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Division 37: Attorney General (Native Title Policy) — 
Mr N.W. Morton, Chairman. 
Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Health representing the Attorney General. 

Mr P.F. Conran, Director General, Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr A.J. Murphy, Acting Executive Director, Land Approvals and Native Title Unit. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Victoria Park. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to the seventh dot point on page 75 of budget paper No 2, and the issue of the state 
trying to resolve the issue of native title compensation with the commonwealth. I asked the Premier a question 
about this last week. Could the minister or one of his advisers give an update on the response to the Premier’s 
letter to the Prime Minister’s office? 

Mr P.F. Conran: The issue of compensation has been raised with the commonwealth. The Attorney General has 
written extensively to the Attorneys-General of the commonwealth. Most recently, the Western Australian 
Attorney General wrote to the commonwealth Attorney-General specifically requesting that the issue of 
compensation be listed for discussion at the next meeting of Attorneys-General—I am not sure what the meeting 
of Attorneys-General in now called. Consequently, all other jurisdictions have written to the commonwealth in 
similar terms to the Western Australian Attorney General at his request, and the commonwealth has now agreed 
to list the item for discussion at that meeting, which as I understand it will be the first time that matter has been 
discussed formally by Attorneys-General for some years. We have made some headway getting discussion of the 
issue, and hopefully that will bring some end to a matter that has been sitting around since 1995, and more 
particularly since 1998. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Do you know the date of that upcoming meeting? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is in August. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that specifically with respect to the commonwealth honouring the original agreement 
around the funding components? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, that is the request being put forward at that meeting. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to the sixth dot point on page 75 of budget paper No 2. Following up on a line of 
inquiry last year about the number of determinations; last year, Mr Catlin made the point that there were 11 
determinations in WA to November 2013. How many determinations have been made in the last 12 months? It 
was the government’s intention 12 months ago to settle 15 to 20 determinations. How are we going with that 
process? 
Mr P.F. Conran: With the minister’s approval, I might get some comments from Mr Murphy, who does these 
matters. If my memory serves me correctly, we did not achieve the number of determinations we sought to 
achieve, which I think was 15. I think we achieved 12 determinations. Having said that, I know, because I signed 
off on some papers yesterday, that another consent determination is imminent for the Nyikina and Mangala. 
Mr A.J. Murphy: There were six consent determinations resolving nine claimant applications and one litigated 
determination in 2013–14. Nyikina and Mangala coming up at the end of this month is the seventh determination 
this year. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Is it expected that a range of others will come through between now and the end of the year? 
Mr A.J. Murphy: There are about 40 claims in active mediation. We have probably got through the claims that 
are immediately available, but I expect in next six that two or three will be progressed. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to the sixth dot point on page 75 of budget paper No 2. There has been discussion 
around the renewal of pastoral leases. Has any consideration been given in light of the fact that there have been 
changes in government discussions around the terms of those new pastoral leases and are there any expectations 
that there will be any native title implications as a result? 
Mr A.J. Murphy: That is a matter for the Department of Lands. The progression of those leases has been 
between the department and the State Solicitor’s Office. Our understanding is that the nature of leases—the 
existing lease if it is rolled over or the new lease; the alternate lease that is being offered—do not trigger a future 
act provision under the Native Title Act. No Native Title Act consequences will arise from the re-granting of 
those leases. 
[3.10 pm] 
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