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Introduction
In the months since the intervention was introdudee Director and Chairman of the
Central Land Council (CLC) have begun a ‘listeniogr’ around communities to
discuss aspects of the intervention with commumigmbers. The communities
visited to date include:

- Yuendumu meeting 3 October, 100 Aboriginal residgméesent. Second

meeting 30 October, 70 Aboriginal residents present
- Laramba meeting 11 October, 30 Aboriginal residenésent.
- Ampilatiwatja meetings 16 October, 70 Aboriginadiceents present. Second
meetings December 4-5, 80 Aboriginal residentsgmes

- Lajamanu meeting 10 October, 50 Aboriginal residgmésent.

- Titjikala meetings 6 November, 30 Aboriginal resitiepresent.
The intervention measures have also been extepslisgussed at two Central Land
Council meetings. These meetings are large scadtimgs that bring together 90
senior traditional landowners, and their familigsm across central Australia.
The CLC Executive, made up of the Chair and Degltgir of the Land Council, and
9 representatives from across central Australie fzso had detailed discussions of
the intervention on two separate occasions.
Together these consultations form the initial fesadfrom traditional landowners
and community members that informs this briefinggraThe CLC accepts that this

paper does not represent the views of all Aborigieaple in central Australia. It
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does however, provide a sample of views based@ndhsultations that the CLC has
conducted, to date. The CLC hopes that this pagginb to provide a snapshot of
voices of people from remote communities in théyemonths of the intervention.
The purpose of this paper is to provide early inptd the Australian Government’s
12 month review of the intervention measures inNfie

Overall, most Aboriginal people from remote comntigsi are supportive of steps
being taken to address child abuse in remote contiesint is for this reason that
many people participated in the initial consultasidhat led to the ‘Little Children are
Sacred’ report. They also remain broadly suppoutivefforts to increase policing in
remote communities (although many communities heteeceived additional
policing) and strongly supportive of the allocatimirmuch needed housing resources.
However, most Aboriginal people who participate@¢amsultations with the CLC
remain opposed to many other intervention measnobsding: five year leases,
changes to the permits system, welfare reform nmeasand the current changes to
the operation of the Community Development Employni®roject Scheme (CDEP).
This opposition is clear but it may be, in parteda the process followed in rolling
out the intervention.

Aboriginal people remain overwhelmingly opposedh® process followed in the roll
out of the intervention (as documented in this pageis largely stems from the lack
of consultation around the intervention, and ttok laf accurate information provided
to people around the intervention measures. Thesegs concerns have influenced
greatly people’s response to the intervention messu

The CLC is of the opinion that if the roll out dfetintervention had been handled
more appropriately, a dialogue with Aboriginal poabout how aspects of the
intervention would work in their communities wouldve been possible.
Accordingly, some of the concerns, anger and fegressed by people in this paper,

may have been greatly reduced.

The intervention

On 18 June, before the National Emergency measwgasannounced David Ross,
the Director of the CLC, called on both the North&erritory and Australian
governments to adopt a bipartisan position and dakésive steps to address the
recommendations of the Northern Territory Governtisdnquiry into the Protection

of Children from Sexual Abuse detailed in the ‘ltChildren are Sacred’ report.
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On June 21 the Australian Government announcetaf S&tional emergency’
measures designed to combat the high incidenchildf @buse in Aboriginal
communities in the Northern Territory. The Austaaligovernment stated that these
measures were designed in response to the findirtye ‘Little Children are Sacred’
report (see timeline attached- Appendix1).
The measures introduced by the Australian Governfadnnto the following areas:
- Alcohol reform.
- The abolition of the Community Development Employineroject Scheme
(CDEP).
- Blanket quarantining of welfare payments
- Further quarantining of welfare payments becaudaatf of school enrolment,
unsatisfactory school attendance or child neglect.
- Normalised housing arrangements.
- Improved access to police.
- Health checks for children.
- Bans on pornographic material in remote communities
- The placement of Australian Government Businessagars in remote
communities.
- The increased regulation of community stores.
- The removal of customary law as a consideratidsaihapplications and
sentencing determinations.
- New statutory property rights in government funteddings.
- 5year leases over 65 remote Aboriginal communitretuding many
communities located on Aboriginal land (as defineder the Aboriginal
Land Rights Act).
- Changes to the operation of the permits systeranmote communities; and
- New powers to allow the takeover of the town catopated in Alice Springs,

Darwin, Katherine and Tennant Creek.

To date, the budget for this package of measurestisiated to have reached $1.6
billion. This money is being expended without amganingful monitoring and
evaluation being built in to the intervention measuso as to determine what is

working, and what is not.

Central Land Council 3of15 19 December 2007



The rollout in central Australia
The rollout of the intervention in central Austeahas seen health check conducted in
most major communities, the placement of GovernrBeisiness Managers and an
increased police presence in some communities.
In addition, 5 year leases have been put in platled following communities:

= Ali Curung, Alpurrurulam, Amoonguna, Ampilatwatjareyonga, Atitjere,

Daguragu, Hermmansburg, Kalkukatjara, Kintore, Nigiy Papunya, Pmara
Jutunta, Santa Teresa, Titjikala, Wallace RockR®atunugurra, Yuendumu.

5 year leases will also come effect in the follegycommunities from Feburaray 18:
Canteen Creek, Engawala, Haasts Bluff, Imangaranpa, Lajamanu, Laramba, Mt

Liebig, Nturiya, Tara, Willowra, Wilora, Yuelamu

At publication the welfare reform measures, inahgdguarantining of welfare
payments, have been rolled out in the following oamities in central Australia, in
the following order:

Group 1- Mutitjulu, Imanpa, Finke, Titjikala (Incee management start date: 17
Sept).

Group 2- Hermannsburg, Areyonga, Wallace RockH&data Teresa, Tjuwumpa
(Income management start date: 17 Sept).

Group 3- Mt Leibig, Papunya, Haasts Bluff, Kintokaltukatjara (Docker River),

Kings Canyon outstations (Income management st A1 December 2007).

The Central Land Council

The Central Land Council (CLC) is a Statutory Authoestablished under the
Commonwealtiboriginal Land Rights Act (NT) 1976 (ALRA). The CLC is also a
Native Title Representative Body established unigeNative Title Act 1993. The

CLC is located in the southern portion of the NerthTerritory and covers an area of
775 963 sq km, of which, 381 792 sq km AborigiRedehold claimed under the
ALRA.

The CLC is directed by its Council, which consist®0 members who represent
traditional landowners and communities throughbet@€LC region. The CLC
represents approximately 18 000 Aboriginal peoptédent in the CLC region.
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Indigenous communities located within the CLC aeadiverse and include small
family outstations, large remote communities awdit@amps located within the

larger regional service centres of Alice Springd @annant Creek.

Process concerns
Of almost universal concern to the Aboriginal peogbnsulted, is the process by
which the intervention measures have been intratiuéeople remain extremely
concerned that there was no consultation or digmusgith Aboriginal people before
many of the measures were put in place. Aborigiealple from remote communities
have also reported concern about the speed by wicbhanges have occurred, and
the lack of information available on the interventmeasures.
Consultation with traditional landowners is reqditender the Aboriginal Land Rights
before any development can take place on Aboridaral. By contrast, the
intervention has involved short-term accommodatayrGovernment Business
Managers being placed in communities without amsatiation. Traditional
landowners in Ampilatiwatja have spoken about theck of waking up one day to
find builders erecting a building without any dission with traditional landowners
about where the building should be located, oiptiesence of sacred sites:
“They just arrived and put up a house and a fendetlaen there was a new
man there. No one talked to the community at &&gdback from CLC
Region 7, Nov 13).

Similarly, community residents in Yuendumu haveestehat a failure to consult over
the placement of Business manager accommodatiocaused significant problems.
The team of workers who installed the accommoddiiditozed a humpie that
someone was living in, and located the accommodai®xt to a sorry camp (meeting
Yuendumu Oct 30). These concerns echo the receideim in Numbulwar
community where a team of workers involved in itistg Business Manager
accommodation dug a pit toilet in an area that avdesignated, sign-posted sacred

site.

These serious siting issues demonstrate the déaplgd process that has been

followed in the roll-out of the intervention. Inlagion to the siting of accommodation
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for Business Managers, these problems could elaaitg been avoided if consultation

with traditional landowners had occurred.

While it is easy to dismiss concerns about prodesaboriginal people they are
paramount and speak of a deep disrespect. At recemnhunity meetings Aboriginal
people in Laramba and Yuendumu have said, for elamp

“The government should talk to us properly”.

“This process is a disgrace.”

“The government didn’t talk to us first. Becausehofv you [the government]

are doing things you have put us back 30 years.”

These process concerns are further exacerbateddgeramany instances the roll out
of information about the intervention has been @taste, leaving many Aboriginal
people in remote communities unaware of the defdhe intervention measures. In
some communities traditional landowners and comtgumembers have been
completely unaware that a 5 year lease had beeadlaver their community. This is
in spite of a Government Business Manager alreadyghn place in these
communities.
People have reported being uninformed about inteime measures in the
communities where the welfare reform measures Aadges to the Community
Development Employment Project Scheme (CDEP) haea made:
“The roll out happened too fast. They came and usldbout the changes but
we didn’t know what they were talking about” (Feadk from CLC Region 1,
Nov 13).

Aboriginal people consulted are calling for bettdearer information about the
details of the intervention and how it will affebem. Where information has been
given by the taskforce, or by government agertiastoften been given only to select
members of the community, and not in any greatild&aople in Laramba reported
that when the taskforce came to Laramba, a loeopfe were away (Meeting
Laramba 16 October). Aboriginal people have conmgldithat information often only
goes to the town clerk in communities, or to theraal but not to the community as a
whole (Feedback from CLC Region 8, Nov 13).
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Detailed surveying of council members from acrées@entral Land Council region
indicates that many council members do not undedstize detail of the intervention
measures. Many Aboriginal people expressed cortbatrolder people, in particular,
would not understand the changes or what was happdn Titjikala, where the
welfare quarantining has been rolled out:

“Old people are finding the paperwork really hard”.

“Some old people still haven’t got their money. Jlaee starving while that

money is building up somewhere but they can't ithdMeeting Titjikala

Nov 6).

Process concerns have affected the way that maiplgogeel about the intervention,
overall. The haste in which the roll-out of intemtien measures has occurred has also
given rise to a number of serious administrativetakies that have, in may cases,
eroded Aboriginal people’s support for the inteti@m Aboriginal people have
reported feeling “nervous” “shocked” and “frightetfi@bout the intervention:
“We don't understand the intervention, it cameada guick. The community
was blind, we didn’t know it was coming. Parliameassed it really quick.
They should have talked to leaders, they shoulé lexplained. They Minister
should have come out here. They shouldn'’t just futrough parliament”
(Feedback from CLC Region 7, Nov 13).

These concerns are related, in part, to a lacletz#iled information and effective
consultation strategy. Aboriginal people attendigC meetings overwhelmingly
requested more consultation with people on thergion communities about the
intervention measures, and better information aldnat is happening in terms of the

intervention roll out.

Government Business Managers

Where Government Business Managers (GBMSs) areaitegh many communities,
community members are often unclear about whatetpesple do. In discussions
with a large group of women in Ampilatiwatja the wen said that they had heard
that the GBM was in the town but they did not knetat he did. He had met with the
Council but none of the women consulted sit onGbencil (meeting Ampilatiwatja

Oct 16). Similarly, people in Yuendumu commentedt:th
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“Yuendumu has a Business Manager but we don’t kiiowor what he does.

He should come and face us” (meeting Yuendumu Pct 3

Business Managers seem well placed to be inforpéaple about the intervention

measures but in practice, it appears that this doesccur:

“He should be informing us about the changes bist ti@ng nothing...He’s
just driving around” (Feedback from CLC Region 2v\L3).

Five year leases
Aboriginal people consulted, including traditioteshdowners of prescribed
communities, remain strongly opposed to the placemkfive year leases across
Aboriginal communities in central Australia:
“This lease is no good. The government is takingr@nd traditional
landowners will be nothing...Government is going éothe traditional
landowner” (Feedback from CLC Region 1, Nov 13).
“We don't like the lease. We want the red linetb# map. The government
has gotta explain what it is. The government igdtiing our rights” (Meeting
Yuendumu October 3).
“We don’t support this. Why should we lose our cohtvhen they just want
to fix up the houses? They are welcome to build heuses without taking

over our land” (Feedback from CLC Region 7, Nov.13)

Moreover, Aboriginal people remain concerned thasés will not be handed back to
Aboriginal Land Trusts at the end of the five yksase period (Feedback from CLC
Regions, Nov 13). One senior women from Ampilatjeastated that:
“No one is a traditional owner any more, the goweent has taken over our
country. Five years is a long time, and what happken?” (Meeting

Ampilatiwatja Oct 16).

In addition to the clear opposition to the leaseisd put in place, traditional
landowners are also opposed to the designatedbeaselary areas. The
administrative process followed in establishingsthgeographical boundaries appears

to have been an extremely poor one. Accordinglg, hocess has resulted in the
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inclusion of infrastructure that is co-located niex& community. In many cases these
boundaries are so inappropriate that they covemnuamity dumps, cemeteries and

gravel pits.

Of utmost importance to the traditional landowrierthat most of the current lease
boundaries cover sacred sites and ‘keeping pldoesultural objects that are often
located on the edge of communities. Traditionaditamners have raised these
concerns repeatedly with the CLC, in a number fiédint communities:
“That boundary is too big. We men don’t want thaé o.1ts got cultural areas
and mukka mukka [sacred sites] in there”(Meetingpiatiwatja Oct 16).
“This is terrible. There is ceremony grounds ingtui line. The Government
Business Manager shouldn’t have authority overdtareas” ((Feedback from
CLC Region 8, Nov 13).

While the issue may appear to be a trivial adnmaiste mistake to Canberra
bureaucrats, it is causing deep concern amongstigibal people in the communities

where leases have been put in place.

Links with the Little Children are Sacred Report
Aboriginal people consulted, are confused and atitayland related intervention
measures are somehow being linked to child abnssrhmunities people have
repeatedly expressed their disbelief that govertimemtrol over land, through five
year lease arrangements and changes to the psysiésn, was in any way related to
protecting children:
“Taking the land is simply not fair. It's not julsind for us, it's our future. We
got kids taking over that land — how will they dhat if they take it away? Our
kids need to learn the law and be strong. Takiedahd has got nothing to do

with looking after the kids” (Laramba community rtiag: Oct 11).

“The government got one thing wrong: they shoutdeathe perpetrators.
Instead they have done everything because of geetrand are targeting
everyone. If there is anyone doing the wrong thimyuendumu we will
shame that person in front of everyone...| spokedr Wild and Pat
Anderson [the authors of the ‘Little Children a@c&d’ report].
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Now you [government] come and tell us what to dah, we are taking
permits away, you are guilty’. Well, some non-irehigus people are
paedophiles, what about them? We invited Rex ahéfhwe spoke to them.
We said we want education, we want psychologis¢ésywant jobs, but you
have done something else. We are so upset...We hsivBgen classified as
paedophiles, child abusers and wife bashers” (3@emém, Yuendumu

community meeting Oct 30).

Most Aboriginal people remain supportive of the gawment taking steps to address
matters related to child abuse in their communifié®y do not support taking over

Aboriginal communities, with five year leases, untihe guise of protecting children.

Changes to permits
Traditional landowners are overwhelmingly in favafikeeping the permits process
in place. Many people consider that the proposeti@és to the permit system would
have allowed more unscrupulous people to enterAbtariginal communities:
“We are worried about paedophiles coming in andipsoffs. It will make it
easier for people to do dodgy art deals and takéoghaphs of us” (Feedback
from CLC Region 2, Nov 13).
“These changes are a bad idea- any one can cortevili.encourage drug
trafficking and dodgy art dealers who come andepple off” (Feedback
from CLC Region 5, Nov 13).
“Permits are the only protection we have. It's ljkgting a sugar bowl on an
ant hill- everyone will just rush in to communitig¢seedback from CLC
Region 1, Nov 13).
“How do we tell people not to come if ceremony @gng on?” (Feedback
from CLC Region 1, Nov 13).
As these quotes demonstrate, traditional landowcarsnue to see permits as an

important protection for communities that are lechon Aboriginal land.
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Welfare reform

Welfare reform remains one of the most contentwfufe intervention measures
amongst Aboriginal people in remote communitiesti@ communities that the CLC
has consulted directly with only Titjikala, had exignced welfare quarantining.
However, the CLC has also received feedback fragional delegates living in other
communities that have experience welfare quararginieasures such as Apatula and

Imanpa.

Many Aboriginal people in remote communities appased to ‘sit down money’
and think that most people should work. Ironicalllycommunities such as Titjikala
where the Council has been trying to move people arke able to work from
receiving ‘sit down’ money onto CDEP, it is CDERtlnas been taken away as part
of the welfare quarantining measures. As one Cdlonsaid:

“They should have stopped sit down money and m@esgle onto CDEP but
they just stopped CDEP. We want people to workhercommunity- we have
been tough with people. People gotta sweat if thayt sit down money”
(Feedback from Titjikala community Nov 6).

Some Aboriginal people in remote communities aggsuive of the idea of linking
welfare changes to school attendance for childteriiey remain concerned about
the details of the current arrangements. For exanplAmplatiwatja a number of
ladies, and particularly those associated withstiiol, thought that it was
appropriate that people who repeatedly didn't s&ed children to school should
have their welfare payments penalised. Howeverlaties remained concerned about
how this would work in practice:
“People might be punished unfairly if they moveward but still want to keep kids
in school or if they take kids out for cultural seas”.

“What if a kid is sick or lonely” (Ampilatiwatja camunity meeting Oct 16).

While many Aboriginal people are supportive of aldgue around welfare reform,
this dialogue has not taken place and a substamtiaber of people remain
concerned about the detail of the current welfar@rgements. Many Aboriginal

people are extremely concerned that the reformly apgll people living in remote
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Aboriginal communities, without any reference toples’ actual behaviour. People
have indicated that the blanket nature of the nefomeans that they are not fair and
do not allow for the fact that many people are gparents, who look after their
children well and do not spend their money on drigk
“We don’t think these welfare changes are realiy they get everyone”
(Lajamanu community meeting Oct 10).
“This picks up people who are doing the right thinghould be case by case
like problem drinkers or gamblers. Then it mightdbe for the people that
need it” (Feedback from CLC Region 7, Nov 13).
It appears from the feedback that the CLC hasveddb date, that people would be
more supportive of the welfare changes if they wargeted at people who were
behaving irresponsibly.

Many Aboriginal people in remote communities areagly concerned about the
discriminatory nature of the welfare reforms, iattthey apply only to Aboriginal
people. As a number of Yuendumu man stated:
“What about our human rights, why aren’t these messnational?”
“The laws are only aimed at us. The governmerglisg us to be quiet”
“You are treating us like convicts. But we are depgapa people”.
(Yuendumu community meetings Oct 3 and Oct 30).
People have also likened the quarantining and v@uaiture of the reforms to rations
handed out to people by the missions that onceatgebin remote communities:
“This is back to the mission days. We used to lipdor food and rations.
This is taking us backwards” (Yuendumu communityetivgy Oct 3).
“This is rubbish...It is going back to the old weladays just like when old
Vesty was holding onto our money” (Feedback fronCdRegion 3, Nov 13).

Aboriginal people living with welfare quarantinimgrangements have also have a
numerous specific concerns about the details ofvitleare reforms. For example;
- “These changes will stop us being able to travedneter we like because our
payment will be stuck at home.”
- “What if | want to save to buy a car?”
- “This is a big problem for people who are lookadter lots of kids. What
about them?”
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- “If you want to use the money in town you can’t gay cheap things like
second hand clothes- you can only go to Coles, Wartihs or Kmart”.

- “People have had problems they need to fix up tteese had to run around
from the store to Centrelink and back. | have be@ning around, | keep
asking. It's a big headache”.

- “I'm eating from meals on wheels that’s all becatisre is no money coming
in”.

- “It's a tornado hitting central Australia”. “Govtigt taking over.” “Instead of
sending the army, why not come out and visit.” (fesek from CLC Regions,

Nov 13 and also Titjikala community Nov 6).

The CLC has also been made aware of some seriougiattative chaos caused by
the roll out of these arrangements. While it iseotpd that these problems will be
corrected over the time in the meantime they hawvesed serious distress to large
numbers of people living in communities where trefare reforms have taken place.
People in these communities have repeatedly askdgktter information, a slower
roll-out process and better, longer-term acce€setarelink agents. If such a process

has taken place people may now be more suppotrtitreeavelfare reform package.

Changes to CDEP
While recognising the need for some reform, Abordjipeople from remote
communities have been almost universally opposédet@bolition of the Community
Development Employment Project scheme (CDEP). Memyriginal people describe
CDEP as a pathway to real employment and as integtiae operation of ranger
programs and other activities in communities:
“Taking away CDEP will stop ranger programs and lsimasiness. It's ok to
give people proper jobs who have worked a long tm&€DEP, but CDEP
should stay for young people.” (Feedback from CL&gjign 6, Nov 13).
“We have to keep CDEP it teaches young people lomork. There is
nothing to do without CDEP. We need training faoger qualifications...We
are really sorry for that ranger program” (Feedbfackn CLC Region 7, Nov
13).
“In Titjikala everything was working well- CDEP wagorking well. Now its

all fallen over. We were doing small community et with CDEP, things
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that people wanted to do. Stopping CDEP has stopekédietermination
because that was the only money people has toydprajects” (Feedback
from CLC Region 1, Nov 13).

The transition arrangements from CDEP to work-fa-tlole have been extremely
problematic. From a CLC perspective changes togeeation of the award winning
CLC Tjuwanpa ranger programs have been adminiedlgitchaotic. For example,
CDEP payments stopped on October 26, and new Qiaktpayments did not kick in
until November 12. The administrative paperworkoagged with Rangers being
registered on CDEP consisted of the following pssce

- Registration with Centrelink.

- Registration with a job network provider. Receiveed card (indicating
transitional placement), a green card (inclusioa mork-for-the dole scheme)
or a blue card (immediate placement in a seriolirsiyed number of real
jobs).

- Work a supervised 15 hour week.

- Timesheets submitted for approval to the job netvpwovider who passes
them on to Centrelink.

Unsurprisingly many of the Rangers were unableotoly with this administrative
process and, at the beginning of the new welfamngements only half of the
previous Rangers had managed to be registered &PEDuwanpa Rangers

Coordinator Report, 1 November 2007).

Changes to CDEP have also had a major impact omdinale of the Tjuwanpa
Rangers. Rangers have made comments such as:

“We are the award winning Rangers, and now we’r¢herdole!”

“I am not going to do contract work for dole mondyjuwanpa Rangers

Coordinator Report, 1 November 2007).

People who have lost their jobs because they ware employed on CDEP are
extremely distressed. In one community a man whibgnaviously worked in an
orchard on CDEP said:

“l was working but now I’'m doing nothing- just dkimg. I'm going down to

the creek. I'm just gona go back to drinking tidie”.

Central Land Council 14 of 15 19 December 2007



The human cost of these administrative decisiodgfisult to evaluate but it is
Aboriginal people who once again, are bearing tiiatoof the costs of these

decisions.

Finally, Aboriginal people remain extremely conatrabout what will happen to
ceremonial activities that usually take place dvkristmas, now that people must
work-for-the-dole. Historically, CDEP workers haveen given a six week pay
packet and 6 weeks leave at this time of the yédéciwhas been used to support
ceremonial activity. People are concerned thdtaftparticipate in ceremony they
will be breached for not attending work (Feedbaokf CLC Region 7, Nov 13).

Policing

Aboriginal people remain extremely supportive oflitidnal policing resources being
placed in remote communities. Where additionalgaoliave been placed in
communities, people report that they are happy thiglse arrangements. Many

communities still have no police and would likerthas a matter of urgency.

Housing

Aboriginal people are extremely supportive of stepplace additional housing
resources, as a response to the critical housiigagie in remote communities.
However, it will be some time before these addaidmousing resources are rolled-

out.
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