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ABSTRACT

Increasingly, Built Environment (BE) professionals;luding planner, architect and landscape archpeactitioners,
are becoming involved in the planning and designpadjects for, and in direct consultation with Igeihous
communities and their proponents. These projecigerdrom inserting Indigenous cultural landscapalysis into

planning schemes, including Indigenous protocold asgpirations in policy statements; designing calteentres,
information centres and housing; drafting cultu@lrism strategies and devising cross-cultural lamhagement
plans. This entails working with Indigenous comntigsi or their nominated representatives as stadeh®lin

community engagement, consultation, and plannirggsses. Critically, BE professionals must be &blplan and
design with regard to Indigenous community’s cutuprotocols, issues and values. Yet many (domesiit or

international) students graduate with little orewnprehension of Indigenous knowledge systemsepthtocols for
engagement with the communities in which they aguired to work, whether they be Australian or rinéional

Indigenous communities. Contextually, both PIA d@imel planning academe have struggled with comintgrms with

this realm over the last 10 years. This paper rgifiort on a recently completed Australian Governni@ffice of

Learning & Teaching (OLT) funded research projdtatthas sought to improve opportunities to improke

knowledge and skills of tertiary students in the BEbfessions through the enhancement of their ctenpg,

appreciation and respect for Indigenous protocal$ processes that also implicates the professiacaleditation
systems that these courses are accountable. Iprioassed strategies and processes to expose Hudetite BE
professions to Australian Indigenous knowledge amltural systems and the protocols for engagind witligenous
Australians about their rights, interests, needb aspirations. Included in these findings is thevigion of a tool that
enables and offers guidance to BE tertiary studantsacademics how to enhance comprehension, exptisuand
knowledge and cultural systems of, Indigenous Aulistns. While the scope of this report is cross-BiS paper will

focus upon the planning practice, policy and acadssalms.

Key Words: Indigenous knowledge systems, Australian planeithgcation.

INTRODUCTION

Recent events in Australian history, including mpution of Native Title by the High Court iNMabo v the State of
Queensland [no. 2] (1992)75 cIr 1 have heightened recognition of the rights, intereseeds and aspirations of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in thala and internationally. despite this, little shahanged in
Australian Built Environment (BE) professional (ptang, architecture, landscape architecture) edhucéd integrate a
better understanding of the need for engagemert midigenous knowledge and cultural systems andvagit
protocols, as distinct from cultural competencyicaitition. while aspirations of including a bettenderstanding of
Indigenous Australian’s knowledge and cultural syst are embodied in the relevant agendas of thgectge
discipline professional institutes (PIA, AlA, AlLA)ittle attempt has been made to realize this ahje. This paper
therefore reports on the summative findings of aistralian Government Office of Learning & Teach{@.T) funded
project that sought to re-dress this deficiencylviding Australian universities with tools to adds practice realities
and complexities through a nationally applicablessrdiscipline educational module that will aidig@hous and non-
Indigenous cultural literacy in this context.

Historically, non-Indigenous scholar Rose’s semstatlyNourishing Terraing1996), for example, came about by the
Australian Heritage Commission’s rather urgent gmilgnant inquiries into the assessment and queatifin of
cultural landscape values and their associated &l water attributes across the nation. Rose \pasifically
commissioned to “explore Indigenous views of lamagec and their relationships with the land”. Knowiagout
‘wilderness’ and how such a classification of lavak to contribute to the ‘National Estate’ waslibgtopic at the time
and it finally opened up an informed cultural Igpidnning and management conversation with Aborighsstralia.
Here ‘culture and landscape’ was to be inclusivélodriginal knowledge systems of sustaining envinental values
and their associated obligations and cultural gdbtbeing.It is fair to suggest that the Commission, attthe, were
overawed by Rose’s documented findings where thestormative understandings of the Australian emvitent,
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landscape (wilderness or otherwise), and n@euntry opened up a deeper discourse about Australiaactspand
what could be shared and learnt about Aboriginkdtimships and associations with Australian caltdandscape
systems.

Rose was most fortunate to reveal to the popullmreuof Australia that in Aboriginal knowledge $gms, everything
is alive and everything is in relationships; pasésent, and future are one, where both the pHyanthspiritual worlds
of Countryinteract. To her, th®reamingis an ongoing celebration and reverence for pasts: the creation of the
land, the creation of law, and the creation of peoftories are given to Aboriginal peoples frore Breaming
everything comes into being through story, and Bweamingis the ancestors. All things exist eternally ire th
Dreaming the Dreaming is alive. The individual is bornGountry, not just inCountry, but fromCountry, and his or
her identity is inextricably and eternally linkemltheDreaming Further, Rose suggested,

In Aboriginal English, the word ‘Country’ is both@mmon noun and a proper noun. People talk aboutn@y
in the same way that they would talk about a persbey speak to Country, sing to Country, visit Gy,

worry about Country, grieve for Country and long f@ountry. People say that Country knows, hearglism
takes notice, takes care, and feels sorry or hagmuntry is a living entity with a yesterday, a agdand
tomorrow, with consciousness, action, and a wilaed life. Because of this richness of meaning, figuis

home and peace: nourishment for body, mind andtspird heart's eas¢Rose 1986: 7).

As noted by Milroy and Revell (2013), Australianasp is not emptiness, a void to be filled, or atraplace for

action. Rather, space is imaginedaHed into being-by individuals, families, and the cultures of whitiey are a part.
Yet we experience a double spatial jeopardy in walist, which is the oldest intact environment (T years) in the
world, and the oldest Indigenous culture in the ldig60,000+ years). These spatial qualities negatéormity and

featurelessness withiCountry They also allow Country to speak for itself. lgeinous peoplesiumanizetheir

environments because of their (nonmater@juntry relations and their in-built abilities to sense ttesources of
Countryitself.

Importantly, Nourishing Terraing1986) now indelible mantrdif you are good to Country, then Country is goad t
you” eventually became revelatory to the planning arsigiieacademies and professional institutions oftralia, and
elsewhere. This came at a critical time for Ausralland use planners where the study of both ahced
contemporary biophysical and human ecological systevere overtly staring at one another, desperatiking to
understand the specificity of reciprocal environtaéand social meanings and their associated eicaloglationships,
as explained above. Above all, 60,000 + years obriginal ‘Caring for Country was beginning to make sense to
Australian planners, and the professional inquigird relationships Rose helped to set up were aogsh bi-cultural
Australian planning practices forever. The cogexut thatNourishing Terrains(1986) arrived in Australia only 17
years ago in the ‘Nations’ collective 60,000 yedstdry should be extremely significant to Austraiglanning
institutions, and might we say unconscionable tstralia, overall.

PLANNING EDUCATION AND INDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS

The Context

Built environment (architects, landscape architegtd planners) professionals must be able to phaindasign with
regard to cultural issues relating to stakeholdese diverse backgrounds. While 30% of Australizieligenous
populations reside in cities, they are directly aging 70% of Australia’s land whether by Nativel&iteasehold or
freehold title. Increasingly architect, landscapehdect and planning practitioners are requireddésign and plan
projects in direct consultation with these Indigesccommunities and their proponents about projdwis have
national significance. These projects range frorseiiting Indigenous layers into planning schemesluding

Indigenous protocols and aspirations in policyestants; designing cultural centres, informationtreenand housing;
drafting cultural tourism strategies and devisingss-cultural land management plans that necesshaving

Indigenous representatives on design or planniggnse This entails working with Indigenous commuastias
stakeholders in community engagement, consultadod, planning processes recognising the diversityalues and
protocols amongst different Indigenous groups ardrounities.

Recent investigations as to Indigenous cultural metency articulation (Universities Australia 201b3,have found
that the built environment expected professionatfice competency needs have largely been neglbgtédistralian
built environment tertiary schools. This can beilaited to a deference to Indigenous respect potdoand the
invaluable environmental and cultural knowledge tbése communities -- about the past, existing, andre
curatorship of the Australian landscape -- to infodevelopment, withstand change and adaptation siyaports
sustainable harvesting and cultural capital (Lowoyat al 2010, 2011a, 2011b; Wensing 2007, 2011; Wensing &
Small 2012).
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Effective stakeholder and community engagementlu@gonot simply understanding “Indigenous perspesti and
protocols (Trounson 2012a, 2012b), but being ablectoperatively work with and for such communitiesstrategy
and project formulation, and in the creation ad aglthe incorporation of Indigenous Knowledge 8yt (IKS).

Within the built environment literature, there islaar lack of discourse about the nexus betweepmEssionals and
Indigenous protocols and knowledge systems. Inraenthere is considerable rhetoric about desitgsitbthas not
generally been translated into tertiary-level execuother than in fragmented instances. Wensiid. 12 with Small

2012) has expressed this as a major deficienciidrtuition and grounding of future planners. Hisuphts reiterate
conclusions and investigations by Gurran & Phigi308, 2004) who concluded that Indigenous knowlesiggems
and land management concepts were markedly ladkimganning education in Australia. Low Chey al (2010,

2011a, 2011b) have reinforced both conclusionshae also demonstrated the unique and valuablghissithat

Indigenous knowledge systems and their stakehotderoffer to conventional planning practice.

This discourse cannot be appreciated in normatucall competency” appreciation curricula nor cagytbe realised in
offering an “Indigenous perspective” as they ararfiare complex in place and design theory and m&cand such is a
defined knowledge outcome that AIA professionalraditation policy expects a graduate to possess wemree

completion, as also PIA and AILA in their respeetpolicies.

As noted in Universities Australia’s (2011a, b)egtigations into Indigenous Cultural Competencystmmiversities
have struggled with successfully devising and aghge a translation of Indigenous protocols intoitheurricula.

Walliss & Grant (2000: 65) have also concluded tigaten the nature of the BE disciplines and thefessional
practice activities, there is a “need for specdiidtural awareness education” to service thesdglilses and not just
attempts to insert Indigenous perspectives intiw thericula.

Bradley’s policy initiative at the University of 8th Australia (UniSA) (1997-2007), “has not achigvies goal of

incorporation of Indigenous perspectives into @lluindergraduate programs by 2010, it has achiamddcorporation
rate of 61%" (UA 201la: 9www.unisa.edu.au/ducier/icup/default.asfhis initiative drew from the vision for
Indigenous higher education articulated by the dadbus Higher Education Advisory Committee (20@f¢, World

Indigenous Nations Higher Education Consortium @0@he Vision for 2020 of the Review of Australiétigher

Education (2008) all of which were embodied int@ tBradley Review of Australian Higher Educatiof2008)

recommendations. Contextually, Bradley’s strategilicational aim at UniSA was to ensure that allgitsduates
demonstrate ‘an understanding of the culturalohistl and contemporary frameworks which have stiape lives of
Indigenous Australians’www.unisa.edu.au/ducier/ICUP/coreknowledge)aapd are articulated in Bradlest al's

(2008: 5) belief that “education is at the coreaofy national agenda for social and economic chalagel’ by the
“deepening understanding of health and social ssaed by providing access to higher levels ofrlieay to people
from all backgrounds, it can enhance social incllsind reduce social and economic disadvantageu’$ Bhsocial
reformist aspiration, which has been continued &WdJelease ofindigenous Cultural Competen¢2011a; 2011b)
reports that has attracted mixed media criticisno§fison 2012a: 5, 2012b: 5) and concerns abouidisecgineering”

rather than enhancing “criticism as a pedagogigal t. as a means of advancing knowledge” (Medlel#012: 10)
which is the agenda of this project.

Oberklaid (2008), in an analytical survey of theskalian BE sector, has concluded that there isaacipy of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content insérg Australian planning courses, thereby suliiting the
conclusions and concerns of Gurran & Phipps (2@084), Low Choyet at(2009, 2011), Jones (2002), Margerain
al (2003), Walliss & Grant (2000), and Wensing (20R2@11). The same conclusion can be drawn abouttectire
and landscape architecture programs.

Oberklaid (2008) expressed these findings as reptieg a major concern because planning courses faiing to:

» keep abreast of changes in the native title and taghts determinations and approaches to Austdaipite
the major impositions they have upon statutory strategic planning practice;

e incorporate Indigenous peoples as integral stakiehslin any consultation process especially given t
extensive ‘country’ acknowledgement statements@agted throughout Australia;

» adequately investigate property and land law, wiclg Indigenous rights and interests as part ofrthe
translation of the Australian planning process;

» grapple with and translate the implications of vatitle rights and determinations into statutong atrategic
planning processes and instruments for studentpeaatitioners alike;

e address their moral obligations, and increasinghical obligations via PIA policy, to improve plagns’
appropriation of Indigenous culture, rights aneiests and the institutional frameworks theretd; tan

» cultivate any research inquiry or discourse tosaghe ‘re-tooling’ of planning education.
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The same conclusions can be drawn of architectuldandscape architecture courses although thexaistinct lack
of analytical research on this topic. Instead,rathe case of the planning courses surveyed byker(2008), most
courses offered fragments of this knowledge, kndgdesystems, protocols and cultural codes (Wali€&rant 2000).
This is of increasingly concern as being able totlsysis, distil, and craft environmental knowledgel patterns in
design and text is so integral to the planning landscape architecture disciplines. Thus, an Irstige of this project
is to comprehend and assess what is presentlyptrangsin all these programs to provide a comprehanperspective.

PLANNING EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL ACCREDITATION | N AUSTRALIA

All three built environment professions — architeet planning and landscape architecture — areesulp annual
external peer assessments to ensure that the amitfmnowledge and skills of graduates satisfy address their
respective professional accreditation policies aadteria. The Australian Institute of Architects 168
(www.architecture.com.a)y/ the Planning Institute of Australia (PIAWw.planning.org.ay/and the Australian
Institute of Landscape Architects (AILAw(vw.aila.org.auy all expect, via their respective Education Pekgithat
Indigenous knowledge and protocols are integratitsimthe curricula of the courses they accredd have discretion
to withdraw accreditation thereby threatening tber@mic survival of a course and its standing imaversity. For a
graduate, satisfactory completion of an accreditattse meets the educational requirements for catgponembership
of the respective Institute, and thereupon a sepatbway for registration to practice as an architplanner or
landscape architect.

PIA has been more active in this realm than AIA ahldA, approving anindigenous Development Poli¢2007) that
reaffrms PIA’s commitment “to reconciliation betam Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians”, dnad
established an Indigenous Planning Policy WorkiagtyPthat framed several discussion papers abaumtry’ and
Indigenous protocols wiww.planning.org.au/policy/indigenous-planning-wimid-group#improving This Working
Party has concluded that fundamental changes agdedeto the way Australian planning education cskde
Indigenous perspectives and interests, and inqoati that there is a need to alert planners to“theperceptual
limitations of their own discipline and the parfi@udiscourse of our own craft” (Wensing 2007: 2).

When turning to PIA’sAccreditation Policy for the Recognition of Ausiaal Planning Qualifications for the Urban
and Regional Planning ChaptdR012), it has been wanting. The preceditducation Policy for Recognition of
Australian Planning Qualification2002) explicitly expected ‘Core Curriculum” conging

Knowledge of
* indigenous Australian cultures, including relatitiiss between their physical environment and assedia
social and economic systeffagithor's emphasis] (PIA 2002: 9).

Gurran (PIA 2008) has noted that the core curritulm planning includes an expectation of “knowledgfe...
Indigenous Australian cultures, including relatibips between their physical environment and assstiaocial and
economic systems” but that it has not been addilesse

The currenfAccreditation Policy (2012)vatered this expectation down to:
A. Generic Capabilities and Competencies

» operate in a manner that recognises cultural diitgrghe need for equity in outcomes and the kndgéeof
and implementation of high ethical standards.

B. Core Curriculum Competencies

A planning curriculum is expected to be able tonidfg and explicitly include three core curriculum
competency areas:

1. Professionalism, Practice and Ethics

Performance Outcomes

1. Knowledge of the diversity of populations served, including indigenous cultures, minority and special
needs groups, and different age groups includingden and older people, and a capacity to engage
meaningfully with diverse groups, including “hamreach” populationgauthor’'s emphasis](PIA 2012: 10).

Hidden at the rear of thisccreditation Policy(2012: 16) is a note that states:

DEVELOPMENT AND REFINEMENT OF THISPOLICY
The Institute recognises that this policy will hebject to further development and refinement anttavees
continuing constructive dialogue to improve thei@olThe Institute also notes that this AccreditatPolicy sits
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in a broader framework of Education policy thatatels to a wide range of matters of relevance tgtioenotion
and support of planning. In the context of the omg implementation and refinement of the “Accratiitn
Policy for the Recognition of Australian Planningi&ifications for the Urban and Regional Planninpapter’,
the National Education Committee will examine thscDssion Paper prepared by the PIA Indigenous Ritag
Working Group titled Improving Planners’ Understamgl of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Audteas
and Recommendations for Reforming Planning Educatiarricula for PIA Accreditation (21 October 2010)
with a view to further amendment of this AccrediatPolicy.

PIA’s recentEvolution introspection review, now completed, is about ¢ézessitate a comprehensive review of their
current policy, that will include amongst other ity “Inclusion of indigenous planning issues” (Bsamen 2015: 1).

In contrast to AlA and AILA, PIA has an agimgdigenous Development Poli¢2007) that states:

The Planning Institute Australia (PIA) is committedreconciliation between Indigenous and non-ledigus
Australians. It is PIA’s vision that Indigenous Aa$ians are provided with the same level of oppaoities
available to non —Indigenous Australians, in a stgithat values diversity and equality for all. @rh regional
and remote Indigenous populations suffer a highatie¢ disadvantage compared to non-Indigenous

populations. In some areas, this disadvantage esg@® characteristics similar to those found in timiag
countries.

PIA ACTION

PIA aims to support Reconciliation by taking thiofwing action:

< Establish an Indigenous Planning Taskforce;

e Indigenous Taskforce to develop and Implement aom@tion Action Plan to be registered with
Reconciliation Australia. The Action Plan will pide long term strategies supported by short tertioas;

« Educate the profession about the complexities @fitidigenous development context in Australia aoa h
planning skills, processes and techniques can foelmderstand and address these complexities;

« Promote effective tools for engagement;

« Engage with Indigenous people and people workirth amd for Indigenous people to exchange knowledge
and to transfer planning skills, processes and mégpes to the Indigenous context (rural, remote and
urban).

What is clear from appraisals of the three ingtuis that while all aspirationally express, in @@n policy and

education accreditation standards, an expectatiotoahe advancement of and respect to Indigenowusvliedge

systems, each has failed to carry through this comemt, each has mixed text and monitoring systasi® university
course performance on this topic, and each hagglgeater stress as to learning outcome advant¢emehe topic in

their non-education standards documents than indb&ual education standards. Thus, both eachutestand planning
program is willing but have failed to carry througfteir commitments and aspirations on this topiarther, each
institute is ‘on a different page’ in the way thagldress, monitor, evaluate, and oversight polioy professional
accreditation of this topic so there is a lack ofisistency, co-ordination, rigour of monitoringdatomprehension of
what may or may not be transpiring in the coursadeu their accreditation oversight towards addnessgheir policy

aspirations in this topic.

PLANNING EDUCATION FINDINGS

As part of the project, a www survey, a series ofkghops in Perth, Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbase wntertained
with BE academics, practitioners and students, avvimterrogation of all BE course offerings includitheir host
university was undertaken, and a literature apgraiss additionally undertaken. For the purposebrefity in this

paper, only the summative planning academic andnptg student workshop findings relevant to plagnéaucation
and the planning discipline are discussed below.

Core findings from the overall investigation cordguthat:

» nearly all undergraduate planning courses lackiipenandatory content in Indigenous knowledge sys.
Where it occurs, it is in a content-driven unitfgd, thus resulting in minimal exposure of undadyate
architecture students to the topic;

» nearly all postgraduate planning courses lack fipetiandatory content about Indigenous knowledgseesys.
Where it occurs, it is primarily in a content-dnivenit/subject and occasionally in an elective/omal design
studio often involving in-host city context, thuestlting in minimal exposure of undergraduate pilagn
students to the topic; except at Deakin Universigith Cowan University, James Cook University, and
University of the Sunshine Coast;
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there is little connectivity in academic contentdamgenda between these undergraduate and postradua
planning levels, and any execution and engagersenpportunistically driven by academic staff intése The
exceptions were the mandatory units at the Unityerdi Canberra, Edith Cowan University, Deakin Uisity,
James Cook University and University of the Sunst@oast. Strong concentrations of these activitesirred
only in the universities of James Cook Universithe University of Melbourne, Deakin University, Warsity

of the Sunshine Coast, and Queensland Universityeohnology.

Key points arising from the professional instit(f@A, AIA, AILA) workshops were:

Confusion in understanding of the definitions ofidigenous’ and ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islarid
peoples;

Did not know what was specifically in their EduceatiPolicies/Standards as they pertain to Indigepaaples
and knowledge systems;

Did not know that there were specific referencektbbigenous peoples in their other Institute Potloguments
that stressed the need to better address the amuohgraduates about Indigenous issues and kunsk
Accepted that little attention had been given &sthtopics by the Institutes collectively;

Noted that their Institute did not have an operwtidreconciliation Action Plan;

Noted that no monitoring of courses was occurrmmgieasure whether this lack was being addressed;

Did not know how many Australian Indigenous studemére enrolled in courses that they accredited nated
that they had not sought to obtain any informatomumbers from courses;

Discovered that each Institute wanted to engage Miligenous knowledge systems and issues as aaténhu
accreditation policy but each of their respectivdu&ation Policies/Standards, and allied Policiestrpyed a
mixed and un-coordinated approach to their aim. sThiiey were generally ‘on the same page’ but
policy/standard-wise ‘on very fragmented page$riactice; and

Assumed that the ‘Indigenous’ clauses in theirifats’ Education policies sought to advance ‘Aaigin
Aboriginal people and culture knowledge’ acquisitior both domestic and international students, laaudi not
thought of the issue of international student fiiyeim indigenous issues generally and specificalltheir home
nation.

Key points arising from the BE academic workshopsewx

Built environments academics noted that Indigenmitsatives were generally being led by select lintg
academic staff with little Head of School, universiupport and infrastructure;

Assumed that ‘Indigenous’ meant ‘Australian Abongi and Torres Straits Islander people’, and not
‘Indigenous’ generically;

Noted a lack oCountry-specific and generic resources in which to undtertaaching and learning;

Noted confusion in what was meant by the term dedious’, as it was assumed to be only Australian
‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people’;

Had assumed that their international students inagvliedge of their own ‘indigenous’ peoples, and hmadlass
found to the contrary;

Wanted Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander stafftéach, or co-teach, content to their studentsnbted that
there was a major shortage of available and qedlifieople;

Did not know whether they had any Aboriginal or fesr Strait islander students in their classes;

Had not thought of international students learr@bgut ‘indigenous’ content pertinent to their homa¢ion;

Noted that notions of decolonisation theory, anstigiline-specific precedents in Australia werdditknown
about outside of projects by Greg Burgess and Aasons, Taylor Cullty Lethlean, and UDLA in Pertémd

Did not know Aboriginal or Torres Strait people @xtal to the university that could assist in teaghand knew
less about how, where and who to contact in lodedrAyinal or Torres Strait organisations and/or pamities.

Key points arising from the planning student workshwere:

Planning students enjoyed the mandatory or optiona$ where they had been made available;

Planning students did not know of other electivpartunities on this topic external to their hosh&al because
there were too few opportunities for electiveshieit courses;

Both domestic and international planning studeptsdthat ‘Indigenous’ content was lacking in trescondary
school education, and had assumed that this waubtdressed in their higher education;

Planning students did not know of their universitiReconciliation Action Plan;
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Planning students assumed that ‘Indigenous’ meastralian ‘Aboriginal and Torres Straits Islandewople’,
and not ‘indigenous’ generically and did not assuima& content could be relevant to them prospelgtive
practising overseas;

International planning students assumed that ‘leligis’ meant ‘Australian Aboriginal knowledge aedrhing
outcomes’ and not ‘indigenous content’ that mightipplicable to their home nation;

Planning students all noted that decolonisationrhand any historical grounding to this topic Masking from
their studies, although parts of this were addegsénfield/immersive optional studios and mandgtonits;
Planning students noted that there was no contettiis matter, and were particularly concerned abioai lack
of knowledge and learning they were experiencingnative title issues, Recognised Aboriginal parties
Aboriginal Corporations, and land law-related tapic

Planning students wanted more content on this tepid

Planning students noted that there was little manif this topic in their home university generally

As part of the investigation, a large series ohdabulations were also undertaken, and severak&l&vant tables are
set out at the rear of this paper.

FRONTIERS AND CHALLENGES

Through the research undertaken in this projed,raning the United NationBeclaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples(2007), the recommendations of the Behrendt (2&Re)iew of Higher Education Access and Outcomes for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peopénd the Bradley (2010Review of Australian Higher Educatiothe
project authors have concluded that in terms afpleg education:

Although not discussed in the above paper, ther@ ieed to decolonise planning curriculum at Alisina
Universities

There is a shortage of qualified Aboriginal andTarrres Strait Islander staff to address Indigenisssies
sufficiently in planning education;

Universities across Australia who host planningrees demonstrate a lack consistent response aimzy pol
articulation to Indigenous Knowledge Systems andriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples

Both domestic and international planning studerissistently expressed the need for more content on
Indigenous Knowledge Systems including engagemenogols;

Planning students consistently expressed conceoutathe lack or variability of content, progressbn
knowledge inquiry (rather than ‘one-off’ experieafeand discipline-specific knowledge being taughbut
Indigenous knowledge systems;

Planning academic staff consistently expressed ezosc about lack of content guidance, support from
management in content creation, difficulty in piasiing such content in already over-crowded cutacand
apprehensiveness in addressing Indigenous content;

Planning academic staff consistently interpretetddAginal and Torres Strait Islander’ and ‘Indigesbto
mean ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander’ cuétutittle understanding that international studemisy need
awareness and skills relating to first nations peop their home countries; lack of qualified Algimal and or
Torres Strait Islander staff to address this tofsick of content guidance; lack of support from agement in
content creation; the difficulty in positioning $ucontent in their over-crowded curricula; and, speal
apprehension in addressing content.

Both professional practitioners and Planning logtitAustralia (PIA) consistently interpreted ‘Indigous’ to
mean only ‘Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islandedltare in their discussions and education accrgdita
policies and standards, and did not comprehendattatccredited course hosted large numbers ohitienal
students who would return to practice in their hamagéions who possessed little comprehension of then
Indigenous cultures and potential engagement pseseand that

PIA demonstrated a lack consistent policy with rdg@ Indigenous Knowledge Systems and Aborigimal a
Torres Strait Islander peoples, in particular etlooaaccreditation policies and standards; and that

Planning professional practitioners consistentlypregsed a concern that current graduates comirtpeio
practices appeared to lack any discipline-spedéifiowledge of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islangeoples
and Indigenous Knowledge Systems irrespective dathdr their practice specialised in this topic at. n

In drawing a conclusion from the above, and esfig@s it relates to PIA professional accreditedrses, a number of
points are evident.

PIA, at the upper policy level and at the educatiquolicy level, lacks a robust approach to resjmntb this
challenge;

PIA accredited courses have little responded apaapto be ill-equipped in responding to this aadle, and
lack guidance and tools at the university-intedeskl and at the PlA-level to inform and assist amadovate
their course operations;
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» There is a perceptive issue extant about whaniidgenous’ pertinent to PIA accredited programs,diso a
lack of informational and protocol tools, cultu@mpetency guidance and strategies, clarity almadhing
execution but also the nature of teaching (inclgdstudies, tutorials, seminars, lectures, immersvents)
that are appropriate and that can be integratddmiibe already cramped course packages.

In asking a planning graduate about “did they hamg education about Indigenous cultures and theiwkedge
relevance to planning?” the answer will invariab&‘no’ except in Canada and New Zealand where bmd Québec
cultural issues and &bri and Pacific Islander issues are often integrate studies. This response runs counter to
Australia’s signatory obligations under the UNES{@igenous Peoples Charter.

What has been learnt in the last 20 years in ptanaducation is that the topic of Indigenous Knalgke Systems and
Indigenous culture lacks confidence and engagerbgracademics, despite the lone academic voicekignarena
highlighting the issue and the internal universiisowth of support units external to a planning seur Such
demonstrates a disconnect between policy commitraadt execution. It is clear that generic univergitlicy is
committed to this enhancing knowledge to its graeksian this topic, but that this commitment hascally cascaded
down to course execution. There is a need forlaviolhrough by university ‘learning and teachingilipy-makers to
address this theme more robustly. AdditionallyA Pls substantially failed to address the topidtsnprofessional
accreditation regime, in its overall policy artiatibn, but also in its oversight of monitoring thducation of future
planners in the courses that it professionally edits. There is a need, and an apt opportunity IBydgiven that it is
again re-drafting its Education Policy, to assert@nger policy emphasis on this topic and its aiesiration by
courses through its accreditation processes.
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