether native title rights were determined or not. This research found that these changes to 

planning outcomes and the ability for planners to adequately consider Aboriginal values to 

Country were due to a change of the dominant political value and associated structures. These 

are significant issues for equity, reconciliation, justice, and for an inclusive planning system.  

This thesis advocates for more contextually and culturally situated planning policy and 

approaches. This includes recommendations such as the development of policy and 

programs to recognise Aboriginal-Country values as a permanent state priority, increased 
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educational awareness of Aboriginal-Country connections, and policies aligned to the value of 

Country. The thesis also advocates for stronger empowerment policies that allow Indigenous 

communities the capacity to influence and guide the expression of their values in Western 

planning processes. 
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GLOSSARY 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People ; refers to the definition proposed in the 

Report on a Review of the Administration of the Working Definition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islanders by the Commonwealth Department of Aboriginal Affairs in 1981: 

‘An Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander person, is a person of Aboriginal or Torres Strait 

Islander descent who identifies as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and is accepted as 

such by the community in which he or she lives.’ This research follows Queensland Health’s 

(2011) preference that ‘Aboriginal’, within the context of Australia, is always capitalised. 

Within this research, the use of ‘Aboriginal’ predominately refers to ‘Aboriginal or Torres 

Strait Islander People’. 

The word Indigenous refers to an Indigenous person from any part of the world, and does 

not necessarily refer to an Aboriginal Australian. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Languages within Queensland ; Within 

Queensland there are over a hundred identified Aboriginal languages and dialects that were 

once spoken. Today, fifty are known to still be spoken, and importantly Aboriginal people 

relate to each other through specific language groups and or family names. This demonstrates 

the significance of language as an important cultural knowledge, heritage and traditional 

connection to the Queensland landscape. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Community; In view of the different perspectives 

of what a community is, and in particular to Aboriginal People, an Aboriginal community is 

one that comprises Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People from many different 

countries. Traditional Owners are then more definitive whereby they are a specific group of 

people to a particular Country. Generally though, community through Aboriginal terminology 

is centred around the notion of Country through connectedness and belonging. Thus this 

research has applied Aboriginal community as being within a specific geographical location 

and Country; however, it also considers the diversity where applicable. 

Clan; This term is only appropriate when its usage has been directly from Aboriginal people, 

as sometimes it is not appropriate to use with some Aboriginal people. Generally, though, a 

clan is a local descent group, usually bigger than a family, but based on kinship links through 

a common ancestry. 
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Country; is a complex, relational concept which holds the central connection that Aboriginal 

People have with the physical environment. Country, however, is not only a spatial entity or 

physical features of the Australian environment, it also holds the connections and 

relationships with which Aboriginal people belong and identify. These relationships are 

complex, can contain kinship links, historical and contemporary influences, and identity 

associations. 

The Dreaming; refers to the traditional knowledge, values and beliefs originating from the 

Ancestral beings interrelating with the physical environment. Today, it is expressed through 

song, dance and storytelling creating rich cultural heritage and expression of their connection 

with Country. Importantly however, this research does not situate Aboriginal connection with 

Country within the traditional past, and rather foresees it as an evolving and cumulative 

heritage relevant to today’s landscapes. 

Elder; is a specific term to individuals within the Aboriginal community who have gained 

recognition as a custodian of knowledge and lore, with permission to disclose cultural 

knowledge and beliefs. Recognised Elders within the Aboriginal community are regarded 

with high respect. In some instances, Elders can also refer to older members of the 

community, but it is important to consider that an ‘Elder’ is not constrained by age within 

traditional Aboriginal society. 

Traditional Owner; is defined using Queensland’s Health Guidelines (2011 ): ‘an Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander person or group of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 

directly descended from the original Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander inhabitants of a 

culturally defined area of land or Country, and has a cultural association with this Country that 

derives from the traditions, observances, customs, beliefs or history of the original Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander inhabitants of the area’.  
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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Statutory land-use planning 

Statutory land-use planning (hereafter planning unless otherwise specified) is a process 

developed to manage the use of the land. It is a Western system developed by government 

legislation and institutions to decide how multiple values and interests can be collectively 

considered to make decisions about the future of place (Healey, 2006; Innes & Booher, 1999). 

However, the ability for people’s values to influence these decisions still remains a major 

planning challenge – even with the proliferation of planning paradigms to directly engage 

with community values, such as through collaborative, communicative and deliberative 

systems (Huxley & Yiftachel, 2000; Rydin, 2007). People are demanding for more effective 

planning systems that can reflect their interests for future planning and management 

decisions. As a result, suggestions to improve decision-making in planning practice so that it 

aligns with people’s values to place is a focus of much scholarly literature (Brandt, Tress, & 

Tress, 2000; Low Choy, Wadsworth, & Burns, 2010, 2011; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Tress & 

Tress, 2003). The ability for statutory policies and mechanisms to reflect a ‘sense of place’ is 

often seen as key to more effective planning outcomes and policy (Low Choy, 2008). 

Paul Selman’s (2006) landscape-scale framework to develop policy to manage landscapes 

(specifically European and urbanising landscapes), was one of the first considerations of how 

statutory land-use planning can be guided by people’s connections to the physical landscape. 

Selman argued that: 

Planning is to find ways of reconnecting people to their territory so that coherent stories 

and identities can be recovered. Although we cannot fully explain it, people appear to 

intuitively to identify with particular territories, and landscape scale planning needs to 

relate to these imagined spaces. (2006, p. 67) 

This conceptual framework is particularly relevant to this research because these ideas were 

applied in the first and second statutory South East Queensland Regional Plans (in years 2005 

and 2009) to guide strategic policy by values and interests of multiple community groups 

living within the SEQ landscape (Low Choy, 2008; Low Choy et al., 2010). This also included 



2 

the identification of Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ values to Country to contribute to a 

collective sense of place.1 

Subsequently, multiple values of place (non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal) need to be 

considered within these statutory frameworks to protect against rapid population growth and 

unsustainable development occurring within the Brisbane metropolitan region (Low Choy, 

2008; Low Choy & Minnery, 2010). 

Collaborative advisory groups, including multiple stakeholders and groups (such as the 

Regional Landscape and Open Space Advisory Committee (RLOSAC)), were set up to 

consider how Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people’s landscape values in the SEQ region 

could be incorporated. These collaborative approaches were introduced to produce what 

Selman (2006) would consider as ‘effective participatory techniques…to generate more 

sustainable proposals…by delivering policy according to areas which people find 

recognisable and important’ (Selman, 2006, p. 68). Following this observation, techniques 

developed with multiple values, beliefs and ideals about place can help professional decision-

makers develop sustainable and just planning and future policy. While recognising that 

people’s values will differ according to the specific place, this approach to policy making is 

increasingly being considered as a way to make decisions that are local and distinctive to all 

places and spaces. For example, in the SEQ landscape value framework, it appears that 

planning policy and decisions incorporate Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal landscape values 

because both groups are living within the Brisbane metropolitan landscape.  

Resultantly, many scholars now look to planning events and practices that have been 

interacting with local communities to consider how these values are recognised (Barry & 

Porter, 2011; Porter, 2006a; Sandercock, 1998). This area of planning literature considers that 

planning events are not always recognising people’s values because of dominant and more 

powerful (commonly Western) values about place. Much scholarly work has been done on 

the influence of these subjectivities on planning practice and planners’ abilities to objectively 

consider people’s interests and values (Allmendinger, 2009; Dear, 1986; Mandelbaum, 

Mazza, & Burchell, 1996). 

Based on this understanding, broader social and political values that are perpetuated in 

planning policy and practice can significantly affect the incorporation of people’s values in 

                                                 
1 Country is an Australian Aboriginal understanding of place. It means far more than just the physical. It also  

‘...incorporates people, animals, plants, water and land. But Country is more than just people and things; it is 

what connects them to each other and the multiple spiritual and symbolic realms. It relates to laws, custom, 

movement, song, knowledges...histories, presents and futures...Country can be talked to, it can be known, it can  

itself communicate, feel and take action’ (Wright et al., 2015, p. 54). 
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planning processes, particularly if these values do not consider or value local knowledge and 

expertise (Sandercock, 1998). In these instances, issues can become ‘knowledge fights’ (Van 

Buuren & Edelenbos, 2004) and planners and communities can become advocates for a 

certain political position rather than objective and ‘value free’ collectives (Hillier, 2002). A 

consequence of this is politicisation where individual and powerful values of the political 

norms and order are provided greater legitimacy over others and planning decisions are 

orientated to suit general and singular wants and wishes. 

According to Bender, ‘landscapes are often explicitly political: distinguishing how people, 

differently engaged and differentially empowered, appropriate and contest their landscapes’ 

(1993, p. 17). Dominant values can thus be reflected in how people’s values of place are 

considered in political planning systems (Cullingworth, 2002; Harvey, 2001, 2007; Harvey & 

Williams, 1995; Massey, 1993; Molotch, 1976; Richardson, 1996). 

Subsequently, the incorporation of people’s knowledge and values to guide and develop 

planning policy is made more complex with political values and political power. Scholarly 

works recommending solutions call for practitioners and communities alike to challenge 

institutional demands and be ‘brave’ against the dominant discourses, particularly to address 

marginalised groups that have little influence on how their values are considered within these 

broader political influences (Sandercock, 1998). However, demanding for this without 

understanding how the institutional and political structures might influence people’s actions 

and agency will result in no real solutions. Porter argues that statutory land-use planning will 

never be able to fulfil its full potential if it remains dependent on and underpinned by political 

values (Porter, 2006a). This is particularly concerning for multiple groups and communities, 

because planning policy is never able to guarantee the incorporation and protection of their 

interests, understandings and knowledge (Rydin, 2007). 

A planning system thus needs to be aware of dominant political values that might undermine 

and constrict its attempts to meet ethical and inclusive objectives to be responsible for people 

and their values and interests to place. However, exactly how these political structures and 

ideals are perpetuated within the events and experiences of planning is neither clear nor well 

understood. This research aims to contribute to this understanding, specifically, with regards 

to the political values underpinning statutory planning practices and the impact on 

Indigenous communities’ and government planners’ abilities to incorporate and protect 

Indigenous values to place. 
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1.2 Political ideals and statutory land-use planning 

A significant amount of planning theory considers the complex political climates within 

which planning practice and professional planners are situated (Forester, 1993; Friedmann, 

1987). The focus of these works is mainly on how practitioners are impacted by such 

influences in an institutional process (Fainstein, 2000; Hillier, 2002; Hillier & Rooksby, 

2005; Porter, 2006a) and how they help to structure what happens by channelling planning 

‘thought and action in certain directions’ (Hillier, 1993, p. 92). These structures can result 

in planners having to: 

manipulate their [communities] stories to suit their different audiences  and thus reshape 

assumptions, values, and preferences. Planners may exchange certain approved 

interpretations and inhibit recognition of options which they do not condone. 

(Throgmorton, 1993, p. 93) 

In this case, other forms of knowledge such as Indigenous values of place may be excluded 

from participating in, or influencing, decision-making (Morgan & Cole-Hawthorne, 2016; 

Ross & Pickering, 2002). This can mean that planning negotiations can become ‘struggles 

over identity, history, place and meaning’ (Porter 2006a, p. 360). 

However, political values can also enable positive actions and resistance against such unjust 

practices. There are multiple examples of positive sites of collaboration where planners are 

active advocates to identify and protect Indigenous and non-Indigenous Peoples’ values and 

connections to place (Berke, Eriksen, Crawford, & Dixson, 2001; Kindon, Pain, & Kesby, 

2007). Some scholars suggest that this may be because of different political ideologies that 

influence people’s roles and abilities to engage with planning decision-making (Schatz & 

Rogers, 2016). So although it is possible that planning can consider people’s values to place,  

there is no guarantee that these values will be considered in statutory land-use planning 

practice.  

Planning not guided by local values will, however, prevent consistent protection being given 

to these values and may result in homogenous and ‘global’ landscapes that bear no 

resemblance to the distinct and local values that a landscape holds. This is especially so in 

urban and peri-urban landscapes, which are changing rapidly and are struggling against the 

broader forces of globalism (Low Choy, 2008; Selman, 2006). Political values and 

frameworks not only influence the role of people in planning but can also result in globalised 

landscapes that might have no connection to the people that live within them (Massey, 1994). 
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The realities of a planning system that needs to overcome political challenges to consider 

people’s values and inspirations is very complex, with different experiences depending upon 

the nature of its own political ideals (Porter, 2006). It leads to the realisation that 

understanding how planning can consider people’s values to place is dependent on analysing 

the institutional structures and dominant ideals that are influencing these experiences of 

planners and communities. Focus is directed to the ‘coalface’ (Clifford & Tewdwr-Jones, 

2013). The coalface, as understood by Clifford and Tewdwr-Jones, is the frontline or actual 

events of planning systems that are rolled out by public servants and planners and shaped by 

planning reform. As a result, the political context can be understood from the specific 

political philosophies and structures that influence the actions and responses of communities 

and planners, specifically their responses to different political contexts and reform (Hull, 

2000; Mace, 2013). 

As a result, the context and nature of the political ideologies are clearly an important 

influence on planning’s effectiveness in making decisions, particularly in considering 

Indigenous and other knowledge that might not align to political desires and interests. These 

challenges are made more difficult when political ideals are changing within short timeframes, 

and recently it has been shown that these influences can have dramatic influences on how 

people’s values are considered and expressed in decision-making and policy (Steele & 

Dodson 2014; Morgan & Cole-Hawthorne, 2016). Different political norms and agendas 

could thus result in very different narratives of how people’s values to place can be 

considered by professional planners. 

Campbell suggests that the question of what ‘ought to be done’ with ongoing political reform 

and change is as complex as the world itself (2012, p. 143). Effective planning requires 

planners and communities to pay close attention to political ideologies, and its varying 

‘openings and closures which are related to the politicisation and de-politicisation of issues’ 

(Loepfe & Van Wezemael, 2015, p. 101). While collaborative and deliberative planning 

processes have increased in popularity, these approaches have been impacted severely by 

recent neoliberal planning reform in Australian planning (Ruming & Gurran, 2014). The 

aspirations of deliberative planning surrounded by very restrictive dominant beliefs and 

interests can be hindered, especially if government planners’ roles and power to influence 

decision-making are constantly changing (Schatz & Rogers, 2016). Some scholars have gone 

further to critique that not only are there implications for planners as professionals, but also 

for planning as an inclusive and just activity (Swain & Tait, 2007). 
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In spite of this, little research has explored how varying political ideologies and structures 

might influence and shape the ways planning practice and policy is considering Indigenous 

Peoples’ perceptions to place. This is particularly concerning given the need for statutory 

land-use planning to acknowledge and recognise Indigenous Peoples’ rights and values to 

their ancestral places (United Nations [UN], 2007; United Nations Permanent Forum on 

Indigenous Issues [UNPFII], 2008). Most literature on state-based planning systems and 

Indigenous values has focused on the relationships between the two different knowledge 

systems and how Indigenous values are expressed through dominant Western frames and 

understandings (Barry & Porter, 2011; Hibbard, Lane, & Rasmussen, 2008; Yiftachel, 1998). 

Questions of whether Western planning decision-making processes are appropriate to 

consider other ways of valuing place and people’s values to place are also ongoing queries by 

some scholars (Lane, 2003). These are important contributions to understanding how 

Indigenous values are considered in Western planning decision-making, particularly within 

the context of power, dominance and politics (Jackson, 1998; Sandercock 1998). However, 

this literature does not delve deeper to understand just exactly how the political order might 

influence planning’s mechanisms and processes and outcomes to consider Indigenous values 

to place. This is important because there are accounts of both positive and negative examples 

of land-use planning policy attempting to consider Indigenous Peoples’ values (Berke et al., 

2002; Hibbard et al., 2008; Laronde, 1993). 

Changing ideologies of the political elite influence statutory land-use planning’s effectiveness 

at addressing people’s values via the consistent structuring of its systems and mechanisms. 

This is one assumption in this thesis. A second assumption is that these structures make the 

consideration of key people-place values, such as Indigenous values to place, in planning 

systems a complex problem to solve, and one of that holds issues of power and justice. It is 

thus crucial that the impact of political philosophies and ideals on the consideration of 

Indigenous values are further understood in order to recommend how more effective and 

inclusive planning can be implemented. This can help to offer (or further encourage) new 

insights and recognition of Indigenous connections to place, in planning practice. 

1.3 Thesis structure 

This research seeks to determine what happens when Indigenous Peoples ’ values to place 

are considered in planning systems that are underpinned by political values. This research 

aims to understand how the perpetuation of political dominant values impacts such decision-

making processes, actions and outcomes. 
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This was achieved by asking the following three questions:  

1. What occurs when statutory land-use planning policy engages with Aboriginal values to 

Country? 

2. In what ways are Aboriginal values to Country incorporated in such planning policy 

processes? 

3. What could be improved in decision-making to achieve recognition of Aboriginal values 

to Country? 

The thesis is presented in three parts to address the three research questions. Table 1 is a 

guide to the thesis structure. 
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Table 1.1: Guide to thesis 

Overall Question: Using Aboriginal values to Country as a critical case, understand 

whether political elite values impact statutory land-use planning’s ability to incorporate 

people’s values? 

Part 1: Exploring the 

impact of dominant 

political values 

Part 2: Understanding the 

impact of dominant political 

values 

Part 3: How to overcome the 

challenges of dominant 

political values 

Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Chapter 5 

Background context 

Chapter 9 

Facilitating  Indigenous 

values to place in the core 

Chapter 2 

Methodology 

Chapter 6 

Planning for Quandmooka 

Country and Jagera Country 

Chapter 10 

Conclusions 

Chapter 3 

Political elite values and 

land-use planning 

Chapter 7 

Planning themes 

underpinning two political 

eras 

 

Chapter 4 

Indigenous values to place 

and political elite values 

Chapter 8 

Country and the non-

neoliberal and neoliberal 

political eras 

 

 

Part 1: Exploring the impact of dominant political values 

This research focuses on planning’s consideration of Australian Aboriginal human-

environment values to understand the impacts of dominant values and norms on planning 

processes and outcomes.  This will be based on the experiences of planning for the rights 

and values of the Quandamooka and Jagera communities in the South East Queensland 

region (SEQ). Indigenous values are considered to be one of the most contentious values 

for postcolonial planning to consider (Porter & Barry 2013). To help answer the first research 

question, a framework for explaining and theorising how political values influence land-use 

planning practice’s ability to adequately consider and include Aboriginal values to place is 

developed. 
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Chapter 2 articulates the methodology that has been applied to answer the research 

questions. The research approach described centres on the alternative philosophy of critical 

realism to help frame the research design and question what is happening and why this might 

be so. Interview data and documents are used together to highlight the experiences of the 

communities and what is happening when political norms impact land-use planning’s 

progress towards expressing Aboriginal–Country values. This chapter also considers the 

sensitive cultural issues related to conducting Indigenous research. It commences by 

outlining the case study that is the focus of this research and describing the policy analysis 

approach that is used to interpret and explain what is happening. Information relating to 

ethics approval is provided in Appendix 1. 

Chapter 3 provides a historical overview of how planning has engaged with people–place 

values. It helps to set up the argument that the consideration of people–place values is 

influenced by different dominant political ideas and norms in each time period. It further 

argues that these key political values to place influence how planning considers people’s 

values to place. This discussion provides the basis for Chapter 4 , which explores how 

Aboriginal connections to Country are valued (or not) by dominant Western ideals and how 

planners and planning actions and decisions are subsequently influenced. 

Part 2: Understanding the impact of dominant political values 

The second research question is answered by the document and interview data that the case 

study provides. The case study data is used to explore deeply whether, and if so how, 

dominant political values impact the effectiveness of land-use planning processes and 

outcomes to express Aboriginal values to Country. The first two questions of this research 

guide the analysis in Chapters 5–8. 

To fully understand the case study used in this thesis, a considerable knowledge of the 

Queensland planning process as well as international and national legislation, and native title 

processes such as Indigenous Land Use Agreement processes in Australian planning is 

required. Chapter 5 is a background chapter to provide the reader with an overview of these 

legislative and political systems that structure how Aboriginal values are considered in land-

use planning.  

Chapter 6 introduces the two Aboriginal community groups, which are the subject of the 

case study under examination: the Quandamooka People and Jagera People. This chapter 

focuses on how the communities’ connections to Country are considered across the various 

planning processes over  two  political  eras.  The case studies  are  explored  through the 
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analysis of interviews, key policy documents, meeting minutes and media reports concerning 

the land-use planning and Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) negotiations and 

outcomes for the addressing of Quandamooka and Jagera connections to Country. 

Chapter 7 and 8 present the findings from the analysis that identifies how Aboriginal 

connections to Country were considered in land-use planning, and identify the key themes of 

the analysis using an interpretive policy analysis approach (Yanow, 2000). Chapter 7 extracts 

the factors of the case study that can be considered as highlighting political norms that are 

impacting the ability of planning to protect Quandamooka and Jagera values to Country. This 

chapter highlights the strategies used by dominant political values to shape planning actions 

and practices that are considering Aboriginal values, to prioritise specific ideals and values of 

place. The analysis is taken further in Chapter 8, which focuses on the key elements of the 

case study that are influenced by these political norms. This chapter helps to explain why it 

is possible that these events are happening, particularly through analysing the dominant 

political structures that are shaping land-use planning outcomes and Aboriginal communities’ 

experiences. This is visually conceptualised in this research by the ‘Landscape Values-at-play 

Model’. This model conceptualises how deeply embedded structures influence and shape 

planning decision-making and actions that are attempting to consider Aboriginal values and 

rights in everyday decisions (see Figure 8.1). These influencing norms or ‘forces’ together 

generate power in an attempt to shape deliberative land-use planning actions to meet 

preferred outcomes.  

Part 3: How to overcome the challenges of political values 

Consideration of the final research question provides a discussion and conclusions that 

present the findings of the research. This third question is much more explorative and the 

answers reflect on the literature used to answer the first question, and the case study analysis 

and findings found under the second question. Chapters 9 and 10 reflect on how planning 

could more effectively appreciate people’s values to place and opportunities for planning to 

change for the better. These chapters propose how planning could effectively incorporate 

these values to improve acknowledgement and appreciation of these values. It is considered 

that such a move towards more community-derived planning that permanently prioritises its 

responsibilities to people and their values to place will help society reconnect and 

acknowledge values that currently they are very arrogant towards. 

If political orders and structures continue to influence the adequate appreciation of certain 

people–place values, they will continue to have influence on the practices of land-use 

planning. This thesis starts targeting and questioning these influences. Without doing so, 
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planning might never be able to adequately represent or express these values. Research must, 

then, manage the power of the dominant elite. This thesis is thus a narrative about making 

the influence of people’s values to place possible by considering the context of dominant 

and powerful political and governing ideals of place. As a result, it is research that is about 

finding ways to improve land-use planning in a way that is about multiculturalism, justice and 

equality. At the very least, it is about including people and place in planning. 
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CHAPTER 2  
METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter outlined the focus of this research, which concerns dominant political 

values and their influence on the engagement of people’s values in statutory land-use 

planning (hereafter planning unless otherwise specified). It is particularly concerning given 

that political structures can shape planning practice and action in ways that could result in an 

inability to engage with people’s values.  The chapter also illustrated that the solution to 

improving planning’s consideration of communities’ values about place is complex. 

Knowledge about what is happening needs to be understood more deeply, particularly the 

interactions between statutory land-use planning and people’s values to place. These 

considerations led to the framing of the following research aim: 

Using Aboriginal Peoples’ values to Country in planning as a conceptual case study, explore 

whether dominant political values underpinning statutory land-use planning impact on 

planning’s ability to consider people’s values of place in its decision-making processes, 

actions and outcomes, and if so, how is it impacted. 

This aim is to be met by asking the following three Research Questions: 

1. What occurs when statutory land-use planning policy processes consider Aboriginal 

values to Country? 

2. In what ways are Aboriginal values to Country valued in such planning policy processes? 

3. What could be improved in decision-making to achieve recognition of Aboriginal values 

to Country? 

This chapter discusses the overall research philosophy, approach and methods that were 

adopted to conduct and address the research questions. It provides an overview of the 

research ontology, epistemology and methodology adopted and the selection of the case 

study areas and data analysis techniques utilised. Essentially the research design was guided 

by a critical realist meta-framework that helped to guide the research ontology and 

epistemology. A qualitative research paradigm was adopted underpinned by two main 

research strategies. The first research strategy was a case study approach to record the 

everyday experiences of the Quandamooka and Jagera communities in South East 

Queensland to help understand what is happening when Aboriginal values to place are 
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considered in statutory land-use planning decision-making processes. The second research 

strategy was an interpretive policy analysis approach to help explore the events and activities 

that were influencing everyday reality. Grounded theory was applied here to help develop 

explanations from the empirical findings. Throughout the conduct of the case study 

fieldwork, this research adopted methods that were focused on recognising the unique value 

of Country, particularly during interviews and interactions with the two communities that are 

the selected case studies. This was not only to help derive quality data but also to allow the 

value of Country and the Aboriginal interviewees’ ideas to be understood in the way that they 

intended them to be. 

2.2 A meta-theory of critical realism 

The literature reviewed over the next chapters will show a preoccupation with the problems, 

challenges and barriers faced by land-use planning processes that are underpinned by 

dominant and powerful values. Such issues are understood in most literature as a result of 

institutional politicisation that planning has little to no control over and adjusts itself 

accordingly (Sandercock, 1998). It is important to consider such issues anyway, but the 

research question places particular emphasis on these broader mechanisms at the expense of 

planning’s capacity to make informed decisions to protect Aboriginal values to Country. From 

a policy perspective, there are always questions about what the relationships are between 

political values and the mechanisms they use to shape planning practice and policy (Barry & 

Porter, 2011). These questions are asked frequently because it is not always clear what is, 

actually, influencing the development of planning policy and practice.  

It suggests that the reality of planning considering communities’ values might not be the only 

thing that is happening. Critical realism is a philosophy that considers that reality is more 

complex than it might first appear. The consideration of this was beneficial for this study 

because it allowed the research to explore (deeply) what really was happening when planning 

processes were attempting to consider Aboriginal values to Country. 

The need to explore deeper means that there is an assumption that there are unobservable 

entities that are beyond what we can visibly see and experience. Critical realism therefore 

suggests that the reality that is known might not be the reality that is in fact happening. This 

was an important consideration for this research because the experiences of Aboriginal 

communities that were recorded are considered not reflective of the full reality.   

Critical realism suggests that there is an objective reality out there but that this is separate to 

the reality that we know. What critical realist research attempts to do is to provide the ‘best 
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fit’ explanation of what this objective reality might be. To do this, research must focus on 

the connections between known reality and the phenomena that make that reality possible. 

By considering reality in this way, critical realism assumes a  layered reality and one that goes 

further beneath what we all experience and know as reality. Bhaskar (2008) considers that 

there are subsequently three distinct layers of reality: the experienced, the actual and the real.  

The experienced layer is the reality that a person experiences and knows. The actual layer of 

the critical realist reality focuses on what actually is happening, i.e. what mechanisms are 

activated to produce these experiences. The power generated from these mechanisms entails 

the layer of the real. In this project, the layer of the real that produces actual events and 

consequently people’s experiences of them originates from the planning and institutional 

system that governs the inclusion of Aboriginal values. When considering all three layers, 

critical realists focus more on the actual and real layers because it is the generative 

mechanisms rather than the empirical that are the origin of what is happening. What is 

happening is thus a result of  ‘… emergent properties of institutional orders and the domain 

of the lifestyle’ (Fairclough, Jessop & Sayer, 2004, p.23).  

For instance, at the level of the empirical, Aboriginal communities are participating in various 

land-use planning processes. Aboriginal communities, however, might find that they are 

participating only in certain processes under statutory planning law. At the empirical level 

my research is asking the communities about such experiences. However, underpinned by a 

critical realist perspective, the research will also understand the underlying reasons around 

the legislation. As a result, the focus will be on certain events contributing to the Aboriginal 

communities’ experiences in relation to state and local government land-use planning. For 

example, an Indigenous Land-Use Agreement (ILUA) to increase the recognition of 

Aboriginal connections to Country in local government might have been made. This might 

have had an impact on Aboriginal communities’ experiences of local government planning. 

However, critical realism needs to explore further and ask why this ILUA was made and 

under which institutional structure.  Subsequently, this was the conceptual line of questioning 

that this thesis adopted.  

Critical realism is suggested to be a framework that moves backwards because it considers 

and explains what might be generating or powering people’s experiences (Bhaskar, 2008). A 

meta-theoretical framework of critical realism meant that this research was able to explain 

the mechanisms powering the experiences that Aboriginal communities were experiencing 

when interacting with land-use planning processes. This was exactly what the thesis question 

needed to explore and know more about. 
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Critical realism is postpositivist. Social constructivism is another philosophy that is 

postpositivist but unlike social constructivism, critical realism recognises the fallibility of 

knowledge, i.e. that knowledge about the world is open to interpretation and is socially 

constructed and the researcher is not an observer but an actor of knowledge. Subsequently 

‘knowledge is not passively received but actively built up by the cognizing subject’ (von 

Glaserfeld, 1989, p. 182). Given this concept of fallibility, reality, or what is known, is shaped 

by the conceptual framework within which people operate and are dependent on the their 

‘theoretically informed pre-conceptualizations’ (Naess & Jensen, 2002, p.296).  This was 

particularly beneficial for this research because the researcher had to recognise her own 

subjectivities when conducting research on this topic with Indigenous Peoples (Porter, 2006).  

In summary, critical realism allowed this research to consider and explain a complex and 

deeper reality about what was happening when land-use planning processes were impacted 

by broader generative mechanisms. In this thesis, broader generative mechanisms were 

specifically the political ideals and values shaping and influencing statutory planning systems. 

It also considered that Aboriginal communities are active agents in constructing their own 

knowledge but that this was in relation to social structures that surrounded them in terms of 

the Australian land-use planning institutional context and broader global ideologies. As a 

result, this research applied the ‘widest possible critical examination to facilitate 

apprehending reality as closely as possible’ (Guba & Lincoln, 1994 p. 110). 

2.3 Postpositivist epistemology and qualitative approach  

Critical realism is postpositivist. A postpositivist paradigm acknowledges that social elements 

shape what appears to be objective factual knowledge (Taylor & Buttel, 1992). Social 

constructivism is another philosophy that is considered to be postpositivist, but unlike social 

constructivism critical realism recognises the fallibility of the realities constructed. 

Subsequently ‘knowledge is not passively received but actively built up by the cognizing 

subject’ (von Glaserfeld, 1989, p.182). Given this concept of fallibility, reality, or what is 

known, is shaped by the conceptual framework within which people operate and is  

dependent on the their ‘theoretically informed pre-conceptualizations’ (Naess and Jensen, 

2002, p.296).  This epistemological principle is particularly beneficial for this research because 

it recognises the possibility of fallibility and that findings found are not ‘absolute’ but rather 

based on the values and worldview of the controller.  

This research aims to evaluate the effectiveness of statutory land-use planning to consider 

Aboriginal values by inquiring in more natural and situated settings. Scientific quantitative 
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approaches are also able to do this but for social research there is a need to ‘solicit emic 

viewpoints’ to assist in the determination of phenomena that construct what we know (Guba 

and Lincoln, 1994, p.110). This aim is best accomplished by the utilisation of qualitative 

scientific approaches in this research. 

2.4 Case study: Aboriginal Peoples’ values to place 

This research focuses on the example of Aboriginal Peoples’ values to consider what happens 

in deliberative land-use planning processes when influenced by powerful political 

mechanisms. Specifically, it considers Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ value to Country and 

asks how political structures, which influence planning activities and events, influence the 

incorporation of people’s values in land-use planning. The case study strategy is appropriate 

for this research because it fulfils three groups of criteria: it can explain; it involves real and 

natural situations; and it is focused on contemporary events (Yin, 2013). Case studies are 

advantageous for research exploring complex social and cultural phenomenon that require 

drawing on a number of sources (Yin, 2013). This is relevant to this research, which needs 

to critically examine the phenomenon’s reality to its fullest extent.  

This research’s case is also a critical case, which can be described as ‘having strategic 

importance in relation to the general problem’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 78). It could also be 

described as an instrumental case study that provides insight into particular issues and 

facilitates the understanding of something else (Stake, 2000). In this research, the case study 

looks at how the political ideals and values consider Aboriginal values and influence 

planning’s actions and outcomes accordingly. The general issue is thus the types of generative 

mechanisms within these political structures that influence planning. The specific issues are 

the specific political values that are unappreciative towards Aboriginal connections to Country 

and their influence on planning. 

Single critical case studies should be chosen to test a well-formulated hypothesis (Yin, 2011), 

such as the case in this research. This method can thus be used to shed light on understanding 

why planning activities respond the way they do while interacting with political values. It also 

helps that case studies are able to withstand contextual conditions, especially those constantly 

changing (Yin, 2013). Flyvberg (2001) argues that the strength in the case study approach is 

its strong analytic framework, which provides qualitative and social research with a systematic 

production of exemplars to develop an effective discipline. 
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2.4.1 Selecting two Australian Aboriginal communities 

The case study draws from data collected from two Australian Aboriginal communities in 

South East Queensland (SEQ) within the larger Brisbane metropolitan region of Australia. 

The  location of Brisbane in Australia is shown in Map 2.1 below. 

 

The two selected communities are the Jagera People, which includes the values to Country 

of the language clans of the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul Peoples (hereafter Jagera unless 

specifically identified); and the Quandamooka People, including the values of the language 

clans of the Nguigi, Noonucle and Gorenpul to Country. The opportunity for this researcher 

to work with the Quandamooka People and Jagera People was through previous 

relationships formed over a number of years between the primary supervisor of this 

research project and the community groups. The contact with these Traditional Owner 

groups was initially made by my primary supervisor’s involvement in the development of 

the regional plan in the early 2000s. This led to the development of a strong rapport with 

key representatives in the communities dealing with land-use planning matters. 

Map 2.1: Location of Brisbane in Australia 

Source: Author’s own 
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As a result, when the Australian Research Council (ARC) Linkage Grant: Identifying Indigenous 

Landscape Values in Regional Planning (see Low Choy et al., 2010) was developed, Jagera and 

Quandamooka Traditional Owner communities wanted to continue participating in this line 

of research. This research is the PhD outcome from this grant. The interest of both groups 

of Aboriginal communities enabled this PhD project to commence and be conducted.  

Selection of representatives within the communities was directed by the guidance of the ARC 

Linkage Grant. This study sought a representative from each of the two communities who 

were able to guide the conduct of this research with endorsement from the main  

organisations representing the communities. It is suggested that Indigenous research should 

work with community organisations because they can provide advice on how to conduct 

research within the communities (Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Studies [AIATSIS], 2011). The two community organisations that were central to endorsing 

this research were the Quandamooka Yollooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation (QYAC) and 

Jagera Daran Cultural Heritage Ltd. 

2.4.2 Two Aboriginal groups 

Quandamooka Country is defined by the areas identified by the Quandamooka People’s 

Native Title determination. Jagera Country is defined by the Jagera People’s Native Title 

(Number 2) claim that was registered at the beginning of this research but is no longer 

active. Native title describes the rights and interests of Indigenous people under their 

traditional laws and customs. Native title is protected at a state and Commonwealth level 

under the Native Title Act 1993 (Commonwealth). Native title is discussed in further detail 

in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2. 

There are multiple ways Aboriginal communities can define the traditional laws and customs 

of Country (refer to footnote1 on p. 2). Boundaries of Country in Queensland can include 

geographical features as well as stories, totem and language boundaries (Steele , 1984). There 

are three language clans from Quandamooka Country: the Nguigi, Noonucle and Gorenpul. 

The Jagera People includes the three language clans of the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul. It 

is also important to note that the law of Country is localised and built from the experiences 

of the Aboriginal Peoples themselves. Map 2.2 below shows the boundaries of their 

traditional law and customs as defined by the native title process.  
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2.5 The case study design 

To get a sense of the case study design, the three research questions will be answered by 

applying Yanow’s (2000) interpretive approach to policy analysis. This is illus trated in Figure 

2.1 below: 

 

Map 2.2: Jagera People and Quandamooka People in Brisbane 

Source: Low Choy et al. (2013) 

Figure 2.1: Case study design 
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2.5.1 Case study research methods: Interviews and textual data 

Interviews and document analysis are common types of data sources used for case study 

research. These were also utilised in this research. However, researcher bias, rigour and 

validity are common problems for case study research, which can be created by researchers 

‘selecting’ and ‘choosing’ their own data. To ensure rigour, triangulation of data was applied 

to data sourced from the interviews with Aboriginal communities and policy-makers; policy 

documents addressing Quandamooka-Country values and Jagera-Country values; meeting 

minutes; internal organisational data; and reports during the development of policy and 

consultation. Triangulation is a synthesis strategy to ensure robustness and to reduce 

distortion in the combination of research methods or sources of data for empirical enquiries 

(Bickman & Rog, 2008). Researchers themselves will, however, bring their own identities and 

culture research processes to the synthesis process. Being aware of one ’s own culture and 

values and critically using them during the research can give critical subjectivity (Maxwell, 

2015). This is also particularly important for Indigenous research studies.  

This research commenced by mapping the key statutory land-use and Indigenous Land Use 

Agreement (ILUA)2 planning activities and associated written information related to the 

events that the Traditional Owner groups had been actively involved in to protect Country. 

Information provided by the interviews with policy makers also supported this phase and 

also provided their experiences of planning practice and processes. When the interviews 

commenced, the discussions directed by the interviewees led to a number of conversations 

about ILUA planning and, for both communities, planning for their territorial rights. Thus, 

as well as confirming key land-use planning policy documents, the focus on how Aboriginal 

communities were attempting to incorporate their land rights in ILUA planning processes 

also provided useful data on the ways in which political ideals were influencing the planning 

process. These interviews with Traditional Owners and policy-makers importantly provided 

accounts from those who were participating in these processes. 

2.5.2 Selecting Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal interviewees 

The selection of Aboriginal interviewees was out of the researcher’s control. Rather, 

Traditional Owners were told by the community representatives about the research, about 

the research team, their rights as participants and the main issues that might be discussed 

(See Information Leaflet in Appendix 1). If they were interested in participating, they were 

                                                 
2 The Native Title Act 1993 (Cth) makes provision for Indigenous Land Use Agreements that offer Aboriginal 

communities the ability to negotiate planning implications. This can include future activities and future acts that 

might impact native title. 
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to contact any of the research team (the main researcher or principal supervisor) or the 

community organisation for the main researcher to contact them. The main researcher was 

thus only allowed to directly contact potential participants after they had agreed to participate 

and had informed the community representative. In this way, participants did not feel 

coerced to participate, as might have been the case if the researcher had directly approached 

them, even with the endorsement of their community organisation. This method, however, 

was limited in getting the number of respondents that was required. To overcome this 

limitation, the researcher sat in each of the community ’s organisation office for a number of 

days, over the duration of the fieldwork. In this way, potential participants who heard that 

the researcher was ‘nearby’ (and in a familiar setting), could come in to directly arrange an 

interview or participate in the interviews. These methods were particularly effective for the 

Quandamooka People, with many of the communities members living on Minjerribah 

(North Stradbroke Island), where QYAC’s headquarters was located. For Jagera, 

communication was a little more disjointed, with a larger land area covered and population 

not clearly as contained as an island’s population. Consequently, fewer interviews were 

conducted with Jagera People than were conducted with the Quandamooka People. 

Keeping these methods in mind, this research was also aware that Aboriginal communities 

hold complex social and cultural laws that must be respected. As the researcher had no 

knowledge about these laws, the organisations’ community representatives played another 

role in guiding the researcher to uphold and respect these laws. It also helps to allow the 

Traditional Custodians to guide the conduct of the interview, an approach considered to 

work towards centring Indigenous values, knowledge and ways (Smith, 1999). Importantly 

this highlighted the importance of considering who the Elders are within the communities. 

Elders are the knowledge holders and should be asked to give advice on the appropriate 

conduct of research on Country. 

Respecting cultural and social law also enabled for a natural snowball sampling, whereby the 

researcher was introduced to key individuals who could add important information for the 

research. This also included non-Aboriginal community advisors and employees who were 

assisting them in land-use and Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) planning processes.  

Non-Aboriginal participants who were identified and recommended by the Aboriginal 

communities were directly contacted. Non-Aboriginal policy-makers were also identified by 

the primary supervisor, who had been involved in the regional plans’ development since the 

1990s and is also the Chair of the Quandamooka Land and Sea Management Committee. 

This helped the selection of policy-makers involved in these processes, as their identity is not 

usually provided on public documents and policy. 
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Email contact was made directly to selected policy-makers in local and state government, and 

those who had worked previously in government, requesting their participation in the 

interviews. A similar information leaflet to the one given to Traditional Owner participants 

was provided to non-Indigenous participants (see Appendix 1). Prior to the start of the 

interview, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal participants were informed that participation 

was entirely voluntary and anonymity would be preserved. Interviews were conducted 

wherever it was convenient/more comfortable for the interviewee. This included personal 

homes, offices and cafés. 

The commencement of fieldwork of this research with the Quandamooka People coincided 

with a change of government. The incoming government had different priorities and policies 

that led to controversial decisions surrounding the future land-use of Minjerribah (North 

Stradbroke Island). Because of sensitivities associated with these circumstances, interviews 

with state government land-use planners could not proceed. The alternative approach was to 

use formal meeting minutes and consultation information provided by QYAC to examine 

the views, positioning and reactions of the state government representatives in these 

negotiation processes. It is interesting to speculate whether actual face-to-face interviews 

approved by the government of the day would have added to this research, which was 

occurring in the real world. Because of the confidentiality of some of these documents, 

agreement by QYAC to include these documents in this thesis had to be sought. Considering 

this, the role of the researcher to build relationships, credibility and trust is important and 

gathering data for the study was a secondary consideration (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). 

2.5.3 Interview data 

In total, seventeen interviews were conducted. The characteristics of interview participants 

are outlined in Table 2.1 below: 

Table 2.1: Characteristics of interview participants 

Aboriginal Interviewees Number 

Elder 6 

Female 8 

Male 5 
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Non-Aboriginal interviewees  

Past state government planners 3 

Local council planners 4 

Planners/advisors working with the 

communities 

4 

 

A number of considerations were applied in the conduct of interviews with both Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal participants. They were both general and specific. Conducting these 

interviews began with a general conversation but with key points to discuss (semi-structured). 

This included talking about: 

 their role and how they are involved in protecting (or helping to protect) Quandamooka 

Country and/or Jagera Country; 

 what they aimed to achieve and their assessment of how they adequately expressed 

Aboriginal connections to Country; 

 the key policy and consultation texts prepared and distributed and their expression of 

Aboriginal connections to Country; 

 how these key texts were integrated within the land-use or ILUA planning framework, 

whether they were able to express Aboriginal connections to Country, and any strategies 

they adopted to advance Aboriginal connections to Country; and 

 their general views of planning and its associated processes to express Aboriginal 

connections to Country. 

2.5.4 Data collection: cross-cultural considerations 

There were a number of other considerations that the researcher applied during data 

collection. Inspired by literature advising on the conduct of appropriate qualitative research 

with Indigenous communities, some of the main concepts considered are listed below: 

 Critical awareness of white privilege and whiteness (Parker & Lynn, 2002; Porter, 2004). 

This includes questioning what it means to be white in this world and what it means for 

someone to not be white. This form of critical questioning was applied throughout the 
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conduct of the research and is something that many authors argue is required to 

successfully conduct respectful cross-cultural research with Indigenous communities.  

 Another concept considered by literature (which can be suggested as part of questioning 

one’s own white privilege) is positionality, or the position of the white researcher (Smith, 

1999). This can be about reflecting on what it means for a white female to be conducting 

research with Aboriginal communities about Western-derived processes and what the 

researcher’s motivations are. Conducting research with the wrong motivations can do 

more harm than good, and it is recommended that researchers should be advocates and 

activists (Friere, 2000). Subsequently this research needed to advocate and actively 

support the needs and wishes of the Aboriginal groups. 

 Reciprocity is a required attribute of the researcher whereby the researcher should ‘give 

back’. This can be through, for example, offering one’s own expertise and help when 

community groups ask for it.  

 Another principle adopted was to make certain that interviews would not be concerned 

only with asking questions and gathering responses. Rather, their aim would be to gather 

these opinions and experiences with awareness of the historical context that they are 

situated within. This study sought to examine a topic that has been misunderstood and 

misinterpreted in past and existing planning processes. Thus, methods of sensitivity, 

insight and reflection were needed that would ensure the interviews were conducted in a 

way that made the interviewees feel that their experiences were understood in the 

historical context that planning originates from.  

The challenge the researcher faced was creating an interviewing environment that would 

enable an exploration of these issues with these critical principles in mind to guide and 

promote meaningful and culturally representative data, ensuring research was ‘accomplished 

in a more sympathetic, respectful, and ethically correct fashion from an Indigenous 

perspective’ (Louis, 2007, p. 133). 

2.5.5 Data collection: practical considerations 

This research actively sought to address the well-known issues about social research tending 

to be done ‘on the relatively powerless for the relatively powerful’ (Bell , 1976, p. 25). This 

research attempted to overcome these issues in its case study design by making the 

Traditional Communities more than just ‘participants’ by:  

 obtaining endorsement from the Traditional Owner communities representative 

organisations (QYAC and Jagera Daran); 
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 maintaining the strict ethical requirements for conducting this research,  as outlined in 

the ethical protocol ENV/04/13/HREC  (see Appendix 1);  

 offering assistance and advice, sitting in formal community meetings and workshops and 

sitting in other projects to support the communities at their request.  

However, additional procedures were applied when it was observed that changing the nature 

of the interviewing technique impacted the type of data provided. Early interviews that were 

conducted with Aboriginal participants had limited effectiveness with dialogues that would 

elicit only 30–40 minutes of discussion on the topic. After about six interviews, the researcher 

decided to change focus slightly when an interviewee suggested that the value of Country 

needed to be involved in planning processes and actions. Focus was also given to Country and 

it had a significant effect on the type of interview and data that was collected during this 

fieldwork. This was achieved by: 

 Arranging for all interviews to be focused specifically on Country. 

 Listening and hearing stories and language about Country and how the Traditional 

Custodians explained and related to the environmental, cultural and social context of 

Country today. 

Consequently, the ‘feel’ of the interviews became different, with a moral duty of care being 

the main issue and concern for the Aboriginal communities. This resulted in the researcher 

developing a deeper and meaningful relationship with interviewees and understanding better 

their interpretations and experiences. It also meant that after some interviews, conversations 

led to invitations to ‘walk’ on Country. 

It thus made the research more meaningful for the researcher – to experience with these 

participants a specific place that they were talking about, the knowledge, memories and the  

values that the place has had over the 30,000-year history of the Aboriginal People of 

Australia.  It helped to visualise what it is like to not be able to exercise their responsibilities 

to care for Country. This in itself seemed to create comfort and an improved shared 

understanding. Staying on Country also created multiple opportunities to experience walking 

with Country, participant observation and building strong and lasting relationships throughout 

the research journey. 

2.5.6 Documenting interview and workshop data for analysis 

With consent from interview participants, formal interviews were recorded for transcription 

and analysis. The interviews were transcribed in detail because it was considered that this 
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would help with the analysis of the information. Interview participants were offered the 

opportunity to comment on the content of the transcription and notes of their interview. 

They were also invited to provide written comment to identify information they would prefer 

was not revealed, and to correct and clarify facts or points of information that were 

ambiguous. An offer of a copy of the draft thesis was also provided to participants. Notes 

of conversations and discussions were sent to participants for their review.  

2.5.7 Data collection: using key texts to understand the case study 

Textual data can be used as a means of interpreting power and meaning in planning 

(particularly collaborative) because texts are commonly accepted as shaped by larger social, 

institutional and discourses (Healey, 2006, 2007). The inclusion of broader discourses in 

planning policy and text can help bring some understanding to their influence and character.  

Documentary materials thus reflect and codify social facts and are themselves artefacts of 

social facts (Yanow, 2007). The analysis of planning text is being increasingly used to 

understand the tensions of including Indigenous values in Western planning systems (Barry 

& Porter, 2011). 

Consequently, textual documents are fundamental in understanding the influence of political 

and social ideals on land-use planning processes. The incorporation of Aboriginal values in 

statutory planning processes involves not just the difficulty of considering non-western 

values and ways of knowing but also recognition that planning itself is a ‘collective cultural 

phenomena’ (Ryen, 2011, p. 441). It thus involves looking directly at planning documents 

and policy to determine their broader social and cultural influences.  

To develop the case study for this research, textual data was selected to document the 

planning processes used to express Aboriginal-Country values and identify key actors and 

points across these processes. They were also used to correlate this information to 

information provided by the key actors (non-Aboriginal policy-makers and Aboriginal 

communities) during the interviews. The texts were thus used for analysis to identify and 

describe how a lack of appreciation for Aboriginal values in these documents might have 

impacted upon its processes, planners’ actions and outcomes. 

Two types of text were used: 

 government planning information where state or/and local governments and/or 

Aboriginal communities were the authors of the text, and government media reports; 
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 non-government information about the communities’ interactions within land-use and 

ILUA planning processes, including community submissions to government policy, 

information from community meetings and information about the community 

organisations. 

Government text 

Land-use planning is an institutional textual process (Smith, 2001), with government, local 

and state, using texts and policy and writing to plan and manage the landscape. Formal 

government documents are those that are authored by the state or local government. Some 

of these documents are also co-authored with Aboriginal community organisations. These 

include policy statements, brochures, information leaflets, research studies, legislation, media 

releases, native title court case information, consultation records and government 

organisation meeting minutes. These were accessed by online searches and using personal 

contacts who had access to these materials. 

Non-government text 

Non-government text was collected. This was text that was generated by the Aboriginal 

communities themselves. This included meeting minutes from the Aboriginal organisations 

on certain policy issues and processes, submissions to local and state governments about 

planning and ILUA processes, Aboriginal community plans and policies to protect cultural 

heritage, information about organisational role and position within the communities, 

Aboriginal community media reports and releases, and documents distributed during 

meetings with government planners. Access to these documents was through building 

meaningful relationships, trust and sitting in meetings whenever the opportunity arose. 

2.6 Styles and referencing 

Below gives an overview of the thesis style conventions:  

 Case Study information: within the case study discussion, where a quote has been taken 

from an interview, it is presented in italics or as indented italics for longer quotes. 

Interviewees have been allocated a number, which is used to reference quotes along with 

identifying whether the interviewee is from Quandamooka (AQ), Jagera (AJ) or non-

Aboriginal interviewee (NA). Italics are usually reserved for case study information from 

the case study. Personal Communication has been used to identify information that was 

originally acquired by informal conversation and then later noted in written form and 

sent to the informant for confirmation and consent to be used. 
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 Some quotes and grammar have been corrected by using the [] into quoted materials.  

2.7 Ethics 

Information supporting the research process, relating to its conduct and ethics approval, is 

provided in Appendix 1. This research was conducted in accordance with the Ethics protocol 

approved by the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee (Reference Number 

ENV/04/13/HREC). The research protocol developed for this research adhered to the 

ethical principles of relational accountability, respectful (re)presentation, reciprocal 

appropriation and rights and regulation (Louis, 2007). Although participants were offered 

the freedom to withdraw without penalty, no participants withdrew their consent and no 

complaints or concerns were received during the conduct of the research.  

2.8 Interpretive policy analysis 

For Smith, texts (documents) are ‘key devices in hooking people’s activities in particular 

settings and at particular times into the transcending organisation or ruling relations’ (Smith, 

2001, p. 165). Ruling relations, as Smith calls it, are those that attempt to establish a particular 

type of reality in order to meet their desires. These realities are thus v ital in understanding 

how planning conceptualises the world and how Aboriginal values are perceived.  

The ‘central characteristic’ of interpretive policy analysis is ‘its focus on meaning’ and how 

these meanings are ‘re-instated and maintained’ (Yanow, 2007, pp. 110–114). Yanow argues 

that these meanings are substantive in policy and documents. Values, beliefs and 

philosophies can thus be found in language and people ’s actions, which can be detailed in 

planning text. Importantly, text can include multiple values to those involved in the planning 

processes. This is particularly applicable to issues concerning planning for Indigenous values 

because these methods focus on not the individual experience but on  how different 

knowledge is used (Spivak, 1988). For example, documents can include multiple yet 

potentially contradictory meanings (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999). This is particularly 

applicable to planning as an institutional and political process.  

Although interpretive policy analysis has been critiqued as not having a robust 

methodological framing (Hajer, 1995) there are five clear steps to Yanow’s (2000) interpretive 

policy analysis approach: 

1. Identify texts that are significant carriers of meaning. 

2. Identify communities shared meaning. 

3. Identify discourses. 
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4. Identify points of conflict and their conceptual sources. 

5. Explain the implication of different discourses and how they reflect different ways of 

understanding and find ways to overcome these differences. 

This research study followed these steps to analyse the data and answer the research 

questions. The first stage of the analysis identifies key texts that carry meaning for this 

research issue. It includes collecting multiple documents and sifting through them to produce 

a more manageable number for further analysis. In this research, analysis was initially 

restricted to documents addressing Jagera and Quandamooka values in land-use, but was 

later broadened to ILUA planning because these processes, individually and together, 

provided the greatest amount of information about planning’s interactions with Aboriginal-

Country values and rights. Because of the different demands of these processes for each 

community, information was also heavily derived from the community organisations’ actions 

and requirements to plan and manage their values and rights to Country. 

The second and third stage of the interpretive policy analysis approach involved describing 

the text and analysing the formal characteristics of the text; and identifying how different 

groups were involved within the policy issue and how they interpreted the policy process. It 

thus was a stage of mapping the similarities in how each group perceived the planning issue. 

These similarities can be found by looking at how policy-makers and Aboriginal communities 

viewed what the issue was and the subsequent actions by both groups. As a result, the values 

and philosophies within these policy documents were identified and their   significance to 

the different groups involved within these policy processes. This stage is relevant to Chapters 

5 and 6 in this research. 

The fourth stage of Yanow’s (2000) approach involves identifying the points of conflict and 

the reasons why there are different interpretations by different groups involved within the 

planning issue. This outlines also the implications of specific discourses and philosophies 

involved within these planning texts. This is mostly highlighted in Chapter 7.  

The fifth stage of Yanow’s (2000) interpretive approach is also important for this research, 

because it looks at the broader culture in which the planning issue is situated. It considers 

that not only does text reflect, but it also influences, social structures and values. This stage 

thus highlights these implications of difference in values and the different ways of 

interpreting Aboriginal values. This is a particularly important stage for research on 

Indigenous  issues because in planning policy and planning spaces, there are various ways in 

which Aboriginal values can be communicated and conceptualised. In this research it is how 
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the planning decision-making and negotiation processes differently consider and value 

Aboriginal values to Country. This final stage also seeks to establish how these differences can 

effectively be ‘met’ and overcome. 

2.9 Summary 

This chapter presented the research philosophy, data collection and interpretive analysis 

methods used to develop the research design. It was about seeking understanding on the 

meanings behind planning actions and outcomes. Critical realism and postpositivism 

comprise an appropriate paradigm because it addresses best those questions that aim to 

understand the key themes of a certain planning issue, who or/and what is driving these 

themes and whether Aboriginal Peoples can exercise their responsibility to care for Country 

in land-use planning. Interpretive policy analysis was used to situate the planning process 

within its local and broader social and political contexts to make visible the key discourses 

within these influences and see how those involved within these processes interact with 

Aboriginal communities. It was also used to suggest possible solutions and future outcomes. 

It is important to consider the positions of each actor and where their constructions of reality 

originate. The objective of this research is thus to focus on identifying the consequences for 

planning from different discourses of how Aboriginal values are appreciated by dominant 

society’s beliefs and norms. 
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CHAPTER 3  
DOMINANT POLITICAL VALUES AND LAND-

USE PLANNING 

3.1 Introduction 

The dominant political environment influences the structure and evolution of the expression 

of people’s connections to place in various ways. The different ways people’s values are 

expressed range from well-defined ancestral and spiritual values to place, protective-religious 

values to place, commercial-economic values and environmental values to place. This chapter 

examines how the expression of people’s values to place , as defined through different 

political ideals, was based on the dominant values about place at that time. These include the 

dominant values of the ancestral, the religious, the economic, the philosophical, the 

environmental and the neoliberal eras. 

Today statutory land-use planning (hereafter ‘planning’ unless otherwise stated) is finding 

that institutional and multicultural paradigms, which do not engage with multiple people-

place values, are no longer socially acceptable. However, contemporary planning has been 

largely unsuccessful in how it has recognised multiple values. Through a historical 

consideration of the development of land-use planning, this thesis makes the case that the 

dominant values of the political elite that influence planning work in multiple and complex 

ways to impact and influence planning practice and its ability to consider communities values 

about place.  

3.2 Planning with dominant political elite values 

As outlined in Chapter 1, planning issues around engaging with people’s values to place are  

generally focused on multi-valued planning frameworks (Brown, 2006; Cantroll & Senecah, 

2001; de Groot, Alkemade, Braat, Hein, & Willemen, 2010; Low Choy et al., 2010; Selman, 

2006). This is especially the case with planning policy that focuses on engaging with marginal 

and non-Western people-place values and that pose particularly challenging technical 

questions and issues (Finn & Jackson, 2011; Lewis & Sheppard, 2006; Low Choy et al., 2010; 

Wensing & Porter, 2015). A collective concept of a ‘sense of place’ requires the development 

of sophisticated and well-developed policy that can adequately consider multiple and 

different people-place values (de Groot et al., 2010; Selman, 2006, 2012). Normative 

suggestions to help express a sense of place in land-use planning policy are discussed in most 

of the literature concerned with multi-valued planning (Ahern, 2006; Beatley & Manning, 
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1997; Jackson, 1994; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Leitão & Ahern, 2002; Low Choy, 2008; 

Selman, 2006; Shamai, 1991; Stedman, 2003; Tress, Tress, & Fry, 2005; Williams & Cary, 

2002). 

Interestingly, the influence of powerful mechanisms and structures influencing planning 

policy are not on the agenda of this literature. This is surprising given how much planning 

literature is about the challenges of recognising people’s values in policy frameworks that are 

shaped by dominant values and associated powerful structures (Sandercock, 1998). 

Planning policy underpinned by the concept of a sense of place is used to consider multiple 

people-place values (Selman, 2006). However, the difficulty is that these concepts are written 

into planning policy that is managed by the political elite’s ideals and priorities. These 

dominant values of the political elite thus influence the expression of people’s values about 

place in Western governed countries (Cresswell, 2004; Harvey, 1996; Massey, 1993; 

Mukherjee & Banet-Weiser, 2012). Elite culture and political values influence the expression 

of, and planning’s contact with, people’s values to place in land-use planning (Porter, 2010). 

These ways of how people’s values to place are considered by planning activities and actions 

through powerful Western political ideals are not well defined. Over time there have been 

many different dominant ideals of place; for example, Roman spiritual values, Enlightenment 

philanthropical values and more recent ideals of neoclassical liberalism. These ideals have 

differently framed how land-use decisions have been made and who they are made by. This 

chapter argues that because of the way that political elite values influence societies’ decision-

making, the implementation of multi-valued planning can no longer be seen as solely a 

technical policy solution.  Land-use planning policy solutions also depend on how these 

ideologies, framings and beliefs of the elite influence and shape policy and decision-making 

(Bolholm & Lofstedt, 2013; Hillier, 2002). As a result, various social, moral, ethical and 

political-economic ideals can influence the expression of a sense of place that underpins 

planning’s policy and framing. The ways in which land-use decisions and planning makes 

decisions and interact with communities and their values is thus more complex and 

dependent on dominant ideals of place and space and the context of the political culture 

(Harvey, 1996). 

Planning and management is, in many respects, a culturally and politically determined 

decision-making process. The consideration of what beliefs, structures and ideologies of 

place are represented is important. This can, furthermore, help link power and knowledge 

(Dryzek, 1997; Foucault, 1990). There are numerous beliefs and values that the powerful elite 

has that can be expressed at any one time in planning. What values are considered (or not) 
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and how the political is perpetuated within planning policy are also important to consider 

(Porter, 2006a). The ways in which people’s values about place are considered in land-use 

decision-making can thus be used as a way to understand the elite’s ideals to place, or those 

that are in the most powerful positions (Sharp & Richardson, 2001). Historically, the timing 

and nature of the value of place underpinning planning have been inextricably linked to the 

prevailing elite’s ideals, which reflect ideas about nature, religion, the environment, the 

culture and the institutional aspects of planning once it became more of a government 

responsibility. Essentially these are the values influencing societies’ everyday activities more 

generally. 

3.3 A historical overview of planning 

This section discusses the different historical ideals influencing how people’s values to place 

underpinning land-use choice and management have been considered. This will be discussed 

with the focus on the key political ideas/values of place of that time, and society’s value 

about place more generally. Normally, planning literature about the concept of a sense of 

place has concentrated either on the phenomenological and geographical perspective 

(Burgess, Harrison, & Limb, 1988; Davenport & Anderson, 2005; Jorgensen & Stedman, 

2001; Shamai, 1991; Stedman, 2003; Stephenson, 2008), or a historical perspective (Antrop, 

2005). However, few links have been made between governing ideals and the way people’s 

connections to place are considered when making decisions about the way land should be 

managed or controlled or cared for. 

This historical review identifies seven different periods of the key values that have influenced 

and guided societies’ decision-making processes: the ancestral; the religious; the commercial; 

the philanthropic; the scientific; the environmental; and the neoliberal. The review highlights 

that the values that underpins land-use policy and frames are influenced by the dominant 

ideals of culture and society at that time. It shows how key political ideas, beliefs and 

philosophies differently shape the practices and conduct of land-use management and direct 

the values that were expressed. 

The expressions of people’s values to place in the key periods of planning are outlined 

chronologically and aligned to historical ages. It is important to note, that although discussed 

chronologically, the historical evolution of planning for people’s values to place is just as 

important to consider (Antrop, 2005). This is particularly relevant to the presence of 

Indigenous spiritual values to place in today’s urban landscapes (Anderson, 2013; Lawrence, 

2004). 
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In this research, the periods are mapped chronologically to Eurocentric ages using the 

common divisions of: Pre-Western settlements, Roman, Medieval, Enlightenment and the  

present. The discussion covers the evolution of land-use regulation and planning globally, 

with some focus on Australian land-use planning, which is where the case study sites for this 

research are located. 

3.3.1 Indigenous Peoples’ values of responsibility 

Indigenous cultures, as some of the oldest cultures, created their own ways of managing 

place. The idea of managing the landscape first began with Indigenous Peoples’ 

understandings to place. Indigenous Peoples’ values to place are ‘intricately bound to 

particular communities and places as well as to whole new ways of life’ (Ross, Pickering, 

Snodgrass, Delcore & Sherman, 2011, p. 34). As a result, localised and specific values to place 

directs the practical ‘doing’ of planning caring for the land (Davidson-Hunt & O’Flaherty, 

2007; Nadasdy, 1999; Rose, 1996; Ross et al., 2011). Experience and knowledge are 

developed in different and distinct ways between  Indigenous communities across the world. 

Differences can also be distinct within different community groups such as Australian 

Aboriginal Peoples (Gammage, 2011). The Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ knowledge and 

law, developed to plan and manage Country, originates from ancestral spiritual beings in the 

landscape (Munn, 1996) and Aboriginal Australians need to listen and hear the Ancestral 

Beings’ requirements of them. For Australian Aboriginal communities, this can be vital for 

happiness and health, for Country and for people (Garnett & Sithole, 2009). The human and 

non-human have a responsibility to work together. Country is an interrelation between all 

things and values, as Rose explains: 

Within this holistic system of knowledge, each living thing is a participant in living 

systems. Celebration of life is a celebration of the interconnections of life in a particular 

place which also includes the humans who celebrate. (1996, p. 11) 

Indigenous knowledge can be argued as integrated (Ross et al ., 2011) where all values are a 

responsibility for Country. Speaking about the Canadian Aboriginal cultural landscapes, 

Andrews and Buggey explain that concepts of land ‘extends far beyond the earth’s surface to 

include cosmological relationships with the heavens and the underworld’ (2008 , p. 65). An 

Indigenous value of place that managed Country can thus be seen as values of responsibility. 

3.3.2 Roman religious values 

During the Roman era, sacred and religious beliefs were introduced for the maintenance of 

the centrally controlled Roman Empire. During the Roman period, the values of place in 
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Rome’s management practices were designed to serve the wealth and power of the gods and 

divine rulers (Purcell, 1996). Management of Rome’s Empire was applied to please the gods 

and to service the wealth accumulation of the Roman Empire. Planning’s value of place was 

thus primarily guided to maintain a religious order. 

When considering planning practices during this time, such as the Roman centurion system 

of fields and margins (Caravello & Giacomin 1993; Dilke, 1971), it at first appears that land-

use was centred upon the ecology (Farina, 2000). However, the characteristics of cultivation 

during the Roman Empire periods showed that there was more than just ‘ecologically 

orientated planning’ (Farina, 2000, p. 315). Underpinning the management of the Roman 

landscape was also a genius loci, a concept that believes all places are guarded by spirits (Relph, 

1976). An ‘invisible constant in a place’ (Durrell , 1969, p. 157) genius loci are also said to 

provide a spiritual protective value to place (Jackson, 1994; Purcell, 1996). Many authors note 

that planning of the Roman landscape in this period was guided by a spiritual segregated 

system for wealth, divinity and religion (Christie, 1996; Purcell, 1996). 

As a result, while place had its own distinct values, it was within the realms of universal 

religious divinity and creation. However, the divine is built on relationships of power, wealth 

and status to place (Mattingly, 2013). For example, large-scale monuments were dedicated to 

a particular genius loci. While these monuments and grand statutes depicting the protective 

spirit of a place were relevant to the universal public, there was a hierarchy of genius loci. For 

example, the most powerful genius loci were those that had control over territorial governance. 

A notable example of this is the Roman imperial cults of the Emperor and the Imperial 

house. The 265 local districts of the city of Rome were arranged around the Lares Compitales 

(guardian spirits or lares of the crossroads), which the Emperor Augustus transformed into 

Lares Augusti along with the Genius Agusti. The Emperor’s genius was viewed as the genius loci 

of the Roman Empire as a whole, within which all other genius loci were embedded. A Roman 

value to place, or genius loci, was thus provided by religious and spiritual codes under the 

divine order (Purcell, 1996). Place’s value, or genius loci, although spiritual and local, was used 

to maintain a system of control for Rome’s elite and wealthy (Purcell , 1996; Rodwell, 2010). 

After the decline of the Roman Empire, the consciousness of new practices of land 

management and settlement emerged that some argue resulted in a drop in value of place 

(Rosser, 2001), with little motive for planning or even urban management. For example, 

people preferred to farm rather than live within grand urban centres. The Medieval period 

saw the well-managed and planned urban streets neglected and the buildings and urban 
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structures left by the Romans demolished, with stones and materials used for farm buildings 

and agriculture, or left to fall into disrepair. Nonetheless, as discussed in the following 

section, new values to place were still based on an institutional hierarchy of power and 

control to protect and fulfil the values of those most influential during that time.  

3.3.3 A Medieval commercial value of place 

By the early 1300s, during the Medieval era in Europe, towns sprang up and trade grew. In 

London, the earliest signs of emerging land-use practices and governance were limited to 

individual needs, such as woodlands and natural resources for trade and survival (Stone & 

Williamson, 2013). Towns were built through trade and by guilds, and the emerging values 

were of a commercial nature. Growth and trade of urban civilizations led to the emergence 

of a new social class: the merchant. A well-defined philosophy soon arose to justify the 

commercial value of place based on the understanding that ‘external possessions [such as 

money] are natural to man…[and provided to him by God] for material support’ (Thomas, 

1952, p. 324, as cited in Zaldivar, 2013, p. 46). Medieval and Renaissance towns grew around 

trade and goods brought in from rural villages and also through overseas trade. Rackham 

(2003) uses the example of woodland management to illustrate how the wealthy noble and 

gentry classes relied on place for woodland consumption. The feudal system, which 

characterised this time, and which exploited the poor for the wealth of the elite and those in 

trading power, also helped to support the transformation of the landscape (Jones, 2000). 

This approach threatened the distinct values of place, because it focused on the wealthy and 

elite ideals of place as a resource for human use and exploitation (Jones, 2000). At this time 

there was a strong focus on the literature and arts wherein a spiritual attachment to place was 

prominent and visible within these works. Literature such as the Old Irish Lebor Gabala 

describes how successive groups of mythical peoples created the cultural and historical 

terrain of Medieval Ireland (Bitel, 2002), demonstrating that Medieval Europeans had a 

spiritual and physical sense of place to the landscape. The average citizen of Medieval times 

was, however, largely unable to value place through their own preferences (Stegner, 1992). 

Land-use planning was controlled by the political agencies of the Medieval leaders 

themselves, who owned and had governance rights to land during this time. Their desire for 

more control and wealth served to strengthen their administration over the landscape. Jones, 

for example, illustrates this process from his exploration of the making of the Welsh 

landscape: 
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a change in ideology was not, on its own, sufficient to create the circumstances under 

which Medieval societal leaders could make the most of their economic resources, 

particularly at the margins of the territories that they governed…they also needed a 

higher degree of infrastructural co-ordination so that they could bring every individual, 

farm and township within their actual, as well as their theoretical, territorial reach. 

(Jones, 2000, p. 514) 

These included the representations of shared space as expressed by the dominant power 

structures, for example, through punishment: 

dominant power structures in medieval society were partly sustained through the 

deployment of representations of punishment and pain: these images possessed a strong 

ideological remit. Secular justice iconography created an area for the construction of 

institutional authority and bourgeois civility; the torments of the damned produced 

spaces for the projection of cultural prejudice, systems of incentive and social control. 

(Mills, 2006, p. 10) 

The adoption of laws and regulations to maintain the levels of control and dominance during 

Tudor times in England witnessed a strengthening of this control of the landscape and 

people’s values to place. This was particularly notable among the poor, who saw land-use 

choices directed towards favouring ‘those who have’ to the detriment of the landscape, 

thereby lowering their standards of living, i.e. not protecting their values to place.  

People’s responses to help counteract this increasing monarch/divine control over the value 

of place during this period was minimal. However, the influence on people’s values to place 

was significant, as shown by the example of a Medieval parish community’s place in England: 

The physical and moral thresholds of the parish community were reinforced in this 

period…on the one hand the margins of the parish become deeper and wider, fostering 

increasing self-consciousness among those who were made to feel excluded, both 

morally and economically, from the local community. (Hindle, 2000 p. 98) 

These economic ideals saw the beginnings of new and more ‘individual’ values of place in 

comparison to the Indigenous and Roman values discussed before in this chapter. That is to 

say, as a response to the greed of the merchants, wealthy and elite who were dominating the 

management and decisions over the landscape, ‘the…sense of place became ever more rigidly 

defined’ (Hindle, 2000 p. 97). No significant state action was occurring and as a result, the 

elite value that was very much based on ignoring people’s values was replaced by individual 

and political-economic values. 

3.3.4 Philanthropy’s value 

By the mid to late nineteenth century, land-use decisions based on people’s needs of place, 

specifically a need for nature, emerged. Garden city ‘beautifying’ ideals became influences for 
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comprehensive ways of planning for growing towns and populations. Pioneering 

philanthropists and key individuals were advocates of these ideals. By the late 1700s, in 

Britain, and in the new colonies of Australia and North America, philanthropic ideals for a 

better quality of life, for all humanity, and specifically for increased productivity and growth, 

became one of the key drivers for land-use and settlement planning. 

In Britain, philanthropy was influenced in part by the French revolutions, the consequences 

of industrialisation and unsustainable population growth. It was showing that the old ‘open 

handed, slightly careless benevolence’ that the British elite endorsed for people’s living 

conditions was no longer acceptable (O’Brien, 2014, p. 7). In Britain, values were influenced 

by ideals of a place for all and helping the poor, for whom the misfortune of the slums was 

creating much grievance (as well as complaint from the wealthy elite classes) (Wohl, 1977). 

The question of what people needed to improve their quality of life appealed to the elite at 

this time. 

In Australia, early explorers imbued with this spirit of philanthropy (O’Brien, 2014) 

articulated their needs for landscape to be something familiar like their previous British 

places. Some literature suggests that today’s management and environment restorative 

concepts are still influenced by past colonial values and cultural assumptions of what belongs 

and what does not (Trigger, Mulcock, Gaynor & Toussaint, 2007).   

The Australian philanthropic value of place underpinning the management of place was  

primarily to reduce the alienation of early Australian settlers through the taming and control 

of Australia’s nature (Lattas, 1990, p. 51). During this time, Aboriginal Peoples were forced 

to reconcile with the devastating transformations of Country through this planning value of 

place. Coping with these changes and validating their connections to Country, Aboriginal 

Peoples relied on myth and spirituality to explain what the colonising white man was doing 

(Gammage, 2011). The European values of philanthropy conquered the landscape and took 

control over traditional lands and eroded the ability of Aboriginal Peoples to express Country 

through their planning values. As a result, 

the great mediating symbols of Aboriginal culture sank back into the dreaming of the 

landscape. (The Weekend Australian, 3-4
th  

September 1988, quoted in Cowlishaw & 

Morris, 1997, p.288) 

Out in the ‘bush’ however, where explorers were struggling against the elements of the alien 

Australian estate, there are stories of ‘friendships’ between white and black. Appreciating 

their responsibilities to the land: 
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pioneers are presented as colonizing not simply a landscape but a landscape of ideas 

and sentiments. They become early explorers charting a primordial religious and  

spiritual sense of the land. (Lattas, 1990 p. 56) 

As a result, the first European Australians’ values and needs of place helped colonise not 

only nature, but the Aboriginal land and place as well. The land-use practices of cattle grazing 

and urban uses, both of which involved large areas of land being conquered and 

appropriated, impacted not only the landscape but also Aboriginal values of responsibility to 

Country (particularly those along the eastern coast of Australia). The increasing loss of 

traditional food supplies, values and land through this ‘settler capitalism’ (Weaver, 1996, p. 

982) led to many Aboriginal communities becoming dependent on Western society for 

sustenance (Broome, 1994). Their access and freedom to traditional food, rituals and culture 

was tightened, although it was perceived by government authorities and benevolent 

authorities as ‘liberating’ the Aboriginal through Western philanthropic methods (O’Brien, 

2014). However, by the early 20th century, the control of the land moved from early 

explorers and colonists to an establishing Australian government who began to respond to 

ungoverned practices of land-grabbing. As a result, the philanthropic value of place governed 

and controlled by individuals, either key figures in Britain or early explorers in Australia, 

began to evolve to a more centralised value of place, as witnessed by the advent of 

institutional and government land-use planning. 

3.3.5 The welfare state’s social values 

By the early 20th century, an English value system was imposed on Australia in the individual 

colonial state governments. Colonies were independent and the Queensland colony was 

established in 1859. However, by 1901, the Australian colonies were federated and all 

colonies formally joined together to become the Commonwealth of Australia. As a result, by 

the early 20th century, many of Australian’s planning practices were focused upon well-

planned, ordered and scientific urban values (Freestone, 1989), particularly influenced by 

Britain’s philanthropic aesthetic ideals of garden cities in the late 1800s and early 1900s. 

However, these values to manage place saw the increasing involvement of the government 

and a shift away from individual and commercial/religious philanthropic influences on the 

planning for place values. The government undertook initiatives to provide English-style 

gardens, English plants and European traditions; it was a period characterised by much urban 

and town planning activity. This included Sulman’s (1890) advocacy of planning and the 

construction of Canberra in 1913 under Griffin and Mahoney’s vision and the formation of 

the first Town Planning Association in Britain and then later in Australia. 
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What individuals and Australian society valued in terms of ‘place’ during this time is unclear.  

This led governments to take the sceptical view that people did not know what was best for 

them, so they (the government), would determine people’s values and their aspirations and 

desires in this regard (Platt, 2004). As an example, public health and sanitation ideas engaged 

government reformers, because public health theories made important links between disease, 

pollution and poor living standards. Good health was centred upon a need for a certain 

standard of living and quality of place, thereby encouraging comprehensive national planning 

inspired by the philanthropic ideals of garden cities and Le Corbusier’s ‘The Radiant City’ in 

1933 that envisioned ‘superblocks’ surrounded by green space. This detailed blueprint of a 

desired goal and ideal for all urbanites automatically made people ’s relationship to place 

indistinct and homogenous to this specific design. Land-use planning appealed to authorities’ 

desires to achieve smokeless and slumless cities (Pinder, 2013). 

While it is true that public health and aesthetic ideals of place seemed to foster a shared 

notion of romantic relationships to place, a further incentive for increasing the involvement 

of the state in the management of the landscape was that land-use control was a way to 

improve the design of people’s place and home (Shirley & Moughtin, 2006). 

While the public at large were encouraged to view planning law and comprehensive landscape 

visions as being the mark of progress and development (Rybczynski , 2010), the most 

prominent change was the identifiable shift in the ‘lack of sense of community’ without the 

realisation that it takes time to develop and nurture and cannot be designed as such. During 

this period, public protests became common, including Aboriginal protests to gain 

recognition and reclaim their rights and values to Country and place (Strang, 2000). These 

were influenced by the spiritual and cultural connections that Aboriginal Peoples had to 

Country and their duty to protect their Country (Reynolds, 1996, 1990). This was not being 

exercised, partly because of their historical dislocation and disenfranchisement from Country, 

partially because of their forced social disintegration aided by stolen generation policies, and 

partially due to paternalistic initiatives by entitlements like the Aborigines Protection Board. 

The latter was based on the ideal that Aboriginal peoples had the right to the same privileges 

of ‘white’ people, if they adopted the same customs of white people: 

all Aborigines and part-Aborigines will attain the same manner of living as other 

Australians and live as members of a single Australian community enjoying the same 

rights and privileges, accepting the same responsibilities, observing the same customs 

and influenced by the same beliefs, hopes and loyalties as other Australians. (1965 

official Australian government policy, as cited in Gale & Brookman, 1975, pp. 71–2) 
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However, the question of the value of place being developed and influencing future planning 

appeared to be not an important question for early land-use planning during the Welfare 

State period and was not allowed to be confused with the challenges of creating a place (see 

for example Ruth Durant’s study in 1939 of Burnt Oak, on the outskirts of London). While 

idealistic concerns epitomised the idea that ‘what is planned, is planned for all’, the impact 

of this approach to planning on peoples values to place and particularly Aboriginal 

connection to place, was becoming evident. 

Numerous Aboriginal protests in the 1930s were staged, bringing issues of humanity and 

inequality to the public’s attention. However, the first response of the state to recommend 

part-compensation (by way of land grants) was not until 1963 (after the referendum that 

recognised Aboriginal peoples as citizens and therefore part of the census). The Yirrkala 

Aboriginal residents, whose area was excised for bauxite mining, protested in their own 

language on a bark petition. It was one of the first instances of the state becoming the 

compensator for the development of Aboriginal People’s residence without prior 

consultation. It saw the beginning of a movement towards the state being responsible for 

planning and managing institutionally people’s values to place. 

3.3.6 A scientific value of place 

In the early to mid-20th century, new social, cultural and scientific agendas emerged that 

influenced how planning practices engaged with people ’s values to place. Theories of place, 

and the recognition of distinct connections to place, had virtually no impact on land-use 

planning efforts during the late 1880s to the mid-1900s. However, by the mid-20th century 

they became the driving force behind land-use planning reform, linked firmly with scientific 

values. 

The most notable early contribution was cybernetics, first identified and named by North 

American mathematician Norbert Wiener. Wiener argued that a systems approach is needed, 

as it is vital for the whole system to be understood, in order to control it appropriately, 

notwithstanding that it could be altered by appropriate control mechanisms. For land-use 

planning it was the idea of ‘interaction between two parallel systems; the planning or 

controlling system itself, and the system (or systems) which it seeks to control’ (Hall & 

Tewdwr-Jones, 2010, p.250). However, cybernetics-based planning was not introduced into 

planning practice until the enactment of the 1968 Planning Act in Britain. This systems-based 

planning approach provided real rhetorical power and was based upon the notion of planning 

embodying rational decisions under various scenarios. Fundamental to this notion was the 

‘spatial’ and the value of space. 
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Government interest in providing, and public expectation for, better places continued to 

grow throughout the 1960s, corresponding with funding public infrastructure and controlling 

private interest. In Britain, a regional system for land-use planning was also introduced. The 

romantic ideals of philanthropy had been washed away by urban realities of employment and 

the focus upon economic development and post-war revival of planning (Hall & Tewdwr-

Jones, 2010, p. 79). Strategic planning evolved to weigh up rationally, the pros and cons of 

how to consider people’s values to place. 

A number of key scientific developments contributed to new values and understandings of 

the physical landscape and the identification of natural and ecological systems. This included 

the need to protect natural resources and cultural heritage values. New knowledge regarding 

the specialty of specific landscapes and their ‘scenic beauty’ opened up new possibilities for 

land-use planning, including various methods of protecting specific areas that were deemed 

to have special place values. 

During the second half of the 20th century, land-use planning systems and processes 

developed rapidly, including the application of plans, policies, well-developed objectives to 

zone land-uses, and the role of the land-use planner to help develop these objectives and 

goal formulation. However, the growing importance of planners in making these decisions 

resulted in a growth in technical and pragmatic processes that had little community 

involvement and that impacted people’s values to place (Mintzberg, 1994). 

Scientific land-use planning during this era was little more than an elaborate process that had 

very little application of people’s connections to place (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2010). As 

populations grew in North America, cities succumbed to what Jacobs (1961) called the death 

of the American City. To manage growing populations, strict controls and segregation, 

including new urbanism and gated communities, were created to relieve specific urban issues, 

but also took away the subtleties of place and connection, where it was thought not to be 

important or significant for place (Ellerman, 2005). The deterioration of these connections 

to place was considered legitimate due to the perceived objectiveness of decision-making and 

the standing of land-use planners’ expert judgment. As a result of these values controlled by 

the powerful corporate interests and politicians, planning was dominated by a very narrow 

set of values, determined largely by planners, corporate interests and politicians. However, a 

new political, social and environmental context began to emerge during the early 1990s that 

significantly altered land-use planning practice. 
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3.3.7 Postmodern environmental values to place 

The scientific period was based on the idea that government was able to know what was best 

for society (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2010, p. 264). Such an idea was based upon assumptions 

of the public interest through values of science (Campbell & Marshall, 2002). However, these 

practices resulted in highly dissatisfied urban populations and public protests progressively  

grew in frequency and numerical participation across Britain, North America and Australia. 

These protests can be traced back to very politicised land-use planning decisions devoid of 

legitimacy and equity, particularly with regard to the economically stagnated and constricted 

world of the 1970s (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2010, p. 264). 

Popular works, such as The Geography of Nowhere (Kunstler, 1994), that mourned the loss of 

America’s sense of place to the landscape and geography, were inspired by the concerns 

about ‘placelessness’ and the homogenisation of place that had accompanied land-use 

planning in the scientific era.  These works were additionally supported by the works of 

Relph (1976) and  Agnew (1987) and Tuan (1974), who all served to extend Heidegger’s 

interest in spiritual unity between humanity and things.  

As a result, the modern radical movement brought forward a new paradigm of land-use 

management in which the engagement of people’s values to place was viewed differently 

(Low & Altman, 1992). In nations like Australia and the United States, the body of national, 

state and local land-use planning laws began to reflect the importance of public participation 

and knowledge to inform and influence the formulation of planning objectives and decisions. 

By the 1990s, there was a reappraisal of the scientific approach to land-use decision-making. 

In Britain, a Report of the committee on public participation in planning: people and planning 

[Skefffington Report] was published in 1969 and shadowed a shift in public attitude, one that 

demanded  the inclusion of public participation but consequently disregarded the assumption 

of the  scientific expert. The activism in the late 1980s and early 1990s was thus aimed at 

demonstrating the legitimacy of public values and their sense of place, to influence land-use 

choices and governance (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2010, p. 265). Literature at this time was 

particularly concerned about the alienation of these connections, such as people’s emotions, 

feelings and values (Thrift, 2004), caused by globalisation and neoliberal planning policies. 

This shift also occurred in colonial societies, where land had been appropriated, such as in 

Ireland where ‘a strong sense of ownership and defense may persist through succeeding 

generations’ (Storey, 2014, p. 15). 
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Massey (1993) theorised that a global and relational sense of place was needed to offer a 

more progressive sense of place and Long also called for a sense of place that can remain 

‘cognizant of its own character amidst global linkages, boundary crossings and increased 

awareness’ (2013, p. 62). The paradox was that at a time when concerns about place, and 

specifically people’s values to place, was growing, direct knowledge of and personal 

responsibility for the management of place and its connections were at an all-time low. 

At this time there was also an emerging interest in including all potential sources of 

knowledge, including values from marginalised groups such as ethnic, Indigenous and youth 

(Cameron & Grant-Smith, 2005, and corresponding regulation to address these values and 

interests. By the mid-1990s many Australian jurisdictions had begun to explore options on 

how to engage with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander populations to inform land-use 

planning decisions and, ideally, influence planning for the multivalued landscape. This trend 

in land-use planning policy and practice appeared to be based around an ethical engagement 

with a range of values to place, including Aboriginal values to Country. 

Ethics can be understood as moral principles that govern behaviour and practices. For land-

use planning, these often have an environmental basis in relation to the interactions between 

place and people based upon a set of professional duties, obligations and responsibilities to 

the environment. These can have an environmental and landscape/place basis relational to 

the moral connectivity between people and nature, having regard to values, beliefs and 

responsibilities to the environment. However, it is not limited to only environment and place 

motivations. It also contains a moral component that builds on the idea of social resilience 

and responsibility, including participatory and collaborative planning processes that seem to 

engender responsibility for land-use planning guidance. One example is collaborative 

regional planning processes involving multiple stakeholders,  public groups and the public 

interest. While there is a strong environmental component to collaborative planning, there is 

also an ethical approach within this practice, and it involves a political and pragmatic 

response to managing environments, undesired developments and the alienation of place.  

3.3.8 A neoliberal economic value of place 

The last value of place discussed is the neoliberal value of place, which has influenced 

planning systems most recently, particularly in Australia, which has undergone major 

planning reforms towards neoliberal systems and frameworks (Ruming & Gurran, 2014; 

Steele & Dodson, 2014). Similar to the colonial dream of prosperity and a better life, 

neoliberal planning remains a market driven, economic and neoliberal environment where 

planning is viewed as a ‘hindrance’ (Watson, 2006). It thus closes opportunities for people to 



47 

influence planning. The neoliberal ideology stresses a view of planning as a mechanism that 

should reflect the ideals that the market needs to govern the landscape (Gunder, 2010). Like 

the popular colonial image of unlimited growth and riches, governments commonly advocate 

for prosperity and growth, including economic betterment. There is a perception that 

planning is a barrier to achieving this. Reflecting the colonial dream, what mostly defined the 

Queensland and Australian governments of the late 1990s and well into this millennium, was 

their prioritisation of urban growth and development and a display of economic dominance 

to the rest of the world (Fitzgerald, Megarrity, & Symons, 2009). 

In this widespread push for more growth and more prosperity, the land is constructed as a 

resource to meet these growth and development aspirations and dreams. As such, land-use 

planning, under this perspective, is often ‘streamlined’ and ‘relaxed’. In this economic 

context, planning, the management of the land, is conceptualised as a form of unwanted 

control over market interests. Part of this view of unwanted control is supported by the idea 

of the markets being able to do ‘what they like’ and meeting the economic needs of the public 

along the way. 

Planning itself is thus characterised as stopping the market from doing what it should be 

doing, and as a result, impacting on the prosperity of a nation’s citizens. Interestingly, another 

aspect to this neoliberal thinking is the view of the ruling elite who believe that the markets 

are better decision-makers of how citizens can live their lives, rather than the people 

themselves. 

Part of the attraction of the neoliberal ideology is that it is perceived as a rolling back of 

government intervention and the ability for the ‘natural’ forces of the markets to operate 

freely. This idea of freedom from unwanted bureaucratic decisions is supported by the 

celebration of the private sector and their values of what they add to the landscape. This 

construction of the landscape as a market interest implies pursuit of unlimited growth from 

the utilisation of the land’s resources leading to a prosperous nation.  

The neoliberal construction of the landscape means people’s values to their place are at the 

mercy of the private sector, which sees land as a resource to meet its desires and needs. The 

value of place in a neoliberal paradigm is thus an economic one, determined by supply and 

demand of what is and what is not required. Part of the appeal of this approach is its 

independence and disconnection from any other valuation of the landscape. This 

disconnection is reflected in neoliberal government’s attempts to streamline planning or any 

other processes that might include ‘other’ ways of valuing the landscape 
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One of the key issues facing planning within a neoliberal paradigm is that this valuation of 

the landscape is assumed to be the only way of constructing the future aspiration for the 

landscape – any other valuations are deemed unwanted. The markets, as a result, are assumed 

to ‘own’ and control the landscape because economic activities, such as agriculture, mining 

and industry, are disconnected from any other forms of valuing the landscape. As such, 

neoliberal approaches to planning can be explored as one construction of the value of the 

landscape, and one that many argue is steeped in a colonial mentality of conquering, control 

and making land its own utopia (Harvey, 2007). 

3.4 Understanding the changing ideals underpinning 

land-use planning 

It has been illustrated in this chapter that the challenge for land-use planning is to adequately 

engage and consider communities’ sense of place (Low Choy, 2008; Selman, 2006). This 

argument is predicated on the current paradigm to consider multiple values about place, but 

as this brief glance of the history of land-use planning has shown, values about place and 

about considering people’s connections to place in decisions are constantly changing. 

Adequately considering a sense of place in land-use planning practice is thus far from being 

a technical and simple policy solution, and continues to be shaped by competing ideals and 

discourses about how to manage place (such as is the case for a number of neoliberal 

governments that are dominated by conservative, technocratic and anti-environment 

thinking). The periods of land-use planning can illustrate these changes of ideas and identify 

the dominant discourse and their impact in each period. 

Reviewing these land-use planning eras helps build an understanding of the history of the 

development of land-use planning practice. It is also important to note that each period did 

not entirely erase the ideas and practices of the previous period; these were merely re -

incorporated into each new period of land-use planning through a multi-layered process. The 

ideas and practices of the previous periods form an unseen foundation and constraint upon 

the subsequent period of land-use management. 

What is left is a tangible and intangible expression and neutral construct of the landscape 

that reflects these ideals (Carter, 2013). Therefore as a planning problem, engaging with 

people’s landscape values, such as the addition of new understandings of a sense of place or 

connection to place, including Aboriginal-environment relations, is never a new thing. It 

draws upon antecedents, parochialisms and assumptions behind ideals, whereby ‘every 
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implemented solution is consequential [leaving] ‘traces’ that cannot be undone’ (Rittel & 

Webber, 1973, p. 163). 

Pottieger and Purinton (2002) believe that the engagement of people ’s values is not abstract 

or objective, but commonly influenced by temporal ideals and subjectivities. However, these 

shifts do not necessarily occur over long periods of time. Instead, there may be instances 

where ideals and practices change within a short space of a few years, particularly if there are 

new social, legal, political, economic or moral obligations and shifts of policy.  

These shifts are not easy to predict or affect. Some decision-making practices are more open 

to new ideals than others. Arriving at the current regime of land-use planning and regulation 

has not been a simple course and, as the above discussion has shown, many of those in land-

use planning practice have taken for granted ideas and practices regarding land-use planning. 

In each period, land-use practice and the expression of a sense of place were firmly embedded 

within the values and assumptions of those in power, rather than the responsibilities of 

individuals, stakeholders and the community. However, some periods saw the recognition of 

people’s values, with the importance of diverse values to place recognised more recently. 

This movement has been particularly noticeable in the land-use planning reforms of late 

occurring across Australia (Ruming & Gurran, 2014). 

3.5 Understanding land-use planning as a value of the 

political elite 

People’s values in planning are a socially and politically constructed process, influenced by 

the dominant and governing ideals of the elite within those periods. As such, planning 

systems and practices are constantly changing in how they deal with and consider people’s 

values to place. 

Therefore the challenge is how to deal with changing elite political values that are inherent 

within land-use planning, while also adequately expressing people’s values to place 

throughout these changes. The hardest challenge to adequately address people’s values to 

place is thus determining how planning decisions are shaped and framed by the political elite 

and how they influence the expression of people’s values to place  in land-use planning 

practice. For example, the desirability of economic growth and the protection of business 

and other vested interests has become part of Australian state government’s narrative of 

progress and their quality of life discourse. 
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Accordingly, when dealing with the challenges of engaging with people’s values to place for 

planning purposes, the dominant and most powerful political values come into play in the 

planning of place (Porter, 2010). Land-use planning is shaped by multiple political values, 

facts, identity and practices of managing the landscape, such as the Roman religious values 

governing place. Planning is thus based on culturally-supported ideological systems. But what 

this historical survey has also highlighted is that there are multiple existing, emerging and 

potentially conflicting concerns that have changed over time in relation to expressing other 

people’s values to place, and that these are related to the values of the political elite. However 

as multicultural planning paradigms were increasing, the political context was not orientated 

towards this value of place. 

Normally literature on planning’s value to place is reduced to a chronological narrative of 

land-use planning’s advancements, with representations of plans, maps and policy to 

demonstrate and illustrate the evolution of land-use planning practice and policy. As a result, 

the importance and influence of the political elite ’s priorities and agendas that influence the 

introduction of such planning values in the first place are downplayed, or even overlooked. 

These commonly influence the expressions of people’s values to place in planning, even 

despite the improvements of policy making and knowledge for planning the landscape. 

While parallels are frequently drawn between the efficiency of planning and the quality of life 

of civilization, land-use planning should be seen as an action of powerful values that result 

in a certain construction of place and a corresponding vision at a certain point in time. Each 

period of land-use planning practice progressively introduced inclusionary regulations, 

transferring matters of place and the management of place from government to the individual 

and the corporate public. However, despite the sophistication of planning over time, the 

attempts to express multiple values to place has not always been successful. Although both 

planning reformers of earlier times and the policy makers of today hold up public 

participation and the postcolonial paradigms as the exemplars of today’s planning 

advancement, participatory planning has failed under the latest neoliberal ideals of today’s 

governments, despite multicultural planning agendas. It goes to show that there is more than 

just political ideals in planning, but rather the dominant value of place within the political 

mechanisms and how they consider other values to place in planning, that is occurring. 

3.6 Summary 

This chapter has demonstrated that the expression of people’s values to place in land-use 

planning is more than just an issue of the political ideal. It is an issue of the political ideal 
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having dominant values of place that are preferred by the elite or those in control. In 

particular, as planning ideals have evolved, the expression of other interpretations and values 

to place are not as well aligned compared to the more recent political context Powerful 

ideologies and values of place thus prevail over people ’s values to place (Gunder, 2010). 

The brief socio-historical overview presented in this chapter shows how people’s values to 

place in planning have been shaped by forces such as changes that occurred in the 

understanding of health and the use of nature and greenery; views on responsibilities for 

place; normative and behavioural changes in the role of government and policy-makers; 

political ideology; and the morality of people’s values. The next chapter considers how an 

Indigenous value to place, as a political value of the elite, could influence planning’s actions 

and structure and ultimately, the form of settlements and landscapes. Also presented is a 

framework for understanding the unappreciated values of place in political planning, using 

the case study of an Aboriginal connection to Country. 
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CHAPTER 4  
INDIGENOUS VALUES TO PLACE AND 

POLITICAL ELITE VALUES 

4.1 Introduction 

Chapter 3 argued that while there were various developments in how people’s values in 

planning were expressed, it is clear that those who are in control of these decisions influence 

how people’s values are expressed. As a result, these values of the political elite have a 

significant impact on how people’s values of place are considered, expressed or represented 

in planning policy. However, what was noted was that something else was occurring and 

other influences were at play. Despite the fact that planning theory and practice are moving 

towards multivalued and deliberative planning paradigms, the ability for planning to  actually 

consider multiple values is still being controlled by the political values of the elite.  

This chapter develops the idea that the consideration of people’s values to place, such as 

Indigenous connections to place in land-use planning, is made more complex because of 

dominant political values. Dominant political values are commonly the values of the 

controlling elite and they determine how people’s values to place will be considered in land-

use planning practice and outcomes. This narrative surrounding the consideration of 

Indigenous values to place in land-use planning policy is particularly concerning because 

Indigenous Peoples’ need to be engaged and recognised in government land policy under 

international law, such as the United Nations Declaration of Indigenous Rights (2007). This chapter 

presents a framework for understanding how land-use planning practice and policy that is 

incorporating Indigenous values to place can be influenced by political values and the 

mechanisms employed by these values. This research focuses on the consideration of 

Indigenous values to place as an illustrative example. The framework highlights the three 

realms of the political elite narrative: value, practical and the material elements – all of which 

can influence planning’s expression of Aboriginal values to Country in policy and practice. It 

argues that land-use planning’s ability to consider Indigenous values to place is diminished 

when public participation is not able to shape and guide planning policy. This is an important 

theoretical contribution because currently, scholarly literature on incorporating Indigenous 

Peoples’ values to place (or landscape values) largely concentrates on the incompatibility of 

planning’s decision-making practices, without considering the values and structures that are 

driving the possibility for these practices and visions. This framework aims to fill this gap.  
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4.2 Considering Indigenous values in planning 

Some people’s values about place are consistently considered in institutional planning 

systems and are generally supported by most political elite agendas and values. For example, 

sustainable economic growth is seen as one way to improve societies’ quality of life and 

liveability of place. There are many different ways that these values have been considered in 

the governance of place in planning but, generally, economic values are well appreciated by 

state governments and the political elite (Steele, 2009). As a result, much has been developed 

in planning practice to nurture this type of value in planning systems and framings (Davis, 

1963). 

Some values of place, however, face challenges because they are not known or recorded for 

possible consideration in planning systems. This may be because they either are not yet 

identified (Low Choy et al., 2010), or no longer identifiable (O’Donovan, 1989). However, 

in today’s era of democratic governance, influenced by multiple discourses advocating for 

human rights, justice and equality, this argument is not well accepted. Rather various groups, 

such as Indigenous Peoples, are less accepting of the idea of their values being incompatible 

with Western decision-making processes and are asking for more engagement and more 

participation (Kliger & Cosgrove, 1999). How to incorporate Indigenous values and their 

connections to place are now questions generally subjected to extensive studies and research 

for land-use planning policy development and decision-making (Low Choy et al., 2010). 

Indigenous values, however, are not consistently considered in statutory and state-based 

land-use planning systems despite rising opportunities (e.g. , insurgent and collaborative 

planning processes and land rights) because they (or the knowledge on which they are based) 

are not adequately influencing decisions that are being influenced by values that are 

commonly values of the political elite. As a result, considering Indigenous values in planning 

policy can be dependent on the dominant political elite’s values that either enable or hinder 

Indigenous recognition in multicultural agendas (Barry & Porter, 2011; Battiste & 

Henderson, 2000; Berry, 1999; Lane & Hibbard, 2005; McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; Porter, 

2006b; Smallcombe, 2000; Smith & Akagawa, 2008). As such, Indigenous values are better 

understood as being a value influenced by political elite agendas because Indigenous 

communities are not always appropriately considered or engaged in statutory land-use 

planning practice. It can even result in the denial of their values to place in today’s 

postcolonial societies (Langton, 1994; Warry, 2008). This thesis argues that Indigenous values 

are inconsistently recognised and appreciated in planning practice and policy because they 

are not always a value on the agenda of the political elite. 
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Planning thus embodies powerful cultural values that can influence justifications and the 

‘making sense of everyday experience’ (Baum, 2011, p. 103). As a cultural influence, 

dominant and powerful values of place dominate what the narrative of the spatial 

management approach should entail.  As a result, the management of the landscape through 

these values can influence whether some values are appreciated or not in planning practice. 

As a result Indigenous values are not always perfectly aligned for their full consideration in 

planning practice and policy (Porter & Barry, 2015; Wensing & Porter, 2015). 

The changing ‘contact zone’ is a conceptual theory that Barry and Porter (2011) used to show 

how Indigenous values are often considered differently in planning systems. These values are 

often varied in their degrees of acceptance or consideration in planning policy practices 

(Hibbard et al., 2008) and in Western culture more generally (Carter, 2013; Read, 2000). As 

a result, Indigenous values are usually subjected to inconsistencies in the ways that they are 

expressed, despite the growing research and knowledge about these values, especially in 

terms of understanding how to express Aboriginal connections to Country in planning policy 

(see Low Choy et al., 2010), and the impact that urbanisation and unsustainable practices has 

on Indigenous knowledge (Groenfeldt, 2003; Hung, 2013).  

Some values, such as Indigenous-place values, might be inconsistently considered in planning 

due to their complexity and unfamiliarity. This can also lead to misunderstandings, and even 

today Indigenous values to place are still widely influenced by colonial mentalities that 

consider Indigenous values as ancestral and of only basic and simple traditions (Waitt, 1999). 

Until this is changed, Indigenous values could always be misappropriated and influenced by 

interpretations that impact the true nature of these values. It is not possible for the 

consideration of Indigenous values to guide contemporary landscapes without the agency of 

these values to share their experience, knowledge and values of place and to create dialogue 

(Muller, 2008; Rose, 1999). 

The specific nature of how political ideals of the elite influence the consideration of 

Aboriginal values is thus an important consideration. However, there also needs to be 

consideration of how political values and ideals differ in their influence on planning systems 

and practice, particularly as Indigenous communities have had both positive and negative 

experience within state-based planning systems. Planning as a process of managing land-use 

is very much influenced by the values of those who are in positions of political power and 

influence. Subsequently, the way people’s values to place, such as Indigenous values, is 

included (or excluded) in planning policy, reflects the underlying values of those who are in 

control and in a position to make decisions. Those in control who make decisions thus define 
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and shape the contact and determine whether Indigenous values are able to guide planning 

policy or not. When Indigenous Peoples’ values to place are such that they are sensitive to 

political philosophical changes that might impact their ability to be considered in planning 

considerations and priorities, ongoing inclusion and engagement should be a priority. If there 

is no certainty that the political elite will consider these values, it might never be within 

planning abilities to consider them. 

4.3 Political elite values and Indigenous values in 

planning 

When Indigenous Peoples’ values are inconsistently expressed in planning, this is often tied 

up with differences in how these values are understood and esteemed. The issues for 

planning to adequately consider these values are subsequently not simple nor easily solvable. 

The dominant assumptions about what might be of value, and how valuable it might be, are 

fundamental in framing the consideration of Indigenous Peoples’ values in land-use planning. 

Planning practices to incorporate Indigenous values, for example, are generally limited to 

protecting Western notions of Indigenous cultural heritage as only ‘stones and bones’. This, 

however, has a huge impact on Indigenous concepts about place that are commonly holistic 

and integrated (Gammage, 2011; Ross et al., 2011). The reduction to this specific 

conceptualisation of Indigenous values to their ancestral places strips away the connections, 

knowledge and experience that Indigenous Peoples have to their lands (McBryde, 2000). 

However, this response to Indigenous values to place is common because Indigenous 

cultural understandings of place are generally a subset of the dominant orientation of what 

planning is mainly shaped to consider (Nadasdy, 1999). This is despite the planning 

profession and others advocating for more multicultural political agendas (Abbot, 2012; 

Healey, 2006; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). 

Indigenous values situated within a planning process that is shaped by political ideals are thus 

commonly valued through Western governed political frames. Indigenous values are to be 

assimilated through Western institutional frames and understandings (Barry & Porter, 2011). 

As a result, when Indigenous People attempt to bring their own concepts about place, they 

are rarely included in a way that is recognisable or adequate in planning policy and practice. 

Indigenous Peoples’ environmental values are rarely considered outside of the common 

Western assumption that they are only cultural or spiritual (Jackson, 2006). As a result, the 

incorporation of Indigenous Peoples’ values in planning practice is not an easy task for 

planning, when planning itself is underpinned by deeply embedded values. To improve the 

consideration of Indigenous values in planning, there needs to be focus on what these values 
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are and how they impact practice. Only when this is done will it be possible to detect values 

that are influencing planning’s ability to consider people’s values.   

Why some values to place are not considered in the way that they should be is because of 

certain values and assumptions underpinning Western social and political structures. Hence 

it is important to understand dominant social values because they are influencing the 

consideration of Indigenous values in land-use planning. Also, as illustrated earlier in Chapter 

3, today’s dominant social values have a temporal dimension. They are thus connected with 

previously held social norms and values such as colonialism and imperialism. Such political 

values were based on notions that Indigenous values unsettle the ‘purity’ of a Western society 

(Anderson & Jacobs, 1997) and that the  ‘eradication’ of Australian Indigenous Peoples’ was 

acceptable (Reynolds, 1996 Watson, 1997). The ignorance of some values in multicultural 

land-use planning can thus be seen as a way to retain some form of status quo and maintain 

order through institutional structures (Perin, 1977). The ability for planning to adequately 

consider multiple ways of valuing place is dependent on the prevailing cultural ideologies 

that wish to continue the status quo through institutional structures (Gelder & Jacobs, 1998; 

Jacobs, 1996; Porter, 2006a). This is particularly problematic for Indigenous values because 

maintaining the status quo in planning practice and policy means that these values will rarely 

be considered in the ways that those who are attached to them need them to be considered. 

4.4 Aboriginal values and the values of planning 

A large number of examples of values that are not adequately included in government based 

planning practices are related to Indigenous understandings of place. For example: Australian 

Aboriginal values to Country (Hibbard et al., 2008; Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2006; Lane, 

Ross, Dale, & Rickson, 2003); Canadian Aboriginal cultural landscapes (Andrews & Buggey, 

2008; Stevenson, 2006) and the Bedouin Peoples of Isreal (Schechla, 2001; Yiftachel, 2009; 

Yiftachel & Yacobi, 2003). While state-based planning processes continue to exclude 

Indigenous values to Country, Indigenous values are not influencing planning’s overall cultural 

values, which in turn continue to be advocated by the dominant political context (Havemann, 

2005; Sandercock, 2004; Yiftachel, 1999). The next section attempts to understand why land-

use planning considers Indigenous values in the ways that it does. It also considers that 

planning’s ability to consider Indigenous values is dependent upon the values that underpin 

its structures. This research uses this perspective to better understand the challenge that land-

use planning faces in considering Aboriginal understandings to Country. 
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Incorporating Indigenous values in Western land-use planning policy is a challenge with little 

improvement or change. Understanding why this is occurring has been taken up by a number 

of scholars. Porter suggests that this is not simply because of the distinct characteristics of 

the value itself, but rather due to the political context and culture within which it occurs 

(Porter, 2006a). This can be considered to influence the concepts and assumptions 

underpinning planning whereby management of place is based on Western principles such 

as property and science (Castree, 2015; Massey, 2005). Other values, which need to be 

considered in planning policy and practice, are thus considered an ‘add on’ to the preferred 

system of values that are to influence decision-making. Subsequently land-use planning, in 

attempting to consider Aboriginal values to place, might find that it is unable to because 

these values are ‘outside’ or are ‘out of sync’ with preferred values and could unsettle the 

status quo (Huntington, 1993). It can also be an unwelcome challenge and questioning of 

Western society’s values (Maaka & Fleras, 2005). Aboriginal connection to Country in 

Australia has even been categorised as a fear and a threat by dominant cultures (Carrington, 

2011; Eggleston, 1976). 

The strength of alignment of Indigenous values with land-use planning’s values can be 

dependent on a number of factors, such as: the ontology of the political value itself (Howitt 

& Suchet-Pearson, 2006); the manner in which Indigenous values are being engaged in 

Western decision-making (Porter & Barry, 2013); and a Western society’s perception of 

Indigenous culture itself (Read, 2000; Warry, 2008). What is considered in planning  is thus 

dependent upon a number of contexts, values and perceptions. Pilger, in his latest film Utopia 

(2013), observes that government decision-making is in part to do with the old colonial 

mentality that the Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples (ATSIP) are not 

the first Peoples of Australia. Indeed, some recent literature has been focused on justifying 

the presence of Aboriginal values in the Australian estate to fight against prevalent colonial 

thinking and practices. For example, Gammage (2011) wrote a whole book arguing that 

Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ connections to Country were not a romanticised and 

untouched value before Australian settlers arrived. It is clear that Aboriginal values to place 

are steeped in a history of white ignorance and also government suppression and resistance 

against the recognition of these values in policy.  

However, incorporating Indigenous values to place in planning decisions could unsettle the 

dominant orders of place because there is international pressure on postcolonial states to 

respect Aboriginal Peoples’ values and their right to self-empowerment (Augoustinos, 

Tuffin, & Rapley, 1999; Cairns, 2000), and land rights (Lane 2006). In Australia, Aboriginal 

groups are gathering together to protect their values and land rights (Reynolds, 2006; Stevens, 
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1997), and are increasingly demonstrating Western governments’ failure in protecting the 

Australian people’s landscape (Pilger, 2010; Read, 2000). Western political elite’s control of 

planning decisions is thus not an acceptable practice today particularly when these decisions 

are related to Indigenous matters of concern. Yet governments today, just like imperialism 

before, are still attempting to control Aboriginal groups and communities (Reynolds, 2006). 

Some scholars suggest that compatibility with the status quo is central to understanding the 

difficulties that Indigenous Peoples face, particularly in some of their attempts to work within 

land-use planning processes (Morgan & Cole-Hawthorne, 2016). If unaligned, the challenge 

to the dominant value by the Indigenous value can provoke defensiveness (Havermann, 

2005) and possibly even racism, because it questions the already assumed position (Martin-

Hill, 2008; Ford & Rowse, 2012). Indigenous values could threaten the dominant order, and 

the response to this by those most in power is sometimes anxiety and uncertainty, to which 

they might respond irrationally and subjectively (Sullivan, 2013). 

Accordingly, anxiety and irrationality in planning practice is created when Indigenous peoples 

are bringing to the table values that are causing an ‘issue’ that disturbs the current system and 

order of place, as advocated by powerful mechanisms and ideals. It can be then that 

Indigenous values to place do not provide similar borders, definition and values to those 

currently preferred. This might be because Indigenous values of place represent alternatives, 

other ways of valuing and seeing something different to what maybe has normally been 

considered and done (Low Choy, Wadsworth, & Burns, 2011). However, new ways of seeing 

can result in innovative and new ways of policy-making, such as collaborative planning 

towards environmental sustainability (Day, Gunton, & Frame, 2003; Low Choy et al., 2011). 

Resistance against Indigenous understandings and knowledge can thus be seen as a way to 

continue control of the status quo and create ‘internal colonies’ (Perry, 1996) or Western 

subsets (Nadasdy, 1999) that results in Indigenous Peoples being ‘minority populations in 

their own lands’ (Dyck, 1985, p. 1). This response to Indigenous communities has resulted 

in little change of governance, planning and policy: 

In the present, as in the past, Aboriginal peoples are being subjected to government 

policies that, from one Country to another, range from genocide to forced assimilation, 

from segregation to cultural pluralism. (Dyck, 1985, p. 1) 

An unwillingness to acknowledge Indigenous values in today’s landscapes is particularly 

problematic given the close and inseparable connection Indigenous people have to their 

lands. Some scholars propose that it is this very closeness to the land that accounts for the 

elite’s anxiety about Indigenous values to place. Indigenous values represent a challenge to 
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unsustainable planning practice because their values, based on ancestral knowledge and law, 

can be seen as another alternative and one way to improve the protection of the environment 

(Howitt, 2001; Maragia, 2005). However, more exploratory approaches suggest that 

assumptions of differences between Western science and Indigenous knowledge are not 

beneficial and synergies need to be found (Ross et al., 2011). As with most culturally sensitive 

issues, it is how open the powerful ideals are to being challenged and how open planning is 

to other ways of understandings, which accounts for the differences in how Indigenous 

values are expressed in planning. 

Considering people’s values to place in planning thus involves questions focusing on the 

ideals that are in power, because they have a strong role to play in how these values are to be 

considered in environmental decision-making. Following this, political ideals can either be 

there to help emancipate values and ways of knowing (Lane & Hibbard, 2005) or help 

perpetuate ‘a system of domination’ (Bickerstaff & Walker, 2005, p. 2140). The outcomes of 

positive or negative expressions of Indigenous values in place thus appear based on whether 

Indigenous values align or do not align to the imposed orders. Some scholars, however, 

would argue that regardless of how they align, there is still a ‘possessive logic of patriarchal 

white sovereignty’ that prevents the expression of Aboriginal values and rights from being 

adequately considered (Moreton-Robinson, 2004, p. 1). 

As a result, some scholars suggest that the reason planning systems are unable to consider 

Aboriginal values in planning is because of these subjective and Western-derived 

underpinnings (Muller, 2008). While this research recognises that objectivity is (conceptually) 

possible, it considers that the known objectives are still socially determined. Hence, like most 

planning problems, the consideration of Indigenous values in planning needs to be 

understood as a political and cultural issue, stemming from powerful and elite structures. It 

is ‘the realpolitik of (post)colonial relations in settler…the reality of life for Indigenous 

communities’ (Porter, 2004, p. 106). The question then is how Indigenous values are 

understood and interpreted through dominant ideals and values (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 

2006). 

So does it matter whether political structures influence land-use planning’s consideration of 

these values? From a postcolonial planning stance, the answer is, of course, yes. It is of 

particular importance when dealing with such complex issues, such as the inclusion of 

Indigenous values to place in planning. Such a question can focus on why planning and 

planners respond to these values in the way they do in everyday policy and engagement 

activities and the means by which change can be better achieved. Such an understanding 



61 

advances the need for culturally-influenced approaches to effect some change because it 

places the Indigenous values, and the construction of them, at the forefront of the justice 

and equality agenda. This research thus recognises that not only is the consideration of these 

attitudes towards Indigenous values important in policy, but also the implications of it for 

planning systems. Recognising land-use planning considering Indigenous values as a 

politically influenced process allows for the design of new processes, which acknowledge and 

might ‘go beyond’ to de-structure the orders of the status quo. 

4.5 A framework for understanding the influence of the 

political dominant values in planning 

Pottieger and Purinton (1998) have developed a ‘landscape narrative’ that provides a useful 

framing for this research to explain how planning’s consideration of Indigenous connections 

to place is impacted by powerful political and social values. Landscape narratives are 

understood as spatial processes that are shaped and narrated in place by narrative-tellers and 

societal norms and ideals. They help ‘designate the interplay and mutual relationship between 

story and place’ (1998, p. 16). In this research, the landscape narrative is the land-use planning 

process. It is appropriate because land-use planning is also a process about place, and it is 

shaped and narrated by multiple authors and powerful mechanisms in written policy. 

Specifically, this research uses the framework to explore the ongoing elements of the 

planning process, which comprises three key elements: the value, the practical and the 

material. Specifically the landscape narrative comprises the dominant society’s perceptions 

of Indigenous values; the actions of authors shaping planning systems and practice, and ways 

that Indigenous People’s values are protected in planning policy. Together these elements 

can explore how social values that underpin and are perpetuated in political processes will 

influence planning that is considering the interests and values of Indigenous Peoples. This is 

the first time that this framework has been applied to enhance the understanding of what is 

happening when land-use planning’s interactions with Indigenous values are influenced by 

other and more powerful values. The following sections will describe the framework and its 

usefulness in exploring the consideration of Indigenous values in statutory land-use planning 

practice. 

4.5.1 The value element 

The ‘value’ element of this framework encompasses the ‘systems of meaning created by the 

structuring elements within the world (Pottieger & Purinton 1998, p. 16); or, the value that 

is powering the story. In this research, these values that are influencing the land-use planning 

narrative include the values of the political elite (as illustrated earlier in Chapter 3), which are 
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powerful in shaping what values are considered (or not) in planning practice. As a political 

process, the activities of planning are only made possible by broader political and social 

structures that influence what can happen. The previous section outlined how these 

structures and values interpret Indigenous values as ‘imperfections’ or as a ‘threat’ to settler 

values and the status quo. Generally literature considers that Indigenous understandings of 

place are yet to be considered justly in Western and postcolonial government decision-

making and in the ways that Indigenous people would like to care for place. 

While what values about place able to be considered in planning processes is dependent upon 

the governing political ideologies, it has been argued that some community’s values do not 

always align to the priorities of the preferred value sets, and Indigenous values are one such 

critical example. They are treated sometimes with arrogance and with little respect for their 

ways of understandings and knowledge (Rose 1993). Some scholars would go further to 

suggest that this arrogance is deliberate because postcolonial states are characterised by a 

‘fear of change’ that results in ignorance, guilt and a ‘denial of history’ (Warry, 2008, p. 13). 

However, postcolonialism in planning is also about change and acknowledging difference, 

diversity and multiple values (Sandercock, 1998). Some scholars have focused on how 

postcolonial planning is not able to consider other values because of these colonial values 

that impact planning’s ability to adequately consider Indigenous values in state-based 

planning (Barry and Porter, 2011) 

The influences shaping the dominant elite’s perceptions of Indigenous values also appear to 

be linked to be the more acceptable story for society (Havemann, 2005). These attitudes can 

thus facilitate the types of stories that states and governments want society to value. As such: 

For Indigenous peoples there is a core story that is about paradise lost, or an expulsion 

from paradise. For the settlers, the core story is the pioneer’s tale of bravery and 

persistence in the face of adversity. (Sandercock, 2003, p. 184) 

Political elite values facilitate the institutional possibilities of statutory planning processes to 

influence what is actually possible. In this thesis, it is also about what is not possible, such as 

the ‘unviability of Indigenous nationhood’ (Lawrence & Dua, 2005, pp. 129–130), and what 

was possible, such as the colonisation and attempted eradication of Indigenous Peoples’ and 

their knowledges. Today in Western societies, Indigenous values are, at best, considered a 

romantic value of the ancient that should be given some recognition at the opening of special 

ceremonies and events and in some policy (Dunn, Kamp, Shaw, Forrest, & Paradies, 2010). 

As a result, the value element of these narratives recognise Indigenous Peoples as a group 

impacted by elite political values and ideals. Not because of the characteristics of these values 
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or knowledge, but because it is shaped by what the dominant elite deem is important or not. 

Pottieger and Purinton would call this ‘the structural elements’ that are influencing the 

consideration of the Indigenous place in Western planning policy (1998, p. 17).  

Such a view recognises that if not aligned with political elite values, inclusive and postcolonial 

decision-making is not going to be possible, even with the most sophisticated and progressive 

planning agendas. However, the very existence of progressive statutory planning agendas 

also seems to suggest that there is the possibility of some alignment with political ideals and 

opportunities for some progress and justice (Hibbard et al., 2008; Lane, 2003). Thus, the 

consideration of Aboriginal values in planning could be more about the broader issues of 

what is considered to be ‘trendy’ at that particular time by dominant values and white 

societies. As shown in the previous chapter, the expression of people ’s values to place, 

although shaped always by dominant ideas and values structuring decision-making, is 

constantly changing. This has resulted in different (and often competing) paradigms and 

ideals in planning practice and policy. 

It is often suggested by scholars that Indigenous values are unable to be considered in 

Western decision-making processes because they are different to Western values and 

knowledge (Berkes, 2009a). This is in spite of the similar ways that knowledge, whether 

Western or not, provides the basis of decision-making (Morgan & Cole-Hawthorne, 2016). 

There appears, however, a variation of how Indigenous knowledge is considered in different 

planning frameworks. For example, environmental planning, such as for national parks and 

protected areas, have resulted in some innovative co-governance arrangements to take into 

account Indigenous knowledge and values (Berkes, 2009b; Borrini, Kothari, & Oviedo, 2004; 

Horowitz, 1998; Lane, 2003; Robinson, Smyth, & Whitehead, 2005; Ross et al., 2009) 

Similarly, natural resource management (NRM) initiatives incorporating Indigenous 

Traditional Environmental Knowledge (TEK) have also been considered innovative and as 

attempting to consider Indigenous understandings of place (Putnis, Josif, & Woodward, 

2007). Other examples include specific impact assessment criteria, such as Indigenous health 

(Kwiatkowski, Tikhonov, Peace, & Bourassa, 2009). The literature shows that although there 

are challenges, Indigenous values have played an important role in defining their own 

development futures in these management and engagement initiatives. Perhaps Indigenous 

knowledge is considered in these areas of planning and management because there is a closer 

alignment with political priorities with regard to natural resource management. Planning thus 

allows communities and policy-makers to promote and pursue their own preferred agendas. 

As a result protected area planning and NRM can generally converge with the desires of 
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planning theory for progressive planning and multiple values to manage planning (Lane, 

2001). 

However, this might not be possible if natural resource management was not so well aligned 

with mainstream political agendas and aspirations. Planning practices and activities occur 

because political structures and values make these practices possible.  This can help explain 

why some planning practices also appear to protect already privileged and bounded 

communities (Pratt, 1998). This is particularly harmful when these practices are advocated 

under the banner of multiculturalism and Indigenous reconciliation and justice. As a result, 

Indigenous Peoples are sometimes suspicious and wary of statutory planning systems and 

processes, to the point that multiculturalism is further impeded. As van den Berg comments 

on this strategy from his work with the Nyoongar people of Western Australia:  

It seems that most of those Nyoongar people interviewed do not embrace the policies 

of multiculturalism, for the simple reason that the majority of Nyoongars feel that they 

are being ignored by the state and federal governments and are being labelled as ethnic 

by the broader Australian society. They believe that the dominant culture is trying to 

obliterate their status as the Indigenous people of this Country. (2002,p. 160). 

As a result, the past actions and attitudes of the state itself can mean that present attempts 

to readdress these issues are perceived as tokenistic, even deliberately misleading. However, 

the actions of Indigenous communities are not to be blamed especially when considering 

that there are many examples of states not wanting to change in order to retain the status 

quo. It results in the same strategic narrative being told (Barry & Elmes, 1997). Planning is 

unable to change because political structures are influencing how decisions can be made 

regardless of what has, or what has not, worked in the past.  

As a result, despite positive work that might be done by the state, the past actions of the state 

and the continuing actions of some states wanting to retain the status quo mean that there 

are very few new narratives of planning working and progressing towards multicultural and 

multivalued planning systems. This is a common issue noted in recent geographical literature: 

that the familiar processes and the familiar strategies that are being applied are stopping any 

progress in how to challenge the complexities of the world today (Castree, 2015). It could 

also result in communities not believing that these narratives could be challenged.  

Rose (1999) observes Australian Aboriginal peoples have one of the most intimate 

relationships to place, yet strategic planning never openly admits this nor values it with any 

respect and consideration. This relates to Brady (1994) asking why the distrust of sacredness 
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(through a rationalist lens) fails  to  ‘move  across  the  boundary’  and  deal  with  the 

Aboriginal  value. 

Individuals, emotionally and culturally, would much rather pretend that there was no such 

thing. As Warry comments on her exploration of Canada’s attitudes to Canadian Aboriginals: 

There is, I believe, in Canada both an indifference about Aboriginal issues and a denial 

of colonial actions that create a kind of accidental racism. My use of this term is not to 

sugar-coat, but rather to signal that many, if not the majority, of Canadians are not only 

ignorant of Aboriginal culture, they are also ignorant of their ignorance. (2008, p. 16) 

It is this ‘construction of meaning’ that underpins the value realm of the Pottieger and 

Purinton (1998) framework. It is the first element of the framework that considers the 

influence of elite’s views and attitudes in institutional processes and how these processes 

must be shaped and reshaped to meet preferred values, regardless of the impact on planning’s 

ability to consider Indigenous values. 

 It has been shown that the state’s attitudes and ideals have a clear influence on how 

Indigenous values are considered in institutional processes. However, it has also been shown 

that these attitudes can also impact the types of planning activities allowed to occur, some of 

which appear to have processes in place to incorporate Indigenous values. The next realm 

of the framework considers the practical realm; how these ideals might then influence 

planning actions, specifically the actors involved in these actions and ultimately, what stories 

can be told.   

4.5.2 The practical element 

The way that political structures consider or appreciate Indigenous values shapes the ways 

that such values will be engaged with in land-use planning actions and decision-making 

processes. Government planners, who develop and action planning underpinned by political 

priorities and values, are the authors of the land-use planning narrative. Political values will 

need to be met and as a result, government planners will behave in various ways that conform 

to the order of place that is favoured. It is these practices, the actions and decisions that are 

played out by authors, that are the subject of the ‘practical’ element. In the Pottieger and 

Purinton (1998) landscape narrative, this realm focuses on how most landscapes are shaped 

by environmental and cultural practices by multiple authors and narratives (not just the state). 

The practical element explores how the social ideals of the political elite are enacted in 

planners’ behaviours and planning’s written texts. This helps to determine the various ways 

that political structures are ‘acted out’ in planners’ actions. These actions will reflect the ways 
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that planning events are considering  Indigenous values to place. This is based on the earlier 

section’s argument that planning, as an institutional and political system, undertakes practices 

in a way that takes into account the preferred values of the political and more powerful values 

of place as expressed by the state. 

Sandercock (1997, p. 90) notes that  

In so far as planning has sought to address and represent the needs of that part of civil 

society which is most vulnerable, it has traditionally done so through the agencies of the 

state, in a top-down reformist mode (which has itself been criticised by communities on 

the receiving end).  

Planning and planners, normally dealing with centralised, top-down state-based planning, 

have been (either consciously or unconsciously) applying methods to consider Indigenous 

values to place in ways that would appease the state, particularly as these states are 

increasingly under fiscal pressures and business interests (Long, 2013). Porter illustrates this 

through her example of planners’ activities and behaviour to achieve the desired goal to log 

the Nyah Forest in the Wadi Wadi People’s land: 

a range of ‘micro-practices of power’… – agenda setting, invitations to meetings, 

utilizing known community divisions – planners in this case exacerbated an already 

difficult situation to achieve a desired policy goal, the logging of Nyah Forest. (Porter 

2004,  p. 107) 

Little effort is made for direct involvement or engagement with Indigenous values, if the 

political values favoured by the governing elite do not endorse these values. It results in 

planners’ actions that are largely disrespectful, as shown in Jackson’s work in Broome, 

Australia, where planners refused to visit, see and walk on Country despite the demands from 

the Traditional Owners (Jackson, 1998). This lack of engagement can also be extended to 

planners’ own assumptions about the practices and planning, which being a Western-derived 

process of law, has little regard for the distinct physical, social and cultural laws that underpin 

Aboriginal values and their interests to the land. As such, practices of planning to exc lude 

Indigenous values are completely dissociated from the very knowledge that these values are 

derived from. Karen Martin, a Noonucle scholar, observing the use of her knowledge in 

Western practices, specifically for registering a Native Title claim, neatly sums up this point: 

I was an executive committee member of the Quandamooka Land Council when 

research was being compiled as evidence to satisfy criteria for registration. We had to 

prove that we were indeed the traditional owners of the land in question by disclosing 

our genealogies, customs, traditions, beliefs and knowledges. The criteria was based on 

Western, anthropological notions of ownership, affiliation and association to fulfil 

Western legal requirements. I watched with interest and listened to the ways in which 
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our knowledges, cultures and beliefs were collected, analysed, interpreted and 

presented for this claim. 

Placing some faith in the concept of native title, I wanted to contribute to the collection 

of evidence. Although I was interviewed, I felt my knowledge and experiences were 

measured against pre-determined categories of culture to which it was deemed I could 

provide no new or convincing examples.(2003, p. 3) 

Considering Indigenous values is thus an issue of working out how best to consider these 

values in planning decision-making processes. However, this might not always be possible 

because planning’s actions must always meet the governing priorities and values . This can 

lead to actions and practices that serve to exacerbate problems of engagement with 

Indigenous communities, with little benefits or improvement deriving from these practices 

(Carter, 2010). This closing down of opportunities for planning to work out how to 

incorporate Australian Aboriginal interests and protect these values also exacerbates the 

disadvantage of these communities who need to be able to care for Country.  

There are, however, some positive examples whereby planning practices have been able to 

consider Indigenous values and engage with Indigenous Peoples, such as collaborative land-

use planning approaches. Waage’s (2001) example of eastern Oregon suggests that these 

practices of planning can overcome entrenched antagonisms and enable fair and consensual 

negotiations. Berkes also reports on Indigenous involvement in successful co-management 

regimes in Canada and the Arctic (see also Berkes, Mathias, Kislalioglu, & Fast, 2001; Folke 

& Berkes, 2004; Laronde, 1993). Another example is in New Zealand where an integrated 

resource management approach has been applied to ensure Maori participation in the 

development of regional resource management plans (Berke et al. , 2002). 

However, there are very few practices of collaborative planning approaches that are currently 

attempting to consider Indigenous ways of understanding in broader public consensus and 

decision-making. Scholars additionally critique the practices of collaborative planning 

because these practices are also standardised and geared towards non-Aboriginal values and 

framings, even when arrangements are established specifically for unrepresented groups 

(Kliger & Cosgrove, 1999). As a result, Indigenous values appear to be included under the 

auspices of collaborative planning. As Sue Jackson observes in her work on water governance 

in the Northern Territory, Australia: 

The Daly River region of the Northern Territory is undergoing increased agricultural 

intensification. A 12 month planning exercise sought to integrate social, economic, 

environmental and cultural values into decisions about land use and water extraction. 

Separate treatment of Indigenous and non-Indigenous social values compounded the 

reification of Aboriginal ‘cultural values’ which were perceived largely within the 
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confines of a cultural heritage paradigm. The heritage paradigm and other common 

influential theories of value focus on objects, entities and places at the expense of 

recognition and valuation of relationships, processes and connections between social 

groups, people and place, and people and non-human entities. (Jackson, 2006, p. 19). 

Jackson’s observations highlight a need for planners to be critically aware of how planning 

decisions are not considering Indigenous values because of other and commonly accepted 

values and assumptions. What is considered ‘normal’ practice can also influence planner's’  

abilities to address other more marginalised and unique values. Thus planners’ engagement 

with Indigenous communities to consider their values can help illustrate what values are 

already embedded within planning practice.  

Some scholars argue that these embedded values about Indigenous values rarely changed to 

make space for Indigenous ways of valuing place (Sandercock, 1998). Thus, planning and 

government planners might not even have the skills or know-how to adequately consider 

Indigenous Peoples’ values when they are required to. This can explain why planning is 

considered by scholars as ‘cunning’ because it hides these limitations and denies their 

influence on meeting multicultural agendas (Povinelli, 2002) and engagement processes 

(Carter, 2010; Kilger & Cosgrove, 1999). Not only do political structures influence everyday 

actions and events, they also influence planning’s consideration of Indigenous values to 

place. The result, commonly, is a planning process that denies the presence of an Indigenous 

relationship to place in state-based planning actions and practices, even despite their 

inclusion in planning practice. How planning is considering people’s values to place is the 

concern of the next element of the framework: the physical element. 

4.5.3 The physical element 

The physical element of the Pottieger and Purinton (1998) framework considers whose 

values are actually being told in the story of place. In this instance,  the story of place is the 

underpinning values that are guiding and influencing the narrative of planning practice and 

policy. ‘A landscape for whom?’ is a common question some landscape scholars have tackled, 

such as in the popular works of The Geography of Nowhere by Kunstler (1994). Many scholars 

contest the notions of a global political economy landscape for all (Harvey, 1996; Massey, 

1993; May, 1996). This is also applicable to Indigenous values (Bargh, 2007; Fenelon & Hall, 

2008). A landscape, under the pressures of imperialism, has been said to be ‘a placeless 

diagram of global power in which geographically located sets of interests figure minimally, if 

at all’ (Coleman, 2008, p. 355). This element of this study’s framework questions whose 

values and interests are being told in the physical structure of planning practice and policy, 

in the context of these global power structures. 
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Drawing from the value and practical realms of this framework so far, it is clear that planners’ 

actions and activities are influenced by dominant political elite values that influence the 

consideration of Indigenous values. Subsequently, politicised land-use planning perpetuates 

dominant values when considering Indigenous values. The third element, the physical 

element is the consideration of what is being told when Indigenous values are considered in 

the physical structures of planning. The physical element is also integral to acting out the 

exclusion of Indigenous values in today’s postcolonial landscapes (Barry & Porter, 2011). 

Much of the literature about planning is about the need to consider  people’s values to place 

and a collective ‘sense of place’ in planning policy and practice (Hillier & Rooksby, 2005; 

Long, 2013; Selman 2006, 2012). However, with the influence of political values on the 

actions of planners and those involved in considering Indigenous values to place, people’s 

values and interests are not told in policy (Yiftachel, 1998). It is said that these controlling 

influences and structures of powerful political values can be seen as representative of 

Western culture (Sallenave, 1994). 

Porter and Barry (2015, p. 22) argue that the inability to recognise and go beyond its own 

structures, particularly in postcolonial planning processes, has had huge impacts on the ability 

for planning to consider Indigenous values. As Escobar comments on the role of planning: 

Perhaps no other concept has been so insidious, no other idea gone so unchallenged. 

This blind acceptance of planning is all the more striking given the pervasive effects it 

has had historically, not only in the Third World, but also in the West, where it has been 

linked to fundamental processes of domination and social control. For planning has 

been inextricably linked to the rise of Western modernity since the end of the 18th 

century. The planning conceptions and routines introduced in the Third World during 

the post- World War II period are the result of accumulated scholarly, economic and 

political action; they  are  not  neutral  frameworks  through  which ‘reality’ innocently 

shows itself. They thus bear the marks of the history and culture that produced them. 

(1992, p. 132).   

Postcolonial planning today is connected to old colonial structures and mentalities, such as 

the need for states to limit the consideration of Indigenous values. For example, Indigenous 

values are usually placed within small recognition windows that generally have little flexibility 

and strength to influence and guide Western planning tools and policy-making. For example, 

Australian Aboriginal Cultural Heritage is only considered by planning when assessable 

development is considered to be a potential risk of harm to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Sites.  

While a place is generally associated with positive and neutral feelings (Lindholm, 2012), 

when it comes to the Indigenous place, there is an ambiguity towards it in dominant 



70 

Australian culture, even denial of its reality. This is particularly so in postcolonial urban 

landscapes because the exploration and development of these landscapes by the British 

government are generally celebrated as great achievements of Western society (e.g., Australia 

Day). Land-use planning is thus not only a process shaped by political structures but is itself 

a structure based on political values. How it deals with the consideration of Indigenous values 

are thus reflected in its own physical structure governing place.  

As a result, exploring how land-use planning policy and outcomes consider Indigenous values 

matters, particularly given that elite ideologies could make Indigenous values invisible. The 

idea that these ideals are playing a role in planning structures is particularly concerning 

because it is facilitating the construction of a planning vision valued only by the elite. It also 

means that Indigenous knowledge and values are not being protected against the broader 

forces of urbanisation and rapid population growth and even climate change (Low Choy et 

al., 2013). Subsequently, planning is left open to globalising forces, which is particularly 

worrying for Australian Aboriginal values to Country; knowledge derived completely from 

local experience and activities (see Chapter 3 Section 3.3.1).   

 Indigenous Peoples have been termed as ‘placeless’  in contemporary landscapes, which 

Havemann (2005, p. 57) argues is a ‘key feature of modernity’ and ‘modernisation’s space-

conquering imperatives’ (p. 68). It also illustrates just how the  narrative of planning can serve 

to enhance the values of the powerful to the extent that Indigenous values are abstracted 

from their own notions to place (Bartel et al., 2013).  

It is this very rupture of place and space that helps to make way for the modernist ’s state 

control over whose place it is (Giddens, 1990), and who we plan for.  The deliberate tearing 

away of Indigenous values to place and space can be seen as a reflection of state power (de 

Certeau, 1998) and for the most part the story of place is shaped by powerful structures of 

the postcolonial state (Havemann, 2005; Myers, 1986). As with other marginalised values, it 

is this assertion of place and space, and also the possibilities and threat of losing that status 

quo, that accounts for the unyielding misrepresentation of an Indigenous connection to place 

in the multivalued landscape. Mapara similarly comments on this point in her reflections of 

colonisation of the Indigenous Peoples in South Africa as: 

not a recent development that came about because of the end of colonialism had 

become a reality for most of the formerly colonised. It is something that came into 

being immediately after the colonialists had set up their structures. (2009, p. 140) 

As such, the spatial story of planning itself can be viewed as: 
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linked to the logic of the modern nation-state’s attempts to control the production of 

space within its boundaries. Although the debate over the nature of modern nation-

states is still contested, it is widely observed that they serve two purposes: (1) to organise 

and facilitate capital accumulation within a capitalist world economy and (2) to mould, 

enhance, and reproduce ethnonational collective identities. (Yiftachel, 1998, p. 399) 

4.6 Summary 

Based on this discussion, the relationship between the three elements of the framework is an 

interconnected cycle. The way that dominant political structures perceive Indigenous values 

to place (the value) affects the way that government planners and planning practice can 

interact and consider Indigenous values. This, in turn affects whose values are being 

considered and protected in planning practice and policy. Social norms and cultures drive, 

and are then driven by, the values of those that are being protected and considered. In turn, 

these values can also influence the consideration of Indigenous values to place in planning. 

Deeply rooted political practices associated with planning influence people’s actions and 

ability to consider Indigenous values (Barry & Porter, 2011). For example, the impact of the 

political structures relating to economic growth and markets might take away planners ’ ability 

to plan and create a situation where growth is valued over people’s everyday liveability and 

sense of place (Massey, 1994). 

There is a tendency for many to suggest that considering people’s values to place requires a 

robust and sophisticated policy framework (Selman 2006, 2012). As discussed in Chapter 3, 

such a view tends to focus on the ways that policy can be structured to consider people’s 

values to place in planning decisions. There are thus often clear assumptions that technical 

policy solutions are needed for planning to be able to consider people’s values about place . 

However, this does not take into account that the values of those governing these paradigms 

determine what policy and values are preferred and what type of land-use planning is 

possible. While the Pottieger and Purinton (1998) framework was not developed to inform 

the land-use planning narrative, it does help to highlight and make visible how the political 

elite values about considering people’s values influence the actions of planning and the way 

planners can respond to these values and, ultimately, the value of place that has is being told 

in the spatial structures of planning.  

Porter’s work (2006a) on the political values of land-use planning has shown that while the 

contact zones between planning actions and Indigenous values are changing, the dominant 

culture still underpins planning throughout these changes. So far little attention is paid to 

understanding how political values and structures are influencing planning’s decisions and its 



72 

physical structure. As a result, those who are perpetuating the dominant values are able to 

influence how planning considers people’s values. Policy-makers, planners, ministers and 

bureaucrats need to acknowledge and be aware how these values influence Western practice 

and the substance of planning practice and ideas. There needs to be a focus on understanding 

planning’s response to a range of community values, as well as those involved in the 

processes, that goes beyond the normative to the realpolitik of what is occurring. Finally, 

planners, policy-makers and politicians need to find ways to ‘overcome’ the political as 

demands for adequate and just representations of Indigenous values and rights will continue 

in force. This could be through the development of more inclusive ways of recognising and 

incorporating whole-of-community values, including those related to Australian Aboriginal 

connections to Country, into legislation and policy. 

As Patrick Dodson so clearly articulated in his recent plea to Tony Abbot, the (then) 

Australian Prime Minister, to change the course of current Indigenous policy: 

This is a serious matter. If you are going to recognise Aboriginal people, what is the 

substance of it? The substance we are seeing at the moment is this: 'We're going to 

close down communities, force you into assimilation kind of activities, deny your 

right to have sites protected, and reject your cultural base to exist….It's an appalling 

concept to be saying we want to recognise your culture and your ancient history and 

your continuing existence when, in fact, that continuing existence is one that, in 

reality, you are trying to wipe out. (Dodson, 2015, quoted in Gordon, 2015) 

This chapter has argued that land-use planning’s consideration of Indigenous Peoples’ values 

is further complicated by Western spatial governance and politics that underpin planning’s 

decisions and structures. The work of leading critical planning and geographical theorists was 

used to understand the interactions between Western society and Indigenous values. The 

framework of Pottieger and Purington (1998) was used to illustrate the way that Western 

planning and management processes consider Indigenous values and the role of the value, 

practical and physical elements in these narratives. It has found that restricting focus on the 

physical structures of the planning system is at the expense of paying sufficient attention to 

the deeper cultural and political issues that impact policy. In the next chapter, these 

understandings are applied to two specific case studies: Quandamooka and Jagera People in 

the Brisbane metropolitan region, who are attempting to address their relationships to Country 

in Queensland land-use planning. 
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CHAPTER 5  
BACKGROUND CONTEXT 

5.1 Introduction 

The conceptual case study that this research focuses on is the concept of Indigenous values 

to place. This research focuses on Australian Aboriginal Peoples ’ connections to Country, 

drawing from the communities of the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul (hereafter named Jagera 

unless otherwise stated) and the Nguigi, Noonucle and Gorenpul Peoples (the 

Quandamooka People). Both communities are located within the South East Queensland 

(SEQ) region of Queensland, Australia. Jagera Country and Quandamooka Country are located 

in the Brisbane metropolitan area, which is characterised by rapid population growth and 

ongoing urbanisation. This brings a number of challenges for the communities’ efforts to 

protect Country, as will be discussed. In addition, incorporating Aboriginal–Country rights (as 

well as values) has been a key issue for land-use planning, and there has been substantial 

work done to incorporate Aboriginal rights and values. Both communities are involved 

within planning processes dealing with land-use, cultural heritage and Indigenous Land Use 

Agreement (ILUA) planning to protect Country. The chapter provides an introduction to the 

two case study communities and their geographical, political, environmental issues as well as 

a brief historical background of the Jagera People and Quandamooka People during and after 

colonisation. 

5.2 The Jagera communities and the Quandamooka 

communities 

The Quandamooka communities are located within the areas identified by the Quandamooka 

Peoples Native Title determination. The Jagera communities are defined by the Jagera 

Peoples Native Title (number 2) claim (that was still registered at the beginning of this 

research but is no longer active). Native title describes the rights and interests of Indigenous 

people under their traditional laws and customs. Native title is protected at a state and 

Commonwealth level under the Native Title Act 1993 (Commonwealth). There are multiple 

ways Aboriginal communities can define the traditional laws and customs of Country. Country 

means far more than just the physical, for example it:  

incorporates people, animals, plants, water and land. But Country is more than just 

people and things; it is also what connects them to each other and the multiple spiritual 

and symbolic realms. It relates to laws, custom, movement, song, knowledges...histories, 
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presents and futures...Country can be talked to, it can be known, it can itself 

communicate, feel and take action. (Wright et al., 2015,p. 54) 

As a result, boundaries of Country in Queensland can include geographical features as well as 

stories, totem and language boundaries (Steele, 1984). There are three language clans from 

Quandamooka Country: the Nguigi, Noonucle and Gorenpul. The Jagera People include the 

three language clans of the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul. It is also important to note that 

the law of Country is localised and built from the experiences of the Aboriginal Peoples 

themselves. 

The following sections outline the key contextual issues within both case study communities 

to provide an understanding about the environmental, historical and political issues that the 

Jagera People and Quandamooka People face to protect their connections to Country in 

Western planning systems. 

5.2.1 Environmental context 

Population growth 

The Brisbane metropolitan area in SEQ, containing the case study communities, comprises 

urban and peri-urban landscapes defined and addressed in the South East Queensland 

Regional Plan (Queensland Government and SEQROC, 2009a). The SEQ region is 

experiencing rapid population growth, with the population expected to increase by 1.8 

million from 2006– 2031 (Queensland Government, 2011). 

As indicated in Map 5.1, the principal land area for the Quandamooka communities is North 

Stradbroke Island (hereafter referred to by its Quandamooka name of ‘Minjerribah’). 

Subsequent to the Quandamooka People’s receipt of Native Title in July 2011, many 

members of the Quandamooka communities who had previously been residing on the 

mainland started to move back to Minjerribah (Quandamooka Country). 

Jagera Country encompasses parts of Brisbane and Ipswich cities in SEQ. This includes the 

rapidly growing Ipswich City, which grew by 7.4% between 1991–2013 (Queensland 

Government, 2011). There are over 13,000 Indigenous people living across the Jagera Country 

land area. 

Both case study communities are located in areas of substantial population growth at the 

regional, local and community scale. This population growth has substantial impacts on 

Country and on the Peoples of the Quandamooka and Jagera communities who are all  facing 

strong demands for more urban development. Without adequate attention, planning and 
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management, this development has the potential to impact significantly on Country. The 

landscapes of SEQ Queensland which are experiencing the most rapid growth are the peri-

urban and urban landscapes that are typical of the case study communities (Low Choy, 2008). 

Urban and peri-urban land type areas 

The SEQ region includes Brisbane City and its peri-urban areas. Peri-urban, used here in the 

Australian context, refers to the fringing landscapes adjacent to the edge of metropolitan and 

urban areas (cities and towns). Jagera Country encompasses urban and peri-urban areas in 

Brisbane and Ipswich cities (including Brisbane CBD). Quandamooka Country encompasses 

the peri-urban Moreton Bay area (including land and water areas). This is summarised in 

Table 5.1 below. 

Table 5.1: Summary of land area characteristics 

Geographical Characteristics 

Traditional Owner group Location Land Type Principal features 

Quandamooka People North Stradbroke 

Island (Minjerribah), 

Moreton Bay, east of 

Brisbane 

Peri-urban Main islands, coastal 

waters, townships 

and island living 

Jagera People Brisbane-Ipswich 

metropolitan areas 

Urban and peri- 

urban / metropolitan 

Regional 

metropolitan 

landscapes including 

urban features 

(CBD) 

 

This urban and peri-urban land area presents multiple challenges for both communities as 

these land types are commonly linked to urban growth, which puts pressure on protection 

and access to cultural heritage, traditional and natural resources.  

Cultural heritage and resources 

The Quandamooka People have continuously occupied Minjerribah despite the disruption 

of European arrival. Approximately 20% of Minjerribah’s population is Indigenous, 

numbering 2000 in total (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2011). The Quandamooka 

People have described their cultural heritage as caring for Quandamooka Country. Both land 
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and sea Country, it is described by Quandamooka as ‘a cultural landscape that includes our 

living community, the spirits of our ancestors, our children’s children and their descendants 

into the future’ (Queensland Government, Redland Shire Council [RSC] & Quandamooka 

Land Council [QLC] 2007, p. 9). Quandamooka People’s connection to the land is continued 

through their cultural heritage.  

Jagera People take a similar perspective in that their cultural heritage is the health and life of 

Country, such as water courses being the ‘ lifeblood’ (AJ1, personal communication, 

04/20/2014). In South East Queensland, cultural heritage can also include, for example: 

spiritual places; water courses and springs; ridgelines and terraced geographical areas; and 

trees (scar/marked trees). However, Western settlement has damaged and destroyed much 

of their Country’s cultural heritage through unsustainable development (e.g. , sandmining on 

Minjerribah in Quandamooka People’s case). The protection of their cultural heritage is a 

key planning challenge that both communities are attempting to tackle. 

However, the impacts of Terra Nullius and settlement on their lands has damaged much of 

the cultural heritage and knowledge of the Jagera and Quandamooka communities. These 

issues are important in understanding the context in which Jagera and Quandamooka Peoples 

are attempting to care for Country in land-use planning processes. 

5.2.2 Historical context 

Terra Nullius and British rule 

When the first Europeans arrived in Australia it was determined Terra Nullius; or ‘no man’s 

land’, and placed under the control of the British monarch. As a result the British Crown was 

given the sovereign power over Australia, with the early colonies governed by the British 

authorities from England. Subsequent to federation of the colonies and the establishment of 

the Commonwealth of Australia in 1901, political power was held by the ruling political party 

with an executive led by a Prime Minister, similar to the British Westminster system. Since 

1901, the Commonwealth of Australia has comprised the former colonies, now states, and a 

number of territories. The SEQ region containing the Quandamooka and Jagera Peoples’ 

case studies are located within the State of Queensland. Under the 1901 constitution, the 

states retained sovereignty over the land  (except where power has been assigned to the 

federal government). States are thus largely self-governed with their own legislative, executive 

and judiciary systems. This has significant implications for urban planning and landscape 

management, whose control the states maintained under the Australian Constitution. 
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However, the various state legal systems are bound by a single common legal system for the 

country, presided over by the Australian High Court. 

European Occupation: Quandamooka Country and Jagera Country  

The first known European exploration of Quandamooka Country was recorded by Matthews 

Flinders in the Moreton Bay region in 1799. The fertile Brisbane river plains, a key resource 

for food that supplied the Jagera Aboriginal Peoples, were quickly coveted for European-

style mixed farms. Intertribal fighting occurred sporadically, and undoubtedly increased in 

the 1840s due to the increasing pressure on the land caused by expanding British settlement. 

The poor living conditions of Aboriginal communities in Australia became the interest of 

the church, which set up mission stations for Aboriginal Peoples across Australia. In 

Queensland, these mission stations were later to become gazetted reserves for the use of 

Aboriginal peoples under the Aboriginal Protection and Restriction of the State Opium Act 1897. 

This act restricted both Quandamooka and Jagera’s rights, such as the right to control their 

own finances. Other sections of the Act allowed the Queensland Government to deport 

Aboriginal people to missions and reserves where they could be forcibly incarcerated. Over 

7000 Aboriginal people were removed from their ancestral lands to 64 missions and reserves 

established across the Queensland state between 1898 and 1939. The majority of the 

Aboriginal peoples within the Brisbane region were relocated to Bribie Island and the Myora 

Mission on Minjerribah (Quandamooka Country). The Act also gave the government the right 

to exercise guardianship over all Indigenous children in the colony, which gave rise to the 

Stolen Generations. 

The history of occupation details a dark reality of contact and conflict with the original 

Aboriginal inhabitants in this region. Today the effects of the past can be seen in the present. 

For example, Quandamooka had a number of clashes during European settlement, resulting 

in many of the male members of the Noonucle and Gorenpul clans being killed. Today,  there 

is a strong female leadership in the Quandamooka People, which some believe originates 

from the leadership women took upon themselves following the great loss of male leaders 

and Elders. These reflections will be highlighted where relevant throughout the research. 

5.2.3 Political context 

Queensland state politics 

Quandamooka Country and Jagera Country are under the legislative and constitutional 

jurisdiction of the Queensland State, which is governed by the Queensland State 

Government. Australia’s politics is dominated by two main political parties: the Australian 
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Labor Party (ALP) and the Liberal Party (LP), which has a history of forming government 

with a minor conservative party, the National Party (NP). In Queensland, this coalition was 

formalised in 2008 when both parties amalgamated into the Liberal National Party (LNP). 

The LNP is a conservative party (centre right) and the ALP is centre left. Changes in the 

political landscape caused by changes in the political party in control of the state government 

has had substantial impact on this research. For half of the period of this research, the ALP 

under Premier Anna Bligh was in power (September 2007 to March 2012). The Labor Party 

had won the four previous elections and engaging Aboriginal peoples in planning matters 

was commonly on the political agenda. However, a change of government occurred in the 

2012 state elections. The LNP, under Premier Campbell Newman, pushed for planning 

reforms to meet a more economically driven agenda. In the last few months of this research, 

the 2015 election saw the (surprise) defeat of the LNP Government by the Labor 

Government under the Premiership of Annastacia Palaszczuk. The changes to planning 

policy processes for an Aboriginal connection to Country will be discussed within the 

government context where required. 

Community organisations protecting Country  

There are two main community organisations that this research focuses on. The 

Quandamooka Yollooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation (QYAC) was allocated responsibility 

by the Federal Court to manage native title interests after the Quandamooka Peoples’ 

successful Native Title determination. As the Prescribed Body Corporate (PBC) representing 

the interests of the Quandamooka community, QYAC is also the Quandamooka Peoples 

Cultural Heritage Body, established under the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Qld) (see 

section 5.3.5). Cultural heritage was originally the responsibility of the Quandamooka Land 

Council (QLC). The QYAC organisation is the main focus of this research; however, other 

organisations such as the Minjerribah Elders-in-Council will be discussed where relevant. 

The Jagera Daran Cultural Heritage Body is the main organisation of the Jagera communities 

that this research also focuses on. A snapshot of the legal and corporate status of these 

organisations is outlined in Table 5.2 below. 
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Table 5.2: Organisations protecting Quandamooka Country and Jagera Country 

Aboriginal organisations 

Traditional group Owner Organisation Legal status Corporate status 

Quandamooka People Quandamooka 

Yollooburrabee 

Aboriginal 

Corporation (QYAC) 

Legal body 

resulting from a 

successful Native 

Title determination 

Oversees and 

negotiates 

Quandamooka’s 

Native Title rights 

and for cultural 

heritage referral 

and custodianship 

Jagera People Jagera Daran 

Cultural Heritage 

Ltd 

Advisory referral 

service 

Cultural Heritage 

custodianship and 

referral 

 

The centrality of these organisations across the different planning institutions provided an 

opportunity for this research to study the philosophies that underpin land-use planning and 

ILUA and cultural heritage protection while addressing Aboriginal connections to Country. 

The time period covered by this research was also a period of significant change of 

government and focus towards more of a neoliberal government framework. As a result, the 

impact that government changes had on the outcomes of land-use, cultural heritage and 

ILUA planning to address Aboriginal–Country values could also be assessed 

Local government context 

Quandamooka Country encompasses the local government administrative areas of mainly the 

Redland City Council and minor areas of Brisbane City. Jagera Country encompasses a 

number of local council governments. In the case of Jagera Country, the main local authority 

that this research focused was Ipswich City Council, as this was one of the most active 

councils working with the Jagera communities during the time of the research.  

5.3 Planning for Indigenous values 

The rise of international documents and forums to address Aboriginal rights and values in 

the mid-1990s meant that there has been only a recent emphasis on the need for nation states 
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to address Aboriginal rights and values to their ancestral lands. The most important 

international, Australian and Queensland laws and policies that provide the context for 

planning in these case study site areas are discussed briefly in the following sections. 

5.3.1 International and national context 

Respecting the rights of Indigenous Peoples, including the right to self-determination, was 

identified by the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples as essential 

to addressing the impacts of colonisation (UN, 2007). Principles are outlined in international 

law that require national governments to recognise Indigenous rights and interests in land-

use and planning systems. An example of such principles is outlined in the text box below. 

 

While these principles provide the mandatory requirement for states to recognise Indigenous 

rights and values to place, they contain little guidance on how to apply these principles in 

planning practice. Similarly, the European Landscape Convention (2000) recognised the 

importance of Aboriginal and Indigenous rights and interests to the regional landscape, but 

provided few pragmatic ways forward for planners, land-use planners and Aboriginal 

communities who subsequently ‘are left with very little guidance of how to proceed forward’ 

to address either Indigenous values or rights (Antrop, 2005, p. 23). 

5.3.2 Australian Aboriginal land rights in Australia 

The Australian High Court in 1992 recognised ‘Native Title’ under Australia’s common law 

that reflected the entitlement of the Indigenous Peoples in Australia, in accordance with their 

laws and customs, to their traditional lands. This was decided in the historic decision of Mabo 

v Queensland (No2) 1992175 CLR 1 and resulted in the development of The Native Title Act 

1993 (Commonwealth) (NTA Act). The NTA Act (and its following amendments in 1998, 

Indigenous Peoples’ lands and territories should be largely recognized, demarcated 

and protected from outside pressures; all efforts should be made to ensure that 

Indigenous Peoples determine the activities that take place on their lands and in 

particular that impacts on the environment and sacred and cultural sites are  avoided; 

Indigenous Peoples’ rights to resources that are necessary subsistence and 

development should be respected…In the case of state owned sub-surface resources 

on Indigenous Peoples’ lands, Indigenous Peoples still have the right to free, prior 

and informed consent for the exploration and exploitation of those resources, and 

have a right to any benefit-sharing arrangements. (Source: United Nations 

Development Group, 2008, pp. 16-17) 
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2007 and 2009) provided procedures for how Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 

could claim native title. This includes through Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs). 

Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs) provide alternative ways (through mediation 

rather than litigation) for native title claim access (including potential practical ways for 

Traditional Owners to plan for the use of land and compensation). These agreements could 

be made with governments and project proponents and are useful mechanisms for 

negotiating with native title parties in relation to the ‘doing of an act’ on land where potential 

or proved native title rights existed. It allows Traditional Owners the right to negotiate (in 

good faith) with state/territories and local governments over future acts on traditional lands 

(whether or not native title had been determined). 

Both the Jagera communities and the Quandamooka communities have submitted native 

title claims and have been involved in ILUA planning processes at both the state and local 

government levels. Quandamooka’s native title claim was successfully determined by the 

Federal Court of Australia in July 2011. A determination is a decision commonly by the 

Federal Court that native title either does or does not exist in relation to a particular area of 

land or waters. For Quandamooka this included interests over land and waters on and 

surrounding Minjerribah and some other islands in Moreton Bay. Native title was determined 

to exist over about 54,408 hectares of land and waters. Two signed ILUAs (one with the 

state government and the other with the local Redland City Council) were two outcomes of 

the native title determination. The Quandamooka Yoollooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation 

(QYAC), Quandamooka People’s Prescribed Body Corporate (PBC), was set up to manage 

the rights and interests, on behalf of  the Quandamooka Communities. To date, although 

registering a number of native title claims, the Jagera People have no successful native title 

determinations. They have, however, negotiated an ILUA with the Ipswich City Council and 

another ILUA with the Toowoomba Regional Council. 

5.3.3 Australian environmental legislation 

Other Australian legislation focuses on Aboriginal values, in particular around environmental 

matters. The federal Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, for example, 

acknowledges the significance of Indigenous decision-making in managing the tensions 

between the built and natural environments. A Biological Diversity Advisory Committee 

(BDAC) is established under s504 of the EPBC Act, and under 504(4)(ea). The minister must 

ensure there is an Indigenous Advisory Committee (IAC) to take into account Indigenous 

Peoples’ understanding of the management of land, conservation and susta inable use of 

biodiversity and Indigenous protected areas (s.505(a-b)). 
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The constitutional responsibility for planning resides with the Queensland State 

Government.  The next sections will focus on the Queensland state legislation that is relevant 

to the Quandamooka People and the Jagera People. 

5.3.4 Queensland land-use planning 

Rapid population growth created a rising imperative for urban and regional planning in the  

1990s. Integrated planning, or the need to integrate state, regional and local government 

interests to achieve a balance of environment, social and economic issues, was a key focus 

for Queensland political and social thought in the 1990s (Abbot, 2012; England, 2010). At 

the same time, international discussion and discourse around ‘integrated decision-making, 

conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity, intergenerational equity, and the 

precautionary principle’ (England, 2010, p. 57) promoted the need for efficient and high-

quality planning and development decisions based on the principles of sustainable 

development. These trends resulted in The Integrated Planning Act 1997 (Qld) which reformed 

planning and land-use management towards more environmental and sustainable planning 

approaches. Following the failure of this Act to live up to its aspirations, the Sustainable 

Planning Act 2009 (Qld) (SPA, 2009) was introduced to significantly improve, clarify and 

create greater flexibility and responsiveness  in planning decision-making. 

One of the most notable changes under the changes from the IPA 1997 to the SPA 2009 

was the introduction of statutory regional planning to integrate national, state and local land-

use planning. This was supported by local planning schemes, which were now required to 

align to  the priorities outlined in the regional plans, for improved consistency and clarity 

(England, 2010). Local planning schemes had to align with the priorities of regional plans 

and, in the case of any conflict of interests, local content would simply not apply (SPA,  s53). 

In The South Queensland Regional Plans 2005–2029 and 2009–2031, two of the plans’ twelve 

desired regional outcomes (DROs) focused on Indigenous interests and were relevant to an 

Aboriginal connection to Country (see DRO: Regional Landscape and DRO: Engaging 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples). These DROs contained two specific policies 

of relevance to this research, namely: Policy 3.6.2 - Through the planning process, identify, recognise 

and respect Aboriginal peoples’ cultural connections to the regional landscape; and Policy 7.4.1 Protect 

and maintain traditional Aboriginal cultural landscapes and culturally significant places in land use, 

planning and management arrangements in partnership with the traditional owners of those landscapes and 

places, and maintain or improve traditional  owners’  access  to  cultural  resources  (Queensland 

Government and SEQROC, 2009, p.64 and 65). 
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As part of the development of the regional plans, a South East Queensland Traditional 

Owner Land and Sea Management Alliance (SEQTOLSMA) was set up, and both the Jagera 

People and the Quandamooka People had representatives on the SEQTOLSMA Board and 

were subsequently involved in the regional planning process, specifically for natural resource 

management (NRM). The boundary areas of the SEQTOLSMA body are illustrated in Map 

5.1 below. The Quandamooka and Jagera had representatives on the SEQTOA Board 

(subsequently the regional planning processes). Hence, the regional planning process 

provided opportunities for Aboriginal involvement in regional land-use planning. 

An amendment to the SPA 2009 Act was made after the LNP government was elected in 

2012, and the name change to Sustainable Planning and Other Amendment Legislation Act 2012  

(Qld) (SPOLA, 2012) was endorsed. The only special provision under the SPOLA 2014 Act 

to consider Aboriginal–Country values is under section 89(1)(c) that identifies Aboriginal 

cultural heritage as a core matter to be considered in local planning schemes. As will be 

discussed, this policy change was reflective of a change in attitude towards Aboriginal values 

and rights that further limited Aboriginal involvement in land-use planning during the LNP 

period of governance. 
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Map 5.1: SEQTOLSMA boundaries 

Source: SEQTOLSMA (2008) 

 

5.3.5 Queensland Aboriginal cultural heritage planning 

Under the SPA 2009 Act, local planning schemes had to include Aboriginal cultural heritage 

as  a ‘core matter’ under s89(1)(c). Thus, during the preparation of local land-use planning 

instruments, valuable features of Aboriginal cultural heritage had to be protected. Aboriginal 

cultural heritage is defined in the Act as: 

areas or places of cultural heritage significance, including, for example, areas or places 

of Indigenous cultural significance, or aesthetic, architectural,  historical,  scientific, 

social or technological significance, to the present generation or past or future 

generations. (s.89(2)(c)) 
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This definition of Aboriginal cultural heritage is taken from the Queensland Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Qld). Under the ACH Act 2003, a ‘significant Aboriginal area’ is 

an area of particular significance to Aboriginal people because of either, or both, of the 

following: Aboriginal tradition and the history, including contemporary history, of any 

Aboriginal party for the area (ss.9 and 10). The purpose of the Act is for the effective 

recognition, protection and  conservation of Aboriginal cultural heritage, but protection is 

the overarching intent of the Act (Boer & Wiffen, 2006, p. 291) and this is supported in land-

use planning when Aboriginal cultural heritage is used to respond to the approval process of 

proposed future developments. 

Fundamental principles underline the purpose of the ACH Act 2003, such as the respect for 

Aboriginal knowledge, culture and traditional practices, and that Aboriginal Peoples should 

be recognised as the primary custodians, keepers and knowledge holders of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage. In comparison to other states across Australia, ‘these provisions are the 

most explicit…in upholding concepts of the self-determination and respect for traditional 

laws and customs’ (Boer & Wiffen, 2006, p. 290). The Act also intersects with native title by 

allowing native title claimants to form cultural heritage bodies that serve as the contact point 

to protect cultural heritage over native title land areas including claim areas. 

The protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage in local planning instruments through the 

ACH Act is based on the view that it provides ‘special consideration’ through a blanket 

protection for all areas and objects, as well as recognising the role of Traditional Owners to 

protect their own cultural heritage. This is particularly strong within the tool of the Cultural 

Heritage Management Plan (CHMP). These plans are jointly negotiated between Traditional 

Owners and developers for high impact development. They can also be voluntarily 

negotiated for all development to ensure that protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage is 

conducted with ‘certainty’ (Queensland Government, 2005) Both the Quandamooka and 

Jagera communities have Aboriginal Cultural Heritage bodies that aim to protect their 

cultural heritage. The Quandamooka People’s PBC body QYAC is their identified cultural 

heritage body. Jagera Daran Ltd is the Jagera People ’s cultural heritage body. As will be seen, 

these cultural heritage aspects of planning provided an important, but limited, route for 

attempts to include connection to Country into planning. 

5.3.6 ILUA planning 

The Quandamooka People have two formally signed ILUAs as an outcome of their native 

title determination in 2011; one with the Queensland State Government (then under the 
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ALP) and the other with the local authority, Redland City Council. The details of these 

ILUAs are outlined in Table 5.3. 

Jagera has negotiated three ILUAs; two with local authorities. The purpose of these ILUAs 

is outlined in Table 5.4. Note that ILUA agreements are diverse in their structure and purpose 

and content matter, as highlighted by Table 5.3 and Table 5.4. However, they are also a way 

for local governments to help recognise Aboriginal rights even if native title has not been 

determined. 
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Table 5.3: Quandamooka People’s ILUAs 

Name of ILUA Quandamooka State ILUA Quandamooka Redland City Council 

ILUA 

Type of ILUA Area Agreement Area Agreement 

Tribunal QI2011/038 QI2011/039 

Proponents to 

the ILUA 

State Government Redland City Council 

Registration of 

ILUA 

Through a Native Title Process 

Agreement 

Through a Native Title process 

agreement 

Purpose of 

ILUA 

Sets out:  

1. Native title consents to 

agreed future acts, 

validation, consultation 

and compliance processes 

for state projects and 

activities  

2. A role in joint 

management of various 

areas in accordance with 

management principles 

under the Nature 

Conservation Act 1993 

(Qld), a plan of 

management for 

protected Areas and an 

Indigenous Management 

Agreement and  

3. Surrender of and 

limitations on the ability 

to exercise some native 

title rights in exchange for 

compensation and other 

benefits to Quandamooka 

People. 

Set out broad principles and 

mechanisms for how the parties will 

work together and meet 

responsibilities for mutual benefits. It 

establishes: 

1. Native title consents to 

particular future acts, 

validation, consultation and 

compliance processes for 

Councils projects and 

activities 

2. A compliance process for 

future act dealings  

3. A framework for other 

policies, programs, initiatives 

for  the mutual benefit of 

parties and local community, 

and  

4. Limitations on the ability to 

exercise some native title 

rights in exchange for 

compensation and other 

benefits to the 

Quandamooka People. 
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Table 5.4: Jagera People’s ILUAs 

Name of 

ILUA 

Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul 

people and Ipswich City Council 

Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul people 

and Toowoomba Regional Council 

Type of ILUA Area Agreement Area Agreement 

Tribunal 

Number 

QI2007/037 QI2007/038 

Proponents 

to the ILUA 

Ipswich City Council Toowoomba Regional Council 

Purpose of 

ILUA 

Recognition that Jagera, Yuggera 

and Ugarapul and the local 

government should work together 

to recognise each other rights and 

interests and to help each other 

meet responsibilities. Covers the 

Ipswich City Council area. Still 

stands even if native title is not 

granted. 

Recognition that Jagera, Yuggera and 

Ugarapul and the local government 

should work together to recognise 

each other rights and interests and to 

help each other meet responsibilities. 

Specific to an area of land that  covers 

about 13 hectares and is located in the 

vicinity of Toowoomba, Queensland 

covering part of the table top bushland 

reserve. 

 

5.4 Sustainable and integrated planning 

Since the early 1990s to 2012, planning in SEQ was dominated by two key ideals: a notion 

that as much development as possible provides success and prosperity, or the preservation 

of the natural environment to reflect community values and provide a high quality of life 

(Minnery & Low Choy, 2010). The SEQ regional plans of 2005–2026 and then later revised, 

of 2009–2031, were statutory initiatives to manage both these political ideals. To achieve 

these priorities, the SEQRP targeted specific growth areas along main infrastructure routes 

(Minnery & Low Choy, 2010) as well as designating a ‘Regional Landscape and Rural  

Production Area’ accounting for 83% of the region. The intention of this designation was to 

protect the regional landscape from ‘encroachment by inappropriate development, 

particularly urban and rural residential development’ (Queensland Government and 

SEQROC, 2005, p. 15) This research is primarily focused on this ‘Regional Landscape and 
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Rural Production Area’ designation due to its multiple conflicting values, functions and 

services that are characteristic of peri-urban areas (Low Choy, 2008). Incorporating key 

regional landscape values within the ‘Regional Landscape and Rural Production Area’, which 

included nature conservation, rural production, scenic amenity, outdoor recreation and 

landscape heritage (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal), was an initiative to provide a regional 

landscape planning framework of theoretical and applied capability to ‘support the 

development of appropriate policy and oversee its implementation’ (Low Choy , 2008, p.121). 

There was also the addition of inter-urban breaks, landscape corridors and core landscape 

areas. Thus the regional landscape values played a key role in both the normative and 

implementation guidelines of future strategic planning at the landscape scale. This is made 

more evident from the selected policies outlined below: 

 Plan, design and manage development, infrastructure and activities to protect, manage 

and enhance regional landscape values; 

 In collaboration with stakeholders, identify regional landscape areas and corridors of 

highest priority for protection, management, rehabilitation and restoration; 

 Expand and develop the capacity of the existing regional community green space  

network to meet current and future community needs; 

 Through the planning process, identify, recognise and respect Aboriginal people’s  

cultural connections to the regional landscape; 

 Incorporate outdoor recreation activities, infrastructure and opportunities in planning  

and management for land use, priority infrastructure and natural resources.  

Although not providing an overarching planning framework for the SEQRP, the policies 

were key objectives to manage and retain the landscape character of the ‘Regional Landscape 

and Rural Production Area’. Maintaining aims to provide resilience and an adaptive 

environment through interconnectedness and the overthrow of stolid administrative 

boundaries, the regional landscape land-use designation was an innovation of regional 

planning to connect people to the natural landscape, as well as reconnecting people with 

fragmented landscapes. Most significantly, it was an approach to understanding rapid change 

heavily characteristic of peri-urban regions. Through landscape values that were heavily 

based on the retention of open space and natural services that the South East Queensland 

region offered, based on principles of interconnectedness, and the provision of green 

infrastructure and integration, the SEQRP scheme was an innovation of using the social and 

wellbeing of the communities’ values. This was to meet the overall objective to increase 

liveability and quality of life of SEQ’s residents through the natural landscape.  
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5.5 Neoliberal planning reform 

After the election of the LNP Queensland Government in 2012, planning reform following 

a neoliberal agenda was initiated. This was also consistent with similar reforms occurring 

across other Australian states at this time (Ruming & Gurran, 2014). The value of a landscape 

in a neoliberal paradigm is primarily an economic one, determined by supply and demand of 

what is and what is not required. Part of the appeal of this approach is its independence and 

disconnection from any other valuation of the landscape. This disconnection is reflected in 

neoliberal governments’ attempts to streamline planning and any other processes that might 

include ‘other’ ways of valuing the landscape (such as native title ILUA processes). These 

latter approaches can be considered an unnecessary intrusion into the priorities for 

economically valued spaces and places. For the Queensland Minister for the State 

Development, Infrastructure and Planning Department under the LNP Government (2012–

2014), fundamental reform of the planning process was required:  

The Government understands that for too long, Queensland’s property and 

construction sector has been burdened by an over-regulated planning system…The 

purpose of the new legislation will be to enable development…we need to drive a major 

transformation of the state’s planning system and culture from its current approach, 

which is actually stifling development…Councils want reform, the development 

industry wants reform and the government will deliver. (Seeney, 2013, p. 1) 

There is little discussion and research in the literature about the challenges that Aboriginal 

communities face when making decisions to care for Country in a Western dominated 

neoliberal planning ethic. This is particularly significant when planning processes and land 

right processes are required to engage with Aboriginal values to Country. For example both 

the Quandamooka and Jagera communities are involved in planning and decision-making 

through various systems: land-use, environmental, cultural heritage, native title and ILUA 

planning processes. It has resulted in Aboriginal organisations being a central ‘hub’ across 

different institutional arrangements for both local, state and even federal governments. It 

highlights the complexities these community organisations are facing, particularly within a 

market-led paradigm. These issues, particularly the influence of politics and the political 

context, will be the focus of some of the later discussion. 

5.6 Summary 

This chapter provided the context and planning issues of the case study communities. It 

identified the broad range of institutional arrangements that this research covers: ILUA  

planning at the local and state levels, statutory land-use planning at the regional and level and 
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protecting Aboriginal cultural heritage planning primarily at the local level. The following 

chapters draw on document and interview data from these key arrangements in the case 

studies to understand how the planning systems and processes and actions of planners 

operating in those systems have attempted to address Aboriginal values and rights in political 

agendas that do not appreciate Indigenous values for the future management of the 

landscape. As a result, the data from the Jagera People and the Quandamooka People are 

discussed and analysed together (based on the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 

4). The activities of the two case study communities involved in these institutional processes 

and working at both levels of government allows for a deeper insight into how the 

incorporation of an Aboriginal connection to Country is grappled with by Western planning 

processes. The following chapter will cover these processes more in-depth. 
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CHAPTER 6  
PLANNING FOR QUANDAMOOKA COUNTRY 

AND JAGERA COUNTRY 

6.1 Introduction 

Chapter 5 established and defined the institutional, geographical and historical context of the 

two case study communities: the Quandamooka People and the Jagera People. It illustrated 

that both these communities have been involved in statutory land-use planning negotiations 

at the state and local government levels, mainly through the regional planning process and 

the assessment of the impact on Aboriginal cultural heritage from proposed developments. 

The Quandamooka and Jagera communities were also involved in Indigenous Land Use 

Agreement (ILUA) processes at the local government level. The Quandamooka People also 

negotiated two consent determinations with the state government and two ILUAs were key 

outcomes of the Quandamooka People’s native title decision. 

This chapter focuses in on what happened when the Quandamooka and Jagera Peoples 

attempted to address their values to Country within state and local statutory land-use and 

ILUA planning processes. This discussion provides a detailed description and examination 

of the interactions that the Quandamooka People (including the Nguigi, Noonucle and 

Gorenpul communities) and the Jagera People (including the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul 

communities) have experienced within these various planning processes to address their 

values to Country. 

6.2 Queensland planning for Country 

There was a change of government during the time of this research from a Labor government 

(which had been in power since the early 1990s) to a Liberal National government elected in 

2012. State government representatives are the main decision-makers on Queensland land-

use planning matters (Gleeson & Low, 2000). Subsequently, between the early 1990s to 2012, 

a fairly consistent context of political policies and processes had been built up. This included 

the focus on collaborative regional planning to help manage against rapid population growth 

in the SEQ region (Low Choy, 2008). The regional planning process was a collaborative 

initiative to create more open discussions and mutual learning in order to plan and protect 

people’s sense of place. This included the consideration of Aboriginal values to Country. Both 

the Quandamooka People and the Jagera People had been involved in the regional land-use 

planning process since the early 1990s. 
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Both communities were also involved in native title processes. One mechanism that the 

native title process provided to Aboriginal communities was the opportunity to enter native 

title negotiations with government. At the local government level, there has been recognition 

of native title rights that carry little legal obligation until confirmed by the Federal Court. 

Quandamooka Peoples’ Native Title was determined by the Federal Court after the 

Queensland State government and Redland City Council negotiated with the Quandamooka 

Peoples and came to agreement to result in two native title determinations in July 2011. Two 

ILUAs (one state and one local government) were the outcomes of these determinations. 

A change of government in 2012 saw the defeat of Labor and the succession of an LNP 

government. Under this latter government, the planning agenda changed. Land-use planning 

was now to support the state’s interests in the ‘four pillars’ of the economy: mining, 

agriculture, tourism and construction. These priorities were encapsulated within a Single 

State Planning Policy (SPP) to promote and consolidate the state’s interests (as seen by the 

new government). Reform was in essence to ensure ‘the State’s continued growth and 

prosperity facilitating the economic growth and prosperity of Queensland through an 

efficient, effective, integrated, transparent and accountable system’ (Queensland 

Government 2013a, p. 1).  Reform included: 

 Reduced red tape for industry and business; 

 Promotion of prosperity through the four pillars; and 

 Reforming of the assessment system to empower local governments to better plan for 

their communities. 

Together these reforms were advocated as a superior single planning framework 

(Queensland Government, 2013b) as a way to promote and consolidate the state 

government’s interests. This is most notable in the amendment of the Sustainable Planning Act 

2009 (SPA, 2009), which gave effect to State Assessment and Referral Agency (SARA); a 

single lodgement and  assessment agency for development applications where the state has 

a jurisdiction for final decisions, which were claimed to ensure no ‘unreasonable 

requirements are imposed on applicants’ (Queensland Government, 2013b, p. 1). Together 

these reforms eventually led to the endorsement of SPOLAA 2012 (Sustainable Planning Act 

and Other Legislative Amendment Act 2012 (Qld)). 

The main documents considered in the following chapters are summarised in Table 6.1 

below. 
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Table 6.1: List of policies that the Quandamooka and the Jagera communities have been 

involved in 

Government 

level 

Planning Scale Statutory/non- 

statutory 

Plan/Policy/document name 

Pre-LNP Government Era 

State 

government 

Regional Non-statutory The Regional Framework for 

Growth Management (1994–

2001) 

State 

government 

Regional Non-Statutory Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Working Group and 

Discussion Paper (2003) 

State 

government 

Regional Statutory South East Queensland 

Regional Plan 2005–2026 

(SEQRP 2005) 

State 

government 

Regional Statutory SEQ Regional Plan: 2009- 2031 

State 

government 

Regional Non-statutory SEQ Natural Resource 

Management Plan (2009-2031) 

State 

government 

Regional Non-statutory The Traditional Owner Cultural 

Resource Management Plan 

(2008) 

Local 

government 

Local Statutory Local planning Scheme 

(Aboriginal Cultural Heritage) 

State 

government 

Quandamoooka 

Native Title 

Determination 

Area 

Statutory (legal 

determination of 

Native Title rights) 

Quandamooka-State ILUA 

agreements 

Local 

government 

Quandamoooka 

Native Title 

Determination 

Area 

Statutory (legal 

determination of 

Native Title rights) 

Redland City Council ILUA 

agreement 
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Government 

level 

Planning Scale Statutory/non- 

statutory 

Plan/Policy/document name 

Pre-LNP Government Era 

Local 

government 

Ipswich City 

authority area 

Non-statutory Ipswich City Council and 

Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul 

Peoples’ 

LNP Government Era 

Local 

government 

Local authority 

areas 

Statutory Local Planning Schemes 

State 

government 

Quandamoooka 

Native Title 

Determination 

Area 

Statutory (legal 

determination of 

Native Title rights) 

Quandamooka-State ILUA 

negotiations 

 

The next sections will discuss in more detail the experiences and interactions that the 

Quandamooka and Jagera communities have had within these processes. It concentrates first 

on the time period between 1990–2012 when planning was under a Labor-led government 

and discusses the consideration of the communities’ values to Country in land-use and ILUA 

planning at the state and local government levels. It then discusses the land-use and ILUA 

processes under the LNP government between 2012–2014. Reference to how planning and 

planners influence the outcomes and engagement processes of these is highlighted where 

relevant, and provides the clues as to what needs to be focused on in the analysis in Chapters 

7 and 8. 

6.3 Land-use and ILUA planning between 1990-2012 

6.3.1 Collaborative regional land-use planning 

The SEQ Regional Framework for Growth Management (1994–2001) 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander interests were first brought to attention in The Regional 

Framework for Growth Management 1994 and subsequent revisions of it in 1995, 1998 and 2000. 

Before this regional plan, there had been a little previous activity by Aboriginal groups in 

SEQ regarding the need to address their interests for regional landscape purposes.  One 
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exception was the regional forestry planning process that included a Traditional Owner 

Consultative Committee. However, the Regional Framework for Growth Management 

(RFGM) was the first major effort in relation to broader collaborative land-use and landscape 

planning that included voluntary input from non-government groups and by all tiers of 

government. It represented ‘the first real foray of any State government in Queensland into 

regional planning’ (Low Choy & Minnery 1994, p. 211). Significantly it included an 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Working Group, which was formed to forward policy 

recommendations for regional planning. The Policy Development and Integration 

Committee (PDIC) integrated policy recommendations and consisted of state and 

Commonwealth agencies, local government formed as three sub-regional Organisations of 

Councils (ROCs) and Brisbane City Council, and nine non-government sector 

representatives, including one from the Indigenous sector. 

The 2000 South East Queensland (SEQ) RFGM framework document included a separate 

section titled: “Indigenous Involvement”, which suggested ways in which First Peoples’ 

engagement processes in planning could be improved. This policy aimed to ‘establish a 

relationship between all levels of government, the regional communities, businesses and the 

Traditional Owners of South East Queensland’ (SEQ Regional Resource Unit, 2001, p.79). 

It was envisioned that through this relationship Traditional Owners would be involved in the 

planning processes within the region, and the processes that affect their culture. This 

included in the issues of native title (and its subsequent processes), cultural heritage and 

environmental management, social justice and human services and business and economic 

development. 

Following a number of amendments, the RFGM suggested that Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander communities should be empowered to identify the issues themselves as well as the 

strategic direction and solutions in planning. According to Policy 13.10, there was recognition 

that Aboriginal Peoples have a better understanding about what should be done to preserve 

their culture and fulfil their spiritual, social and environmental responsibilities, which have  

been passed from their ancestors. A SEQ Regional and Torres Strait Islander Economic 

Development Strategy and Indigenous Land Use Strategy were proposed. These were 

designed to help outline the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander uses for government land. 

Importantly for the Quandamooka People, Minjerribah (or North Stradbroke Island) was 

identified in this plan as an area of great significance. Therefore, mechanisms had been 

suggested in the RFGM for the protection of significant cultural elements on Minjerribah 

with the aim to develop these further through agreement with Traditional Owners and the 
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(then) Redland Shire Council (Queensland Government & Regional Resource Unit, 2000, p. 

26). 

However, the collaborative RFGM planning process was hindered by issues of policy 

integration, as well as an unclear work program (Abbot, 2001). Eleven discussion papers, one 

of which focused on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander issues and options, were initiated 

to help form recommendations for regional planning. The Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander discussion document was drafted to help formulate policy for the management of 

the region, along with the other ten identified priorities in 2003. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander working group and discussion paper 

(2003) 

The Indigenous working group for the RFGM process, comprising a representative from 

each of the multiple Traditional Owner groups and some government officials, conducted a 

review of the key issues Aboriginal Peoples faced. The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Peoples’ Discussion Document (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2003) was one of 

eleven discussion papers prepared to enable further detailed assessment and consideration 

during the RFGM 2001 review period. This assessment process reflected a trend for 

empirically-led regional planning in Australia. 

The Indigenous Working Group recommended stronger engagement and partnership, with 

a focus on social justice and human services to ‘ensure that the Indigenous community attains 

the community norms on social indicators of economic and social well-being’ (Queensland 

Government & SEQROC, 2003, p. 29). 

The discussion paper centred around concerns about ‘on the ground issues’, such as how to  

accommodate the wider involvement of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People. In 

particular, of significant for this research, the recognition of Country within and between 

Aboriginal groups in SEQ was a key issue. The working group developing the di scussion 

document consisted of a number of Traditional Owner community representatives from 

across the SEQ landscape facilitated by current engagement bodies at that time, such as the 

SEQTOCC (South East Queensland Traditional Owner Consultative Committee)  and the 

SQTOF (South Queensland Traditional Owners Federation), as well as local government 

and state department officials. The principle objective of the discussion document was for 

regional planning to: 

Recognise and acknowledge that Aboriginal Peoples have a unique and inalienable link 

to Country. This link lies clearly with the Aboriginal Traditional Owners who are 
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connected to, associated with and responsible for their ancestral estates, water and air 

Country. (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2003, p. 3). 

It sought to achieve this purpose by advocating for the involvement and engagement of 

Aboriginal Peoples, as well as acknowledging the ‘diversity of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander groups in the region with different aspirations’ (Queensland Government & 

SEQROC, 2003, p. 29). The South East Queensland Traditional Owners Consultative 

Committee (SEQTOCC) provided a basis for engagement between planners and Aboriginal  

communities. 

The SEQTOCC was first established in 2002 when two individuals consulted with traditional 

owner groups of SEQ to find out how they wished to be engaged in the new regional 

arrangements (SEQTOLSMA, 2008, p. 5). This was funded by the National Heritage Trust 

(NHT) and managed by SEQ catchments (the regional NRM body in SEQ). The resulting 

arrangement out of these earlier discussions was a regional and sub-regional NRM planning 

and management body that involved a ‘large number of Traditional Owners…and that those 

who attended the meetings and agreed to the arrangements were duly sanctioned by their 

groups’ (SEQTOLSMA, 2008, pp. 5–6). The Traditional Owners engaged within this body 

included Traditional Owner Custodians, who are the direct descendants and holders of 

custom for the particular tract of Country. 

It thus was an organisation that was very much based and modelled on ancestral links and 

relations to Country and reflected the important fact that ‘no man should speak for another’s 

Country’ (AJ1). 

Although there was substantial consultation, implementation was the sole responsibility of 

the Queensland State and local governments. There were, however, some concerns about 

how the Indigenous component would integrate with the other ‘more spatial’ issues 

(Gleeson, Darbas, Johnson, & Lawson, 2004). These considerations were not discussed in 

great depth as focus was soon directed to making the RFGM a statutory regional plan (rather 

than a voluntary one as it had been since 1994). 

The incumbent Labor State Government was re-elected in 2003, and promised to prioritise 

and further regional planning. It established the Office of Urban Management (OUM) to 

oversee the SEQ Regional Plan, and the regional planning process. It reported directly to the 

State Deputy Premier. The majority of the working groups, including the Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander Working Group, were disbanded and ‘there was a clear shift away from 

the collaborative model to a more directive approach in which the State Government is the 
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central decision-making  body’ (Cameron & Grant Smith, 2005, p. 23). Two years later the 

first regional plan was released. 

South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005–2026 (SEQRP 2005) 

The first statutory regional plan was formally endorsed in 2005 and included a number of  

Desired Regional Outcomes (DROs) to articulate the preferred direction for the 

development and land-use outcomes for the region. The plan included specific policies and 

programs to manage the growth of the region over the next two decades. The regional plan 

included the priority for ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples… [to be] actively 

involved in community planning and decision making processes and Traditional Owners are 

engaged in business about their Country’ (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2005, p. 

68). It was generally felt that the statutory nature of the plan and the direct connection to a 

state budget offered good support for implementing the regional plan’s priorities. Each SEQ 

local government had to produce a Local Growth Management Strategy that took into 

account the priorities of the regional plan. 

This included Principle 7.1 on Traditional Owner engagement, and the recognition that 

‘Traditional Owner groups are recognized as the custodians of Country, and their obligations 

in relation to Country are understood and respected’ (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 

2005, p. 68). Programs put forward to achieve this goal sought to:  

 Develop a regional framework for Traditional Owner engagement and support the 

establishment of the SEQ Traditional Owner Consultative Committee 

 Enhance regional collaborative and consultative processes that engage Traditional 

Owners in planning and decisions-making processes (Strategies s7.1-7.2) 

Work to meet this objective was quickly initiated. SEQTOCC (later renamed South East 

Queensland Traditional Owner Land and Sea Management Committee, or SEQTOLSMA) 

was recognised by the state government as ‘the peak body for Indigenous consultation in 

connection with Cultural Resource and Natural Resource Management Planning in South 

East Queensland’ (SEQTOLSMA, 2008, 6). Each Traditional Owner community on 

SEQTOLSMA had two representatives; one male and one female. A total of 25 Traditional 

Owner groups from across the SEQ region were represented including the Quandamooka 

communities (Nguigi, Noonucle and Gorenpul) and the Jagera communities (Jagera, 

Yuggera, Ugarapul). Importantly, this body was extremely active in outlining how Country 

should be included in planning processes (building on the work previously done by the 

Indigenous Working Group for the 2003 Aboriginal and Torres Strait discussion paper). One 
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such example was through the work around cultural  resource management and a plan for 

how to manage Traditional Owner cultural resources. 

Following a Landscape Heritage Tour on Minjerribah for state government and regional 

planners hosted by the Quandamooka Peoples on 24  March 2006, engagement with 

Traditional Owners was soon an issue raised to the Regional Landscape and Open Space 

Advisory Committee (RLOSAC). This committee had the task of overseeing the 

implementation of DRO 3 (Regional Landscape) of the SEQRP 2005. An invitation was 

extended to ‘the newly appointed coordinator of SEQTOLSMA to present an overview of 

the Traditional Owners NRM Plan’ and then in the following meeting SEQTOLSMA was 

acknowledged as a permanent member of the RLOSAC advisory group (RLOSAC, minutes 

of meeting, June 2, 2006). 

Natalie Mogg, SEQTOA’s then coordinator indicated that the ‘advisory committee and the 

Council of Mayors (SEQ) were valuable forums for SEQTOLSMA participation’ (RLOSAC, 

minutes of meeting 13, October 9, 2006). However, she noted that there were still key issues 

for protecting Indigenous landscape heritage, which needed to be put forward for RLOSC 

consideration. These new considerations led to the formation of a heritage group to focus 

on engaging with Aboriginal cultural landscape values (RLOSAC, minutes of meeting 14, 

November 27, 2006). To help with this process, a proposal to identify and incorporate 

‘Indigenous landscape values into Regional Planning Processes’ was suggested by Darryl Low Choy, 

the chairperson of the RLOSAC. Another proposal was for a meeting of all of the landscape 

heritage stakeholders to ‘discuss a way forward in assessing the Indigenous and non-

Indigenous landscape heritage value in SEQ’. These proposals and ideas made it clear that 

Aboriginal landscape values were a key priority to consider for the regional landscape 

planning, and subsequently a Landscape Heritage Working Group was formed specifically to 

consider the implementation of Indigenous cultural heritage. 

Lack of understanding Aboriginal landscape values 

The DRO 3 ‘Regional Landscape’ proved to be a difficult concept for the state government 

to understand: 

Landscape heritage areas can be described as areas that are significant due to their 

aesthetic, historic, scientific, environmental or social value(s) to present, past or future 

generations. The landscape heritage of SEQ is not well understood, as the perception  

of SEQ as a single region is relatively recent and more work is required to combine 

existing narratives of SEQ Landscape heritage to tell the story of the region as a whole. 

(Queensland Government, 2008, p. 142) 
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The Office of Urban Management (OUM), the agency set up to manage the regional planning 

process, was abolished in 2008. As a result, the various OUM groups for environment and 

open space were relocated to different sections and functional divisions within the new 

Department of Infrastructure and Planning (DIP) (Abbot, 2012). The lack of prioritisation 

of the regional landscape components within the state government was a concern for the 

RLOSAC chair: 

none of the components of the regional landscape are the core business of Queensland 

state agencies and, in most instances, they are only an associated responsibility of low 

priority.(Low Choy, as cited in State of Region Report, Queensland Government, 2008, p. 

23) 

Further difficulties with Aboriginal engagement were noted in the SEQ State of Region 

report (SoR) 2008. This was a report that evaluated the DROs outlined in the 2005 Regional 

Plan (Queensland Government, 2008). It outlined particularly concerning results for DRO 7 

that focused on engaging Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples. This outcome had 

the worst evaluation of all the DROs, with three of the four policies status assessed as getting 

worse, in poor condition, or not sustainable. The other policy was of concern, or less 

sustainable (Queensland Government, 2008). 

Despite these findings, resources and funding towards these outcomes was not increased for 

Indigenous Health and Indigenous Economic participation in the 2009–2010 Budget 

Strategy and Outlook (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2009a, p. 154). This 

contrasted with the aims of the SEQ Regional Plan that included ‘targets to close the gap in 

health, education and employment outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Peoples’ (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2009a, p. 41) 

These issues added to the lack of resources and the inadequate institutional and integrated 

planning structures available to address Aboriginal landscape values. They were highlighted 

as major barriers to the implementation of Aboriginal landscape values:  

We participate in project planning, the promotion of Indigenous work teams and 

contractors for NRM works, developing community understanding of the traditional 

condition, and use of the Country and the history of its changes. We will also promote 

community understanding and conservation of culturally significant heritage  sites. Sadly 

we still lack the resources to extend this model across the whole region. [emphasis 

added] (Graham Dillon, Queensland Government, 2008, p.31) 

Second iteration of the SEQ Regional Plan: 2009–2031 (SEQRP 2009) 

The second iteration of the SEQ Regional Plan (SEQRP 2009) explicitly recognised 

Aboriginal cultural heritage, in DRO 3: Regional Landscape. A sub-element of the DRO, 3.6 
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Landscape Heritage, included a policy (3.6.2) which had the stated aim: ‘through the planning 

process, identify, recognize and respect Aboriginal Peoples’ cultural connections to the 

regional landscape’ (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2009, p. 64). In DRO 7,  

Engaging Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, policy 7.4.1 was:  

Protect and maintain traditional Aboriginal cultural landscapes and culturally significant 

places in land-use, planning and management arrangements in partnership with the 

traditional owners of those landscapes and places, and maintain or improve traditional 

owners’ access to cultural resources. (Queensland Government & SEQROC, 2009, p. 

89). 

A significant change between the SEQRP 2005 and the SEQRP 2009 was the identification 

of more measurable targets for the management of the environment and natural resources, 

aligned to the desired regional outcomes. These were articulated in the South East Queensland 

Natural Resource Management Plan 2009–2031. As a result, efforts to engage the Aboriginal 

values to Country were advanced more by the regional natural resource management planning 

process through the regional Traditional Owner body SEQTOLSMA. It resulted in the 

production of a Traditional Owner Cultural Resource Management Plan (SEQTOLSMA, 2008). 

The Traditional Owner Cultural Resource Management Plan (2008) 

The SEQTOLSMA Cultural Resource Management Plan 2008 (SEQTOLSMA CRMP titled 

Our Plan) sought to implement Traditional Owner aspects of natural resource management. 

Although a non-statutory plan, it linked regional natural resource management planning, as 

well as investment through its associated implementation strategy, (including the intents of 

the SEQTOLSMA CRMP) to the policies, targets and the budget commitments of the 

statutory SEQRP. 

The focus of Our Plan was to enable their ancestral responsibilities and obligations for Country 

to be included in NRM management, as well as to acknowledge that ‘Aboriginal Traditional 

Owners historical and contemporary residents are important stakeholders with differing 

needs and aspirations’ (SEQTOLSMA, 2008, p. 7). It also emphasised the issues of capability 

(rather than capacity) of Aboriginal Traditional Owners to establish the position of 

Aboriginal Traditional Owners within a peri-urban landscape, which had been heavily 

impacted by colonial occupation. This included recognition of ‘low socio-economic status, 

low levels of education, training and land ownership, high mortality rates in our leadership 

age groups and the administrative burdens of our Native Title and Aboriginal cultural 

heritage Act responsibilities’. It was noted that these factors ‘limit the availability of people 

to fill the crucial roles’ in the planning process (SEQTOLSMA , 2008, p. iv). 
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The directors involved in developing Our Plan represented the sub-regions of the 

SEQTOLSMA region, which encompasses ‘the coastal strip from Noosa to the Tweed River 

and west to Toowoomba’ (SEQTOLSMA, 2008, p. 3). A geographical map of the sub-groups 

illustrated the Traditional Owner communities that were involved, and the plan also 

emphasised the inter-group ties of the SEQ region ‘cemented by trading relationships, inter-

group marriages and by our ceremonial and customary gatherings every year or two in bunya 

or mullet feasts when we shared our times of plenty with neighbours from near and far’ 

(SEQTOLSM,A 2008, p. 5). Importantly,  the boundaries of these groups in the SEQ region 

were formally defined for planning purpose for the very first time (see Map 5.1). 

In many respects, when contrasted with other plans that addressed community’s values 

related to landscape, the Our Plan had a different perspective in its language, tone and 

presentation. It replaced legal obligations and jargon with a focus more on the 

responsibilities, beliefs and aspirations that Traditional Owners have to the SEQ landscape. 

Hence, in some respects the NRM process through the SEQRP 2009 gave greater 

opportunities for the inclusion of Aboriginal values to Country, and especially their 

connections to Country, into planning. However, the non-statutory nature of these planning 

arrangements limited their implementation and influence on ‘on the ground practice’.  

Implementation issues 

Throughout the development of Queensland’s regional planning processes, there appeared 

to be a desire to include Aboriginal connection to Country into planning. However, it was not 

clear how this could or would be achieved. The second regional plan did outline more 

detailed programs to ‘identify regional landscape areas with a high confluence of existing 

values and with a high priority for protection, management, rehabilitation and restoration’ 

(Queensland Government, 2009, p. 57). A research proposal to explore how to incorporate 

Aboriginal landscape values in regional planning was supported by the state. This research 

proposal was successfully funded by the Australian Research Council and is still ongoing  

with the expectation that outcomes from this study will be included in the third iteration of 

the statutory regional plan and thereafter cascade down to influence local government 

statutory land-use planning. 

Implementation and resourcing was limited, however. There was still a need for the state 

government to commit ‘to at least base level funding for SEQTOA and the proposed 

Regional Indigenous Coordination Group to operate as discussed. The capacity for these 
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groups to operate was seen as a major constraint to implementation of the Regional Plan’s 

DRO 7’ (RLOSAC, minutes of meeting 28, August 6, 2009). 

In addition, there seemed little communication and integration between state departments 

and local councils. Other management initiatives proposed by state and local governments, 

such as regional reserve management frameworks, rarely considered the regional landscape 

values. It was considered by the RLOSAC that such initiatives, such as the Natural Reserve 

System (NRS) are not ‘mutually exclusive of these broader landscape values’ (RLOSAC, 

minutes of meeting 32, December 7, 2009). It was also RLOSAC’s understanding that SEQ 

Catchments, the NRM body, had been subcontracted to conduct the mapping, building on 

longstanding work of the committee over more than a decade in developing a common 

language and understanding of landscape values. As a result, the new concepts of 

incorporating values such as those articulated in the landscape framework were not being 

consistently used throughout state government decisions. 

These limitations of understanding, as well as the lack of financial support, caused significant 

barriers to the implementation of Aboriginal landscape values at the local council level. As a 

result, local government mechanisms used to protect Aboriginal cultural heritage at the local 

government level were only to assess the impact of development on Aboriginal va lues to 

Country under the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 . 

6.3.2 Local land-use planning 

Local government was fairly consistent in how they considered Aboriginal values to Country. 

This was mainly through the assessment of impact on Aboriginal values to Country under the 

then repealed Cultural Record (Landscapes Queensland and Queensland Estate) Act 1987 and the 

current Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Qld) (ACH Act). This is currently still the only 

statutory mechanism available for local governments in Queensland to consider Aboriginal 

values to Country in local land-use planning scheme development. As a result, there are 

alternative mechanisms under the ACH Act available. 

Sometimes a cultural heritage management plan is initiated, such as for specific sites and 

areas (e.g., the (then) Redland Shire Council and Minjerribah Moorgumpin Elders-in-

Council’s Terra Bulla Land Management Plan 2004 on Quandamooka Country). These are 

commonly joint management plans between local councils and the cultural heritage contact 

in Aboriginal communities (in this example, the (then) Redland Shire Council and the 

Minjerribah Moorgumpin Elders-in-Council). The Terra Bulla Land Management Plan 2004 

outlined strategies and actions required to protect the values of the Terra Bulla Leumeah 
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against future proposed development, with consideration of the historic significance of the 

site to the Quandamooka People. 

The registration of a Cultural Heritage Body to cover the area of land claimed by a Native 

Title Group3 has enabled some opportunities for Aboriginal Peoples to help the protection 

of their cultural heritage. For example, the Jagera communities’ Cultural Heritage Body 

(Jagera Daran), protects the cultural heritage of the Jagera native title claim area. They can 

also evolve the cultural heritage body into a consultancy service and not just a ‘go to contact’ 

body for developers and government. The Jagera Peoples Heritage Body offers consultancy 

services for clients that range from the public sector, including Queensland Government 

Departments and local authorities, to private companies such as the Toowoomba Pipeline 

Alliance and Leightons Construction. 

Evidence has started to emerge that there are benefits in the joint development of a Cultural 

Heritage Management Plan (CHMP), regardless of whether the development is code 

assessable or not. The CHMP tool can encourage relationships between industry and 

Traditional Owners, particularly in the case of Jagera. This in turn has bought investment 

and business agreements that provide an ongoing discussion and awareness of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage. It has also encouraged Jagara Daran to broaden its function. These 

additional roles are driven by the fact that ‘Aboriginal people have unique obligations and 

responsibilities in caring for Country and culture’ (Jagera Daran Ltd, n.d., p. 2), and hence 

provide some mechanism to include connection to Country into planning. 

However, despite these opportunities, the Jagera communities are still required to 

continually respond  to  development  proposals  in  attempts  to  protect  their  cultural  

heritage. These circumstances align with much of the literature critiquing the address of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage in Australian planning. In terms of this study’s focus on the 

broader Aboriginal connection to Country, these piecemeal approaches never allow the 

protection of cultural heritage to extend beyond the individual ‘site’  scale.4 

It is clear that these mechanisms are limited particularly to meet the desired priorities of the 

SEQRP’s 2005 and 2009. However local government have a number of other (non-land-use) 

mechanisms to consider Aboriginal values to Country, such as community/social planning. 

                                                 
3 Native Title claim group means the person or persons making a claim on behalf of the Aboriginal communities 

for an application for an approved native title determination made to a recognised state government. 
4 The Quandamooka People are in a slightly different position with a successful native title determination. Their 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Body is Quandamooka Yollooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation (QYAC), which 

is also their Native Title Prescribed Body Corporate (PBC). 
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6.3.3 Local government community/social planning 

Quandamooka Country  

During the time that the statutory regional planning process were being developed, there 

were a number of local government (non land-use) planning initiatives that were initiated in 

attempts to consider Aboriginal values to Country. The main local government authority 

involved in such processes to consider the Quandamooka Peoples rights to Country was the 

Redland City Council. Community, social and cultural planning as well as direct agreements 

with the Quandamooka communities were consistent between 1990 and 2012. The policies 

that the Redland City Council developed are detailed in Table 6.2 below, with discussion of 

how they considered Quandamooka’s connection to Country. 
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Table 6.2: Content Analysis of Redland City Council land-use planning policy links with 

Quandamooka communities 

Source Document Content references to 

Indigenous values to Country 

and or land use matters 

Observation 

Community/Social/Culture planning 

Redland City Council 

Economic Development 

Strategy 2008-2012 

No mention  

Redlands  2030 Community 

Plan (2011) 

Quandamooka  Country  one 

of the eight vision outcomes: 

- Supporting Aboriginal 

Custodians  through respect 

for the First People of  the 

region, respect for 

traditional boundaries of 

Aboriginal ‘countries’ and 

through Aboriginal 

stewardship  

- Strengthening 

reconciliation through 

partnership  through shared 

responsibilities and  strong 

relationships, working 

together and an enduring 

and living culture 

-Traditional  Boundaries  of 

countries  to  be  supported 

by processes of Native Title 

and  Cultural  Heritage Acts. 

No link made to the South 

East  Queensland  Regional 

Plan 2009-2031, DRO 3 

-Quandamooka  to  assist in 

the identification of heritage 

sites and integrating heritage 

mapping  with management 

plans. 

-No link to Quandamooka 

organisations/communities 

‘Our  City, Our Culture’ A 

cultural plan for the Redlands 

2008-2018 

Goal  2:  Acknowledge  and 

support the living culture of 

the Traditional Owners, 

elders and other Indigenous 

residents  of  the  Redlands, 

the people of Quandamooka 

-To acknowledge the  core 

values identified in the 

Quandamooka Aboriginal 

Community Profile and 

Action Plan (Queensland 

Government et al., 2007) 

-No explicit cultural strategy 

that connects to the actions 

of the Quandamooka 

Aboriginal Community 

Profile and Action Plan 

(Queensland Government et 

al., 2007) and how this might 

translate to the 

consideration  of Aboriginal 

cultural values in the 

planning scheme 
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Source Document Content references to 

Indigenous values to Country 

and or land use matters 

Observation 

Quandamooka Aboriginal 

Community Profile and 

Action Plan (Queensland 

Government et al., 2007) 

Contains the following core 

values; protection and 

preservation  of  the cultural 

and natural integrity of land 

and sea; recognition of  and 

respect  for  Elders;  Ability 

to access and enjoy areas of 

spiritual and cultural 

significance;  recognition of 

inherent rights  to  natural 

resources; respect  for  and 

recognition of Aboriginal 

decision-making processes; 

maintenance of customary 

law; passing  on Aboriginal 

culture to youth; respect for 

and recognition of the 

complexity of Aboriginal 

social structures; recognition 

of and respect for cultural 

differences. 

-No explicit action on how 

Aboriginal values to 

Quandamooka  Country  can 

guide decision-making 

-No link to the DRO7 and 

DRO3  in  the  South East 

Queensland  Regional Plan 

2005-2026. 

Indigenous Community 

Policy 

To recognise and respect all 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Peoples who live 

with Redland City by: 

a) Strengthening their ability 

to be actively involved in 

community planning 

b) Involving them in 

decision-making  processes 

about their people and 

Country, and 

c) Fully acknowledging their 

rights to upholdtheir 

responsibilities for future 

generations 

-No explicit strategy on how 

Country can be recognised in 

land-use planning and how 

engagement might fall out 

from this 
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Source Document Content references to 

Indigenous values to Country 

and or land use matters 

Observation 

Cultural Policy POL-2706 Council is committed to 

recognising and respecting 

the cultural rights and 

responsibilities of the 

Quandamooka people as  

the region’s traditional 

owners and  supporting their 

efforts to protect and 

promote their unique living 

culture 

-No connection to South East 

Queensland Regional Plan 

(2005-2026)   DRO3 policy 3. 

Aboriginal landscape values 

and  DRO7 Engaging with 

Aboriginal Peoples 

-No specific policy for 

Aboriginal land-use matters, 

only awareness of the need 

Redlands Social 

Infrastructure Strategy 2009 

‘The rights, needs and 

contributions of the 

Traditional Owners and 

Indigenous people of 

Minjerribah (North 

Stradbroke  Island)  and the 

wider Quandamooka region 

are acknowledged and 

supported’ 

Quandamooka Aboriginal 

Community Profile and 

Action Plan (2007): 

Implement priority actions 

from the community-led 

strategic planning project in 

partnership  with  the island 

community, elected 

representatives,  community 

and state government 

agencies 

-No link to South East 

Queensland  Regional Plan 

2005-2026 DRO 7 

-No clear work plan for the 

integration   of   community 

priorities with the  priorities 

of  the  social infrastructure 

strategy 

-No  clear link to Country and 

how the social infrastructure 

plan can  help towards the 

care for Country holistically 

(only focuses  on the local 

projects of Oakland  Street 

Community Services Hub 

(and Alexandra Hills 

Community Precinct) 

 

The review tabled above, to varying degrees, indicates that there is increasing recognition of 

the Quandamooka People’s values to Country and a growing awareness of the importance of 

considering these values. However, it is clear that there is little consistency on how local 

decision-makers might value Quandamooka Country and engage with the Quandamooka 
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communities. In spite of this, it is encouraging that there are moves from a local council  

towards meeting the address of Quandamooka’s connections to Country. It is encouraging in 

the sense that many of these non land-use planning processes could potentially be ways of 

assisting local governments to address some of the desired outcomes outlined in the SEQRP, 

which were unimplemented in their statutory local governments’ planning scheme. 

As an example, the Quandamooka Aboriginal Community Profile and Action Plan 2007 

(Queensland Government et al., 2007), which has been included in many of Redland 

Council’s policies (Table 6.2) was a process under the Local Government Act 2007 (Qld). This 

process led to the formation of the Quandamooka Steering Committee Forum as the key 

engagement body that was a better representative voice of the Quandamooka communities 

compared to previous engagement mechanisms (Murren Enterprises Ltd, 2008). These 

processes thus not only allowed council to engage more appropriately with the 

Quandamooka People’s understanding of Country, but for the Aboriginal communities to 

consider how to engage Country within a Western policy processes. The local council (non-

land-use) mechanisms applied to help consider Jagera’s values to Country are outlined below. 

Jagera Country 

There have been some community and cultural policies to engage with and consider 

Indigenous relationships to place, such as Brisbane City Council’s (BCC) ‘Brisbane’s Vision 

2031’ which developed an Indigenous Aspirations Strategy (BCC, n.d.). The strategy introduced 

four themes, one of which was ‘talking, learning and leading’, which contained detailed 

actions such as establishing Aboriginal representation in land-use and open space planning 

as well as public forums with Indigenous communities to seek future direction and input into 

Council’s ‘Living in Brisbane 2010 vision’. These initiatives date from 2001 and their actions 

were to be implemented over a four-year period. However, the review of the strategy, which 

was to be implemented between 2007 and 2008, has yet to be initiated and the 2013 refresh 

of Brisbane Vision 2031 has no mention of Indigenous aspirations and values (BCC, 2013).  

Most local authorities have adopted ‘community engagement’ policies and ‘cultural policies’ 

to address Aboriginal interests and values. Ipswich City Council’s ‘cultural policy’ contains 

the objective of ‘creating a sense of place’ through a facilitating network, the protection and 

promotion of cultural heritage and a cultural tourism strategy (Ipswich City Council  [ICC], 

n.d., p. 1). In addition to these policies, there is Traditional Owner involvement in the 

Ipswich Community Plan I2031 (ICC, 2011), which concentrates on actions of creating 

partnerships and developing land-use plans and strategies. However, these are 

concentrated primarily within a growth management paradigm, and community spirit and 
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wellbeing focusing on the protection of significant places, and do not address an Aboriginal 

connection to Country. 

Although these interactions with community and social planning showed some positive 

work, both the Quandamooka and Jagera communities were wanting to be more involved in 

caring for Country. For the Jagera People, an opportunity to be involved more in decision-

making was not through land-use planning policy, nor community or cultural planning, but 

through native title negotiations (particularly at the local government level) and through a 

voluntary local Indigenous Land Use Agreement initiative that was agreed directly with the 

planners and elected members of Ipswich City Council. The Quandamooka People similarly 

engaged with the Redland City Council (then Redland Shire Council).  

6.3.4 State and local government ILUA negotiations 

Local government and Jagera People’s rights to Country  

One of the main purposes of the Ipswich City Council – Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul ILUA 

was to improve the protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage, as well as to help progress 

towards a native title determination. It was agreed between the Native Title Claim Party (all 

Jagera representatives), the Yuggera representatives, the Ugarapul representatives and the 

Ipswich City Council. The ILUA was divided into five parts; see Table 6.3 below. 
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Table 6.3: Content of the Ipswich City Council and Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul ILUA 

 ILUA Matter 

Part 1 Technical information and other preliminary issues that have been agreed upon 

Part 2 Outlines how the Council will work with Jagera, Ugarapul and Yuggera to 

resolve the NT Claim 

Part 3 Covers NT compliance. All activities and projects will be  assessed against a low, 

medium and high impact categories 

Part 4 Relates to a ‘clearance procedure’ which relates to activities by,  or for, the 

Ipswich City Council 

Part 5 Sets out the other outcomes from the negotiation, and contains the agreed 

commitment of the parties to develop and  implement programs and policies 

relating to Jagera, Ugarapul and Yuggera and the wider community 

 

Part 1 included an acknowledgement and recognition of the Aboriginal parties as the 

Traditional Owners as well as the area covered by the agreement. Although the ILUA was 

agreed when a native title claim was registered and that the ILUA was designed to help the 

movement towards a native title determination, the ILUA was not dependent upon a 

successful NT outcome. Rather, the ILUA placed emphasis on the agreement to meet 

Jagera’s responsibilities to Country (ICC and Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul 2008, p.1). This 

way the council, the Native Title party, and the Yuggera and Ugarapul representatives could 

come together on ‘common ground’ to negotiate how best to care for Country. 

Importantly, it also meant that the Traditional Owner communities did not have to ‘prove’ 

their connection to Country. Rather, with a connection to place already assumed, it meant that 

negotiations could begin and decisions could be made on how best the parties could move 

forward. This included the registration of the Ngaran Goori Corporation for the Jagera, 

Yuggera and Ugarapul Peoples to negotiate with the council on all ILUA matters (ICC & 

Jagera, Yuggera  and Ugarapul Peoples, 2008, p. 4). 
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Local government and Quandamooka People ’s native title r ights 

When Quandamooka registered their claim in 1995, it was considered as a strong claim for  

native title ‘especially given the maintenance of a strong, highly organised and identifiable 

Aboriginal community; unbroken occupation of the island; and an unusually limited history 

of acts extinguishing Native Title’ (McDougall & Egert, 2001  p. 155). The then Redland 

Shire Council (RSC) (now Redland City Council) entered negotiation with the Quandamooka 

Land Council (QLC) to agree how Quandamooka could negotiate the ‘big picture’ such as 

socio-economic issues, in addition to securing a native title determination. A Native Title 

Process Agreement (NTPA) was agreed between the QLC and RSC to provide a clearer role 

for the Quandamooka People in the management of Country (RSC & QLC, 1997). It sought 

to achieve this by giving effect to native title as a condition of the agreement itself rather 

than a contractual obligation as under the NTA. Because the agreement represented the 

incorporation of NT into planning processes, it was drafted to address planning management 

issues occurring on Minjerribah. 

The NTPA included a range of procedures and matters to secure the address of Country in 

local government land-use planning. This was promoted as facilitating ‘the recognition of the 

culture and traditions of the Quandamooka People and that the process of reconciliation will 

benefit everybody’ (Redland Shire Council [RSC] & Quandamooka Land Council [QLC], 

1997, p.11). This included the undertaking of the Minjerribah Planning and Management 

Study to articulate ‘appropriate components…to be readily transferred at a later date into a 

statutory planning document’ (RSC & QLC, 1997, p. 11). 

The Minjerribah planning and management study included five draft land-use planning 

strategies in relation to formulating a Minjerribah land-use plan. These draft policies were 

considered separately in five component reports. Together, they represented ‘a broad 

overview of the areas of study intended to be addressed’ (RSC & QLC, 1997, p. 12). After 

issues were identified by the five individual component reports, ten draft policies were 

developed which were said to illustrate the shared interests and intentions of the Redland 

Shire Council, Quandamooka Land Council, and Island community for North Stradbroke 

Island/Minjerribah (RSC & QLC, 2001). It was intended that these policies, in combination 

with proposed implementation strategies still to be formulated, would form the basis of a 

strategic plan for Minjerribah. The purpose of developing these policies and addressing the 

needs of Quandamooka Country was to ‘commit the two councils to working together for a 

sustainable future for the Island’ (RSC & QLC, 2001, p.1) as   both ‘QLC [Quandamooka 

Land Council] and RSC…agreed to respect each other as elected decision making bodies  



115 

(councils) and to establish a “council to council” relationship’ (McDougall & Egert, 2001, p. 

158). 

However, composition of the QLC during this time was not aligned with traditional customs 

and laws. The concerns of the Quandamooka communities included the feeling that wrong 

decisions were being made to care for Country. For example, negotiations about a mining 

lease with Unimin was a controversial topic. The QLC was negotiating to receive 

compensation from mining royalties. However, there were objections from other Aboriginal 

families and individuals on the island who felt that the mine should not go ahead because it 

was not caring for Country. The need to realign Quandamooka’s decision-making processes 

to customary law was a priority for the Quandamooka communities. Negotiations within the 

Quandamooka communities led to a debate on how the community (ancestral Traditional 

Owners as well as the broader Indigenous community) would like to make decisions to 

manage Country. This was an imperative for the Quandamooka People before negotiating 

future land-use planning decisions. 

In 2007, a regional agreement between the Queensland Department of Communities, 

Redland City Council and Quandamooka People to develop the Quandamooka Aboriginal 

Community  Profile and Action Plan 2007 provided an opportunity to engage with the 

Quandamooka communities differently. Rather than only engaging with QLC, the process 

reached out to all of the Quandamooka communities’ organisations. This included: 

Minjerribah Moorgumpin Elders-in-council; Quandamooka Lands Council Aboriginal 

Corporation; North Stradbroke Island Aboriginal and Islander Housing Cooperative; Yulu-

Burri-Ba Aboriginal Corporation for Community Health; North Stradbroke Island 

Aboriginal Enterprises; the Oodgeroo Nunnukal Trust; the Salt Water Murris Quandamooka 

Art Group and the Nunukal Ngugi Cultural Heritage Corporation. These organisations 

together formed the Quandamooka Forum Steering Committee, which was recognised as 

the primary consultative body ‘to ensure that the forum is aware of all business being 

conducted by Council on the Quandamooka Traditional Estate’ (Murren Enterprises Ltd, 

2008, p. 9). As a result, it provided a clear engagement body for the Redland City Council to 

directly engage with and allayed the concern that this was not a representative selection of 

Quandamooka People. 

In summary, local government actions highlight a number of encouraging attempts to engage 

with both Jagera People’s and Quandamooka People’s connections to Country. It shows that 

these processes are enabling knowledge to be built on how to engage with the Jagera and 

Quandamooka Aboriginal communities. However, it was clear that the QLC and the RSC 
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were limited in what they could achieve, particularly considering the capacity of the 

Aboriginal communities to set up new decision-making processes to adequately address 

Country responsibilities within Western demands. This was a particularly significant issue that 

the Quandamooka People had to consider because the likelihood that their native title claim 

being successful was high and negotiation of a native title determination with the state 

government was necessary. 

The lead up to Quandamooka People’s native title determination 

One of the main issues for the Quandamooka People was that they needed the planning 

processes to be aligned to the customary code and law of Quandamooka Country. With this 

in mind, as well as the native title process increasing in pace, a study undertaken by an interim 

committee to restructure the decision-making role of Quandamooka was initiated in 2002. 

This began discussions on how best to make decisions that are aligned to Quandamooka 

custom and law. 

It was decided that making decisions by apical ancestor was the best reflection of customary 

law and the then QLC initiated a consultation process during the late 1990s and early 2000s 

to help consult with the native title claim group. These meetings were only allowed to 

proceed once there was a good representation of the NT group for any decision to be made 

(AQ5, personal communication). Additionally, these meetings only included those who had 

the authority to represent their descent groups and speak for Country. Other consultation 

methods included small group  meetings with women’s groups, men’s groups, Elders and 

Traditional Owners living away from Country as well as one-to-one discussions between 

Traditional Owners and consultants. 

Subsequently, the role of the QLC changed. Arranging consultation and engaging with the 

community, as opposed to leading and making decisions, was the new role for the QLC and 

one that was soon seen as a way to ‘check’ that the conduct of the native title claim and the 

protection of Country were conducted in the customary manner. 

In 2005 the Queensland South Native Title Service (QSNTS), the representative body for 

the Stradbroke claim area, organised a meeting with the Quandamooka Elders and the 

Federal Court to finalise a decision-making structure to aid native title processes. The 

structure consisted of twelve family representatives (one for each of the twelve apical 

families) and each advised the single named applicant during the native title negotiations 

while communicating with their broader family networks. Decisions by the applicant required 

the mandate from family representatives, who agreed on issues by consensus. Any issues that 
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were disputed and could not be resolved by the group of family representatives were taken 

to the Council of Elders. The Council of Elders comprises twelve female Elders and twelve 

male Elders who represent each family group and apical ancestors. Elders must be 

acknowledged by their peers before they are accepted on to the Council of Elders.  

6.4 Land-use and ILUA planning 2012–2014 

The following sections cover the time periods between 2012-2014. After a change of 

government in 2012, the planning agenda changed to a neoliberal planning framework.  

6.4.1 Neoliberal land-use planning framework 

Land-use planning under the LNP government prioritised the sectoral interests of the land 

development interests over those of the Quandamooka and Jagera communities. This was 

evident in the case of the Toondah Harbour development proposal in Quandamooka Country. 

The Toondah Harbour Priority Development Area (PDA) was declared on 21 June, 2013. It 

was established under the Economic Development Act 2012, which aims to facilitate economic 

development and development for community purposes in the state. Under this new reform, 

in the event of any inconsistency with land-use planning law and policy, such as the local 

planning instrument and the SPA 2009, the development scheme prevails. Toondah Harbour 

is located within the native title land right area of the Quandamooka People. However, there 

was no consultation with the Quandamooka People nor QYAC to discuss ‘whether this proposal 

was what the communities wanted’ (AQ1). This was made more contentious when it was said in 

the government documents that consultation and stakeholder workshops had been held with 

the ‘Quandamooka Peoples’ and that interest and support for this scheme was expressed 

(Deicke Richards, 2014). Whom they consulted was not made clear. The Quandamooka 

communities certainly felt they had not been consulted. 

This was despite the fact that QYAC had already identified the Toondah Harbour as a 

management issue in their draft Indigenous Business Action Plan (2012), including the social and 

tourism infrastructure and the need to develop ‘eco and cultural tourism products’ to upgrade 

the harbour, along with opportunities for joint and co-operative ventures. This included 

whale watching and to ‘negotiate agreements with existing providers to include Indigenous 

content and experiences’ (QYAC, 2012, p. 32). Cultural and Eco Tourism includes ‘guided 

walking, driving and marine tours, walks, talks, campsite network, food (including local bush 

tucker and produce), publications, arts and crafts galleries and demonstrations, day spa, 

alternate therapies’ (QYAC, 2012, p. 32). In contrast, the state and local government’s idea 
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for Toondah Harbour was as a ‘regional gateway to Moreton Bay and North Stradbroke 

Island. Development will include opportunities for mixed-use and medium density 

residential development as well as dedicated ferry terminals, open space and the potential for 

a private berth marina’ (Deicke Richards, 2014, p. 2). 

This new proposal was exactly what the QYAC did not want and what they had continuously 

reiterated to government, as outlined in their draft Indigenous Business Action Plan: 

The Aboriginal community through the consultation period have continually reiterated 

the desire to keep the island from becoming too commercialised. In general, quality of 

life is more important than money to most of the Aboriginal community on North 

Stradbroke Island. Aboriginal people generally do not want to negatively impact on  the 

environment or the community in the development of enterprises. Unfortunately this 

position is often not well understood by government and some operators, especially in  

the tourism industry, who often take a short term view of resources and community 

well being. This may be more profitable in the short term, but not sustainable in the 

long term. (QYAC, 2012, p. 33) 

At the local level, little progress was made to implement Aboriginal landscape values, 

particularly as the direction of the state government had changed. No policies or progress 

were made in  local land-use planning, and even after all the work of the SEQRP there was 

no mention of an  Aboriginal connection to Country in the draft Redlands City Plan (2015). 

Similarly, Jagera was having very little success with land-use planning. The priorities made by 

the new State Government basically closed off all opportunities for the Quandamooka and 

Jagera Peoples to protect Country. 

Planning for Quandamooka’s Native Title r ights 

When the LNP government was elected on 24 March 2012, their priorities first appeared  to 

be the progression of the national park and eco-tourism on North Stradbroke Island. 

However, these quickly changed and in November 2012 QYAC received an email from the 

State Government advising that they were temporarily suspending the ILUA in order to 

amend the North Stradbroke Island Protection and Sustainability Bill  2011. This decision not only 

infringed the State-ILUA agreement (principally to cease sandmining by 2019) but it also 

showed a total disrespect for Quandamooka values and rights to Quandamooka Country, 

particularly when the State refused to visit, walk and listen to Quandamooka Country 

(Maxwell, 2013a). 

Cameron Costello, the CEO of QYAC, expressed his opinion to the media : 
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we felt safe when we signed the ILUA regarding federal legislation that our rights were 

safe, but it appears the Queensland Government wants to act solely for the benefit of 

the mining company. (Maxwell, 2013b) 

This suspension of the ILUA, proposed change to the law, and the lack of negotiation 

effectively undermined the statutory right of the Quandamooka communities. In turn, this 

called into question the purpose of native title and Indigenous land rights. Shortly after the 

North Stradbroke Island Protection and Sustainability and Another Act Amendment Bill 2013 was 

passed through the LNP Parliament, which effectively extended sandmining on the island 

beyond 2019. This was seen as another clear sign that the State thought nothing of the 

customary rights and values that the Quandamooka communities had in relation to North 

Stradbroke Island. 

Ignorance of Quandamooka’s Native Title  Rights 

Quandamooka was hoping to use the native title process as an opportunity to resolve not 

only land-tenure issues, but also planning issues across North Stradbroke Island. They 

wanted to resolve issues such as non-compliant Aboriginal residential areas neglected by the 

Redland City Council before this land was handed over to Quandamooka. As part of the 

ILUA agreements, the state government had to conduct a land-use planning investigation to 

inform decisions of what could be done to make these residential areas compliant with 

current legislation and regulations but in accordance with Quandamooka’s native title rights. 

This included making changes to the current zonings of the land the subject of the ILUA 

and the negotiating for future lawful use of land for various purposes, including housing and 

community uses for Quandamooka People, as well as the provision of future residential and 

economic opportunities for the Quandamooka People. 

With little to no state government support for negotiating the rights of the Quandamooka 

People, a standoff occurred between QYAC and the State Government at  a Land Use 

Planning Committee Meeting in mid-2014. Redland City Council also supported QYAC 

and refused to attend the meeting where decisions on the EROs were required. This was 

made particularly significant when the State Government had suggested that if QYAC 

refused to attend the meeting, the State would make the decisions on behalf of QYAC.  

Fortunately, the State had no support from Redland City Council to conduct this approach. 

QYAC Strategic Plan (2014): determination to protect Quandamooka Country  

The lack of progress and support from the State Government, however, had little effect on 

the determination of the Quandamooka People to protect Country (especially now with a solid 

decision-making structure). The QYAC Strategic Plan was endorsed by the QYAC Board on 
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February 2014, as an opportunity for growth, development and self-determination for the 

Quandamooka Peoples (QYAC, 2014). It involved consultation with the Traditional Owners 

– including five engagement workshops, a Quandamooka Forum consultation, online and 

paper surveys and stakeholder interviews. Over 140 Quandamooka People were engaged and 

the diversity of representation was important: it included youth (the youngest was seven years 

old), Elders and women. The vision of QYAC is ‘caring for Country in a viable economy, 

using traditional and modern knowledge’ (QYAC, 2014, p. 14). 

The focus of Quandamooka’s vision was based on the land and sea of Quandamooka Country. 

It was based on the idea that Country heals ‘the spirit that lives in ourselves and our Country’ 

(QYAC, 2014, p. 16). The role and importance of Country is clear in the plan’s purpose, which 

is to ‘make it easy for Quandamooka Peoples to care for their Country’ (QYAC, 2014, p. 16). 

However, the plan recognised that this is a long-term goal, and the first phase was to secure 

Quandamooka’s native title and access to their land.  Key activities were listed to help  

perform this purpose: securing the Quandamooka Estate, Nurturing Quandamooka 

Knowledge, Engage the Quandamooka People and Encourage Innovative Thinking. The 

QYAC Strategic Plan was looked upon by QYAC as a mechanism for protecting 

Quandamooka Country. 

Importantly, the plan was developed with the solid decision-making framework that had been 

developed and strengthened since the commencement of their native title claim. Within the 

plan, family connections and the twelve apical ancestors were still the central thread. 

Following consultation, the ‘Quandamooka Board gave a clear indication that Community 

Engagement was the most important factor for the organisation to attend to’ (QYAC, 2014, 

p. 32). Despite the years of colonial assimilation and the reluctance of government to use the 

planning process to recognise their rights to Country, the native title process appeared to have 

provided a good foundation for the Quandamooka People to protect Country. QYAC was 

able to take advantage of this opportunity, and by the end of 2014 had developed a robust 

organisational structure that included: 

 QYAC Board including CEO, Legal Advisors, Auditor, Accountant, QLSMA Land and 

Sea Manager, Cultural Heritage Unit, Corporate Services and Quandamooka Business 

Services; 

 QYAC Sub-Committees including Land and Sea Management, Investments, Finance 

Audit and Risk, Native Title, Land Use Planning, State ILUA, RCC ILUA, Tourism Arts 

and Events. 
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6.5 Summary 

Planning for Aboriginal values to Country in land-use planning had been a strong focus in 

both state and local government planning before the introduction of a neoliberal planning 

framework in 2012. The efforts of local and state decision-makers between the period of 

1990–2012 used various methods of deliberative, conventional and ILUA planning methods, 

at various levels of governance: state, regional and local government. The opportunity 

offered by the collaborative regional planning process and the RLOSAC advisory committee 

provided mechanisms to advocate for Aboriginal Peoples’ values and to recognise the 

distinct value of an Aboriginal connection to Country. Importantly this offered capacity for 

Traditional Owners to directly engage with the land-use planning process, in contrast to the 

conventional planning processes for cultural heritage, which offered no opening to influence 

the planning process. Multiple engagement bodies were set up and gained the knowledge and 

skills. For example, SEQTOA were able to draft their own cultural management plan. 

However, the  implementation of Aboriginal values to Country beyond assessment of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage at the local  level illustrates that there was still  some underlying 

issues occurring at the state level. These included issues such as the lack of funding and 

prioritisation of these values. However, there was also a lack of skills by decision-makers to 

cope with these new challenges. 

Nonetheless, of the most notable observations of this research was the proliferation of other 

agreements, programs and policy as well as direct engagement with Traditional Owners at 

the local government level between 1990 and 2012. This included community and cultural 

policy and local government ILUAs. This in itself shows a sophisticated evolvement in the 

arrangements and the capacities of both Quandamooka and the Jagera communities to 

respond to planning. Compared to the very first processes, such as the RFGM 2000, which 

engaged with only a handful of Traditional Owners, the 2003 discussion document shows a 

very different set of arrangements and engagement at both the regional and local levels. At 

the regional level, SEQTOLSMA was one solution using a co-ordinator approach to engage 

with Traditional Owners across the SEQ landscape. At the local level, Quandamooka’s ability 

to rework decision-making to fit with their customary obligations evolved from being 

focused only on one family ancestral group (as seen in the QLC in the 1990s) to a very 

sophisticated governance structure under the QYAC prescribed body corporate. This in itself 

enabled the Quandamooka communities to consult and produce their own strategic plan in 

2014. Similarly Jagera formed the Ngaran Goori organisation to address the interests of all 

three clans through the opportunity of the Ipswich ILUA, although engagement with local 

planning was noticeably less effective with ongoing issues with developing decision-making 
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in accordance to the customary law of Country. The capacity of the Jagera communities was 

also a noticeable limitation when negotiating within local government planning processes.  

However, in 2012, with the strengthening of neoliberal views, there appeared to be a 

deliberate effort by the state political elite to avoid any of the considerations, skills, progress 

and  knowledge that had been gained over the previous fifteen years. The new government’s 

idea of who should be in involved in planning did not include Aboriginal communities. 

Rather, planning was there to respond to the market and business interests and no 

consideration of Aboriginal values to Country were necessary in statutory land-use planning. 

The statutory regional planning process was a significant step forward for planning in 

Queensland. The fact that it included the priority to engage with, and then later, recognise 

Aboriginal connections to Country is a marked achievement for Australian planning. It 

highlights an unusual narrative whereby those involved in the deliberative planning process 

continued to advocate for and support the involvement of Aboriginal communities in 

strategic planning. It suggests an unusual positive valuing of Aboriginal values, that otherwise 

is not widely noted or considered in the literature. However, after many years of working 

with Aboriginal communities and initiating programs to work towards the implementation 

of these values in local planning, this was all rapidly scrapped shortly after the election of a 

new government in 2012. 

As a result, the pre-LNP government engagement processes and policies to address 

Quandamooka’s and Jagera’s connections to Country were inadequate to overcome the 

challenges of the new LNP political context. It leads to the observation that the values of the 

state and those policy-makers involved within the policy processes appears integral to the 

narrative of land-use planning and how it considers Aboriginal values to Country. 

Government planners’ actions and planning practice differ greatly between the various 

political contexts. During the pre-LNP planning era, this relied heavily on the advocacy 

interest of those expert planners and government officials to protect Aborigina l-Country 

values within the political influences. During the LNP era, planning relied heavily on an 

ignorance of Aboriginal values in defense of  neoliberal markets and desires. These decision-

making processes will be discussed further in the following chapter(s). 

This chapter commenced by providing a context of an Australian Aboriginal connection to 

Country. This was followed by an overview of the legislative context adopted internationally 

and across Australia to address Aboriginal relationships to place.  In this context, the chapter 

then reviewed the interactions of Quandamooka’s and Jagera’s connection to Country in 
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various planning processes to express their values and rights to Country. This discussion 

highlighted that the different political contexts (pre-LNP and LNP) have an influence on 

decision-making processes, and in particular, on planning actions and attitudes towards the 

consideration of Aboriginal values to Country. This ranged from an encouraging (but limited) 

start to identifying and engaging with Quandamooka and Jagera values to Country to being 

replaced with a high degree of exclusion and ignorance of Aboriginal values and 

Quandamooka’s rights to Country. Additionally, the research found that the considerable 

efforts of the Aboriginal communities and their increasing capacity particularly the 

Quandamooka Peoples to negotiate their native title determinations were resulting in other 

more community-led processes to protect Country. 

The next chapter considers the Quandamooka and Jagera communities’ responses to these 

policy initiatives and the decision-makers actions in attempts to consider (or not) their values 

to Country across the two different political eras: the Pre-LNP Era and the LNP Era. 
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CHAPTER 7  
PLANNING THEMES UNDERPINNING TWO 

POLITICAL ERAS 

7.1 Introduction 

Chapter 6 demonstrated how statutory land-use and ILUA planning decision-making were 

limited in their considerations of Jagera and Quandamooka communities ’ values to Country. 

It is generally accepted that planning activities are still struggling to undertake and deliver 

innovative and best practice planning within a political environment (Hillier, 2002; 

Sandercock, 1998). This chapter considers to what extent the decisions and practices of state 

and local government planners were impacted by political values that were shaping the 

preferred agendas and activities of planning. This analysis focusses on the main government 

eras that underpinned the decision-making processes attempting to consider Quandamooka 

and Jagera communities connections to Country. It also explores how these planning decision-

making and deliberative practices are a response to and reflection of political values when 

considering the expression of Quandamooka and Jagera values to Country in policy outcomes. 

This chapter commences with a brief description of the how local and state planners in 

Queensland are influenced by different political eras, to help frame planners’ actions 

identified in this chapter. It then focuses on the two main political eras that have been 

identified from the sources outlined in Chapters 5 and 6. The Pre-LNP Government Era 

(early 1990s–2012) was characterised by a desire to engage with Aboriginal values to Country 

in state-level planning processes. However, following a change of government in 2012, the 

LNP Government Era (2012–2014) did not want to engage with Aboriginal communities 

and their values to Country. Both eras considered Aboriginal connections to Country under 

Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment processes. This chapter analysis how the Pre-LNP 

and LNP political Eras initiated vary different planning mechanisms to consider the Jagera 

and Quandamooka communities’ values. It attempts to highlight how statutory land-use and 

ILUA planning actions and negotiations processes were impacted by an extreme change of 

political priorities and ideals. The implications of these political elite influences on planning 

systems that are attempting to consider Aboriginal connections to Country are then further 

explored in Chapter 8. 
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7.2 Professional decision-makers in Queensland planning 

This research understands government planners as being state and local government 

planners. This section provides a brief overview of the typical Australian and Queensland 

government planner. Planners are known to ‘work in between interdependent and conflicting 

values in the face of inequalities of power and political voice’ (Forester, 1999, p. 2) and in 

Queensland, this is no different. Steele (2009) theorises the hybrid space that professional 

planners are occupying where ‘dominant ideological discourses shaping planning practices 

such as neoliberalism, have the potential to be both resisted … and/or reinforced’ (Steele, 

2009, p. 192). 

Akin to the 1960s at the time when planning policy was designed and managed by experts, 

planning today remains tied to ‘scientific and economic principles’ that are applied for ‘the 

efficient utilisation of resources’ (Frawly, 1994, p. 66). This notion of these principles being 

simultaneously resisted and reinforced within the planners’ professional space (Steele, 2009) 

means that the work that professional planners do is always within a political context.  

There are widespread ideals of how practising planners are to make better places where social 

democracy and sustainable growth can be met. However, scholars suggest that these ideals 

need to be understood within the political conditions that planners are normally required to 

adhere to (Forester, 1999). As technocrats for the political representatives, professional 

planners are to provide advice on decisions that their representatives need to make. As a 

result, planners are usually under pressures of what their elected representatives would value 

and align their advice accordingly. In Queensland this agenda is also influenced from the top-

down because Queensland state government politicians commonly set the planning agenda 

that local councillors work from. 

Professional planners usually find themselves in planning practices that are encouraging  

economic competitiveness in the context of globalisation (McGuirk, 2007). It is easier for  

planners to be compliant and in agreement with their employer particularly when senior and 

committed planners challenging the dominant norms are few in numbers (Fogg, 2006; 

Wypych, Sipe, & Baker, 2005). These challenges, as well as the complex legislative framework 

that planners deal with, means that it is harder and rare for planners to be brave and push 

against the dominant ideologies surrounding their practices (Sandercock, 1998) The political 

elite in multiple ways exercise a huge influence on the actions of planners. 

 Engulfing political ideals could thus direct planners’ working towards certain values,  most 

commonly those values of ‘consumption, power and property’ (Davis & Monk, 2007, p.ix). 
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This could also be why planners during the LNP Era found it difficult to adequately consider 

values that are not as aligned to the political priorities, because it requires planners time and 

commitment to advocate and champion these values. There are big challenges that 

Queensland planners face within political planning climates.  

Understanding how planners’ decisions are influenced by the political context in the 

consideration of the Quandamooka and Jagera communities’ values to Country will help frame 

the challenges that state and local government planning faces to adequately consider 

Aboriginal values. 

7.3 Themes underpinning the Pre-LNP and LNP 

Political Eras 

The following analysis considers the actions and negotiations of statutory land-use and ILUA 

planning under the two main political eras that covered the period outlined in the previous 

chapter.: the Pre-LNP Era (1990s–2012) and the LNP Political Era (2012–2014). This 

chapter considers how these political eras are underpinned by three different themes to 

consider the values of the case study communities: the Jagera People and the Quandamooka 

People. The  main themes underpinning the Pre-LNP and LNP Political Eras are outlined 

in Table 7.1 below. 

Table 7.1: Summary of main themes occurring across the Pre-LNP and LNP Political Eras 

Political Era Main themes underpinning 

political eras 

Government level theme 

occurs at: 

Pre-LNP 

Political Era 

1. Engagement with Aboriginal 

values to Country 

State and local government 

Both Political Eras 2. Protection of Aboriginal values 

to Country; 

Mainly local government 

LNP Political Era 3. Ignorance of Aboriginal rights to 

Country. 

State and local government 
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The first theme (engagement with Aboriginal values) occurred during the Pre-LNP Era. The 

planning negotiation processes applied during this era were largely based on the deliberative 

and collaborative engagement mechanisms, in particular, the collaborative regional planning 

processes and reflections from Jagera’s and Quandamooka’s ILUA processes with Ipswich 

City Council and Redland City Council. This theme focuses on engagement actions to 

consider Aboriginal Peoples’ values to Country through deliberative and collaborative 

processes. A strong element within this theme was to improve the inclusion of Aboriginal 

values by helping to build capacity to interact with and contribute to integrated and 

sustainable land-use planning. This theme was commonly associated with a pragmatic 

approach by certain key individuals and state and local government planners who were 

advising their state government elected representatives, to see how this might be possible 

through engaging with Aboriginal Peoples and their knowledge.  

In many respects, this theme around using land-use planning to address Quandamooka and 

Jagera relationships to Country stemmed from contractual and voluntary mechanisms to help 

begin the recognition of Aboriginal values for land-use planning purposes. It also reflects an 

attempt to improve the land-use planning regime by better incorporating a multicultural and 

multivalued planning perspective. For example, the consideration of Aboriginal landscape 

values through the SEQ Regional Plan (SEQRP) was an attempt to address Aboriginal 

connections to Country. This theme is also concerned with the establishment of Aboriginal 

engagement groups to improve their participation and public engagement in the land-use 

planning process and to afford Traditional Owner groups the opportunity to have their say 

on land-use planning matters. An example of such a group was the South East Queensland 

Traditional Owners Alliance (SEQTOA), formerly, the South East Queensland Traditional 

Owners Land & Sea Management Alliance Limited (SEQTOLSMA). 

Although the focus here is on Aboriginal values, at a broader level this theme is about 

engaging communities in broader and more inclusive planning agendas to help meet 

sustainable objectives. This theme, however, suggests that although there was a more positive 

agenda for sustainability and managing growth, both state and local government planners’ 

desire for more effective and appropriate decision-making processes to consider Aboriginal 

values to Country was limited to progress and reach its potential. 

The second theme identified from the case studies occurs during both the Pre-LNP and LNP 

Political Eras and was centred on the need to protect Aboriginal values in conventional land-

use planning decisions. This theme differs from the previous theme in that it focused on far 

more controlled approaches to how Aboriginal values are defined and activated during 
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decision-making processes. The theme occurred at the local level of government primarily, 

and considerations of Aboriginal values to Country were mainly for accessing decisions that 

usually had already been made. This prevented Aboriginal communities from negotiating 

whether development should occur in relation to their Country. The main piece of legislation 

that underpinned this theme was The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Qld) and the 

requirement for developers to exercise a cultural duty of care to protect Aboriginal heritage 

before development commenced. A clear issue in this theme was that once Aboriginal 

cultural heritage had been registered and identified by local councils, the future of this 

heritage hinged on the actions of developers and individuals, who were expected to exercise 

a duty of care. This theme also appeared to suggest that local government planners were 

limited in what they could do to protect Aboriginal cultural heritage within conventional 

statutory land-use planning. 

Finally, the third theme focused on state and local government actions under the LNP 

political era. In this theme, planners’ actions were based on the ideas that even while 

Aboriginal connections to Country were legally recognised (e.g., Quandamooka People’s 

Native Title Rights) these values could not be considered. Aboriginal knowledge and values, 

in this theme, is not a priority to be considered in planning negotiations. This theme also 

highlighted the ways in which state planners during the LNP Era had to negotiate with the 

Quandamooka Peoples after their positive native title determination in 2011. It revealed how 

decisions and actions during the planning process were used by the government to 

undermine the Quandamooka People’s attempts to have their understandings of Country 

recognised in land-use planning. This theme is thus largely relevant only to the 

Quandamooka People because Jagera, without a native title determination, was unable to 

directly engage with the State to negotiate native title. 

The following discussion will show how these themes cut across the various planning 

decision-making arrangements and the political contexts underpinning these themes. It 

narrates how state and local planners actions to consider Aboriginal communities ’ values in 

land-use planning changes are influenced by the political elite values in power. 

7.3.1 Theme 1: Engaging with Aboriginal Peoples during the Pre-

LNP Political Era 

The first theme in the analysis centred on the need for fairness and the inclusion of 

Aboriginal values in statutory state and local government strategic land-use planning. For 

people to be directly engaged with planning decision-making, collaborative and deliberative 

land-use planning processes were developed (Forester, 1999; Healey, 1997). Scholars 
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focusing on this form of planning governance process have generally found more positive 

outcomes to address peoples’ relationships to place. In some instances, deliberative planning 

offers opportunities for Aboriginal peoples to be directly engaged in planning matters such 

as water management (Day et al., 2003; Jackson & Morrison, 2007). Generally however, 

collaborative processes that engage with Aboriginal values in land-use planning decisions are 

not common (Day et al., 2003; Low Choy et al., 2010, 2011). 

As observed in Chapter 5, the regional land-use planning processes encouraged direct 

engagement with Aboriginal Traditional Owners because their values to Country were 

identified as needing to be included in planning processes. This theme highlights the 

importance of negotiating and discovering innovative ways to incorporate Aboriginal values 

to Country into land use planning ‘to make the knowledge and data that is required to make decisions 

to protect these values available’ (NA5). 

One state planner suggested that the introduction of Aboriginal landscape values in statutory 

deliberative land-use planning processes was ‘an opening to begin engagement with Aboriginal  

communities in land-use planning’ (NA8). Most policy-makers involved within these decision 

processes agreed that the engagement with Aboriginal people was pushing the norms of the 

predominately ‘conservative nature of Queensland planning’ (NA7). Furthermore, government 

planners advocating for new ways to address Aboriginal values in land-use planning saw these 

landscape values as ‘an important wedge to new knowledge and data to manage the landscape ’ (NA5). 

Many of these opinions put forward by government planners who were involved within this 

regional planning process were also shared by the Quandamooka and the Jagera People 

(particularly those who were involved within these processes). One Traditional Owner 

commenting, ‘that with the exception of the regional process, most high-level planning only “informs’’. The 

regional planning process really reached out to engage Trad itional Owners’ (AJ1). An example commonly 

cited by interviewees to illustrate engagement on this point was the development and the 

formulation of the South East Traditional Owner Alliance (then named SEQTOLSMA) 

Cultural Resource Management Plan (2008) and its corresponding investment strategy that 

emerged from the deliberative regional land-use planning and natural resource management 

processes. Community planning is another example of how the deliberative land-use 

planning opened up more opportunities for engagement in planning. 

Another decision-making process under Theme 1 was local government processes 

advocating to recognise native title rights at the local government level (such as the ILUA 

signed between Ipswich and the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul Peoples). These processes 
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were, as one  Traditional Owner called them, ‘a necessary start’ (AJ1) and helped to engage the 

three clans of the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul People together in local council decision-

making processes. The rationale included the importance of engagement in planning 

processes to better engage with the Aboriginal communities within the local Ipswich district. 

These included the rationale to help highlight disadvantage through planning, and the need 

for the establishment of trust and firm relationships between planners and the Aboriginal 

communities The limitations of these processes under the Pre-LNP Era are also discussed 

below. 

The importance of engagement 

Almost all state and local policy-makers, planners and community advisors interviewed 

mentioned the time, commitment and resources that were needed to ‘allow Aboriginal peoples 

to have a part to play in the future of their landscape ’ (NA5). 

As the articulation of Aboriginal regional landscape values had never before occurred, new 

methods and engagement processes needed to be set up. Traditional Owner engagement 

bodies such as SEQTOA were set up in part because policy-makers did ‘not know who to talk 

to’ (AQ5) and involved numerous Traditional Owner groups who were actively ‘wanting to 

talk to bureaucracies’ (AJ1). Similarly, the Ipswich ILUA was based on local Ipswich Council 

wanting to engage with the native title group and working out ‘what the Ipswich City Council 

could do to better help protect our values’ (AJ5). This engagement was usually driven by the need 

for knowledge and skills in land-use planning, the opportunities to target Aboriginal 

disadvantage, and the desire to include Aboriginal values and rights in planning processes 

more generally. 

A local government planner involved in the Ipswich ILUA felt that the motivation to engage 

with the Traditional Owners in local planning for native title was driven by the council’s 

desire to improve the protection of the Jagera Traditional Owner’s cultural heritage. This 

engagement and the outcome of the ILUA agreement helped to improve how Aboriginal 

cultural heritage compliance could be met: 

the claim, itself, brought to formalise the relationship [with] the traditional owners  and council 

[and this] was seen as an opportunity. Without being too mercenary about it, the logic of having 

an Indigenous Land-Use Agreement and the benefits that brought to council as far as native 

title and cultural heritage compliance, was also a key driver as well.  (NA6) 

A state government planner, who was involved within the regional landscape framework and 

engaging with SEQTOA, said that ‘a lot of investment and time went into engaging with the SEQ 



132 

Traditional Owners…that goes well back to 1995’ with the aim to provide them the capacity to 

‘deal with, if you like, white man’s planning rules’ (NA5). This desire to include Aboriginal values 

was an important element of the engagement theme. Almost all Traditional Owners who 

were involved in planning processes that fell within this theme commented on the ‘ goodwill’ 

and the desire to ‘engage with Aboriginal people to identify their cultural values’ (AJ1). The example 

commonly cited here was the SEQTOLSMA Cultural Resource Management Plan 2008. 

However, this is natural resource management planning and of non-statutory status. 

The willingness to recognise Aboriginal values in land-use planning was clearly there. It was 

noted by a state government planner that they ‘spent much time working to understand the values of 

the [Aboriginal] communities’ (NA5). Further, the research proposal ‘Incorporating Indigenous 

landscape values into Regional Planning Processes’ was specifically proposed to ‘discuss a 

way forward in assessing the Indigenous and non-Indigenous landscape heritage value in 

SEQ’ (RLOSAC, minutes of meeting 14, November 27, 2006). This can be compared to 

some other land-use planning processes, whereby land-use planners and communities are 

experts in how to identify people’s values for planning purposes. This attitude was not 

specific to the address of Aboriginal values in the regional planning decision-making process, 

but is a common occurrence for all values. One state government planner specifically talked 

about avoiding using state planners’ knowledge during the identification stage, reflecting that 

‘we carefully avoided using the planners to map identify the values… What planners have to do is do the 

balance and understand the nuance and the impacts’  (NA6). 

Reconciliation and  targeting disadvantage 

Reconciliation and targeting disadvantage were important factors that arose from these state 

and local government planning processes that were emerging from the desire to engage with 

Aboriginal communities to consider their values to Country. Policy-makers and planners 

involved within these processes advocated for the expertise and input from the Traditional 

Owners as being important to ‘redress some of the issues and the wrongs of the past’ which ‘had been 

denied…for so  long’ (NA6). It was perceived that local council support for native title was a 

way to influence and strengthen relationships. Indeed, the outcome of the Indigenous Land 

Use agreement was perceived by an Ipswich Councillor5 as a: 

great opportunity to do a partnership where while they [Jagera] could never have native title 

over the land, for all intents and purposes, they could use it like they would if they still have 

native title over it. So that was one of the main drivers for me, was to try and redress some of 

                                                 
5 Victor Attwood provided consent to identify himself 
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the wrongs of the past, while also being cognisant of the operational issues (Victor Attwood, 

Deputy Mayor Ipswich  City Council). 

Attwood went further to explain that the role of government could extend to overcoming 

Aboriginal disadvantage by financially supporting the initiative:  

I saw there was an opportunity for council to channel some funds to them, so that they could 

develop their own businesses and their own business models and become self -sufficient and not 

always reliant on welfare. 

This was further explained by one Ipswich local planner: 

if you take some time to look at the ILUA, it was about trying to provide for each of those 

three family groups, a platform for long term sustainable economic development. One of those 

platforms was the notion of cultural heritage clearances and native title clearances, which is the 

initial platform, if you like. So Jagera Daran was formed as an Aboriginal corporation who 

was given standing in the ILUA as the sole Aboriginal corporation for native tit le cultural 

heritage clearances. (NA6) 

Thus, when Aboriginal communities were being engaged in planning processes, such as the 

Ipswich ILUA, this was seen as a sign of progress and opportunity for reconciliation and 

targeting Aboriginal disadvantage. This desire for reconciliation was also evident within the 

regional land-use planning process, which aimed to reach out to Traditional Owner who were 

attempting to protect Country and needed the funding and support to do so. 

Relationships and trust 

This ethic to build relationships was also an underpinning factor in the engagement theme 

at both the state and local government levels. For example, after the first statutory South East 

Queensland Regional Plan (2005) was endorsed, the Regional Landscape and Open Space 

Advisory Committee (RLOSAC) conducted a Landscape Heritage Tour on North 

Stradbroke on 24  March 2006. On this tour ‘Traditional Owner Quandamooka Elders felt 

they were  talking directly to government people’ and that ‘the tour was a good interactive  

day in articulating the Indigenous connection to land and sea’ (Darren Burns, then Chair of 

the Quandamooka Land Council, as cited in RLOSAC, minutes of meeting 10, October 4, 

2006). This event was one of the first clear instances of a regional land-use planning process 

recognising a desire to protect Aboriginal values. After this tour, the regional Traditional 

Owner group (SEQTOLSMA) was invited to become a member of RLOSAC. Hence, the 

regional planning process can be observed here purposefully wanting to move beyond 
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standardised and conventional practices to provide some understanding of how these 

connections to place can influence land-use planning, particularly at the regional level.  

Engagement, formalised through the ILUA, was viewed by Victor Attwood as an 

opportunity to improve relationships ‘while they still can be’. There was, simultaneously, the 

desire to build trust with Traditional Owners. Similarly, the interviews with policy -makers 

and non-Aboriginal  advisors emphasised the role of key players and advocates, particularly 

politicians and local councillors. One local government planner discussing the Ipswich–

Jagera ILUA process observed that one councillor, Victor Attwood, had a key role to play in 

the support of the ILUA: 

without the individual passion in Victor’s sense, to make it right, I’m not sure what would 

have happened. I don’t think it would have happened without the passion and drive because 

some of our councillors weren’t really interested in it. (NA6) 

In the interviews, some Traditional Owners, mainly those deeply involved within these  

processes, believed that individuals seeking to engage with Aboriginal values in planning, 

were a key factor in pushing for reconciliation in this manner. Traditional Owners also felt 

that these individuals wanted to build relationships and abide by their agreements with 

Traditional  Owners. One local planner who emphasised his own personal obligations and 

commitment further reinforced this: 

our commitment to the ILUA is absolutely iron clad and our commitment to the Traditional 

Owners unbound; we will continue with that. You’ve heard the passion  from our Deputy 

Mayor, that’s unusual to find that and Victor has been tremendous. Between he and I, from 

an operational point of view…so you’ve got one of the most senior officers and you’ve got the 

Deputy Mayor who both champion this organisation. (NA6) 

Within the regional land-use planning process, key individuals were also named and 

identified, particularly those who pushed for the recognition of Aboriginal landscape values. 

Most, if not all, Traditional Owners mentioned the influence of these individuals to ‘make 

planning pause and notice us’ (AJ1). Hence, trust was a key element in the processes in this theme. 

Key individuals appeared vital for building this trust.  

Despite the positive intentions of these themes that underpinned engagement decision-

making processes at the state and local government levels, there were still negative issues 

related to engagement that cropped up within these processes. These included the lack of 

resources and funding provided at the state government level for Traditional Owners 

engagement bodies; the inability of state government planners (as perceived by those working 
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within the regional landscape  planning  processes)  to  engage  with  new  planning concepts 

and tools (let alone Aboriginal values to Country); and the lack of knowledge of how best to 

engage with Aboriginal Peoples values to Country. At the local authority there were limitations 

for what they could achieve under only the devolved power that they had received from the 

state government. These issues led to engagement that was somewhat less than desirable and 

limited even under a sustainable planning agenda that was more open to community 

knowledge guiding planning decisions. 

Skills of state government planners 

The skills of state and local government land-use planners to consider Aboriginal values to 

Country was observed to be lacking by one state government planner who was involved in 

these processes. That planner went on to note that this particularly applied to taking into 

account new land-use planning concepts and terminology (especially Aboriginal values) that 

the new SEQ Regional landscape framework was endeavouring to introduce into the 

SEQRP. 

Most the planners didn’t engage….so it’s a pretence to say they’re doing planning, they do 

urban planning. Many of them do urban development, they don’t do even urban planning. So 

when you talk to them most of their eyes roll. And even now I mean there’s plans in plenty of 

places 10 years or so and some people who I would think – there’s these consultants I talked 

to the other day still use their scenic quality and visualist stuff. I said, ‘It’s not the term, the 

regional plan is there, you should have been using this term because this was mapped. We 

actually have mapped the scenic values of Southeast Queensland at a regional scale. So why 

would you go and use another term?’ (NA5) 

Because land-use planning occurs within a complex, unpredictable and ever changing 

context, professional skills are basic requirements that are relied upon to make sense of the 

‘best’ way to manage and resolve the key issues for planning (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones, 2010). 

Land-use planners, therefore, need the knowledge and skills to understand the values and 

information provided by the Aboriginal communities to protect Country. 

One land-use planner commented on this sub-theme, believing that ‘the planning schools are a 

problem. If you’re going to produce planners who are supposed to understand the need to balance outcomes and 

not maximise outcomes’ (NA5). One specific problem related to this point was the need to 

recognise that planning encompasses a much bigger picture than just ‘land-use planning for a 

planning scheme’ (NA1). 
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Knowledge and mistrust 

For the land-use planners who were advocating for the regional landscape framework 

through the RLOSAC, it was a very different issue. It was not a lack of creative thinking for 

land-use planning but a clear lack of ability to actually articulate Aboriginal values to Country 

for land-use planning purposes (including the knowledge that the land-use planning process 

was trying to acquire from the Quandamooka and Jagera communities). These policy-makers 

see the engagement with Aboriginal communities and traditional owners as ‘a way to improve 

the management of their values and, overall, the landscape’ (NA8). However, demands to engage on 

the ‘white man’ terms and definitions has led to the realisation that the capacity , and even 

the knowledge base, of Aboriginal communities in urban and peri- urban areas were lacking. 

It led to one policy-maker/planner to reflect on this issue that: 

I think one of the real problems, by the way, and this is certainly my experience in some areas, 

not necessarily out at Quandamooka, is that they don’t know. And so what they’re relying on 

is the articulation of these values by others and not from their own people . (NA5) 

An example was given on this point: 

we had one group come along and debunk this sign [erected on Glenrock]. There was one lady 

who was ranting and raving about this sign. I said to this lady who was an Elder, ‘I hear what 

you’re saying, you don’t like that sign. But you give me the difference for a new sign.’ – ‘No.’ 

So you want us to pull down what we’ve got..?’ which was actually recognising some level of 

Indigenous longevity and history in the place. ‘You said that’s wrong, okay, and I’m accepting 

that, what’s the better one?’ – ‘Not a better one, I haven’t got an answer at all, that one’s 

wrong, take it away.’ Hey, it cost me $2,000 to get this sign printed and it was signed off by 

three of the four groups and to her it had no value because it didn’t – I can’t even remember 

what the issue was. But the logic was – she was absolutely committed to getting rid of that sign 

and was not prepared to tell us what could be done to replace with anything better. So in terms 

of getting the message to white people there needs to be a dialogue. ‘So tell me how that’s going 

to improve and advance the cause?’ (NA5) 

However, this is related to an even broader issue of politics within Aboriginal communities. 

Mistrust and bias within the communities themselves was a rising concern for the regional 

land-use planning process. Despite the actions of these processes, some Aboriginal 

community members believed that they were being driven by particular interests and family 

groups. This affected the engagement process, as one policy maker emphasised:  

Every time I got involved, got close to one of the groups I ended up on the wrong side of the 

thing…. I don’t know the reasons, but time again and time again – well at least three times I 

ended up backing a group and working with a group and they’d be out and they’d be no longer 
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functional and the people who I was involved with would basically disappear. And so the 

investment we made over and over again was wasted. Actually this was the early stages of trying 

to understand Indigenous landscape values and what they were. (NA5) 

This mistrust between Traditional Owners, at the regional scale, when dealing with ‘white man 

terms’ was described by a policy-maker as; ‘just couldn’t agree because of their own internal problems’. 

(NA8). One explanation for this, as outlined by one Traditional Owner, was that some in the 

community were uncertain of what was occurring, and were mistrustful of those individuals 

within the communities making the decisions and engaging with the processes. This was 

particularly the case for those in the communities who were not intimately involved within 

the planning and Western decision-making processes more generally, i.e. those who ‘do not 

understand contemporary diseases that Aboriginal communities are needing to deal with’ (AQ8). 

Funding and capacity  

Another issue, related to the above limitation, was funding available and the limited capacity 

that the Aboriginal communities had to engage adequately during the LNP political era. It 

led to a reliance upon certain individuals within the Traditional Owner communities. These 

people were more able to engage with the process, or were respected by their community. 

Thus, they became the primary representatives and ‘spokespeople’. While conducting 

interviews, many referred to these key individuals to answer the questions that they were 

unsure of. One Traditional Owner spoke of the time and commitment that communities 

involved in these processes also had to give, and the lack of acknowledgement of the time 

that is demanded from them despite funding being provided to bodies to help Aboriginal 

communities during the native title claim processes:  

I think it's disgusting because I mean…funding from the Federal Government… [gets passed] 

down to these rep bodies…and it is these rep bodies that are there to  help claims progress, you 

know and to me basic things like elders being able to take a day off work to get a sitting fee, 

they don't do sitting fees. There's – and it might not  sound like a big thing – but if someone 

is taking a day off work to come to that meeting or putting someone else to take them to that 

meeting it's - there's no assistance. (AJ5) 

The Ipswich ILUA tried to overcome some of these issues so that Traditional Owners could  

take the time off from their normal employment and attend consultation meetings as 

representatives of their community and thus meet the aspirations of the ILUA. For example, 

this could be through compensation to make up for the representative’s loss of income. The 

reality of it, as one Traditional Owner put it ‘like if you're trying to progress an agreement for an 

ILUA then that's out of your own time’ and you have to factor in on top of these demands, ‘their 
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own 9:00 to 5:00 jobs and then families and then you've got to factor in your own family group meetings, like 

your Jagera meetings or your Ugarapul meetings or your Yuggera meetings’  (AJ5). 

As a result, engagement processes sometimes ‘ fizzled out’ (AQ6) because the ‘time, commitment 

and the energy required to maintain the network was too much to uphold’ (AQ6). This was one of the 

biggest issues that the engagement theme faced to address Aboriginal values to Country. 

Local council limitations to engage 

Although the ILUA has been described by the National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) as ‘a 

future template’ and also by Madonna Thompson, a Jagera Traditional Owner, as 

‘innovative’, there were still some issues. First, despite the considerable discussions and 

pragmatic solutions that were implemented to protect cultural heritage, the ILUA was still 

hindered by what the local council could do. As a result the design and agreement of the 

ILUA was developed through ‘what was possible’ to negotiate with the local council, ‘rather 

than stuff that we could not deal with’ (Thompson, 2008). Thus, when entering negotiations, 

the Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul People knew that their progress was very much based on 

what the local council said they could work on. 

One major issue related to this was that the engagement and protection of Aboriginal cultural 

heritage was still limited to the ‘piecemeal’ and site level, rather than a broader and all-

encompassing protection of Jagera, Yuggera and Ugarapul Country. Hence, the Jagera 

communities still faced a series of challenges around addressing their values beyond the 

conventional ‘stones and bones’ at the local government level of cultural heritage protection, 

despite these innovative processes. The limitations of local council were  not highlighted as 

much by Quandamooka as they were negotiating with the State on most land-use planning 

matters because of their native title determination. 

7.3.2 Theme 2: Assessing the protection of Aboriginal values to 

Country during both the Pre-LNP and LNP Political Eras 

The second theme is centred on the problems surrounding the expression of Aboriginal 

values in conventional land-use planning policy at the local government level primarily. 

Currently, in local planning schemes, the address of Aboriginal connections to Country is only 

through the mechanism of cultural heritage protection. In contrast to the earlier theme, there 

appears to be greater limitations to how decisions could be made to recognise Aboriginal 

values at this local level, despite the opportunities that these alternative mechanisms could 

otherwise provide. The next sections will describe how Aboriginal values are considered in 
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conventional decision-making processes and the misuse of the tool to control, rather than to 

consider and protect these values. 

Perception of Aboriginal values as site specific  

One Traditional Owner suggested that rather than being a ‘value’ in land-use planning and 

managing the urban landscape, Aboriginal values were simply responding to a ‘ specific value’ 

or ‘what is essentially their [state planners] perceptions of Aboriginal cultural heritage’ (AQ3). It was 

argued that working on this platform was difficult because ‘ it’s not about the midden, or the stone’, 

rather 

it’s like a cultural landscape. Over at Cleveland there’s a bora ground. Now within that, there’s 

that bora ground then there’s a creek that runs down from up near the back of Capalaba down 

through Ormiston and out to the bay. Along the edge of that creek there’s 19 recorded scar 

trees. There’s canoe trees, trees with shields cut out of them.  So then you’ve got stone artefacts, 

so you’ve got the creek, you’ve got these trees scattered everywhere, then you’ve got this ceremonial 

ground….It becomes the whole cultural complex. And they’ve gone and they’ve [planners] 

actually put an easement through there. (AQ3) 

It was argued by some Traditional Owners that the identification of only these values in land-

use planning has resulted in the ‘neglect, or ignorance, of their holistic connection to place’   (AJ4). 

These observations were based on the restriction of Aboriginal values as sites and objects 

and not towards a broader understanding of these values. This theme of land-use planning 

is thus about the problems of the current expression of Aboriginal values, mainly through 

the Queensland Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003. Local authority planners take 

responsibility to protect this understanding of Aboriginal values if there is a development 

occurring on or near Aboriginal cultural heritage. Some local planners even realise the 

limitations of this and have gone forth to consult with Aboriginal communities, beyond the 

specific sites, towards a more ‘whole complex’ (AQ3). One example was noted by an 

interviewee: 

there’s a water treatment plant over the back as well, but that’s development, that’s happened 

years ago. And just recently this easement that was there, Redland City Council actually came 

to us, because we’ve got [Quandamooka Land Council] leaseholders over there of the bora 

complex. The two hospitals have got extremely low water pressure, and they don’t have sufficient 

firefighting capability, so they’ve come to us with a proposal. They want to put a water line 

through. We agreed to that because health and safety of patients, so we worked with the Council. 

(AQ3) 
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Based on these interactions, some Traditional Owners argued that the actions of protecting 

Aboriginal cultural heritage is a cultural issue, noting that those (local) planners are more 

aware of the local issues and people and have ‘daily interactions with the communities’ (AQ1) and 

are open to change. As one Traditional Owner put it:  

I think a lot of the people in the Redland City Council, you’ve still got people that are die-hard 

and they don’t want to change. They seem to be more willing to accept change, like cultural 

change. Okay, they’re not set back in the dark old days - they’re a bit more open to new ways 

of doing things, accepting. Not all of them, but I think there’s a genuine want to work with us, 

most - that’s what I believe. (AQ3) 

The above example shows how a local authority has worked to actively protect the cultural 

landscape value of Aboriginal connections to Country. However, in current planning 

legislation those values that are not identified in the local planning schemes (such as these 

broader landscape values) are not ‘afforded the highest protection’ (AJ1). This theme appears to 

reduce Aboriginal values to ‘tangible or intangible site specific areas’ (AJ1) because, ultimately: 

people don’t like dealing with the whole mysterious concept of cultural values because in their 

minds as a developer or a State Government developer, you know, future  planning, they’re 

thinking dollar signs because I don’t know what the hell that is and it could be as long as a 

piece of string and never-ending. (AJ1). 

Together these observations suggests that the inclusion of Aboriginal values in planning is 

based on state governments ‘telling us…telling Aboriginal people…what our cultural heritage is’. 

(AQ3). The current protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage, under the Aboriginal Cultural 

Act, thus limits the ability for an Aboriginal connection to Country to be protected, and serves 

to undermine the ‘significance of the cultural values’ (AJ1). 

The cultural heritage legislation 

Not only are Aboriginal values in planning often narrowly defined, and thus have little 

meaning to Traditional Owners, but cultural heritage approaches are often viewed ‘as a tool 

used wrongly for land-use planning policy’ (AJ1). Cultural heritage and protecting Aboriginal values 

in this way is largely ineffective because the protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage is 

negligible – only just responding to ‘legislation and nothing more’ (AQ3). 

As noted below, a key element emerging from the interviews was the responsibility for the 

expression of Aboriginal values as just a legislative requirement: ‘Aboriginal cultural heritage 

values, the way that they are expressed, is not a planning process’ (AJ1b). One Traditional Owner 

suggested that the inclusion of Aboriginal values is simply a response to development that:  
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can be triggered from an EIS and then they develop a cultural heritage management plan, but 

their whole approach with the cultural heritage management plan is still not a planning 

document. It really should be an EIS and then the CHMP is guided by what those things are, 

but they’ve made the EIS a tick the box little flower statement. (AJ1) 

In this way, land-use planning reduces even the limited inclusion of Aboriginal values to just 

a ‘tick in the box’, and ‘only just that’ (AQ5). One Traditional Owner believed that making the 

Aboriginal value as a tool is one way to determine the ‘value of a landscape’ (AJ1). 

A related observation was that the decisions to protect Aboriginal cultural heritage is done 

on a ‘project by project basis only’ (AQ3) and ‘not at the higher levels of planning’ (AJ1). As one 

Traditional Owner discussed: 

It’s just dealing with piecemeal stuff and people get dissatisfied with that. Like for example – 

I mean this was before the ILUA – but Colleges Crossing had a lot of very important cultural 

values and a complete go through of Colleges Crossing would change that landscape significantly, 

so much so that it changed the values and we were not consulted in any way or form, because I 

mean that area had like spirit beings and now when you go – I don’t even like – I can’t go 

there – it just feels wrong to me. I mean some people go, but if you knew the history and you 

knew what was there, it’s so severely disrupted, and that’s why when we said we need to be at 

that prior training level because they said “Oh, we didn’t know that”, and I’m thinking “Well, 

it’s because you never asked”. (AJ1) 

This limitation is even found within the Jagera community, despite the innovative ways that 

they have been attempting to consider and protect their cultural heritage (such as through 

the Ipswich City Council ILUA): ‘we’ve had a lot of difficulty meeting a middle ground on getting our 

input into higher level planning’ (AJ1). 

Misuse and limits of cultural heritage planning tools 

It was suggested by some Traditional Owners that the protection of Aboriginal cultural 

heritage becomes an issue of ‘control’ particularly the Cultural Heritage Management Plan 

which: 

has been made to focus around managing the Aboriginal party and managing how  they do 

what they do in response to the developer’s activities; it’s not a planning document about what 

are these activities, how are they going to be undertaken, how are we going to address cultural 

heritage and use cultural heritage mapping and risk constraints as a tool in that management 

plan to guide that development activity. (AJ1) 
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Traditional Owners realise that one of the disadvantages of this approach is the lack of 

recognition and not wanting to manage their cultural heritage for what it is. Rather, it is about 

‘managing black fellows’ (AQ8) and thus the ‘benefits of what we get to do and how we get to do it, aren’t 

actually written into these documents, they’re agreed along the way because the relationship’s been built ’ (AJ1). 

In this instance, there are even bigger issues; such as when state government planners (who 

can also be a developer in the CHMP process) consults with any Traditional Owners because 

this is better than consulting no Traditional Owners (AQ3). Planning in this theme can be 

understood to be addressing Aboriginal values ‘in arrogance’ (AQ6) and carrying on ‘business as 

usual’ (AQ3) because at the end of the day, ‘it’s all about the money’ (AJ1). 

7.3.3 Theme 3: Ignoring Aboriginal values to Country during the 

LNP Political Era 

Distrust and a breakdown of relationships will occur if a government has an inflexible idea, 

or a deliberate plan, of how Aboriginal values should be addressed in its policy (Lane , 2003). 

This theme is focused on the difficulties and particularly the limited way in which the values 

and the rights of the Quandamooka communities were addressed in a neoliberal political 

framework. Jagera was not much involved because the state government was not ‘wanting to 

engage with their values’ (AJ1). This theme is also primarily related to the state level of land-use 

planning because the state government was responsible for implementing processes to 

recognise the Quandamooka People’s ILUA rights. As previously noted, a neoliberal political 

party (the LNP) held power in the Queensland State Government at the majority of the time 

that this research was conducted (2012 to 2015). 

Under this regime there was little flexibility about the way in which the Quandamooka rights 

and values could be addressed, often stated in the context of ‘Aboriginal communities must accept 

our terms’ (AQ5). This gave rise to the strong perception that state government planners 

during the LNP Era would simply ‘do what they like’ (AQ3). In essence this theme arises 

because the Quandamooka communities had to negotiate their native t itle rights with the 

State Government and the Quandamooka communities were placed ‘right at the battle of values’ 

(NA7) and had to try to negotiate for their values within the value-set of the neoliberal 

influenced land-use planning regime. The key elements of this theme were: working within 

the limits of government priorities; misuse of planning for control ; and  ignoring 

Quandamooka People’s understandings of Country. 
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Working within the limits of government priorities 

In Quandamooka’s negotiations with the state government, it was felt that land-use planners 

would only react favourably to what they believed ‘workable from their demands’ (AQ5). One 

non-Aboriginal advisor for Quandamooka, reflecting on his experiences of interacting with 

the State under the LNP administration, suggested that Queensland land-use planning 

regime: 

has little ability to deal with conflicting values; the management of conflicting values. The values 

that really drive planning from an Aboriginal perspective, in my experience, quite often conflict 

with the values that drive, for want of a better term, the settler planning regime, which I have 

come to see as the settlement planning regime, because it is about appropriating Country, it is 

about appropriating the rights and the control of the story. (NA7) 

Traditional Owners interacting with the state government planners believed that if something 

was ‘unfavourable to their [the government’s] values’ that they would ‘deliberately disregard it’ (AJ6). 

Furthermore, the State Government stressed the need to achieve compliance  and  

implementation, but the option presented by the State was seen by the Traditional Owners 

as ‘usually negative’ (AQ6). An example of the ILUA negotiations was given, pointing to the 

fact that the State Government continually argued that ‘You’re asking for too much’ (AQ7). One 

Traditional Owner commented on this: 

What does asking too much mean?  What do you mean by saying we’re asking for too much? 

We’re not asking for anything less than what we feel we’re entitled to. 

Where did you come from? What’s in your mind?  Maybe you need to go back and get re -

educated…That’s where it’s at.  When they come out with stuff like that, you have to say 

you’re disqualified, we can’t deal with that, obviously you do not have the cultural understanding 

of what’s going on here. You’re just a Joe…(AQ5) 

Acquiring a positive native title determination has enabled the Quandamooka People to 

negotiate at that higher level of planning that one non-Aboriginal advisor said ‘gives them 

political leverage at a whole range of levels… a political tool’ (NA7). It meant that the State had to 

work directly with these communities to address their values within the land-use planning 

process. However, there was still considerable resistance to incorporating any values that 

contradicted the value-set of the ruling government’s planning regime. 

One Traditional Owner noted that the State Government would even disagree with their 

own legal advice: 
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We’ve even got our lawyers talking to the State lawyers, and the State lawyers agree - and the 

State lawyers aren’t just rolling over because they like us because they’re Aboriginal, or they’ve 

got a soft spot for Aborigines, or a soft spot for lawyers. The State lawyers are doing their job 

as they are paid to. They are of the highest integrity or the Government wouldn’t hire them. So 

when our lawyer and the State lawyers both concur, and then the State lawyer advises their 

client this is what you need to do, yes the Quandamooka lawyer is right. And then bureaucrat 

says no, we’re not going to be doing that, now that is an impasse. And that’s what happened, 

and that’s what’s happening now, and that’s happened many times.  (AQ5). 

A common example cited by a number of interviewees was the State Government’s use of 

urban design principles as a planning constraint for Quandamooka’s future housing 

developments on Point Lookout on North Stradbroke Island (Minjerribah). According to 

one advisor for the Quandamooka People, the state government planners argued that design 

principles were to  ‘free it all up and it's like we've got to maintain the village character’ (NA1). 

However, one Traditional Owner suggested that this was a ‘racist vendetta’ and the State 

Government was using this to ‘control and not cooperate’ (AQ5). 

Land-use planners working for Quandamooka even found it hard to communicate with the 

state government land-use planners due to the difference in values: ‘we are asking for X,Y,Z 

and all you’re thinking is about A,B,C’  (NA6). One non-Aboriginal advisor commented ‘there  is  

this real miscommunication’ (NA1) as ‘the whole purpose of the land-use planning process that QYAC is 

involved in is to free up planning constraints’ but the ‘State appears to want to control and make it even 

harder for Quandamooka and the broader community, to have a say in the future of Minjerribah ’ (NA1). 

Thus, the State Government appeared to refuse to try to reconcile ‘these vexed questions of values 

and culture’ (NA7) and to not respond to, or at least not to negotiate, the values that 

Quandamooka were trying to put across. It led to one Traditional Owner believing that:  

the state government saying we are the boss, we are in charge, they are saying, we don't care that 

the Federal Court determined that you have your own distinct society, let’s put it back to the 

basics and that is what it is. Its saying we don't care if you are first nations, you’re under our 

control. (AQ7) 

This is evident in the State Government pushing for sandmining to be extended in spite of 

the State-ILUA and the previous State Government’s legislative call for the end of 

sandmining by 2019. One Traditional Owner represented the approach of the government 

as: ‘basically the government came in and said aw shit, lets extend sand mining. Aw we can't do that? We 

are going to do it anyway. And you have to stop us if you have the time, the money as an Aboriginal 

organisation let’s see you do it’. (AQ7). This attitude of the LNP-controlled Queensland 
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Government led to some reflections of racism and in particular, reflections of the history of 

the treatment of Aboriginal Peoples in Australia: 

Aborigines they were seen and not heard in my generation, and that’s pretty much what it was. 

Yeah okay, you were an Aboriginal, you were allowed to admit you were an Aboriginal, 

because in the generation before mine that wasn’t really allowed.  If  you were Aboriginal then 

why aren’t you on a mission or why aren’t you here or there? So in my generation, which is 

different to this generation, you know, you’ve got land rights and everything, so you were more 

seen not heard back then. And can remember the level of subservience that my elders were under, 

just in some of the things that stuck in my head, like one of my uncles had said something to 

some white fella up the road, and it was yeah, you just watch yourself, I’ll get you fixed. That 

was – whereas my relatives and uncles and that, they were real, you know they’d take on the  

world…but there was always that undercurrent… 

It was just yeah – so that was a level you were just expected to be seen not heard, behave 

yourself, and you’d be tolerated. (AQ5) 

Misuse of planning for  control 

It appears that the State Government used the planning process to control and limit the 

rights of the Aboriginal community, even though those rights were legally recognised by the 

courts. Control in this sense was seen as the continuation of not addressing these rights and 

to retain the status quo. Most interviewees, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal, suggested that in 

the State Government’s view, addressing Aboriginal values would ‘tighten up planning 

constraints’ (NA1). One example is provided by the State Government’s proposal to deal with 

existing use rights in the Aboriginal fringe settlement of One Mile. The settlement of One 

Mile, located on North Stradbroke Island is an area where many Aboriginal people were 

housed when early  governments prevented them from occupying residences in the township 

of Dunwich. Hence they could only locate to the fringe of that town (i .e. one mile from 

Dunwich). Aboriginal  Peoples, including Quandamooka People, have been living in the One 

Mile settlement for many decades, thus pre-dating any local statutory planning scheme. 

Redland City Council have not maintained these areas with basic infrastructure, such as 

sewage, reticulated water and electricity, as they have in other parts of the island. These areas 

were recognised as native title land and became part subject of the ILUA. For the 

Quandamooka community, it was important to not inherit the substantial costs required to 

make these areas compliant under existing planning law and building regulations. However 

the State Government largely refused to engage with or even acknowledge the customary 

rights and values that the Quandamooka People have to manage and plan for these areas 

(NA1). 
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This example of the struggle that the Quandamooka People have been facing, however, is 

not unique. Interacting with the State was seen as a struggle, rather than a process of 

negotiation and discussion. One non-Aboriginal advisor summed it up: 

I think traditionally Aboriginal people have been shoved around and it’s just how it’s always 

been done and people don’t like seeing other people get something when they’re not getting it. 

It’s sort of- I don’t know what it is but there are very few people that go “Oh jeez, we took 

your land. Now we’re giving you a little back, I think that’s fair so I’ll help you do it” and 

it’s really hard- I don’t know why Australians generally struggle with it but they do. (NA1) 

The experience of interactions with the State Government being a struggle was a common 

theme. The Quandamooka community noted that they required a team of legal and planning 

experts simply to deal with the State. In fact, many of the Traditional Owners suggested that 

the knowledge and support from their advisory and legal team was a problem for the State 

who: 

has tried to squeeze us, and push us, and wedge us and all that, but…we’ve got such a good 

team we’ve been able to say no. We haven’t allowed them to do that, and we’ve remained on 

our feet. We continue to move so that we’re not easy to hit. We’re coming back at them, at the 

right angles at the right time. (AQ5) 

The State Government appeared relentless in its pursuit to secure its own desires and 

outcomes. As a result the Traditional Owners had little trust in the process. One Traditional 

Owner felt that ‘there was no such thing as goodwill’ (AQ1). Another emphasised their wariness 

in negotiations, highlighting situations ‘where the minister says, oh look I want to meet with you without 

your legal. We said no we won’t do that. For them to even ask that, you know, so hey mate, come on’ . For 

many Traditional Owners there was a feeling that there was no respect from the State 

Government: 

that’s another part of the problem is that they think we’re stupid too. They think oh look 

they’re just Aborigines, you know, quaint little Aborigines, you know, not all that smart 

obviously as they are because they’re very high achievers. (AQ5) 

Most, if not all Traditional Owners and their team of planners and experts believed that it 

was all about politics, ‘never about planning’ (NA1). Not all state personnel were resistant to 

Quandamooka’s demands. Park planners (as opposed to land-use planners) were cited as 

having good intentions. However, politics still plays a role regardless of these efforts:  

Yeah we’ve had a couple of good people that have come and they’ve worked with us, and they’ve 

had these long outstanding careers within the Department, and they’ve  come over here and 
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they’ve tried to work with us and make it work. And they have – the projects and proposal 

they’ve put forward back to senior management as non- Indigenous park employees work and 

based here, met with resistance from mainland management, so then it’s undermined their 

personal careers, and they’ve lost their jobs here. They have totally destroyed their careers because 

they are here working with the Indigenous to try to make this work.  (AQ3) 

Ultimately, the processes to engage these values were taking place within the political agenda, 

which was to protect the interests of the state government and a ‘business as usual’ approach. 

One Traditional Owner suggested that it is all about:  

money, power and I think it is a suppression of Aboriginal people because it is the state 

government saying we are the boss, we are in charge (AQ7). 

State government planners, according to the interviews with the Traditional Owners and 

non-Indigenous advisors, argued that the LNP government were ‘only there to drive their interests 

even if it means breaking agreements’ (AQ7). 

Ignoring Quandamooka Peoples’ understandings of Country  

During the interviews conducted with both the Quandamooka and Jagera Traditional 

Owners, all noted that the neoliberal planning frameworks engagement with Aboriginal 

Traditional Owners to address their values was to  ‘control exactly how this should be done’ (AQ7). 

State government planners appeared to want to exert control, regardless of the planning 

process. In fact, Traditional Owners and members of their legal and planning advisory team 

made comments on the irrational and subjective behaviours that state government land-use 

planners and government officials had when engaging with these values. As one interviewee 

commented: 

There's no insight whatsoever, they honestly believe it and it's the same with these 

planners….They behave – like I've never seen it – we've had screaming, we've had laughing, 

we've had interrupting, we've had rolling of eyes all the time. We've had one girl burst into 

tears- it'd been hilarious if it wasn't so serious. (NA1) 

It was the priorities and values of the state government and its planners, contrasted with the 

need to address Quandamooka’s native title rights, that forms the cornerstone of the issue. 

Common to each of the different themes was the fact that land-use planning is grounded in 

the values and interests of the ruling political party in power at a particular point  in time. In 

the case of the LNP government, which prioritised the markets and economic prosperity, its 
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view dominated all planning processes especially how planning for place should be 

conducted. 

Hence, in this case study, land-use planning’s exclusion of Aboriginal values was so the ruling 

state government could continue its prioritisation of the market and control those who were 

outside of this model. In particular, the final theme illustrated that native title rights of the 

Quandamooka communities muddied the boundaries and made the state government land-

use planners become ‘very defensive’ (NA1) and in some way, more emotional and irrational, 

as they were confronted with the possibility that they could not meet the priorities of their 

political masters. In this instance, the problem was not just a matter of Aboriginal 

communities being excluded, but actually a challenge to the objective and rational 

underpinning of land-use planning itself in its purist form. The market priorities of the 

neoliberal planning framework not only reduced the ability for Aboriginal communities to 

be engaged to address their values to place, it also made the planning process biased and 

subjective. 

7.4 Summary 

There are minimal implemented statutory provisions that consider Quandamooka’s and 

Jagera’s values to Country in land-use and ILUA planning (and even these are limited). Current 

regulation only includes the identification and registration of heritage sites and objects. Given 

the political environmental influences that are driving the consideration of Aboriginal values 

to Country, it is clear that planners work within a conflicting hybrid space. However, planners’ 

actions changed dramatically between the two political eras, from actions attempting to 

consider Aboriginal values to actions that were clearly trying to avoid having to consider 

Quandamooka’s native title  rights. 

During the Pre-LNP political era, senior government planners’ engagement with Aboriginal 

communities was a way to meet an integrated and sustainable planning agenda (for more 

information, see Chapter 5, Section 5.4). Local planners were in a slightly different position 

where they were more limited as to what they could achieve. However, the direct agreements 

that they made with the communities were to increase the involvement of Aboriginal 

communities in Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment. However, under Theme 1, it was 

notable that there were still issues of political support to understand new and emerging 

planning concepts such as ‘landscape values’ as well as a lack of funding support  for 

SEQTOA and the capacities of state and local government planners’ skills to adequately 

consider Aboriginal values to Country. Importantly, dominant discourses impact local council 
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planners the most. For instance, the Ipswich ILUA was still bounded by ‘what  the  local  council  

and  Jagera  communities could realistically achieve’ (AJ1). However, what we can see is that the 

dominant political context of this theme allowed the potential for planners in these hybrid 

spaces to resist and challenge these neoliberal ideals (Steele 2009, 192). 

The same cannot be said for planners operating under the LNP political era, a neoliberal 

planning framework. Reinforcement of the neoliberal discourse resulted in a lack of the 

deliberative work of planners to continue to challenge the government political elite. 

Powerful interests within the LNP State Government were opposed to the unwanted 

complexity that the regional landscape framework appeared to offer. One policy maker 

suggested that ‘the responsibilities of people’s values were not important anymore’ and that Aboriginal 

values were more than likely ‘going to be removed from the next regional plan’ (NA5). One 

interviewee noted that: 

the current government, they buried or burned 5,000 copies of that [the SEQRP] within two 

weeks of our demise. It stayed on the website, maybe it will still be on the website, but there’s 

no conscious decision to say it no longer applies, you just can’t ge t hold of it. This government 

has not done any of the things we were doing. (NA6) 

As a result these dominant neoliberal discourses were restrictive to the point that planners 

could not resist the change of agenda, or continue any of the work that they had been 

occurring previously. Notably, there was also a great reduction of local council dealings and 

agreements with the Jagera communities who did not have a native title determination. It 

demonstrates the strength of the state government in prioritising what local governments 

should consider and prioritise. As one Jagera Traditional Owner commented, it was as if they 

(council planners) ‘had run from any arising conflict’ (AJ1). 

However, something else was occurring in the Quandamooka case study. Although state 

government planners were unable to resist the dominant neoliberal ideology that was  

constricting their actions, they still had to engage directly with the Quandamooka People to 

negotiate their native title rights. As a result, planners’ actions and behaviour towards 

Aboriginal communities changed remarkably. They were working within a very constrictive 

hybrid space that had no space to consider Aboriginal values to Country. As a result, state 

government planners were incredibly reluctant to consider and directly engage with the  

Quandamooka communities. Interestingly, however, the local government was open to 

working with the Quandamooka People on their native title rights and the relationships with 

Redland City Council were described as ‘good and workable’ (AQ1). However, these 

relationships are still very much dependent on political priorities, even at the local council 



150 

level. For example, subsequent to the 2012 election of a new mayor and council, the Redland 

City Council embarked on a campaign to reduce bureaucratic ‘red tape’ and ‘unnecessary’ 

policy, which led to a reduction of policy focused on engaging with Aboriginal communities 

and their knowledges. This can be validated by the Redland City Council’s actions during the 

Toondah Harbour decision-making process. The development of this area was a key priority 

for the State but it was not what the Quandamooka People desired. 

The Quandamooka People and the Jagera People were understandably frustrated by  the 

actions of the state government planners and where ‘change is never made’ (AQ3). Particularly 

Quandamooka who had legal recognition of their native title rights and in spite of this the 

consideration of these values were regarded by planners under a neoliberal planning regime 

as a ‘nuisance’ to consider (AQ6). 

Government planners’ ideas about considering people’s values are very much dependent 

upon the political elite’s values that are surrounding and influencing the priorities of the 

planning agenda. During the Pre-LNP Era, Aboriginal values to Country were considered very 

much a central priority for future decision-making. However, during the LNP Era, the 

preferred agenda of the political elite did not include Aboriginal values to Country. For LNP 

government planners, considering Quandamooka rights to Country within political agendas 

that had no desire to consider these values created a difficult and contentious position. 

Subsequently emotions and unprofessional behaviour were very strong themes during the 

LNP government era planning negotiations. 

In many respects, the narrative occurring clearly demonstrates the influence of the political 

elite’s values on both planners’ actions and planning’s negotiation processes. State and local  

government planners clearly work within a hybrid space where there are openings of 

opportunities to consider Aboriginal values to Country and also times when there is no 

flexibility to consider these values in planning negotiations. The analysis presented in this 

chapter shows that government’s actions to consider Aboriginal connections to Country in 

land-use and ILUA planning is very much dependent upon the dominant elite ’s values. It is 

these influences of the non-neoliberal and the neoliberal political philosophies6 that are main 

focus of the next chapter. 

 

                                                 
6 Characterising the LNP period of government as neoliberal in this thesis is on the basis of its broad 

characteristics during this time only. This thesis is aware of the significant neoliberal tendencies of all Australian 

governments since at least the 1990s in the denial, erasure and compromise of Native title and Indigenous 

rights. 
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CHAPTER 8  
COUNTRY AND THE NON-NEOLIBERAL AND 

NEOLIBERAL POLITICAL ERAS 

8.1 Aboriginal values to Country in different political eras 

Chapter 4 argued that the actions of planning that engage (or not) with Indigenous values to 

place are highly dependent on the political elite and their underpinning desires and ideologies. 

As a result, planning practice considers Indigenous knowledge and values in varying ways 

and approaches. This is both problematic and promising. The protection of Indigenous 

values as dependent upon the political context, even in circumstances when planning for 

people’s values is not a priority, is problematic.  However, there is hope because there are 

some promising land-use and ILUA initiatives being developed to consider and protect 

Indigenous values to County. 

The background context and analysis of the case studies in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 clearly 

demonstrated that there were two different ways that planners responded to consider 

Aboriginal values to Country in planning. The different government eras (Pre-LNP and LNP 

Eras) that occurred in Queensland immediately before and after the 2012 Queensland state 

elections resulted in a huge change in how Aboriginal connections to Country in planning 

practice and processes were considered in negotiations and outcomes. Both chapters also 

observed that state and local government planners7 during the LNP Era acted very differently 

to their predecessors in how they considered Aboriginal communities and Peoples and their 

values. State government planners were additionally not wanting to engage with the 

Quandamooka People’s native title rights. This chapter seeks to understand the varying 

degrees of consideration of Aboriginal values to Country in the different eras by focusing on 

the key elements of the planning processes that are impacted by political structures and 

values. 

8.2 Origins of the landscape 

The government in power can have a strong influence on the consideration of people’s values 

in land-use planning policy and action (Abbot, 1995; Forester, 1987; Jessop, 2002; Lane, 

Ross, & Dale, 1997). This research argues that it can also shape how Indigenous values are  

                                                 
7 When the LNP Government was elected, major cuts were initiated to help the Newman Government achieve 

its target to save $3.7 billion by 2015–16 by reducing the state’s payroll of 14,000 fulltime equivalent workers.  

This included the redundancy of all the state government planners who had worked with the RLOSAC. 
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considered (or not) in everyday statutory planning agendas. The powerful values 

underpinning the different political philosophies identified in the previous chapters influence 

the ways that statutory land-use and Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) planning 

considers Aboriginal people’s values. 

The state government representatives hold the constitutional power of decision-making to 

direct Queensland’s statutory land-use planning regime. During the Pre-LNP Era, the 

Quandamooka and Jagera communities were involved in multiple state and local government 

deliberative planning processes. This included the regional landscape planning process that 

prioritised the protection of Aboriginal landscape values. However, during the LNP era, only 

the Quandamooka People were involved in negotiating the planning implications of their 

native title determination. This change occurred despite the fact that meaningful working 

relationships and knowledge had been developed by pre-LNP planners with both the 

communities (although the consideration of the communities’ values was only beginning). 

One explanation could be that the change occurred because it was no longer considered a 

value that planning could implement or technically engage with. However, this view is clearly 

not true. Rather this research considers that the change of planning policy was more about 

the government’s political priorities and less about the limitations of planning itself. 

The ‘Landscape Values-at-play Model’ Figure 8.1 helps to understand what is happening 

when statutory land-use planning is attempting to consider Aboriginal values. 
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Figure 8.1: Landscape Values-at-play Model 

In planning terms, those values considered in the landscape are those that are formally 

recognised objectives with which the planning system must engage. It is usually what 

planning activities and planners are mostly working together on to find consensus, and it is 

usually the main content that is analysed and evaluated for future policy. However, the 

political structures of the planning landscape, the most powerful values, are the layers 

underneath influencing the values that planning will consider and be expressed in places and 

spaces. It is similar to what Dovey (2005) suggests in his example of the ‘public interest’: 

any notion of the ‘public interest’ is also a confluence of flows - of opinions, desires, 

votes, tactics, strategies, visions and decisions. The illusion of a stable ‘public’ with a 

stable ‘interest’ is constructed rather than found, and the concept of the ‘public interest’ 

has widely been critiqued as a cover for the dominance of certain interests and the 

marginalization of others. (2005, p. 4) 

These layers, underneath the landscape, comprise the powerful mechanisms that can shape 

and tell what values are to contribute to place. They are also those political structures that 
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planning cannot overcome, or be independent of, even if they are influencing the ability for 

planning to adequately consider people’s values and rights. As a result, the way people’s 

values are considered in this Landscape Values-at-play Model is related to the underpinning 

political ideals, because they influence how planners and planning can consider these values 

in everyday places. 

This concept does not refute any of the promising research that works towards the need for 

consensus because this is certainly not easily achieved (Marshall, Steinmetz, & Zehner, 2012). 

Indeed, it recognises that these are highly encouraging contributions to help consider how 

people’s values might be more effectively considered in statutory land-use planning 

(Sandercock, 1998).  However, this model contends that these actions cannot be understood 

without considering the underpinning layers of structures that influence what is considered 

to be of value in statutory land-use planning. Given that this research is about the address of 

Indigenous connections to place in statutory land-use and ILUA decision-making, this 

chapter concentrates on what the underpinning political philosophical influences mean for 

the consideration of Australian Aboriginal values to Country in planning policy. It has already 

been highlighted in the previous chapter that the responses of planners changed considerably 

from the Pre-LNP Era to the LNP Era. 

8.2.1 Influences of the political eras 

Concentrating on the various themes in Chapter 6, the importance of focusing on how 

planners’ and planning’s actions are influenced by a change of government can be seen. Take 

for instance, Theme 1, which focused on the Pre-LNP Era to support the need to manage 

growth and involve multiple values in strategic regional planning decision-making. The LNP 

neoliberal era believed planning should be for growth, and all values were streamlined to fit 

this preferred value-set. As such, issues such as a change of government and new ‘mindsets’ 

are perhaps likely to be more damaging in planning’s consideration of people’s values than 

the know-how and ability of Western policy to consider Indigenous and other ways of 

knowing and knowledge. 

The analysis presented in Chapter 6 seems to suggest that the inclusion of people’s 

knowledge and values in planning are subordinate to matters of political preference, value 

and desire. It could be suggested that the sudden change of how significant it is to engage 

with Indigenous values is to do with political philosophies that determine how planning 

objectives can be manipulated to fit preferred agendas. 
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The consideration of either multiple interests or the singular market interest will thus 

determine the actions of government planners and what they are required to do. The fact 

that politicians can determine whether people are to guide decision-making or not is 

illustrated in the Landscape Values-at-play Model, which highlights that their actions are 

inherently shaped by the underpinning influences of the ideals of the political elite. 

This could be why planning’s relationship with Indigenous values can be both a positive and 

negative meeting place. As a result, if the government believes that the public interests can 

be best met through engaging with people’s values, then this should allow dec ision-makers 

to develop engagement practices orientated towards this purpose. However, if a contrary 

view is held, such as planning should be a process for growth and market desires, then there 

is little flexibility for planners to engage with Aboriginal communities. This lack of 

engagement in the neoliberal era has been noted to have concerning effects on Aboriginal 

values to Country (Long, 2013; Massey, 1993). In this case, the political ideals of those in 

power will quite simply decide on whether Indigenous values should or should not influence 

decisions for the future. However, beyond the frustration of the changing scope of the public 

interest, and beyond the pros and cons of planning’s relationship with Aboriginal Peoples’ 

values, the ongoing question of ‘whether or not Aboriginal Peoples should be engaged to 

address their interests’ is clearly a process that cannot ever fully appreciate the significant, 

permanent and non-negotiable responsibility that Indigenous Peoples have to their lands 

(Rose, 1996 – see also Chapter 3 Section 3.3.1). The changing political contexts in planning 

do not account for permanently embedded responsibilities, such as those values that 

Indigenous Peoples have to place and which clearly influence their own desires and needs to 

be involved and engaged in Western planning decision- making. 

In this research, the changing nature of the political means that there is a constant 

inconsistency in whether Indigenous People’s values are engaged (or not) to influence 

negotiation of their future place. It forces questions not only about when values might belong 

(or not), but also the perception of those connected to these values as being easily 

‘disposable’. The sudden existence and then eradication of Indigenous values is, therefore, 

considered to be in the broader ‘public interest’, at least according to new incoming 

inappropriate political philosophies. The issue of contention in this regard is about whose 

knowledge is considered important enough to contribute to the perceived public interest. 

Hillier (1999, p. 179) similarly, asks what values and whose values are included in the public 

interest to ‘learn how to negotiate our decisions in a world of value complexity and diversity’. 

Subsequently, the following questions could help to guide the analysis of the political: what 

is the value(s) of the public interest? Whose values are prioritised? How are decisions made? 
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Who is in control of guiding decisions? Who is not guiding decision-making?  This is 

illustrated in Table 8.1 below. 

Table 8.1: Understanding what and whose values are included in the neoliberal and non-

neoliberal political eras 

 Non-neoliberal political era Neoliberal political era 

Means of understanding the 

public interest 

Integrated and sustainable 

planning 

Growth and Prosperity 

Prioritised values included 

in the public interest 

People  and community 

values 

Market values 

Degree of stakeholder 

involvement 

Maximum Minimum to none 

 

The philosophy advanced by the non-neoliberal perspective and Aboriginal communities 

involved in these planning processes relies on making decisions in the public interest by 

engaging with people. Thus, the legislation is framed to include and consider people’s 

knowledge (e.g., the regional landscape framework), and so (ideally) the contributors to this 

policy approach are everyone. The resultant policy position is to then expect people and 

various interest groups, such as Aboriginal groups, to have the capacity to engage equally 

within planning processes. 

In contrast, Aboriginal values to Country in neoliberal regimes are not considered relevant to 

the public interest values of growth and prosperity. Aboriginal engagement is not 

enacted, and Aboriginal peoples are excluded from any decision-making. As such, the 

neoliberal regimes perceive the Aboriginal communities and their knowledge as not suitable 

to meet the government’s own interests and values. For the neoliberal regimes, Aboriginal 

knowledge is not seen to contribute to the public interest. This contribution is only reserved 

for the market and business values (Peck & Tickell, 2002). 

This is a fundamental difference between Pre-LNP Era planners and Aboriginal 

communities and LNP Era planners regarding how Aboriginal values and knowledge might 

best be considered in planning. Both political contexts consider ‘values’ but both sets 

completely contradicted one another. According to non-neoliberal contexts, Aboriginal 



157 

communities should be engaged to allow for their values to be included in future decisions. 

However, neoliberal planning presents an opposing view, i.e. that decisions should be best 

left to the markets. As a result, attitudes and ideals perpetuated in planning have an impact 

on the negotiation processes of planners which can be either positive interactions and 

dialogues, or those clashes ‘shaped by cultural collision’ (Sandercock , 1998, p. 113) 

8.3 Promises and pitfalls of political elite values 

The discontinuing of the engagement work and redundancy of pre-LNP government 

planners was considered as a huge back-step for planning practice, particularly when 

compared with the innovative regional landscape concepts that planners had been engaging 

with since the late 1990s. Considering people’s values as part of a growth management 

paradigm, however, is not a neoliberal government’s priority (Steele & Dodson, 2014). It is 

rather a market driven and economic agenda that sees anything that is not the market interest 

as interference. It results in an implication of difference whereby the faith in planning and 

consensus building is undermined. As Watson eloquently sums up: 

One implication of deepening difference is that it renders highly problematic a faith in 

the role of consensus-seeking processes as a central decision-making tool in planning, 

both to achieve a common view and to arrive at justifiable outcomes. (2006, p. 32) 

This research takes a similar view and focuses on planning policy objectives and the faith in 

consensus building to work through conflict and difference, across different political ideals 

and values. This is what this chapter focuses on. 

Chapter 3 found that political elite’s ideals have either reinforced positive or negative ways 

of considering and engaging with people’s values and knowledge directly over time. This is 

largely because political elite values are changing constantly, along with planning practice, in 

the ways of considering knowledge and developing future landscape visions. However, this 

has a quite specific, and slightly different history, when considering the attitudes that 

postcolonial states have had to protect Indigenous values to place. 

In Australia, state governments decide what values should contribute to future planning 

decisions. The choice of whether it is the markets or the people or even ‘expert planners’ 

who should make decisions has become routine and made without question by sta tes. 

Through doing this, however, Indigenous ongoing connections to place are not always 

considered in the ways that they should be in planning systems (with the exception of a native 

title determination). Rather, the governing political philosophies control how planning 

considers people’s values and the public interest. It makes the planning process a bureaucratic 
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and political issue. The task of planning is intrinsically connected to the political philosophy, 

whatever the impact this might have on planning’s expectations to consider people’s values 

to place. 

Regulating the public interest in this way does not merely take responsibility away from the 

planning system, but it takes away Aboriginal people’s customary law and obligations to care 

for Country. As illustrated in Chapter 3, Aboriginal communities have a responsibility for 

planning and management practices as part of their connection to Country. As a result, if 

something goes wrong in the management of Country, Indigenous People consider 

themselves responsible (not simply the government). In this instance there is a clear 

responsibility that is more than just a stakeholder responsibility to govern the management 

of place. However, the inability of government to adequately recognise this responsibility  has 

a big influence on their ability to protect Country (Banerjee, 2000). 

The control of the planning system by the dominant political philosophy means that 

Indigenous Peoples’ embedded responsibilities to manage and plan for Country is no longer 

their responsibility. Instead, its management is based on government ideals of what the core 

values are to be considered in planning. This is particularly concerning if this formal 

recognition of the core values do not consider Aboriginal values to Country. 

Across the two political philosophies (pre-LNP and LNP) in the case study, there was no 

direct engagement with Aboriginal communities to plan for Country in both negotiation 

Themes 2 and 3 (see Chapter 6). In theme 1, on the other hand, there was direct 

engagement with Aboriginal communities and some form of interaction with Aboriginal 

values to Country. This is illustrated in Table 8.2 below. 
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Table 8.2: Land use planning negotiations during the different eras of governance 

 Labor Government 

before 2012 

Both LNP and Labor 

Governments 

LNP Government in 

2012 

 Theme 1: 

Deliberative 

planning 

Theme 2: Conventional 

/ representative 

planning 

Theme 3:Neoliberal 

Planning framework 

Engagement 

with Aboriginal 

communities 

Some: planners 

direct engagement 

with Aboriginal 

communities 

Limited: during the 

impact assessment 

phase only (after the 

land-use planning 

decision) 

None: free-market 

values dominate and 

subsumes communities 

values 

Negotiation/ 

discussion with 

Aboriginal 

communities 

during the 

decision- 

making process 

Some: direct 

engagement to 

influence policy 

implementation by 

planners and 

citizens/ 

Traditional Owners 

Limited: consultation is 

only a response to 

policies and plans as 

drafted by land-use 

planners. 

None: Traditional Owner 

engagement is with 

market/business values 

Inclusion of 

Aboriginal 

values during 

the decision- 

making process 

Some: requires a 

certain 

understanding of 

how these values 

need to be 

represented in 

planning policy and 

practice 

Limited: only high 

impact developments 

and large infrastructure 

projects require input 

from Aboriginal 

communities to 

mitigate damage to 

their cultural heritage 

None: Aboriginal values 

not recognised 

 

As Schatz and Rogers (2016) note, the adoption of deliberative planning governance, which 

is a divergence from conventional and neoliberal planning frameworks, is not just an issue 

of developing deliberative practices, but also integrating different government philosophies 

into practice. This is particularly the case with changing political philosophies that clearly 

impact not only the values used to guide decision-making but also the nature and type of 

decision-making employed. Clearly, the application of deliberative practices to guide 

statutory land-use planning changes engagement with Aboriginal communities from a passive 

to a more active involvement in decision-making. In natural resource management this can 

include acknowledgement of ‘the correlation between caring for Country, the maintenance of 
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cultural heritage and the health and wellbeing of people’. This is also considered a process of 

shared responsibility that is considered a ‘critical ideological turning point for the integration 

of Indigenous resource management into mainstream approaches’ (South Coast Regional 

Initiatives Planning Team [SCRIPT], 2003, p. 27). 

Perhaps, this is also why planners in the LNP neoliberal era were not so willing to engage 

with Aboriginal communities, and may also explain why pre-LNP planners had difficulty 

attempting ‘to explain’ what had been achieved: the idea of the shared responsibility directly 

challenges/clashes with the belief in the market as the control mechanism for future 

development. As a result, the Quandamooka People’s native title determination made the 

possibility of planning events that the structures underpinning the neoliberal elites would not 

normally make possible. Native title, as a result, seems to have some powerful mechanisms 

of its own to maintain the responsibilities of deliberation and engagement to consider their 

own values in planning processes. This is illustrated in Figure 8.2 below.  

 

Figure 8.2: Landscape Values-at-play Model with Native Title 
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However, the attitudes of planners in the neoliberal era were clearly hostile to considering 

Quandamooka People’s understandings of Country. LNP Era planners refused to consider 

that Quandamooka might want something other than the ‘white middle class development’ (NA1) 

that the planning system was providing. It could be considered that the need to consider 

Aboriginal land rights was not even made possible in these planning activities and events. It 

made for negotiations between LNP Era planners and Aboriginal communities where there 

was no ‘ obvious hope of constructing dialogue or reaching consensus’ and ‘where world-

views and the very meaning of development or progress differ, and where people regard each 

other from within completely different rationalities’ (Watson, 2006, p. 32). 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the idea of state responsibility for the development of land-use 

planning that is responsible for citizen’s values is well accepted. This is evidenced by the 

rising institutionalism of land-use planning. However, Aboriginal communities have been 

managing Country for over 60,000 years, and Western governments are not the (only) 

decision-makers for planning activities. Native title is a process that determines the 

customary responsibilities that Aboriginal Peoples have to practically care for Country under 

common law. As a result, when native title is determined, Australian states are legally 

obligated to co-manage decisions with Aboriginal communities. In some ways this meant 

that neoliberal regime planners were in an even more difficult position, because there is not 

only a moral responsibility, but also a legal responsibility that native title owners have. This 

made the neoliberal management of the very ‘broad’ community interest a unique and 

individual meeting place between Indigenous responsibility and neoliberal philosophy.  

Planners were unable to challenge these ‘institutional wrongs’ (Young, 2001, p. 676). Rather, 

the Quandamooka People’s right to negotiate made the government planners feel 

uncomfortable, and ‘aggressive’ attitudes promoting neoliberal values were observed 

(Watson, 2006, p. 31). This serves to show that ‘sources of moral philosophy’ such as those 

exhibited during the pre-LNP period, are ‘no longer a satisfactory guide on issues of ethical 

judgment’ (Watson, 2006, p. 31). It was thus in these negotiations that power plays were 

greatest and consensus was not achieved. In this case study, it was the neoliberal philosophy 

that was unable to accept the presence of Aboriginal responsibilities to Country even though 

they were institutionally recognised by the Federal Court. 
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8.4 Indigenous values and the disordered philosophy of 

place 

Where planning policy is dependent upon the political context, this becomes problematic 

because Aboriginal communities are dependent upon another political philosophy that might 

bear a different conception of planning. Aboriginal philosophy of care is one that is a morally  

embedded ethic whereby they must always use knowledge of Country to protect Country (Rose, 

1999). Planning processes such as those that were active during the Pre-LNP Era appeared 

to recognise that this principle was important. However, this was not a priority for neoliberal 

planning. As a result, the changing inclusion of their values across different political 

philosophies meant that the Aboriginal communities’ responsibilities to Country were not 

always able to be met. Planning becomes a meeting of different planning philosophies, where 

the potential for deliberation and consensus is possible but also where it is not. 

Nowhere was this most evident than when the negotiating of Quandamooka’s native title 

rights for future planning resulted in them continually fighting a ‘paradigm that sees land as 

purely a commodity to be exploited’ (Dodson, 1997, p. 4). For example, after the 

Quandamooka People’s recognition of their native title rights to Minjerribah (North 

Stradbroke Island), a signed ILUA with the state government should have allowed 

Quandamooka to have a say on the planning implications of native title, including the 

termination of sandmining. However, during the LNP government era, there was little 

support for the previous government’s agreements with the Quandamooka People. In fact, 

The North Stradbroke Island Protection and Sustainability Act 2011 (Qld) was amended to allow 

the extension of sandmining on the island. The amendment was endorsed by government 

without any Traditional Owner input or consultation, effectively suspending 

Quandamooka’s ILUA’s rights. The government clearly did not see how their philosophies 

of neoliberalism could co-exist or compromise with Aboriginal philosophies to care. 

However, in spite of this, Aboriginal communities were still willing to work within these 

inappropriate and unyielding neoliberal political contexts. Aboriginal communities were 

willing to work with planners even if it was not conversations that ‘ they wanted to have’ (AQ6). 

Differences are thus not only expressed between the different political philosophies but also 

between planners and Aboriginal communities involved in these philosophies. This study 

has shown that the pre-LNP planners respected the need for Aboriginal peoples to be 

engaged to protect Country. However, political change that results in new planning personnel 

is an issue for Traditional Owners: 
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Well that’s another problem with the public service, is that they keep changing their officers, 

their personnel, so we get a rotation so there’s no continuity, and we get a new public servant. 

Okay, look I’m new to this job you are going to have to give me some – well mate, the last 

person before you we did the same thing with and then sort of they started to get an 

understanding of it but we lost them. But that’s part of the Government’s game…They have a 

person go so long and all right it’s time to pull you out now, because it’s not going the way we 

want it, or you’ve sort of served your purpose there. We’ll pull you out, we’ll put so and so in 

there, and that’ll…keep all their heads spinning for a while, that’s what has been going on.  

(AQ3) 

It shows that there is indeed some potential for planners to communicate with Aboriginal 

communities; however, it takes a certain amount of time to build up relationships, knowledge 

and understanding. This might explain why Aboriginal communities and (some) planners are 

also so frustrated, because it takes years to build up shared knowledge and skills of how to 

engage with Aboriginal communities. Obviously, this becomes more difficult across 

significant political changes that result in more inflexible conservative neoliberal regimes. For 

example, the two years of negotiation with the LNP state government planners resulted in 

minimal progress in the consideration of Quandamooka People ’s native title rights. 

However, the relationships that had been built up with some of the pre-LNP planners 

continued, along with sharing knowledge and expertise. As a result, being able  to continue 

to support Aboriginal peoples to exercise their responsibilities to Country was important 

(personally) to some planners during the LNP period of government. This support has 

helped the Quandamooka communities to know and challenge the state government, rather 

than trusting on goodwill and faith, which is rarely a viable option anymore for Indigenous 

communities (Sandercock 2004). It is thus clear that planning is a process that can be decided 

by those few individuals in power, and they can decide whether it is a process for involving 

Aboriginal Peoples or not. It is a process dominated by the attitudes and values of those in 

power and how they might want to exercise their power. 

8.5 Attitudes towards Aboriginal values to Country 

The following discussion considers how the attitudes and values behind the political 

philosophies and ideals can influence the moral and ethical responsibilities of planning to 

engage with Aboriginal communities. 

Typically, planning practice relies on a political context that shapes the collective attitudes 

and values of people to create visions of future planning, such as seen in Theme 1. Out of 

this are collective actions that the community has decided on. In neoliberal planning 
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ideologies there are, however, no self-determined collective actions and the possibilities for 

these are prevented (Watson, 2006). Rather there are global forces that are, paradoxically, 

individually competitively based (Massey, 2005). Planning’s role is unfortunately passive and 

shaped to fit political desires. 

As a process that is ultimately for the people, planning is controlled and driven 

overwhelmingly by the political context and an area of mixed negotiation processes that 

impact and reflect the political elite’s conceptions of the public interest. For example, the 

value of the public interest in the neoliberal era is the ‘neoliberal citizen’. This is explained 

further by Brown: 

The model neoliberal citizen is one who strategizes for her/himself among various 

social, political and economic options, not one who strives with others to alter or 

organize these options. A fully realized neoliberal citizenry would be the opposite of 

public-minded, indeed it would barely exist as a public body. The body politic ceases to 

be a body but is, rather, a group of individual entrepreneurs and consumers. (2003, p. 

15) 

As a result, Indigenous communities have to take on responsibilities that fit to the neoliberal 

citizen ideal during the neoliberal government era because this just so happens to be the 

ideals that the political elite think is needed to maintain the order and peace of Western 

management. However, in spite of this, it was found that local government planners still 

wanted to show their appreciation and respect for Aboriginal communities by initiating 

numerous policy documents and studies, even though Indigenous landscape values were not 

able to be implemented. Aboriginal Peoples without native title had some space to have 

positive contact and meeting places with local government because this was what planners 

were able to consider. 

However, when local government planners were under pressure from priorities of the 

neoliberal state government, actions were aligned to fit the state ’s priorities. For example, no 

policies were initiated at the local government level to consider Aboriginal values to Country. 

In fact support for the state’s ‘priority growth areas’ (such as Redlands Toondah Harbour) 

was a priority. These highly concerning actions result when specific values are out of the 

‘valued order’. It risks most (if not all) of planning actions and events closing in on any 

potential to support and take responsibility to engage with Aboriginal communities.  

However, during the non-neoliberal government era, there were still limitations for 

Aboriginal communities to be involved in planning processes, such as placing extra demand 

on the resources and time of Aboriginal communities This is especially challenging for those 

communities ‘struggling’ (AQ3) to deal with the demands of Western law and planning. 
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This study nonetheless found that Aboriginal self-empowerment can still be possible if 

Aboriginal communities have sufficient support and expertise, such as being able to know 

and demand what they want within the system. During the Quandamooka People’s 

negotiations, this was seen as a ‘nuisance’ (NA1) for state government planners to deal with. 

This was expressed by one Traditional Owner when discussing a time when the 

Quandamooka community’s team of experts were asked by the neoliberal government to be 

left out of discussions: 

Yeah, we told them, no we don’t go near you without our legal people, because we would be 

foolish to. Because we are Aboriginal people, we’re not public servants, we’re not experts of the 

system, legal people are experts in the system, because they’re paid to be. They read the Acts 

and the legislation, and the statutory documents, and that is  all you have. That is all we have, 

there is no such thing as goodwill.  We told the  State Government we lead with any goodwill 

at all from your side, that is why we have our lawyers go through everything. We would be 

stupid to believe in goodwill. We’ve had situations where the minister says, oh look I want to 

meet with you without your legal.  We said no we won’t do that. (AQ5) 

The very different attitudes of the political elite’s philosophies and ideals resulted in planners 

either supporting or attempting to ‘deny’ the presence and contribution that Aboriginal 

communities could bring to planning. This was made particularly problematic for Aboriginal 

communities who were having to adjust their behaviour and actions to fit with and mediate 

within the realpolitiks that they were grappling with. 

8.6 Customary responsibilities to Country 

Much of the literature on responsibility focuses on government planners and the need for 

skills to work through difference and conflict (Forester, 1999; Healey, 2006; Sandercock, 

1998). Much less has been written about the customary responsibilities that Aboriginal 

communities have to Country; the customary law of all things (Rose, 1996). The belief that 

Australia was Terra Nullius (See Chapter 5, Section 5.2.2) resulted in Britain taking ownership 

with no negotiations with the Indigenous Peoples. Australia was perceived to be a new 

‘discovery’ (Carter, 1987). The Westminster government’s control and responsibility over the 

land was at the time justified by colonial interpretations that the land was a ‘pure state of 

nature’ and untouched by human cultivation (Cook , as cited in Day, 1996, p. 26). However, 

the Australian landscape has been managed and controlled by Aboriginal communities for 

60,000 years (Gammage, 2011). As a result, they have a responsibility to the land, just as 

much as postcolonial states. 
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In this case, planning should recognise two responsibilities: the Western government’s 

responsibilities to the public interest as well as customary responsibilities to Country. Land-

use planning does not currently recognise the right to a customary responsibility for all 

Aboriginal Peoples in general, or those that do not have (or are unable to) have native title 

recognised. The postcolonial states are thus well accustomed to their responsibilities being 

the only responsibility unless native title rights are legally proved. This is how land-use 

planning is currently being shaped, as shown in the Landscape Values-at-play Models figures 

earlier (Figure 8.1 and Figure 8.2). 

To have little control over their decisions for place is, however, linked to losing Indigenous 

identity (Gelder & Jacobs, 1998), sense of place (Milholland, 2010) and health in urban and 

landscapes (Putnis et al., 2007). This means that in urban and peri-urban landscapes, such as 

the South East Queensland region, which have multiple values and conflicting values, 

Aboriginal communities have a harder job of accessing resources and protecting Country 

(Low Choy et al., 2013). Aboriginal communities, however, are expected under ancestral law 

to care for these resources. As a result, with no ability to be in control of whether their 

responsibility can be included in planning systems, their ability to care for Country is not 

guaranteed. The Health of Country, and consequently people, are thus never guaranteed. 

Including Aboriginal issues (and more generally the public ’s) into planning negotiations is 

the responsibility of the Australian state-elected representatives (Gleeson & Low, 2000). 

However, Aboriginal Peoples hold ongoing and distinct (yet universal) responsibilities to 

Country. This is particularly concerning if these responsibilities are not able to protect against 

the loss of resources and Country that is more likely to occur in planning regimes that are pro-

growth and economically valued (Groenfeldt, 2003). Similarly, while the nature of the 

political philosophies underpinning planning practice are often neglected in planning 

analysis, this research has firmly fixed its focus on the impacts of the political elite’s ideals 

towards the expression of Aboriginal values to Country. 

It is frustrating for Aboriginal communities when their responsibilities are considered to 

varying degrees in planning ‘whenever it suits them’ – the government of-the-day (AQ6, personal 

communication). This, however, is not empowering Aboriginal Peoples to exercise their 

responsibility as per the responsibility that has been given to them through, for example, a 

positive native title determination. Specifically, in this case study, Aboriginal responsibilities 

are not exercised by the communities but by the political elite’s ideals that consider whether 

they should or should not be considered. A fundamental flaw in planning is how its 
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engagement activities with people’s values are continuously shaped by the formal recognition 

provided only by the political elite values in power. 

8.7 Summary 

The political context perpetuated in the case studies resulted in two very different actions by 

planners in the consideration of Aboriginal connections to Country in land-use and ILUA 

planning decision-making. One considered Aboriginal values through direct engagement and 

collaboration and the other had no consideration for Aboriginal values whatsoever. 

However, this change in recognition resulted in much tension, a lack of trust and an overall 

breakdown of relationships and progress. It also resulted in planning never implementing, or 

even being able to begin the appreciation of, Aboriginal values to Country in planning practice 

(beyond Theme 2, conventional planning). Much frustration, particularly for the Aboriginal 

communities, was described in the interviews, particularly when it had taken a long period of 

time to make slow progress and develop understanding. This was made particularly difficult 

when those  government  land  use planners who had   experience   in   working   with 

Aboriginal communities and who might have been capable of addressing Aboriginal values 

were made redundant by the incoming neoliberal government. 

Interestingly, the consideration of Quandamooka’s native title rights, despite giving 

Quandamooka People legally determined rights to Country, resulted in the most resistant 

behaviour being experienced. The strong attitudes of the neoliberal philosophy resulted in 

government planners being put in a very difficult position and resulted in what was described 

as ‘unprofessional behaviour’ (NA1). Even though the native title process was a political 

responsibility that the state government had to legally meet, the lack of any possibility to 

consider Aboriginal values by the neoliberal planning context resulted in frustrating times 

for the Quandamooka communities. As a result, the attempt to engage Aboriginal peoples, 

through ongoing meetings, consultations and discussions resulted in unsuccessful attempts 

to even discuss the consideration of the Quandamooka People’s rights to Country. 

By concentrating on the political context, this research has been able to show how the values 

underpinning different political philosophies of the pre-LNP and LNP political eras have 

shaped statutory land-use planning and how Aboriginal values to Country were considered. 

Through the interviews with key Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal participants, and supported 

by participant observation in the case study areas during an extended time frame, plus access 

to key documents, this research has been able to consider a range of matters, including many 

‘behind- the-scenes’ events. This has served to shed some light on why land-use and ILUA 
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planning does not achieve what it theoretically sets out to achieve under such intangible 

influences. It also helps to explain what happens when strong neoliberal values are forced 

onto decision-making processes, such as deliberative and engagement processes. It was clear 

from these case studies that, by doing so, planners in the government’s employ also attacked 

the identity, authority and standing of the Quandamooka and Jagera Peoples. 

Hence, including Aboriginal connection to Country into land-use and ILUA planning is about 

more than simply just a political issue that narrows planners ’ actions to the preferred 

philosophy and orientation. This research shows that political philosophies underpinning 

political contexts can be the difference between working dialogues and no dialogues. They 

can include multiple attitudes that may or may not allow for planning activities (even 

deliberative activities) to adequately appreciate Aboriginal communities values to Country in 

multiple ways. It is the influencing factors of the underpinning structures that affects the 

shape of the planning landscape, which is most visible in the actions and responses that 

planners have when engaging with Aboriginal communities. At first this might suggest that 

planning is helpless to change this. However, this research has also noted that the native title 

determination had a role in shaping the planning institutional landscape, too. This was 

regardless of what the dominant political elite value was that underpinned planning at any 

time. It also highlighted that, even under the neoliberal political philosophy, the deliberative 

and direct engagement processes (that had to legally occur to protect determined native title 

rights) also showed a way to take partial control over the planning landscape – and in turn 

perhaps challenge cultures and perceptions in positive ways. However, making these 

planning practices less malleable, so that they do not simply ‘fit’ the political philosophy, may 

help to continue building relationships and trust with Aboriginal communities. Hence, there 

should be ways forward to make Aboriginal–Country values appreciated in planning and thus 

provide depth to policy solutions to appropriate landscape (Country) management. These 

possibilities for how changing the way Aboriginal–Country values are appreciated in land-use 

planning may be achieved are discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 9  
FACILITATING INDIGENOUS VALUES TO 

COUNTRY IN PLACE 

9.1 Introduction 

The third research question in this research asks: what could be done to recognise Indigenous 

values to place? This chapter considers the broader implications of this research and how 

planning could begin effective recognition of Australian Aboriginal values to Country in 

today’s landscapes 

It was found that the dominant values underpinning the political philosophies of those in 

power influenced planning negotiations and outcomes with the Quandamooka and Jagera 

Peoples. These values differ in their attitudes towards how people should be engaged and 

how planning should protect people’s values and the public interest. Some of these political 

elite philosophies may have more capacity and willingness to respect, acknowledge and 

recognise Aboriginal communities’ values than others. The benefits of ongoing dialogue and 

engagement can be seen during the Pre-LNP Era, where deliberative processes directly 

engaged with Aboriginal communities. These benefits depended on the underpinning of an 

integrated and non-neoliberal political philosophy and government planners who were 

prioritising Aboriginal values in state-level planning policy. Aboriginal values are only 

acknowledged and considered by planning when government planners are able to prioritise 

and address their values as part of the broader planning agenda. 

This chapter commences with a discussion on those aspects of political philosophies that are 

inhibiting or encouraging Western planning’s interactions with Aboriginal values to Country. 

It then offers ways forward for how planning could encourage ongoing recognition of Aboriginal 

values to Country, particularly in circumstances where the political structures in control of the 

planning landscape are constantly changing in their consideration for these values. 

9.2 Acknowledging Country in different political elite 

values 

The political context, and by extension the values and philosophies influencing planning 

systems, are not perfectly understood. However, it is vital that planning effectively engages 

with Aboriginal values in such a way that planning can recognise their understandings to 

place. This is made more difficult within political philosophies that do not value people’s 
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knowledge for planning purposes and agendas (Albrechts, 2010; Hillier, 2002; Legacy, Lowe 

& Cole-Hawthorne, 2016; Throgmorten, 1993). As a result of diverse political philosophies, 

planning’s ability to consider Indigenous Peoples’ understandings to place is limited. It can 

result in negative and positive outcomes that either  consider  or  ignore  Indigenous  Peoples’ 

understandings and knowledge (Barry & Porter, 2011). When planning systems are 

influenced by inappropriate political contexts, it can be difficult to acknowledge Aboriginal 

values to Country in a way that could promote their recognition. 

Consequently, adequately recognising Aboriginal values to place in planning can be an issue 

of ongoing recognition and appreciation. It can be observed that political contexts such as 

non-neoliberal philosophies make it possible for planners to scope and commence 

innovative policy-making. However, the neoliberal political context does not promote any 

such recognition, and planning agendas perpetuate this attitude. Planning systems can also 

close off such recognition even when Indigenous communities have their rights legally 

determined by the Federal Court. It leads to the discovery that the political philosophies can 

also prevent government planners from exercising the state’s own legal obligations. 

One might expect that after so many occurrences where Aboriginal communities are 

attempting to actively care for Country through Western planning practices, the political elite 

would have realised that this is a key issue of concern for Aboriginal Peoples and 

communities. However, despite rising awareness of the necessity for Aboriginal People to be 

engaged in planning systems, this can be prevented in the name of politics and power. This 

is, however, slightly different for non-statutory local government planning processes. For 

example, some local government planners continued to be supportive of Aboriginal Peoples’ 

obligations to Country by continuing the relationships and dialogue with community groups, 

even if planners could not do what the Aboriginal communities would prefer. Ipswich City 

Council planners who have engaged with the Jagera communities noted that ongoing 

relationships and dialogue are important, even if this is the only thing that is possible. This 

was particularly clear in the Ipswich-ILUA process, which one  planner described as: 

very much a framework….if you pick it up and read it…you’ll find that some of the 

appendixes are very prescriptive about the process to go through for cultural heritage clearance 

and all that…but if you think broader and think deeper about the document, it is very much 

a relationships based document that puts a framework in place for ongoing dialogue and ongoing 

implementations. (NA6). 

It is clear also that local council politicians (as well as planners) play a key role in directing 

ongoing dialogues. In the Ipswich City Council case, the Deputy Mayor Victor Attwood was 
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passionate about developing relationships with the Traditional Owners and continuing to 

help acknowledge Aboriginal communities’ rights to Country. However, local politics can also 

have detrimental effects. For example, subsequent to the 2012 election of a new mayor and 

council, the Redland City Council embarked on a campaign to reduce bureaucratic ‘red tape’ 

and ‘unnecessary’ policy, which led to a reduction of policy focused on engaging with 

Aboriginal communities and their knowledge. Aboriginal values to Country were not on their 

agenda. As such, initiatives to engage and reach out to consider Aboriginal values in planning 

at the local council level are largely determined by the councillors and mayors who decide 

what the planning agenda should be.  

The appreciation of Aboriginal values to Country in statutory planning is highly dependent 

upon the political elite’s perception of what are the important values to include in 

government planning negotiations. Stability is further hindered when planners’ skills and 

knowledge of conducting engagement with Aboriginal communities is considered no longer 

valuable or important for new planning decisions and agendas. In some circumstances, 

relationships and understandings were deliberately severed by the neoliberal political 

philosophy so that any knowledge and appreciation that may have been built would be 

quickly extinguished. One Traditional Owner described this as ‘ their game…the governments 

game’ (AQ3). The impacts of political elite ideals on planning is thus far ranging, from the 

changing formal recognition of Aboriginal values in statutory planning policy, right down to 

the personal relationships and job certainty of planning professionals.  

This research found that an adequate consideration of Aboriginal values in planning systems 

was impacted severely by a change of political elite philosophies. This shows that political 

philosophies can either promote interesting, innovative and productive relationships 

between planners and communities or completely change the planning agenda, which entails 

breaking previous relationships and losing skills and personnel. 

9.3 Engaging with knowledge 

Due to the inconsistency of appreciation by political governments to consider Aboriginal 

values to Country, there are a number of openings and closures implemented by planning to 

either consider these values or not. During the non-neoliberal era, under the formal 

recognition of Aboriginal landscape values in the SEQRP, technical landscape strategic 

concepts to engage with Aboriginal communities were developed. In the neoliberal era, 

however, no formal recognition for Aboriginal values was provided and no attempts were 
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made to engage or communicate with the Quandamooka People about their values to 

Country. This was reinforced by an interviewee who experienced this first hand:  

We found it really difficult having a dialogue with the planning people, they're doing the land 

use planning because they don't understand that it's a whole range of things on the land.  They 

sort of think  if you want to freehold land you must want to put houses or units or some tourism 

thing…and we're like actually we want to do an outdoor wedding area or we want to have a 

keeping place or we want to have an open reserve with microphones so the tourists can walk 

along the reserve and listen to the whales and appreciate the splendour and size of a whale in 

an artistic way with a – you know – and so there's all these – they're uses, they're planning 

uses. (NA1) 

In summary, the way in which dialogues are initiated and understood during policy 

negotiations is also impacted by the political agendas that planners are under pressure to 

meet. Other influences on how Aboriginal values were considered in planning included the 

role of Aboriginal knowledge, the planning mechanisms applied, and the expanse of 

planning’s skills and knowledge. 

9.3.1 The role of Aboriginal knowledge 

Deliberative tools and mechanisms can be applied to incorporate Indigenous knowledge and 

values to Country, and to develop objectives that consider multiple values and interests to 

place. Non-neoliberal agendas underpinned by the desire to consider people’s values and 

knowledge to influence state level planning policy allowed government planners to initiate 

community engagement actions with Aboriginal communities. This was to begin 

understanding and develop skills to cater for their unique characteristics and distinctive 

qualities that might contribute to the value-led framework (Low Choy et al., 2010). Under 

the neoliberal planning agenda, no direct engagement processes were initiated because of the 

dominance of market interests. However, planning cannot protect Aboriginal People’s values 

in a perceived broad and globalised public interest (Massey, 1993) where there is no place for 

Aboriginal knowledge within planning negotiations. One of the key planning issues is thus 

how planning can create ongoing recognition of Aboriginal knowledge that can persist even 

within political philosophies that do not value its contribution.  

The role of Aboriginal knowledge to make planning decisions is one of the most important 

principles advocated by the Aboriginal communities. This was most evident in the 

development of the Quandamooka People’s Quandamooka Strategic Plan 2014 that sought to 

cater for the whole communities’ vision and aspirations. The employment of engagement 

processes that also specifically reached out to Elders, youth and women within those 
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communities had popular appeal because it could take into account the unique and diverse 

knowledge and experiences across and within the communities. The principles of respect 

and reciprocity are crucial to ‘expressing and deliberating upon disparate views, to consensus 

making, and to sharing efforts’ within actions and communal decision-making (Altamirano-

Jiménez, 2013, p. 47). This is certainly evident in the Quandamooka Strategic Plan 2014. 

9.3.2 The role of planning mechanisms 

Like the role of Aboriginal knowledge, the planning mechanisms applied by government 

planners were impacted by political elite values. The regional planning process applied new 

statutory planning tools and instruments at the ‘landscape-scale’ (Selman, 2006), which 

provided opportunities for the use of deliberative and collaborative engagement concepts. 

These concepts were used to express Aboriginal values specifically in ways that had never 

been attempted before in planning practice. However, no appreciation of these concepts that 

are based on the recognition of people’s values expressed as the public interest can succeed 

if Howitt and Suchet-Pearson’s (2006) advice regarding the ‘Eurocentric ontology’ is not 

heeded. 

Planning mechanisms, although easily moulded to suit the polit ical context by planners, were 

also applied by Aboriginal communities to help address their own planning aspirations. For 

example, it was evident throughout the period under study that both Aboriginal communities 

were learning how to articulate their values for planning purposes, particularly by developing 

robust decision-making frameworks based on their distinct customary knowledge and law. 

The Quandamooka communities had worked together to discuss what community decision-

making frameworks were best to negotiate and make decisions with government planners. 

The  legitimacy of the decision-making processes is thus crucial, and the need to be 

accountable to the Elders and the broader communities was built into their processes, 

because it is ‘a responsibility for the Quandamooka Peoples and  Country’ (AQ1). Elders were 

particularly important because they are the knowledge carriers of the communities’ 

customary laws to Country. 

The research has also revealed multiple suggestions for how Country can be incorporated in 

planning tools, for example, through the cultural heritage management plan, and through a 

local planning scheme’s overlay zone. Here, protecting Country in planning is required for 

Traditional Owner’s ‘peace-of-mind’ as one commented: ‘It's ingrained in us. And because we can 

see it and we can see the job that is being done and how much better it could be done and it is for everyone’s 

benefit’ (AQ1). This finding supports earlier work in the scholarly literature on the health and 

wellbeing of Indigenous Peoples (Altman, 2003). 
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9.3.3 The role of human-scale factors 

Finally, a number of human-scale factors were identified by this research to be impacted by 

political philosophies and ideals. Planners themselves took the position of either being 

promoters or antagonists during negotiations over the recognition of Aboriginal values to 

Country. This difference of behaviour was particularly visible at the state government level 

and not so much at the local government level. 

Personal-scale factors were not only limited to government planners, but also to councillors 

and Aboriginal communities themselves. Local councillors, such as Victor Attwood, 

suggested that their personal connection was key to their input into planning for Aboriginal 

values: 

As a migrant to Australia, I’ve always found the Indigenous people fascinating and their 

connection to Country. As an Ipswich resident since 1967 I was appalled by the rise of 

Hansonism [Pauline Hanson, a politician well known for her racist views] in Ipswich 

and what that woman did. So when I ended up getting elected to  the council I wanted 

to do a bit to influence it. When Craig came and he spoke to the councillors about doing 

an Indigenous Land Use Agreement, I immediately saw the potential for what it would 

do to redress some of the issues and the wrongs of the past in regards to allowing people 

to connect back to their Country (Victor Attwood, Deputy Mayor, Ipswich City 

Council, personal communication, 2014). 

Within the communities there were also key individuals who were experienced and always 

involved in planning negotiations. It was particularly obvious within both communities that 

these key individuals were few in number and were heavily involved in whatever planning 

engagement initiative was underway. During the interviews with Traditional Owners, if any 

questions could not be answered, the researcher was usually referred to talk to those key 

individuals. 

9.4 Maintaining core planning responsibilities 

The previous sections have outlined the key aspects of how different appreciation by the 

political philosophies underpinning planning influence their consideration of Aboriginal -

Country values. It demonstrates that currently, planning is unable to consistently and formally 

recognise these values because its own policy and actions are being used to suit the ever-

changing values of the political elite. During the neoliberal era, there was an obvious 

increasing politicisation and problematisation of planning as a constraint, rather than an 

enabler, of economic growth and prosperity. Ongoing relationships and knowledge were 

thus deliberately disrupted, undermining progress in building a more stable place for 

Aboriginal values in planning systems This raises the question:  had  the  political  elite’s  
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appreciation  of  planning  been  different,  would  these relationships, dialogues, and 

sharing of knowledge to consider Aboriginal values to Country been allowed to continue and 

mature? 

It is clear that a consistency of political appreciation for Aboriginal values in planning is one 

way to help develop the resources and knowledge required to address these values. However, 

the neoliberal concerns of whether planning is an inhibitor to growth needs to be addressed 

and highlighted, particularly if this is the reason why land-use planning policy is not 

considered as a legitimate mechanism to meet government priorities. Other scholars also 

highlight the need to question the uncritical assumption that planning is a constraint to 

growth (Gurran, Austin, & Whitehead, 2014). Indeed, ever since the 1980s the dominant 

bipartisan reform agenda has been to manage an environment in which ‘the economy can 

operate efficiently with minimal interferences with commercial decision-making’ 

(Queensland Government, 1992, p.2). Perhaps highlighting the economic benefits that could 

be gained by considering Aboriginal values to Country in planning might need to be done to 

achieve appreciation of these values. 

Under the above circumstances, bipartisan support to consider Aboriginal values to Country 

consistently in planning processes may then be a possibility. The provision of bipartisan 

support would be the first step to work towards the appreciation of Aboriginal values in 

planning because it would allow for acknowledgement to be consistent across political 

change. It could also help Aboriginal communities to show how planning with their 

knowledge could benefit the state government. 

Policy processes that have bipartisan support in Queensland generally have had encouraging 

outcomes. Endorsement for the regional planning process by the Coalition Government in 

1995 secured political support that was bipartisan. It was said that this bipartisan position 

‘broadened and consolidated support for the non-statutory regional plan and its policies’ 

(Abbot, 2012, p. 27). Of particular significance to this research is the fact that the local 

government had been suspicious of regional planning but 

after five years of working in partnership with the state, local governments in SEQ had 

become strong supporters of the process and its policy outcomes. Local government 

had been able to advocate and provide leadership to a new state government about the 

benefits of the collaborative approach to regional planning. (Abbott, 2012, p. 27). 

However as this research showed, following the LNP Government election in 2012, there 

was an opportunity missed to ‘revise planning to improve its ability to shape urban 

sustainability’ (Steele & Dodson, 2014, p. 149). Rather, top-down decision-making rhetoric 
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of planning reform is preventing the core responsibilities and desired outcomes of planning 

from being pursued. As a result, ‘vigorous’ democratic debate ‘throughout the broader polity’ 

is also required to adequately consider Aboriginal values to Country (Steele & Dodson 2014, 

p. 149). 

9.5 Facilitating ongoing recognition in planning 

Given the range of factors influencing land-use planning systems’ inability to consistently 

consider Aboriginal values to Country, the following discussion considers how planning might 

continue and build the potential to effectively recognise Aboriginal values to Country. This 

includes the need to find ways to not only influence but also underpin the Landscape Values-

at-play Model’s planning form, and move engagement with Aboriginal communities to a 

more stable and permanent process and away from top-down centralised rhetoric (Steele & 

Dodson, 2014). 

Legislating engagement with Aboriginal communities will help to ensure that Aboriginal 

people themselves will be included to protect their values in decision-making. It is an 

important point to highlight that these values cannot be met through any other alternative  – 

such as through neoliberal or market interests and systems. Therefore, the need to consider 

Aboriginal values by directly engaging with Aboriginal communities in land-use decision-

making needs to be de-politicised and made a permanent and formally recognised value to be 

considered in planning actions. This might be one way that planning can achieve far more 

consistent planning policy and engagement. If Aboriginal communities were to be a 

permanent priority that state-level land-use planning must consider, the resulting greater 

political stability in planning could perhaps enable the beginning of real dialogues for 

territorial recognition (Porter & Barry, 2013). This would particularly assist in countering the 

destruction of Quandamooka and Jagera Country that is currently occurring through rapid 

urbanisation in the South East Queensland region. 

The determination of native title at the Federal Court level provided Traditional Owners the 

standing to negotiate their legally recognised rights with the Queensland State Government. 

Ergo, the state neoliberal government had to legally recognise and negotiate with the 

Quandamooka communities. To have native title determined, however, is a long and 

exhausting process, and it can be very difficult to achieve. It is a particularly contentious and 

almost impossible process for urban communities who have been heavily impacted by 

colonial settlement. However, native title does provide an example of how the core of 

planning actions are kept open and maintained to consider Aboriginal values to Country 
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during the neoliberal planning regime. Bipartisan approach to  legislate  engagement  with  

Aboriginal  communities to consider their  values to Country thus goes beyond the native title 

limitations, which are based on the need for Aboriginal communities to prove ongoing 

connections to Country. 

Importantly this suggestion is one way for planning to recognise the customary law that 

Aboriginal Peoples have to Country. To adequately consider Aboriginal values and rights to 

Country is not only a matter of recognising the territorial rights but also the political rights in 

the core planning’s actions: 

Recognition of territorial rights without political rights undermine the transformative 

possibilities for planning systems with Indigenous peoples. Territorial rights cannot be 

implemented in a progressive way without political rights, because the substance of 

those territorial rights cannot be self-determined by the Indigenous nation. Instead they 

tend to be co-opted into a planning system, so that Indigenous voices become one of 

the many other ‘stakeholder interests’ for Western government systems to manage. 

Where political rights and Indigenous governance systems are recognized, there is much 

greater potential for Indigenous nations to give full expression of their territorial rights 

and title. (Porter & Barry, 2013, p. 7) 

When the acknowledgement as advocated by Barry and Porter (2013) above is achieved then 

effective dialogue can start. Bipartisan support that is legislated is one way for such dialogue 

to begin. The contribution that these values make to land-use planning decisions will thus 

no longer be in question. This confirms what scholars such as Carter (2013) advocate as 

being crucial to make a platform where dialogue can actually occur. Subsequently, 

government planners must adopt then a core responsibility in their practices to consider 

Aboriginal communities in decision-making. With legislated bipartisan support, the core can 

be maintained by more effective engagement actions and negotiations. This can be done in 

the following ways, which are discussed in more detail below: 

 Robust engagement frameworks that go beyond dependency on the individuals;  

 Planners committed to the cause of Aboriginal Peoples; 

 Aboriginal empowerment and capacity. 

If ongoing dialogue is commenced, the building of skills and knowledge will begin. Skills 

such as engaging with Aboriginal communities can provide for long-term commitment and 

trust. This is critical for effective Indigenous engagements (Cole-Hawthorne, Jones & Low 

Choy, 2016). Thus considering these skills as vital for planners working with Aboriginal 

communities can help to prioritise the consistency of engagement that is not dependent upon 

individuals, which was the case seen in this research. It was clear from the case studies that 
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the changeover of government planners and the subsequent loss of knowledge and skills was 

a significant impact and setback. This disrupted relationships and impeded knowledge 

sharing. 

With legislated bipartisan support, the consistency of relationships and skills can help to build 

robust engagement frameworks that enable Aboriginal communities to be involved in 

planning decisions. This supports the literature that calls for co-production and shared 

learning whereby Aboriginal citizens and planners are ‘working as partners across a spectrum 

of activity – from diagnosis and analysis of issues through to tactical and strategic 

considerations in pursuit of jointly devised outcomes (Holmes, 2011, p. 21). 

However, effective cross-cultural work would require planners to have certain perspectives 

on community-based planning and perhaps even certain individual attributes regarding their 

own beliefs about engagement and Aboriginal participation in the planning system. It is a 

moral and ethical consideration to employ individuals who have a professional philosophy 

that is aligned to social equity issues. As previously noted, personal attributes and experience 

are key to building trust and working effectively with Aboriginal communities. Indeed, the 

methodology this research adopted included paying particular attention to history and 

context, acknowledging Country and reading into the complexities of working ethically and 

meaningfully with Aboriginal communities. This was essential to the conduct of effective 

research. However, due diligence and the aspiration to work with Aboriginal communities in 

a just and professional way might require more than a set of protocols. In this case, it requires 

the development of interpersonal relationships, the building of trust, and ability to 

accommodate commitment to address these issues in the long term. This suggests such work 

could require a person with these attributes to successfully undertake this form of planning. 

Some suggest that those who can acknowledge  their position of privilege can help achieve 

this (Porter, 2004; Williamson & Dalal, 2007). Universities can also play a role in the 

education of future planners. In reviewing the role of planning education, especially with 

regard to Aboriginal engagement, Jones et al. (2015) suggest that Aboriginal communities 

and knowledge could play a role in developing planners with such attributes.  

This could subsequently help develop the capacity of Aboriginal communities who are now 

learning about planning negotiations and processes. Additionally, the ability of Aboriginal 

communities to be able to highlight the political influences that underpin and impact 

recognition could mean that Aboriginal communities themselves could ‘make’ alternative 

ways that their values can be appreciated adequately. Their knowledge and alternative views 

may help develop consciousness of the ‘ecological ontology’ (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 
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2006) and show how planning’s actions, practices and policy perpetuate the views and desires 

of the political elite. In short, appreciating people and the knowledge that they provide is a 

starting point towards achieving true, shared understandings that can influence future 

decisions (Morgan & Cole-Hawthorne, 2016). 

As a result, this could in itself serve to improve the capacities of the Quandamooka People 

to influence the consideration of their values in Western planning processes. This is seen in 

the case study where the build-up of skills and experience that Quandamooka had, allowed 

the Quandamooka People to know what to ask for and obtain expert advice from planners 

that they had previously built relationships with, especially during native title planning 

negotiations with the state government. As a result, legislated bipartisan support that makes 

permanent planning action to consider Aboriginal values to Country and which is also 

maintained by robust engagement frameworks and committed planners, can help to 

empower Aboriginal communities and planning’s ability to protect  Country. 

9.6 Summary 

Whether in policy development or land-use planning, the challenges of how to recognise 

Aboriginal values in uncertain political contexts demands attention, particularly if this is 

impacting planning systems to the extent that Aboriginal values are no longer recognised or 

acknowledged in the core of planning practice. How this might best be solved is through 

permanently and formally recognising and acknowledging planning’s responsibilities to 

address Aboriginal values to Country at the state-level by legislated bipartisan support. This is 

so that Aboriginal People have a stable platform for negotiation and involvement in planning 

decisions. This needs to be accomplished while simultaneously increasing the capacity for 

Aboriginal communities to engage, and increasing the number of government planners with 

the necessary skills and knowledge for working with Aboriginal communities.  

It is through being aware that Aboriginal Peoples’ values have an ongoing place in planning’s 

core actions that new solutions and recommendations can start to be formulated. Western 

planning must ‘assume the global contribution [that] Indigenous understandings can make 

to reconstituting our broader, deracinated, or cosmopolitan sense of sociability’ (Carter, 

2013, p. 3). From this starting point, planning assumes that dialogue with Aboriginal values 

in planning systems must be a central core responsibility. This confirms the ‘situated 

availability’ that Rose (1999) advocates for whereby ‘openness’ can help enable multiple 

knowledge and contextualisation. By doing so, land-use planning can perhaps acknowledge 
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the unique knowledge and values that Indigenous Peoples can bring (Jacobs & Mulvihill, 

1995). 

Perhaps only then will change be achieved, and innovative approaches and changes 

developed to not only express one worldview but perhaps multiple worldviews (Castree, 

2015). New skills and knowledge can be developed to critically think ‘together’ and 

collaborate, negotiate and listen to Country. 

What this research reveals is the need to keep the protection of people’s values a central 

responsibility of planning, even within neoliberal political contexts, because not doing so will 

result in the failure to protect Indigenous Peoples’ values to place, and perhaps non-

Aboriginal values as well. 

Planning as a process is heavily impacted by the political values of the elite. However, as long 

as its central responsibility to consider people’s values and knowledge in statutory strategic 

planning is maintained, then the achievement of effective planning is still a possibility. 

However, the skills of planners are fundamental to protecting people’s values in political 

planning systems. This in itself can improve negotiations and relationships and has the 

potential for greater Aboriginal community empowerment that allows for their responsibility 

to Country to be exercised. Combining this with adequate resources and capacity-building 

within Aboriginal communities gives them the power to allow for their values to become 

appreciated and to bring them to the centre of the process. Failing to do so will ensure 

planning remains an overtly suppressive activity that allows for little Aboriginal influence. It 

is for this reason that governments should legislate the central values in statutory planning 

and bring together conflict resolution within this space to provide meaningful dialogue so 

that planners have the encouragement and ability to work within that space.  
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CHAPTER 10  
CONCLUSION 

10.1 Introduction 

The political philosophies that are impacting upon Australian statutory land-use planning are 

inconsistent. This research has shown in the case studies presented that it is the political 

elite’s ideals that determine the key planning activities and these in turn impact upon the 

consideration of Aboriginal Peoples’ values to Country in Australia. As a result, planning 

systems and their policies are unable to consistently address Aboriginal Peoples’ values to 

place, particularly through their direct engagement with Aboriginal Peoples. Therefore, 

having some control over the planning landscape and associated activities can influence how 

Aboriginal Peoples’ values can be considered in land-use planning to guide decision-making. 

As Carter (2013) suggests, the question of whether or not Aboriginal Peoples contribute to 

the Australian landscape is not a valid one. Therefore, to ensure quality recognition of 

Aboriginal values to Country, Aboriginal knowledge must have a platform already present to 

incorporate their values into land-use planning systems. However, the way that current 

Western planning systems are shaped by different political ideals of what planning is , and 

what it should be, means that Aboriginal values do not have this permanent platform and 

are not a consistent planning value. As a result, land-use planning is not always able to directly 

engage with Aboriginal communities to consider their values and responsibilities to Country. 

This chapter reflects on the research process employed in this research, outlines key findings 

and raises areas for further investigation. 

10.2 Key findings and contribution 

The aim of this research was to determine what happened when Indigenous Peoples’ values 

to place were considered in planning systems that are underpinned by political values and 

structures. This research sought to understand how the perpetuation of political values 

impacted upon such decision-making processes, actions and outcomes. 

This was achieved by asking the following three questions:  

1. What occurs when land-use planning policy processes considers Aboriginal values to 

Country? 

2. In what ways are Aboriginal values to Country valued in such planning policy processes? 
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3. What could be improved in decision-making to achieve recognition of Aboriginal values 

to Country? 

10.2.1 RQ 1: What occurs in land-use planning policy and practice? 

Chapter 1 introduced the idea that statutory land-use planning is impacted by political 

structures and their underpinning values and powerful mechanisms. In particular, it noted 

how these philosophies varied in their appreciation of people’s values ; in particular, 

Australian Aboriginal Peoples’ values for planning and land/sea management activities that 

are integral to their Country. Chapter 2 outlined the methodology designed to explore how 

these political structures might impact planning systems that are attempting to consider 

people’s interests and values. This methodology was based on an interpretive policy analysis 

approach to identify key meanings and values that were underpinning planning policy and 

negotiations. Interviews and document analysis and participant observation were the 

principal data sources used to explore how planning was addressing the two case studies’ 

(Quandamooka and the Jagera Peoples) values to Country. 

Chapter 3 found that planning is shaped by multiple philosophies to place and subsequently 

differs in how it considers people’s interests and the public interest. This chapter, using a 

socio-historical analysis, considered how planning systems are influenced by multiple 

political agendas that consider people’s values differently.  

Land-use planning systems, which are influenced by political and powerful discourses, 

highlight a need for deeper and more critically considered solutions (Porter 2006). Some 

scholars focus on the need for professional planners to resist the political challenges that 

planning systems are faced by (Sandercock, 1998) Collectively these works are compelling 

arguments to move away from the technical unpolitical notions of planning practice to more 

fluid understandings of value and political perceptions that are shaping planning policy. 

However, a critique of this work noted that it tends to concentrate upon the need to consider 

people’s values without considering the influence of the political context itself on planning’s 

ability to consider people’s values. This research places the political structures and ideologies 

right at the forefront of the analysis. By failing to do so, recommendations for more effective 

planning would not be specific to the precise planning issues and challenges that are 

attempting to consider Aboriginal people’s values.  

Porter’s (2006a, 2010) research has added considerable insight into how planning scholars 

need to focus more on the value of the political context and ideals to understand and improve 

their consideration of Aboriginal Peoples’ values in planning practice. Her analysis of 
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decision-making, however, has yet to focus its gaze on the political context and its  

subsequent structures and how these specifically impact upon planning’s ability to express 

Aboriginal values to Country. This thesis contributes to this discourse by focusing on the 

political values underpinning the dominant political context and how they impact and shape 

planning actions to Aboriginal values to Country. 

Chapter 4 examined how political elite attitudes and values impact planners ’ actions and 

planning policy where they are attempting to consider Aboriginal values to place. Pottieger 

and Purinton’s (1998) conception of ‘Landscape Narratives’ provides a useful framework for 

exploring and articulating the elements of how powerful values are perpetuated in planning 

policy and their influences on planning practice and policy. The consideration of Aboriginal 

values in planning, as being dependent on what the political dominant context ‘valued’, was 

instrumental in theorising the three elements of how planning considers Aboriginal values in 

its actions and policy outcomes. This helped to position and explain why Aboriginal values 

have such diverse experiences in Australia’s state-based planning systems. 

10.2.2 RQ2: How are Indigenous values considered? 

Chapters 5 introduced the case study communities, the Quandamooka and Jagera 

communities of South East Queensland, and Chapter 6 provided a detailed overview of the 

planning processes that these communities have been involved in. The latter chapter, and 

the following analysis chapters, built upon data obtained from interviews with Aboriginal 

community representatives and government land-use planners and consultant planners 

together with an analysis of key texts and findings from the participant observations and 

action research. 

The development of the Queensland regional planning process and various Indigenous Land 

Use Agreement (ILUA) planning over the last twenty years has meant that both the Jagera 

and Quandamooka communities have had considerable experience in dealing with Western 

planning practices. This is unusual considering the fact that urban and regional planning 

policy is only beginning to grapple with Indigenous values to place. The case studies 

demonstrated that approaches to considering Aboriginal connections to Country also covered 

a change of non-neoliberal to neoliberal political philosophies. 

The case studies also illustrated a deliberate effort by both Aboriginal communities to be 

involved in Western planning processes across both the neoliberal and non-neoliberal 

political eras in Queensland that influenced planning practice and actions. It showed, 

however, that Aboriginal community involvement was only possible in the non-neoliberal 
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political era because it consciously sought to consider Aboriginal Peoples’ knowledge as 

being key to integrating planning policy and decision-making.  Other political eras in 

Queensland, such as those underpinned by neoliberal planning frameworks, completely 

closed off any possibilities for planning to engage with Aboriginal Peoples ’ knowledge. This 

was even despite Quandamooka People’s rights being legally recognised by the Federal 

Court. 

Thus, when considering political values that underpin Western planning, it is important to 

ask what types of planning processes are appreciated in these political structures. Chapter 6 

examined this aspect in more detail and ascertained that there were key differences between 

the non-neoliberal and neoliberal philosophies in how Aboriginal values to Country were 

considered in planning actions and decision-making. To a reasonable extent, this research 

analysed and concluded that when the political context allows, planning can develop 

innovative ways to consider Aboriginal connections to place. However, when this is not 

allowed, this can result in little to no planning action to engage with Aboriginal Peoples’ 

values and aspirations. 

This research did not focus on the characteristics of Aboriginal values to place that were 

being expressed. Rather it focused on the influence and shape of the land-use planning 

processes that were expressing Aboriginal values. This thesis took the position that far more 

insightful recommendations for land-use planning practice can be made by considering the 

specific influences underpinning planning negotiations that respect Aboriginal values to 

land/sea and thus their Country. 

State-based planning in Australia is shaped by different political agendas. Some processes are 

underpinned by planning agendas to manage growth and consider people’s values to shape 

sustainable visions and aspirations. Neoliberal positions, on the other hand, are generally 

unwilling to consider planning, let alone people’s values to place. The key  challenge is for 

planning systems and decision-making, particularly those that are centralised and 

characterised by top-down decision-making, to be able to retain their  responsibilities to 

consider Aboriginal values to place. 

Planning negotiations that are deemed appropriate in a non-neoliberal philosophy are thus 

not necessarily going to be appropriate in a neoliberal political context. Yet planning 

processes are increasingly legally and procedurally expected to recognise Australian 

Aboriginal values (especially considering Aboriginal land rights) across both these political 

contexts. This research also considered the implications of land-use planning under the 
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expectations to consider Aboriginal values to Country in political contexts that are not 

supportive. 

Similar to Chapter 3, it was observed that in the case studies statutory land-use planning 

considered Aboriginal values to Country  differently in Queensland.  It is clear that planning 

strategies and mechanisms are used either to promote or restrict the consideration of 

Aboriginal interests in planning agendas. 

Chapter 7 identified how political values impact planning outcomes. The analysis showed 

that planning policy considering Aboriginal values to Country is not consistently incorporated 

in planning processes within and between the two main political eras (non-neoliberal and 

neoliberal) in Queensland. The chapter argued that this was based on government planners’ 

ability to be able to resist (or not) dominant political philosophies. This contentious 

relationship, what Steele (2009) calls the ‘hybrid space’, has practical implications for 

planning that are firmly rooted in ideas of what planners can realistically achieve. 

Chapter 8 builds on this analysis. The chapter considered why different political ideals either 

inflame innovative policy or provoke more challenges for planning to consider Aboriginal 

Peoples’ values to Country. It specifically focused upon top-down decision-making and its 

influence on the consideration of Aboriginal values to Country in planning actions and 

deliberations. It highlighted that Aboriginal values to Country are not equally expressed or 

appreciated across different philosophies and this was visually demonstrated in the Narrative 

Model (see Figure 8.1). 

10.2.3 RQ3: What could planning improve? 

There are clearly different perceptions of how to consider people’s values in land-use 

planning. In Yanow’s interpretive policy analysis, it is about bringing a ‘way to think … across 

various approaches to science and a conceptual vocabulary for naming and talking about 

those differences’ (Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012, p. 139). Rather than focusing on the 

negative aspects of planning’s relationship and meeting with Aboriginal understandings and 

ontologies, this research sought to consider how planning could better recognise and 

incorporate Aboriginal values to Country, thereby offering a contribution in the ways to see 

how land-use planning might overcome these challenges. 

The complexity of the opportunities and challenges that land-use planners and Aboriginal 

communities alike face in day-to-day practice, however, makes it difficult to find ways for 

planning to work with inconsistent political philosophies and contexts. It is the argument of 
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this research that if planning can know and understand its powerful influences, and can make 

explicit how these values might shape its practices, this could help meet more just and 

effective outcomes. Planning practitioners need to also recognise the impact of political 

values in their practices towards addressing Aboriginal (and other non-Aboriginal) 

connections to Country. 

This research selected two geographically close case studies in south-east Queensland 

because both were involved in multiple planning processes: one with native title and the 

other without. The Quandamooka Native Title determination seemed at first glance an 

advantage for the Quandamooka People and a justification as to why both these communities 

were picked so that contrasts could be made with the Jagera community. However, analysis 

revealed that the appreciation of Aboriginal values by the surrounding political philosophies 

underpinning the two different political (Bligh/Newman) eras (see Figure 8.1) during the 

course of the research was the same for both communities and how their values were 

considered by the planning system. By doing so, this research became a narrative of how 

political philosophies might impact and shape planning practice to consider Aboriginal values 

to Country, regardless of whether they have native title or not. 

Further, this research project in itself has inspired change in the researcher’s own 

perspectives and thinking. At the commencement of this research, the researcher held the 

view that land-use planners were unnecessarily difficult and unwilling to adequately consider 

Aboriginal values to Country. However, considering the data and what was discovered during 

the course of data analysis and synthesis, the research moved to a discovery that planners 

were being limited by far larger and far more controlling forces. The ignorance of these 

powerful ideals and objectives was not a choice that this research could make. Rather, this 

became central to the thesis and has resulted in considerations that could allow planning to 

make real change. 

This thesis has presented and argued for a deeper understanding of what is occurring when 

land-use planning practice is attempting to consider Aboriginal values. It aimed to show that 

the negative views of Western planning will not do much good, particularly considering the 

challenges that Aboriginal communities are facing. Instead, by seeking to understand how 

Western planning perpetuates powerful values, this can allow research to see its ‘shape’ and 

be in a better position to explore and find new solutions. In doing so, it supports other 

research that argues that planning should consider its core. This is also similar to Carter’s 

(2013) arguments that equality and justice can be addressed from the centre out with ongoing 

dialogues. Such an approach fosters a dialogue that considers society’s lack of appreciation 
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of some values and the appreciation of others will be able to highlight the reality of 

entrenched social norms and assumptions in Western planning tools and practices. Planning 

is cultural and thus demands greater critical reflection of politics and culture by practitioners 

and policy-makers alike. 

10.3 Future steps 

Despite the benefits of these suggestions, there remain significant limitations to truly 

embracing a multi-valued approach underpinning planning systems. Legislated bipartisan 

support encourages the centralisation of Indigenous knowledge to maintain planning’s  

responsibility for Aboriginal knowledge and their Peoples’ obligation to care for their Country. 

However the localised knowledge of Indigenous Peoples’ values to place demonstrates how 

challenging it can be for planning to strengthen more effective and meaningful engagements.  

This is particularly evident where the sharing of knowledge and context is dependent upon 

collaboration and deliberative co-learning that is based on specific place connections. These 

issues of complexity make explicit the need for local and community-based approaches in 

the consideration of Aboriginal values in land-use planning. Once the legislative bipartisan 

approach has been implemented, and there is a clear ethical and moral responsibility for 

government planners to consider these values, there is a need to think how this might be 

effectively implemented. What would a multi-valued narrative of planning look like? How 

would a multi-valued narrative of the Narrative Model reframe, for example, the issues of 

climate change, growth and landscape management? How would Indigenous communities 

be involved and have the ability to be involved in these activities? Future research steps could 

involve working further with Indigenous communities to reconsider their involvement as 

being a key player and thus permit them to articulate their aims and understandings from this 

position. The role of state government land-use planners, as having a moral and ethical 

commitment to care is another important consideration for future research projects. How 

this might relate to effectively working with Aboriginal communities has had little focus to 

date. 

10.4 Final reflections 

The clear challenges that Australian Aboriginal Peoples face in Western planning processes 

highlighted to the researcher, as an outsider, Australia’s ambiguity in having to ‘deal with’ 

the challenges of justice and equality. As a consequence, while this research focused on the 

people-place value of Aboriginal values to Country, its findings could have a broader 
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application in beginning to understand how political philosophies impact upon planning’s 

responsibilities in seeking to address their broader desires of justice and equality.  

It requires what Rose calls an acknowledgement of ‘the brokenness of our inter-subjectivities, 

and to recuperate connection without fetishizing or appropriating Indigenous people and 

their culture of connection’ to be willing to consider Aboriginal values (1999, p. 182). 

Australian land-use planning is not there yet because it cannot consider Aboriginal values as 

an action for planning decision-making and practice. It will require planning to be able to 

lead new dialogues and shared recognition. This can be through ongoing recognition of 

Aboriginal values. But more than this, it is the conveying that Indigenous communities’ 

responsibilities to Country is a responsibility of planning. It is an obligation to care, and from 

an Aboriginal perspective to engage in Country respect. For Australian land-use planning 

systems to be more effective and just they need to aspire to best practice planning and 

therefore the responsibility clearly rests with the planning profession as a whole to facilitate 

and achieve this outcome. 
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APPENDIX 1 

The following is the information sheet supplied to participants for this research.  

 





 

 
 

INFORMATION SHEET 
 

 

This information sheet provides an introduction of myself, as the student researcher, and the 

project ‘Addressing Aboriginal People’s connection to Country in statutory land-use planning’ 

undertaken as part of a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) degree. The Principal supervisor is Professor 

Darryl Low Choy and we are both with Griffith University. This project has links to the research 

Darryl conducted previously on ‘Incorporating Indigenous landscape values within regional 

planning processes’ however its distinguishing feature is its purpose of being an individual 

academic pursuit, with the desire to meet the needs of Aboriginal communities interacting with 

the statutory land-use planning system. 

 
Interested participants should read this information carefully as it details my responsibilities as a 

researcher, and your rights as a participant throughout the project.  

 

About myself and the project 

As the student researcher, I have chosen to undertake this project with a strong desire to  improve 

Aboriginal inequality within the statutory planning system and processes. I am originally from 

Ireland, a place which has also its own colonial context, and completed a BSc(Hons) ‘City and 

Regional Planning’ in Cardiff University, Wales. Working out in New Zealand for a period of time 

first introduced me to the planning issues of recognising Indigenous People’s right to self-

determination and on-going involvement in every-day planning decisions. When Darryl presented 

the opportunity to undertake this project, it thus had moral and ethical obligations to pursue, with 

the challenge to be critical of statutory land-use planning to reduce Aboriginal inequality and 

discrimination. 

 
The research project is primarily concerned with the protection of Aboriginal landscape values,  as 

embodied through the Aboriginal notion of ‘connection with Country’. Today statutory land- use 

planning systems and associated processes are underpinned by the Western notion of ‘sense of 

place’. What this project aims to achieve is the recognition and protection of the Aboriginal notion 

of ‘connection to Country’ within land-use planning associated with ‘sense of place’. To meet this 

aim, this project needs the knowledge and direct experiences of yourself, as the Traditional 

Owners, occupiers and inhabitants, who are, or have an interest in, interacting with the statutory 

land-use planning system to protect Country. Your knowledge and experiences will thus guide the 

recommendations for change of the statutory land-use planning system with aims to deliver direct 

benefits and reciprocity to the needs of your communities.  

 

What you will be asked to do 

If you are willing to be involved in this research, I would like to meet with you for a short interview, 

roughly an hour long, to discuss your own experiences and interactions with planning systems and 

processes especially those that operate at State and Local government levels.  

 
 
  
 

PhD Research Project: 

Addressing Aboriginal People’s connection to Country in statutory land-use planning 

 



 

This research has an objective to ensure the on-going involvement of Aboriginal participation and 

input into the remaining two years of this research project. Thus this initial interview may not 

necessarily be the only contact that you can choose to have with the research. With your consent, 

a follow up interview/discussion/meeting could be completed, especially if you wish to add further 

details to my research. However I am mindful of not wanting to take up too much time, whilst 

also ensuring your on-going participation within the research. 

 

Your confidentiality and free prior consent 

With your consent, discussions will be taped to ensure accuracy in note taking. However, the 

comments made by you will not be identifiable in the research project to ensure your anonymity. 

The reporting will only include a PhD thesis and possibly academic publications in the form of 

journal articles or conference papers. Basically, I will not pass on your knowledge beyond the 

research documents you give consent to. You are also able to withdraw from the study at any time 

without comment. 

 
Following interview and all other recordings, you will be provided with a set of notes related to 

the conversation and its content. You will be invited to submit written comment if you feel the 

need to clarify or correct any issue raised. Additionally, you can identify any information and 

knowledge that you do not want to be used for public use. I will also contact you roughly 4 weeks 

after an interview/meeting, to confirm a note if no contact from yourself has been initiated. You 

will also have a chance to read and make changes to project outputs before they  are made public. 

 

Storing of Information 

Records of the knowledge you share with the researcher will be kept safe and secure at Griffith 

University. Only I and my principal supervisor will be able to access those records, and Griffith 

University additionally requires keeping all project documents for five years after the research is 

conducted before destroying them. 

 

Intellectual Property Rights 

The information and knowledge that you bring with you (including stories, ideas, songs, names 

and places) will remain under your control. This is called Background Intellectual Property and it 

always will be owned by you, whether you choose to share it with the researchers or not. The 

information in the form of documents, journals and reports that are derived from the research will 

be however owned by Griffith University. In each document produced, any traditional knowledge 

that is shared by yourself during the research process will be fully acknowledged. 

 

Further Information and Contacts 

If interested to participate or know more about this research, please contact myself (Rachael Cole-

Hawthorne, contact details below), or QYAC who have approved this research and can with your 

permission, forward your contact details to me. If you agree for an interview, you will be contacted 

several days prior to our interview and any other scheduled discussions, to check if you have any 

queries or concerns and to confirm the meeting time, date and venue. You can contact Darryl and 

myself at any time for additional information: 



 

 

 
 
Ethics 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 

Human Research. Additionally, this research has also adopted aspects of the AIATSIS ‘Guidelines for 

Ethical Research in Australian Indigenous Studies’ (2011). If you have any concerns or complaints about 

the ethical conduct of this research project, please contact; 

 
The Manager, Research Ethics 
(07) 3735 4375 

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

 
Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research may involve the collection, access and / or use of your identified 

personal information. If this is the case, your personal information collected is confidential and 

will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or 

other regulatory authority requirements. With your consent only, a de-identified copy of this data 

may be used for other research purposes and your anonymity will be safeguarded at all times. For 

further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy- plan 

or telephone (07) 3735 4375. 
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CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEW 

 
 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will be through an interview which will be 

audio recorded and transcribed; 

 I understand that all recordings will be erased following transcription and analysis;  

 I consent to the use of direct quotes with my anonymity to be safeguarded at all times;  

 I understand that all direct quotes will not be quoted unless approved by me prior to 
publication; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team;  

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty;  

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on (07) 3735 4375 or email research- ethics@griffith.edu.au if I 
have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the  project; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 
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Signature:    

 

Date: / / 
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