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ACIL Allen is a leading independent economics, policy and strategy advisory firm, dedicated to helping 
clients solve complex issues.

Our purpose is to help clients make informed decisions about complex economic and public policy 
issues.

Our vision is to be Australia’s most trusted economics, policy and strategy advisory firm. We are 
committed and passionate about providing rigorous independent advice that contributes to a better 
world.

RELIANCE AND DISCLAIMER

The professional analysis and advice in this report has been prepared by ACIL Allen for the exclusive use of the party or parties to whom it is addressed (the addressee) and for the purposes specified in it. This report is supplied in 

good faith and reflects the knowledge, expertise and experience of the consultants involved. The report must not be published, quoted or disseminated to any other party without ACIL Allen’s prior written consent. ACIL Allen 

accepts no responsibility whatsoever for any loss occasioned by any person acting or refraining from action as a result of reliance on the report, other than the addressee.

In conducting the analysis in this report ACIL Allen has endeavored to use what it considers is the best information available at the date of publication, including information supplied by the addressee. ACIL Allen has relied upon 

the information provided by the addressee and has not sought to verify the accuracy of the information supplied. Unless stated otherwise, ACIL Allen does not warrant the accuracy of any forecast or projection in the report. 

Although ACIL Allen exercises reasonable care when making forecasts or projections, factors in the process, such as future market behaviour, are inherently uncertain and cannot be forecast or projected reliably.

ACIL Allen shall not be liable in respect of any claim arising out of the failure of a client investment to perform to the advantage of the client or to the advantage of the client to the degree suggested or assumed in any advice or 

forecast given by ACIL Allen.

ACIL Allen acknowledges Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples as the Traditional Custodians of the land and its waters. We pay our respects to Elders, past and present, and to the youth, for the future. We extend this to all 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples reading this report.

Report to: Association of Mining and Exploration Companies 

GOOMUP, BY JARNI MCGUIRE

The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) is a national association representing 
more than 575 member companies from around Australia.

AMEC’s members are explorers, emerging miners, producers and a wide range of businesses and service 
providers working in and for our industry. AMEC work to reduce the cost of doing business, reduce 
regulatory obstacles, and to support an increase in exploration, discovery and mining opportunities in 
Australia.

AMEC’s vision is that the interests of explorers, emerging miners, and producers are a high priority for 
governments, and are supported and valued by the community.
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Terms and acronyms
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The following terms and acronyms have been used throughout this report.

Term Definition

Survey statistics

Average The arithmetic mean, calculated by summing all values and dividing by the number of values.

Confidence level
A range of values around the estimate, within which the true value can be expected to fall. The smaller the confidence interval is for a particular estimate, the more 
precise the estimate is.

Margin of error The margin of error is a measure of how much survey results may differ from the true population value.

Median A value lying at the midpoint of a distribution of values.

Costs

Financial cost
The labour, contract, supplies, services and other payment costs incurred to undertake the work required in the particular phase of the process framework. In the 
first instance ACIL Allen seeks an overall financial cost, with the ability to input itemised costs if this information is available.

Time cost The time taken in calendar days from the start of one phase of the process framework to the end of the phase, noting that some phases may overlap.

Regions

Goldfields-Esperance The Goldfields-Esperance Regional Development Commission region.

Northern region The northern region of Western Australia, including the Kimberley, Pilbara, Mid West and Gascoyne RDCs.

Regional Development Commission region The nine Regional Development Commission regions in Western Australia as overseen by an RDC.

Southern region The southern region of Western Australia, including the Peel, South West, Great Southern, and Wheatbelt RDC regions.

Acronym

AHA Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972

AMEC The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies

PBC Prescribed Body Corporate or Registered Native Title Body Corporate

RDC Regional Development Commission

WA Western Australia



Interpreting this report

The following terms provide important context to help readers understand the terminology and results presented throughout this report, ensuring accurate 
interpretation of the survey findings.
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Term Description

Agreement making
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage agreement making for land access, and not for the mining of resources. This report is centred on the time and costs associated 
with engagement with Native Title Groups for the purposes identified above only, and specifically excludes any costs associated with other aspects of the 
regulation of mining and exploration access (such as tenement fees, regulatory charges, broader legal fees and expenses, and the costs of activity itself).

Cross-tabulation
Where further analysis by category (i.e. cross-tabulation) has been undertaken, results are based on smaller sample sizes and should therefore be interpreted 
with caution. Consequently, these findings may not be fully representative of the broader population. Refer to the “n=“ value where results are presented.

Internal vs External costs
ACIL Allen requested respondents provide data on various costs incurred to comply with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage requirements. These are described 
throughout the report. At a high level, there is a difference between Internal costs and External costs; the former are costs for internal employees, while 
External costs are for outside consultants, advisors, specialists, or payments to Native Title Groups.

Median values and 
quartiles

The median value represents the midpoint of a distribution. The lower quartile (Q1) is the value below which 25% of the data lie, and the upper quartile (Q3) 
is the value below which 75% of the data lie. The interquartile range (IQR), calculated as Q3 – Q1, represents the spread of the middle 50% of the data.

Median by phase
Where medians by phase of compliance activity are presented, please note that medians should not be summed. This information is provided to compare 
phases of compliance activity in a relative sense. Where an overall median is shown, it represents the median of a dataset of totals as reported by each 
company.

Native Title Groups 
Native title groups and corporations. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander groups and corporations in Australia recognised by law as holding rights to land and 
water based on their traditional laws and customs. This report does not differentiate between determined Native Title parties, yet to be determined, and 
those groups in areas where Native Title has been settled.

Number of organisations 
and case studies

In total, the 59 organisations submitted 85 Aboriginal cultural heritage activities to inform the analysis. Some results are presented from a company 
perspective (n = 59), while others reflect individual case study data (n = 85). As some members didn’t answer every question in the survey, it’s important to 
refer to the “n=“ value when interpreting results.

Sample size and margin of 
error

A total of 59 member organisations completed the survey, representing 40.1% of the total AMEC membership in Western Australia (147 organisations). Using 
a 95% confidence level with a finite population correction (N = 147, n = 59), the maximum margin of error for proportions is approximately ±9.9 percentage 
points. This means that for the sample size captured, survey results are expected to lie within 9.9% of the true population value.

Small versus large 
businesses

The industry is predominantly comprised of small businesses, with a smaller proportion of large organisations. Consequently, median values are more likely to 
reflect the experience of small businesses. To provide additional context, average (or mean) values are also presented to illustrate how costs differ for larger 
businesses and to highlight the skew in results when comparing median and mean figures.
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Background and context
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Survey scope

In Western Australia, the protection and management of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage is primarily governed by the Aboriginal Heritage Act 

1972 (AHA). The AHA makes it an offence to disturb or damage an 

Aboriginal site or object without approval and establishes the framework 

for identifying and managing Aboriginal heritage places. 

Some of the required processes involved in complying with the 

protection and management Aboriginal cultural heritage include 

agreement making, cultural heritage surveys, as well as compliance 

with terms and consultation with Native Title Groups in relation to 

regulatory processes.

In May 2025, the Western Australian Government announced a review1 

to improve Native Title and Aboriginal cultural heritage processes in 

response to concerns about slowing exploration activity and reduced 

investment in Western Australian mining projects. These concerns 

related to broader economic impacts on the State and national 

economies, as well as constraints on opportunities for Native Title 

Groups to benefit from supporting the management and compliance of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage. Rising costs and extended timeframes for 

heritage surveys and agreement-making were highlighted as particular 

issues.

To better understand these issues and organisational experiences in 

meeting Aboriginal cultural heritage requirements, AMEC 

commissioned ACIL Allen to conduct a survey of its member 

organisations, with the aim of addressing the following objectives:

— Better understand overall perspectives and sentiment in relation to 

Aboriginal cultural heritage processes

— Quantify the time and financial costs of managing and complying 

with these requirements in Western Australia’s minerals industry, 

recognising variation between organisations

— Identify the processes or activities that are most costly in terms of 

time and financial resources

— Analysing variations in costs by jurisdiction and type of activity 

undertaken.

The target of the survey was on organisations seeking access to:

— undertake exploration on an exploration licence area 

— progress a project prior to commencement of construction / 

operation 

— progress the construction or operation on a mining lease, except 

for basic raw materials, or 

— progress the construction or operation on a mining lease for basic 

raw materials.

Methodology

In July 2025, AMEC members were invited to participate in a survey 

regarding the cost of managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural 

heritage in Western Australia.

The survey, distributed via Web Survey Creator, was open from 9 July 

to 20 August 2025 – a 42-day period. The survey was accessible online 

via a web link and enabled participants to commence a response and 

return later via a come-back-later-code. This enabled survey 

participants to share the survey amongst colleagues as necessary 

without losing data entered in the survey.

To quantify the costs of management and compliance activities, 

organisations were invited to provide up to three case studies, each 

categorised under one of four activity types. Time and financial costs 

were then collected for each case study to support the phase-by-phase 

analysis. A breakdown of the survey structure is provided on page 15.

Sample size and population similarity

A total of 59 member organisations completed the survey, representing 

40.1% of the total AMEC membership in Western Australia (147 

organisations). Using a 95% confidence level with a finite population 

correction (N = 147, n = 59), the maximum margin of error for 

proportions is approximately ±9.9 percentage points. 

In total, 59 organisations submitted 85 Aboriginal cultural heritage 

activities to inform the analysis in this survey.

Where cross tabulation analysis of the survey results has been 

undertaken for this study, this has generated smaller sample sizes that 

the total survey response rate. In these instances, the results should be 

interpreted with care as the findings may not be fully representative of 

the broader population.

Importantly, a test of population similarity found the survey respondents 

to be proportionately similar to the population. The test indicated that 

the sample differed by only 3.3% in terms of business size, and by 

4.3% by business type (explorer versus producer). While the sample 

was more complex to analyse by region, when comparing the region of 

activities captured in the survey and the share of businesses who 

operate in WA’s regions, the sample was found to be proportionately 

similar to the population.

1 Western Australian Government (2025), Native Title and Cultural Heritage Processes Review. Available online from: www.wa.gov.au/organisation/department-of-the-premier-and-cabinet/native-title-and-cultural-heritage-processes-review 

In June 2025, ACIL Allen was engaged by the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) to develop and issue an industry survey, centred on 
capturing the information required for a review and assessment of the cost of management and compliance with Aboriginal cultural heritage matters in 
Western Australia’s mineral exploration and mining industries. 
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Summary findings (1/4)
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Processes are seen as more burdensome than the risks 
they address.

The overall results of the survey found most organisations viewed 

Aboriginal cultural heritage processes as more burdensome than the 

risks they address, with four out of five reporting processes as onerous 

and nearly two-thirds indicting that processes take longer or much 

longer than expected. 

Reasons cited for processes being more onerous included higher than 

expected costs, administrative burdens, survey costs far outweighing 

exploration costs, inaccessible historical survey results, unnecessary 

surveys including surveying pre-cleared sites, and poor 

communication and organsiation of Native Title Groups and the 

Prescribed Body Corporate.

Native Title Groups lack the capacity, resources, or 
efficiency to act in a timely and cost-effective manner.

Analysis of organisational views suggests that while Native Title 

Groups are generally cooperative and open to engagement, they often 

lack the capacity, resources, or efficiency to act in a timely and cost-

effective manner. 

However, there is evidence of Native Title Groups being unwilling to be 

bound by agreements following a formal agreement or contract being 

entered into, or being unwilling to amend an existing agreement (which 

permits changes to tenements or activities) which are likely 

contributing to time delays and additional financial costs to the 

organisation involved.

Experiences differ in managing and complying with 
required processes.

While the average time taken and cost incurred to manage and comply 

with required Aboriginal cultural heritage processes is 552 days 

(median: 260 days) and approximately $513,864 (median: $213,384) 

per activity to complete the required compliance phases, experiences 

were found to differ by region, business size, activity type, and year of 

commencement. 

For instance, medium to large sized businesses were found to typically 

spend 800 days and $450,000 on required processes per activity, 3.1 

and 2.1 times higher than the industry median, respectively. 

Agreement-making takes time, surveys incur cost.

The breakdown of compliance activities by phase suggests the 

agreement-making process takes the most time at an average of 333 

days (median: 180 days). However, undertaking cultural heritage 

surveys were found to account for a majority of the financial costs 

associated with compliance activities, costing organisations almost 

$370,000 on average per activity (median: $135,000).

For cultural heritage surveys, small exploration companies generally 

saw per-day survey costs of $10,000 per day, which was statistically 

significantly higher than the overall sample ($6,905 / day).

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

The overall results of the survey found most organisations viewed Aboriginal cultural heritage processes as more burdensome than the risks they address, 
with organisations observing a lack of capacity, resources, or efficiency of Native Title Groups to act in a timely and cost-effective manner. While 
experiences differ in undertaking the required management and compliance processes, generally agreement-making takes time while surveys incur cost.

Planning for Engagement, 
Identification of Groups to 

Engage, and Initial 
Engagement

Agreement making
Undertaking Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

Compliance with Agreements 
Terms (excluding Heritage 

Surveys)

Consultation with Native Title 
Groups in Relation to Other 

Regulatory Processes
Overall (n=85)

Time (calendar days)

Quartile 3 69 409 150 93 60 700

Median 30 180 30 10 10 260

Quartile 1 5 90 6 5 5 48

Average 98 333 124 298 98 552

Cost ($)

Quartile 3 40,000 80,537 259,000 51,545 50,040 370,330

Median 10,000 35,000 135,000 22,500 25,000 213,384

Quartile 1 4,000 15,400 67,733 8,000 10,000 112,658

Average 40,068 71,201 369,987 190,376 117,293 513,864

Summary of time and financial costs by phase (per activity undertaken)



The average cost of undertaking Aboriginal cultural 
heritage surveys within a 10-day period was found to be 
over $23,000 per day.

When analysing the per-day cost of undertaking Aboriginal cultural 

heritage surveys conducted over a period of 10 days or less (which 

reflects the typically time taken to complete a survey), the average 

cost was found to be $23,817 per day.

There is also evidence that costs of surveys has increased over time, 

reflected in a 46.6% increase in the median per-day cost when 

comparing activities initiated in the 2018-22 period against activities 

initiated in the 2023-25 period. 

Native Title Groups and representative bodies are 
receiving approximately $0.40 in the dollar of external 
payments made and costs incurred in the system, with 
the majority going to external consultants and legal 
advisors equivalent to $0.60 in the dollar.

Across the total survey sample, respondents reported $17.8 million in 

internal and external costs to undertake various activities. Most of 

these costs incurred in the process of undertaking cultural heritage 

surveys ($10.5 million or 59.1%). 

When allocating specific costs to cost categories to analyse the 

direction of external costs (i.e. who is paid what, at the various steps in 

the process, and excluding internal costs to the organisation itself), it is 

estimated that Native Title Groups and representative bodies are 

receiving approximately 40% of payments made and costs incurred in 

the system in the form of payments for monitors (4.1%) and payments 

made to Native Title Groups and representative bodies (35.7%). 

External consultants and legal advisors accounted for the remaining 

60% of payments made and costs incurred in the system.

In addition to these external costs, organisations incurred their own 

internal costs to manage and comply with Aboriginal cultural heritage 

requirements. In total, a further $4.5 million was reported in terms of 

internal costs – a similar value to reported payments to Native Title 

Groups and representative bodies.

Cultural heritage surveys are the primary source of 
funds that flow to Native Title Groups and 
representative bodies.

Approximately two-thirds (66.8%) of payments made and costs 

incurred that flow to Native Title Groups and representative bodies 

occur during the cultural heritage survey phase. Smaller contributions 

to Native Title Groups and representative bodies are made across the 

other management and compliance phases.

Information on historic heritage surveys is often lacking, 
and it is common practice to re-survey regions or areas 
where previous surveys have been conducted.

While a high proportion (85%) of organisations who have undertaken a 

heritage survey either during the agreement-making process or once 

an agreement was finalised or operational, most (76.3%) don’t believe 

there is sufficient information made available regarding past 

information or surveys which have been undertaken in support of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage outcomes. 

Approximately one in two (50.8%) organisations have been asked to 

re-survey a region or area where they were aware previous survey 

work had been undertaken.

Some of the reasons cited as to why re-surveying is required include 

surveys being out of date or no longer meeting current specifications 

(e.g. >5 years old), the identification of new exclusion areas, changes 

in the Groups conducting the survey, and new survey requirements 

(e.g. site ID survey). In other cases, multiple surveys were requested 

so that different members of the Group could participate.

Summary findings (2/4)

From a cost perspective, the survey results suggest that for every $100 spent by industry in complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage legislation and policy, 
approximately $40 flows to Aboriginal groups and associated bodies through compensation for disruption, and in the provision of services to advance cultural 
heritage outcomes. Most costs incurred by respondents result from the need to engage consultants and legal counsel, and additional internal costs. 
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Flow of payments made (external costs) in managing and 
complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage

Consulting costs (paid by 

the organisation)

Monitors 

Payments to Native Title

Groups and representative 

bodies

Legal counsel/ supporting 

consultants
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35.6%
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Summary findings (3/4)

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Summary level findings are presented below which address overall perspectives and sentiment of member organisations, and cultural heritage surveys. 
These findings are discussed throughout the report.

The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements 10

Topic Finding
Refer 
page

Overall 
perspectives

4 out of 5 (or 81.0%) organisations found Aboriginal cultural heritage processes to be more onerous than the risks to Aboriginal cultural heritage on the 
land where activities were planned to take place.

20

2 out of 3 (64.4%) organisations found the process required to progress through compliance with Aboriginal cultural heritage to take longer or much 
longer than expected.

20

2 out of 3 (or 67.2%) Native Title Groups are viewed as being willing to engage, however, a similar proportion (69.0%) are viewed as not able to act in a 
timely manner. These views suggest that while Native Title Groups are generally cooperative and open to engagement, they often lack the capacity, 
resources, or efficiency to act in a timely and cost-effective manner. 

21

81% of organisations viewed Native Title Groups as either ‘not willing’ or ‘not able’ to act in a timely and cost-effective manner (i.e. 100% less 19% who 
responded ‘willing and able’).

21

Almost half (45.8%) of organisations have experienced a circumstance where following conclusion of an agreement-making process, and entry into a 
formal agreement or contract, a Native Title groups has been unwilling to be bound by the agreement.

22

Over 1 in 5 (or 22.0%) organisations have experienced a circumstance where a Native Title group has been unwilling to amend an existing agreement in 
circumstances where the agreement was drafted to allow changes to tenements or activities.

22

Cultural heritage 
surveys

Around half (or 50.8%) of organisations have been asked to resurvey a region or area where they are aware previous survey work has been undertaken. 42

3 out of 4 (or 76.3%) organisations believe there is insufficient information made available regarding past information or surveys which have been 
undertaken in support of Aboriginal cultural heritage outcomes.

42

Free text 
responses

Appendix A presents a selection of free text feedback from respondents on Heritage Surveys and Agreement Compliance, specifically in relation to 
heritage surveys, resurveying areas and agreement compliance. 

44



Summary findings (4/4)

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Summary level findings are presented below which address time and financial costs involved in complying with and managing Aboriginal cultural heritage. 
These findings are discussed throughout the report.
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Topic Finding
Refer 
page

Just over half (or 54.1%) of organisations were able to complete their planned works associated with the activity. 24

Time and 
financial cost 
analysis

4 out of 5 (or 83.5%) organisations received an affirmative response to initiate the relevant process associated with their activity. 24

Organisations reported an average wait time of 16 days (median: 3.5 days) to receive an affirmative response to initiate relevant processes, indicating 
that timelines are significantly longer for some organisations – most often larger ones. Wait times were generally longer in the Northern Region compared 
to the rest of the State, with 1 in 4 activities commenced in region on hold for 60 days or more waiting for an affirmative response.

25

Organisations reportedly spent an average of 552 days (median: 260 days) managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage on a per activity 
basis, indicating that timelines are significantly longer for some organisations and most often larger ones. The breakdown of compliance costs suggests 
the agreement-making process takes the most time at an average of 333 days (median: 180 days).

28

Organisations incurred an average of $513,864 (median: $213,384) in managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage on a per activity basis, 
indicating that costs are significantly higher for some organisations and most often larger ones with more complex activities. The breakdown of 
compliance costs suggests cultural heritage surveys account for a large proportion of these costs at an average of $366,630 per activity (median: 
$137,500). 

31

On a cost per day basis, undertaking cultural heritage surveys are the most expensive process. When analysing the per-day cost of undertaking Aboriginal 
cultural heritage surveys conducted over a period of 10 days or less (which reflects the typically time taken to complete a survey), the average cost was 
found to be $23,817 per day.

34

The median per-day cost of undertaking cultural heritage surveys was found to have increased by 46.6% when comparing activities initiated in the 2018-
22 period and activities initiated in the 2023-25 period. 

34

Flow of funds

Data on the direction of external costs suggests Native Title Groups are receiving approximately to 40% of payments made in the system in the form of 
payments for monitors (4.1%) and other payments made to Native Title Groups and representative bodies (35.7%). 

38

Data on the direction of external costs suggests that the remaining 60% of payments made in the system flow to external consultants and legal advisors. 38
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Survey Sample Overview
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Policy context and scope
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Policy context

In Western Australia, the protection and management of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage is primarily governed by the Aboriginal Heritage Act 

1972 (AHA). The AHA makes it an offence to disturb or damage an 

Aboriginal site or object without approval and establishes the framework 

for identifying and managing Aboriginal heritage places. Before 

undertaking any land-based activities, organisations must check for 

Aboriginal heritage, and approval is required where there is potential for 

harm to an Aboriginal site.

Some of the required processes involved in complying with the 

protection and management Aboriginal cultural heritage include 

agreement making, and undertaking cultural heritage surveys. 

Exploration and extractive activities can then be subject to monitoring 

by Native Title groups, and payments for disturbances to culturally 

significant sites.

In May 2025, the Western Australian Government announced a review1 

to improve Native Title and Aboriginal cultural heritage processes in 

response to concerns about slowing exploration activity and reduced 

investment in Western Australian mining projects. These concerns 

related to broader economic impacts on the State and national 

economies, as well as constraints on opportunities for Traditional 

Owners to benefit from supporting the management and compliance of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage. Rising costs and extended timeframes for 

heritage surveys and agreement-making were highlighted as particular 

issues.

To better understand these issues and organisational experiences in 

meeting Aboriginal cultural heritage requirements, ACIL Allen was 

engaged by AMEC to undertake a confidential survey of its member 

organisations in order to:

— Better understand overall perspectives and sentiment in relation to 

Aboriginal cultural heritage processes

— Quantify the time and financial costs of managing and complying 

with these requirements in Western Australia’s minerals industry, 

recognising variation between organisations

— Identify the processes or activities that are most costly in terms of 

time and financial resources

— Analysing variations in costs by jurisdiction and type of activity 

undertaken.

The target of the survey was on organisations seeking access to:

— undertake exploration on an exploration licence area 

— progress a project prior to commencement of construction / 

operation 

— progress the construction or operation on a mining lease, except 

for basic raw materials, or 

— progress the construction or operation on a mining lease for basic 

raw materials.

Survey approach and scope 

In July 2025, AMEC members were invited to participate in a survey 

regarding the cost of managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural 

heritage in Western Australia.

The survey, distributed via Web Survey Creator, was open from 9 July 

to 20 August 2025 – a 42-day period. The survey was accessible 

exclusively online via a web link and enabled participants to commence 

a response and return later via a come-back-later-code. This enabled 

survey participants to share the survey amongst colleagues as 

necessary without losing data entered in the survey.

Organisations had the opportunity to submit up to three case studies to 

inform the study (categorising case studies by one of the four activities 

above). Organisations were also asked to provide insights about their 

experiences with Heritage Surveys as well as their overall perspectives.

A key aspect of the survey related to the protection of confidential 

information supplied by respondents. All survey responses were treated 

as confidential and were not linked to any personal or identifiable 

information. Company names were collected solely for the purpose of 

tracking response rates. 

During analysis, the ACIL Allen project team accessed the raw survey 

data and anonymised all responses by removing company identifiers. 

Results were aggregated to provide a high-level overview. No 

organisation-specific data has been shared outside of ACIL Allen, 

including with AMEC.

In June 2025, ACIL Allen was engaged by the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) to develop and issue an industry survey, centred on 
capturing the information required for a review and assessment of the cost of management and compliance with Aboriginal cultural heritage matters in 
Western Australia’s minerals industries. 

1 WA Government (2025), Native Title and Cultural Heritage Processes Review. Available online from: https://www.wa.gov.au/organisation/department-of-the-premier-and-cabinet/native-title-and-cultural-heritage-processes-review 
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Survey structure

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 
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Section 2 – Case study analysis 

Type of activity Region of activity Timing of activity 

Time to identify 

Aboriginal Party 

representative

Time to receive a 

response

Works completion 

status (yes, no)

Overall costs (time and $ cost); and specific costs ($)

Planning for 

Engagement, 

Identification 

of Groups to 

Engage, and 

Initial 

Engagement

Compliance 

with 

Agreements 

Terms 

(excluding 

Heritage 

Surveys)

Agreement 

making

Undertaking 

Cultural 

Heritage 

Surveys

Consultation 

with Native 

Title Groups 

in Relation to 

Other 

Regulatory 

Processes

Section 1 – About the organisation Section 3 – Heritage surveys & overall perspectives

Company name

Organisation’s interest in Western Australia

Current mineral targets

Size of organisation

Heritage surveys required (single, multiple, and 

type)

Information about Aboriginal cultural heritage 

outcomes

Overall perspectives

Sentiment

The survey comprised three sections. Section 1 gathered organisational profile information, Section 2 explored case studies identifying time and financial 
costs of compliance, while Section 3 focused on heritage surveys and overall perspectives.



Analysing and interpreting the survey results
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Sample size

A total of 59 member organisations completed the 

survey, representing 40.1% of the total membership 

in Western Australia (147 organisations). 

Using a 95% confidence level with a finite population 

correction (N = 147, n = 59), the maximum margin of 

error for proportions is approximately ±9.9 

percentage points.

Where cross tabulation analysis of the survey results 

has been undertaken for this study, this has 

sometimes generated smaller sample sizes that the 

total survey response rate. In these instances, the 

results should be interpreted with care as the findings 

may not be fully representative of the broader 

population.

Handling of ‘empty 
cells’/missing data
The complete dataset contained ‘empty cells’ or 

missing data points. In some survey questions, 

organisations provided only an overall cost or time 

estimate rather than detailed, specific costs. In other 

cases, organisations entered a ‘-’, ‘0’ or ‘N/a’ as a 

response.

ACIL Allen made the following adjustments to ensure 

the dataset could be reliably analysed to represent 

the entire industry:

— ‘-’, ‘N/a’ and ‘0’ responses have been excluded 

(for time and financial cost), meaning that cost 

results reflect the average or median cost by 

activity where an organisation incurred a time or 

financial cost

— Outliers were retained where appropriate, as 

they reflect genuine differences in costs across 

organisations. The use of median values 

removes the influence of these outliers.

Test of population similarity
A test of population similarity was conducted to 

assess whether the sample was statistically 

representative of the AMEC membership base. 

The test indicated that the sample differed by only 

3.3% in terms of business size, and by 4.3% by 

business type (explorer versus producer). While the 

sample was more complex to analyse by region, 

when comparing the region of activities captured in 

the survey and the share of businesses who operate 

in WA’s regions, the sample was found to be 

proportionately similar to the population.

A total of 59 member organisations completed the survey, representing 40.1% of AMEC’s total membership in Western Australia (147 organisations). Using a 
95% confidence level with a finite population correction (N = 147, n = 59), the maximum margin of error for proportions is approximately ±9.9 percentage 
points. A test of population similarity found that the sample was proportionately similar to the population, differing by less than 5% (proportionately) in terms 
of organisational type and size.

Metric Sample (Survey)
Population (AMEC 
membership base)

Difference from 
population

Organisation size No. (share of total) No. (share of total)
Sample share less 
population share

Small business 44 (74.6%) 109 (77.9%) (3.3%)

Medium-very large 15 (25.4%) 31 (22.1%) 3.3%

Sub-total 59 (100.0%) 140 (100.0%)

Size not specified 0 7

Total 59 147

Type of organisation Share of businesses^ Share of businesses
Sample share less 
population share

Explorer 83.1% 78.8% 4.3%

Producer 16.9% 21.2% (4.3%)

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Region of activity
Share of activities 

conducted in region

Share of businesses 
who operate in 

region1

Sample share less 
population share

Northern 54.1% 63.7% N/a

Southern 5.9% 15.8% N/a

Goldfields-Esperance 40.0% 52.1% N/a

Total 100.0% N/a

Test of population similarity

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

1: Value is greater than 100% as AMEC’s membership database requests any region of operations be incorporated leading to many businesses reporting more than one area of operations. 



Respondent profile
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Approximately three-quarters of organisations who completed the survey were small businesses (44 of 59), with most of these organisations currently 
targeting precious metals, base metals, or critical minerals. Organisations were typically engaged in active mineral exploration, often with multiple projects 
underway. While a lower representation, the survey also captured 13 organisations who were actively undertaking both mineral production and exploration, 
or active mineral production with one or more active projects.

Organisation size and current mineral target (No. of organisations)

Current mineral target

Precious 
metals

Base metals
Critical 

minerals
Bulk ores Other Total

Small business 
(<20 employees or 
<$2 million annual 
revenue)

20 14 6 2 2
44 

(74.6%)

Medium business 
(<200 employees 
or <$20 million 
annual revenue)

2 0 3 1 1
7

(11.9%)

Large business 
(<1,000 
employees or 
<$250 million 
annual revenue)

3 0 1 0 1
5

(8.5%)

Very large 
business (>1,000 
employees or 
>$250 million 
annual revenue)

1 0 1 1 0
3

(5.1%)

Total 
(share)

26
(44.1%)

14
(23.7%)

11
(18.6%)

4
(6.8%)

4
(6.8%)

59
(100.0%)

Organisation size and organisational interest in Western Australia (No. of organisations)

n=59

Organisation interest

Active 
mineral 
explorer 
with 
multiple 
active 
projects

Active 
mineral 
explorer 
with a single 
project

Actively 
undertaking 
both mineral 
production 
and mineral 
exploration

Active 
mineral 
producer 
with 
multiple 
active 
projects

Active 
mineral 
producer 
with a single 
project

Inactive 
mineral 
producer / 
explorer

Not a 
mineral 
producer / 
explorer

Total

Small business 
(<20 employees 
or <$2 million 
annual revenue)

32 8 3 0 0 1 0
44 

(74.6%)

Medium business 
(<200 employees 
or <$20 million 
annual revenue)

3 1 3 0 0 0 0
7

(11.9%)

Large business 
(<1,000 
employees or 
<$250 million 
annual revenue)

1 0 0 3 1 0 0
5

(8.5%)

Very large 
business (>1,000 
employees or 
>$250 million 
annual revenue)

0 0 2 1 0 0 0
3

(5.1%)

Total 
(share)

36
(61.0%)

9
(15.3%)

8
(13.6%)

4
(6.8%)

1
(1.7%)

1 
(1.7%)

0
(0.0%)

59
(100.0%)



Approach to cross-tabulation

^ The Northern region includes the Pilbara, Kimberley, Mid West, and Gascoyne regions; the Southern region includes the Wheatbelt, Perth and South West regions. Medium-large businesses include medium, large and very large 

businesses; Other organisational interests include Actively undertaking both mineral production and mineral exploration, Active mineral producer with multiple active projects, Active mineral producer with a single project, Inactive mineral 

producer / explorer, and Not a mineral producer / explorer.

Source: ACIL Allen

To extend the survey analysis, ACIL Allen examined relationships and patterns across all the questions asked in the survey to determine whether costs and 
perspectives on compliance vary by region, size of business, organisational interest, or timing. An overview of the categories assessed through cross-
tabulation is presented below. 
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Category assessed Purpose Sub-categories^

Category 1 – Region
To identify how survey responses, costs, and perspectives differ by 
location.

— Northern

— Goldfields-Esperance

Category 2 – Organisational 
size

To explore whether compliance perspectives and costs vary according to 
the size of the organisation.

— Small

— Medium-large

Category 3 – Activity type
To compare experiences, and time and financial costs by type of activity 
undertaken.

— Seeking access to undertake exploration on 
an exploration licence area

— All other activities

Category 4 – Timing
To assess whether responses and compliance perspectives vary across 
different time periods of activity.

— 2018-22

— 2023-25

Cross-tabulation categorisation

Caution

Where further analysis by 

category (i.e. cross-tabulation) 

has been undertaken in this 

study (refer to sub-categories, 

left), results are based on 

smaller sample sizes and 

therefore should be interpreted 

with care.

As a result, findings may not be 

fully representative of the 

broader population. 

Refer to page 16 for an overview 

of how the sample captured in 

this survey compares to the 

membership population.



Overall Perspectives and Sentiment
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Perspectives on Processes: More onerous and lengthy than expected
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

From an overall perspective, most organisations view Aboriginal cultural heritage processes as more burdensome than the risks they address, with four out 
of five reporting processes as onerous and nearly two-thirds indicting that processes take longer or much longer than expected. Despite this, three-quarters 
said they adopt a blended approach to Aboriginal cultural heritage issues, balancing social and ethical outcomes with cost minimisation and streamlining.

Process and risk

When asked about how compliance processes were balanced 

against the risks to Aboriginal cultural heritage on the land where 

activities were planned to take place, over 80% of organisations 

(or 47 of 58) reported processes as being more onerous than the 

risks. The remaining 20% of organisations said processes were 

commensurate with risks, while no organisation said processes 

were less onerous than the risk.

Reasons cited for processes being more onerous included higher 

than expected costs, administrative burdens, survey costs far 

outweighing exploration costs, inaccessible historical survey 

results, unnecessary surveys including surveying pre-cleared 

sites, and poor communication and organisation of groups.

Time expectations

Reflecting the consensus that processes are more onerous than 

the associated risks, almost two-thirds of organisations (64.4%, or 

38 of 59) reported that processes took longer or much longer than 

expected. In contrast, just under one-quarter of organisations 

(23.7%, or 14 of 59) were more positive, indicating that processes 

met time expectations (18.6%) or were faster than expected (5%).

Approach

In approaching Aboriginal cultural heritage issues, three quarters 

of organisations (or 43 of 57) aim to balance both social licence 

and social good with cost efficiency. Just under one-quarter of 

organisations (23.7%, or 14 of 59) stated that they focus on social 

licence and social good alone.

14 45

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Social licence and social good Cost minimisation and streamlining Blended approach, balancing both outcomes

47 11

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Processes were more onerous than the risks Processes were commensurate with risks Processes were less onerous than the risks

Do you believe the processes you were required to complete were commensurate with the risks to Aboriginal cultural heritage on the 
land where your activities were planned to take place?

Did the process required to progress through compliance with Aboriginal cultural heritage take the time you expected?

How do you generally approach Aboriginal cultural heritage issues?

n=58

n=59

3 11 16 22 7

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes, the process was faster than expected Yes, process took approximately the time expected
No, process took longer than expected No, process took much longer than expected
No, I have been / was not able to complete the process required

n=59



Perspectives on Engagement: The will exists, but capability issues dominate
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Perspectives on Group’s willingness and ability to act in a timely and cost-effective manner

Analysis of organisational views suggests that while Native Title Groups are generally cooperative and open to engagement, they often lack the capacity, 
resources, or efficiency to act in a timely and cost-effective manner. 

Able Not able Total

Willing
11 

(19.0%)
28

(48.3%)
39 

(67.2%)

Not willing
7

(12.1%)
12 

(20.7%)
19 

(32.8%)

Total
18 

(31.0%)
40 

(69.0%)
58 

(100%)

When engaging with Native Title Groups to undertake required processes, 

approximately two-thirds reported that groups were willing to engage (67.2%), 

but not in a timely and cost-effective manner (69.0%). While almost one in five 

organisations (11 of 59) found groups to be both willing and able, this was 

offset by a similar proportion who found groups to be not able and not willing. 

81% of organisations viewed Groups as either not willing or not able to act in 

a timely and cost-effective manner (i.e. 100% less 19% who responded 

‘willing and able’).

Willing and able (19.0%)

When comparing the profile of organisations who stated that Native Title 

Groups were ‘willing and able’ to the survey sample, no significant differences 

could be observed.

Not willing and not able (20.7%)

When comparing the profile of organisations who stated that Native Title 

Groups were ‘not willing and not able’ to the survey sample, a higher 

concentration of organisations were engaged in active mineral exploration 

activities (10 of 12 responses) and seeking access to undertake exploration 

on an exploration licence area (10 of 12 responses).

Not willing (32.8%)

When comparing the profile of organisations who stated that Native Title 

Groups were ‘not willing’ to the survey sample, a higher concentration of 

activities were found to be undertaken in the Northern region (13 of the 19 

responses).

Not able (69.0%)

When analysing the profile of organisations who stated that Native Title 

Groups were ‘not able’ against the survey sample, no significant differences 

could be observed.

2 out of 3 (or 67.2%)
Groups are viewed as being willing to engage, 

however, a similar proportion (69.0%) are viewed 

as being not able to act in a timely and cost-

effective manner. 

81%
of organisations viewed Groups as either not 

willing or not able to act in a timely and cost-

effective manner (i.e. 100% less 19% who 

responded ‘willing and able’).



Perspectives on Agreements: Challenges in delivery
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Have you ever experienced a circumstance where following conclusion of an agreement-making process, and entry into a formal 
agreement or contract, a Native Title Group has been unwilling to be bound by this agreement?

Have you ever experienced a circumstance where a Native Title Group has been unwilling to amend an existing agreement in 
circumstances where the agreement was drafted to allow changes to tenements or activities?

n=59

The survey results also reported instances where Native Title Groups were unwilling to be bound by agreements following a formal agreement or contract 
being entered into, or being unwilling to amend an existing agreement (which permits changes to tenements or activities), both of which were likely to have 
contributed to time delays and additional financial costs for the organisation.

The ‘binding nature’ of agreements

Just under half of organisations (45.8%, or 27 of 59) stated that they 

have experienced a circumstance where following the conclusion of 

an agreement-making process, and entry into a formal agreement or 

contract, a Native Title Group has been unwilling to be bound by this 

agreement. 

A smaller proportion (22.0% or 13 of 57) stated that they had 

experienced a circumstance where a Native Title Group has been 

unwilling to amend an existing agreement in circumstances where 

the agreement was drafted to allow changes to tenements or 

activities.

Unwilling to be bound by an agreement (45.8%)

When comparing the profile of organisations who stated that Native 

Title Groups were unwilling to be bound by an agreement following 

conclusion of an agreement-making process, and entry into a formal 

agreement or contract to the survey sample, a higher proportion of 

respondents were found to be undertaking activities in the Northern 

region of WA (15 of 27 or 56%).

Unwilling to amend an existing agreement (22.0%)

When comparing the profile of organisations who stated that Native 

Title Groups had been unwilling to amend an existing agreement 

where the agreement was drafted to allow changes to tenements or 

activities to the survey sample, no significant differences could be 

observed compared to the survey sample.

n=59

27 32

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes

No

13 46

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes

No

(45.8%) (54.2%)

(22.0%) (78.0%)



Case Study Analysis
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Case study overview (1/3)
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Regional Development 
Commission area

Seeking access to 
undertake 

exploration on an 
exploration licence 

area

Seeking access to 
progress a project 

prior to 
commencement of 

construction / 
operation

Seeking access to 
progress the 

construction or 
operation on a 

mining lease, except 
for basic raw 

materials

Seeking access to 
progress the 

construction or 
operation on a 

mining lease for 
basic raw materials

Total

Goldfields-Esperance 26 5 3 0
34

(40.0%)

Pilbara 14 3 0 3
20

(23.5%)

Gascoyne 10 1 1 0
12

(14.1%)

Kimberley 6 1 0 0
7

(8.2%)

Mid West 5 1 1 0
7

(8.2%)

Wheatbelt 1 1 1 0
3

(3.5%)

South West 1 0 0 0
1

(1.2%)

Perth Metro 1 0 0 0
1

(1.2%)

Total
64

(75.3%)
12

(14.1%)
6

(7.1%)
3

(3.5%)
85

(100.0%)

^ Excludes several outliers above 450 calendar days.

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Region of activity and type of activity sought (No. of activities)

Item Finding

Number of organisations who completed a 
 response

59

Number of case studies submitted 85

Number of case studies submitted per 
 organisation

1.44 

Case studies initiated pre-2023 (share of total)
30 

(35.3%)

Case studies initiated in 2023 or later (share of total)
55 

(64.7%)

Average days to identify relevant Aboriginal Party 
 representative (median)^

16.4 days
(3.5 days) 

Received an affirmative response to initiate the 
 relevant process

83.5%

Average duration to receive affirmative response  
 (median)^

32.9 days
(20.0 days)

Able to complete the planned works associated
 with the activity 

54.1%

Key findings

In total, 59 member organisations identified 85 Aboriginal cultural heritage activities, with more than 80% of these activities initiated since 2022. A majority 
of these activities (64 of 85) involved organisations seeking access to undertake exploration under an exploration licence area. Of the 85 activities identified 
from respondents, just over half (54.1%) of the planned works associated with the activity were completed at the time of the survey.
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Time to identify, and receive confirmation

While some organisations are able to quickly identify the appropriate Aboriginal Party representative and receive an affirmative response to initiate the 
process, others experience significant delays during these stages. Variations for experiences in the Northern region and the Goldfields–Esperance regions 
are presented below.
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Identifying the relevant party representative

Overall, organisations spent an average of 16.4 days (median: 3.5 

days) identifying the appropriate or relevant Aboriginal Party 

representative to engage with during this process. The relatively 

low median suggests that while most organisations completed this 

step quickly, a small number spent multiple weeks identifying a 

relevant party representative.

While the time taken to identify a relevant party representative in 

the Northern region (average: 18.6 days; median 3.0 days) were 

found to be slightly longer, they were largely comparable to the 

Goldfields-Esperance region (average: 14.4 days; median: 2.0 

days).

Time to receive an affirmative response

In waiting to initiate the relevant process after first making contact, 

organisations reportedly waited for an average of 32.9 days 

(median: 20.0 days). The lower median compared to the average 

suggests that while most organisations completed this step over a 

matter of weeks, a smaller proportion experienced significantly 

longer delays – and especially when undertaking activities in the 

northern region of the State.

The time to received an affirmative response in the Northern 

region were observed to be longer than the Goldfields-Esperance 

region, at an average of 44.0 days (median: 24.0 days), compared 

to the average experience in the Goldfields-Esperance region of 

21.7 days (median: 12.0 days). Approximately one in four 

organisations who undertook activities in the Northern region 

waited for 60 days or more to receive an affirmative response to 

initiate the relevant process after first making contact.

Time required to identify the right or relevant Aboriginal Party representative to engage with as part of this process (calendar days, 
per activity) – Individual responses^

Time taken to receive an affirmative response from the relevant Aboriginal Party representative to initiate the relevant process after 
you had first made contact (calendar days, per activity) – Individual responses^

n=30 n=27

n=26n=34

^ Excludes several outliers of 450 calendar days or more.

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

1 in 4
activities commenced in the Northern 

region waited 60 days or more for an 

affirmative response.
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Case study overview (3/3)

26The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Consistent with the presence of the AMEC membership across the State, the survey primarily captured Aboriginal cultural heritage activities in the Northern 
(46 of 85) and Goldfields-Esperance (34 of 85) regions, with minimal representation from the Southern region (5 of 85). At a Regional Development 
Commission boundary area, activities were heavily concentrated in the Goldfields-Esperance and Pilbara regions, accounting for 40% and 23.5% of all 
activities, respectively.

Northern region

— 46 activities

— 35 small business and 11 medium-large business activities 

— 22 targeting precious and base metals, 24 targeting other

— 35 seeking access to undertake exploration on an 

     exploration licence area, 11 seeking other activities

— 10 activities initiated pre-2022, 35 initiated post-2021

Southern region

— 5 activities

— 3 small business and 2 medium-large business activities

— 3 targeting precious and base metals, 2 targeting other

— 3 seeking access to undertake exploration on an 

     exploration licence area, 2 seeking other activities

— 2 activities initiated pre-2022, 3 initiated post-2021

Goldfields-Esperance

— 34 activities

— 30 small business and 4 medium-large business activities

— 3 targeting precious and base metals, 2 targeting other

— 3 seeking access to undertake exploration on an 

     exploration licence area, 2 seeking other activities

— 2 activities initiated pre-2022, 3 initiated post-2021

Regional distribution of identified activities

7

20

12

7

34

3

1

1

n=85



Introduction to the phases

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

The survey assessed five phases of managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage, capturing data on the time and financial costs associated with 
each. Within each phase, sub-costs were also requested to provide a more detailed breakdown, and organisations were also asked to provide qualitative 
information.
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Compliance with Agreement Terms 

Consultation with Native Title Groups 
in Relation to Other Regulatory 
Processes

Undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys

Planning for Engagement, 
Identification of Groups to Engage, 
and Initial Engagement

Agreement making

The compliance with agreement terms phase captures upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies (e.g. signing fees); legal counsel 
costs; consulting costs to support the engagement; travel and other costs to meet on Country; internal labour costs to the organisation; Cultural Awareness Training; 
and environmental management or Ranger programs.

Consultation with Native Title Groups in relation to other regulatory processes captures upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representatives; legal 
counsel costs; consulting costs to support the engagement; travel and other costs to meet on Country; internal labour costs (to the organisation); and Cultural 
Awareness Training.

A Cultural Heritage Survey is an assessment process used to identify, record, and evaluate places, objects, or landscapes that have cultural significance. This phase 
captures pre-survey costs to consultants including GIS, desktop, environmental, ACHIS (etc); heritage consultant costs; Aboriginal consultant costs; monitors; travel, 
accommodation, meals, vehicle hire; and reporting costs.

Agreement-making is undertaken between Australian Indigenous peoples and the organisation prior to exploration activity. This phase captures upfront financial 
payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies to negotiate agreements; other milestone payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies during the 
negotiation process; legal counsel costs; consulting costs to support the engagement; travel and other costs to meet on Country; and internal labour costs incurred 
by to the organisation.

This phase captures preliminary costs prior to the agreement making phase. This includes upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies; 
legal counsel costs (cost to the organisation and Aboriginal party costs paid by the organisation); consulting costs to support the engagement (costs to the 
organisation and Aboriginal party costs paid by the organisation); travel and other costs to meet on Country to the organisation; payments of Aboriginal party travel 
and other costs to meet on Country; and internal labour costs incurred by to the organisation.

Phases involved in managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage 
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28The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements

^ Some results are based on a lower sample size than the survey sample (n=85) and should be interpreted with care. Findings may not be fully representative of the broader population and are indicative only. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

The time required to manage and comply with Aboriginal cultural heritage was analysed by phase across region, organisation size, activity type, and 
commencement date. Overall, the results indicate that, on average, activities take 552 days to progress through the management and compliance phases 
associated with Aboriginal cultural heritage, with the agreement making phase being the longest phase of compliance (average: 333 days). Median values are 
used below to analyse time differences in activities by region, organisational size, activity type and year of commencement. 

Planning for 
Engagement, 

Identification of 
Groups to Engage, 

and Initial 
Engagement

Agreement 
making

Undertaking 
Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

Compliance with 
Agreements 

Terms (excluding 
Heritage Surveys)

Consultation with 
Native Title 

Groups in Relation 
to Other 

Regulatory 
Processes

Overall
Sample size     

(n=)

Average values (calendar days per activity)

Average 97.6 333.0 123.0 293.7 97.8 552.2 85

Median values (calendar days per activity)

Region of activity

Northern 30.0 180.0 30.0 10.0 60.0 254.5 46

Goldfields-Esp. 30.0 200.0 9.0 20.0 7.5 238.0 34

Organisation size

Small 30.0 180.0 15.0 10.0 10.0 179.0 68

Medium-large 30.0^ 633.0^ 278.5^ 85.0^ 67.5^ 800.0^ 17

Activity

Exploration access 28.0 180.0 17.5 10.0 10.0 137.5 64

All other activities 75.0^ 360.0^ 150.0^ 50.0^ 40.5^ 615.0^ 21

Commencement

2018-22 30.0^ 180.0^ 45.0^ 26.0^ 62.5^ 224.0^ 30

2023-25 30.0 180.0 22.0 10.0 10.0 262.0 55

Total 30.0 180.0 30.0 10.0 10.0 260.0 85

Overall time by phase and category (calendar days)Region

Activities conducted in the Northern region (median: 254.5 days) 

were found to take slightly longer compared to activities 

undertaken in the Goldfields-Esperance region (median: 238.0 

days). Within the Northern region, higher time costs (relatively) 

were observed in undertaking cultural heritage surveys (median: 

30 days) and in consultation with Native Title Groups (median: 60 

days).

Organisation size

Activities undertaken by medium to large sized businesses were 

found to take considerably longer (median: 800 days) compared 

to smaller business activities (median: 179 days). The agreement-

making (median: 633 days) and cultural heritage survey phases 

(median: 279 days) contributed to these extended timeframes for 

larger businesses.

Activity type

Businesses seeking access to undertake exploration on an 

exploration licence area were found to complete required 

processes in a shorter period of time (median: 138 days) 

compared to other activities (median: 615 days). This is expected, 

as other activities include progressing projects prior to 

construction or operation which are likely to be more complex 

compared to seeking access to undertake exploration.

Commencement year

While it is indicated that the time taken to complete processes 

since 2023 has increased in overall median terms compared to 

the 2018-22 period, results should be interpreted with caution due 

to the 2018-22 sample size. 
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Time by phase (Calendar days per activity)

Q3 69 409 150 93 60

Q1 5 90 6 5 5

Across each of the compliance phases, agreement making was found to consume the most time (median: 180 days). Undertaking cultural heritage surveys 
(median: 30 days) and planning for engagement, identification and initial engagement (median: 30 days) were found to take a similar length of time, while 
complying with agreement terms and consultation with Native Title Groups typically lasted for 10 days (median). Organisational experiences were found to 
vary significantly across the various phases – for example agreement making was found to have an interquartile range (Q3-Q1) of 319 days, which reflects 
that any one company may experience a time delay of ~11 months relative to another company in similar circumstances.

Upper end 

(Quartile 3)

Middle value

Lower end 

(Quartile 1)

 Time comparison by phase →

50% of values for Agreement Making lie between 90 and 409 days.
50% of values lie outside this bound.

Agreement making
Agreement making is the longest phase of compliance (median: 180 days; average: 

333 days), with activities typically ranging between 90 (Quartile 1) and 409 

(Quartile 3) days to progress through this phase.

Ave: 98 Ave: 333 Ave: 123 294 98
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Case Study 1 – Seeking access to conduct exploration on a licensed area

This case study provides feedback from a respondent on its experiences as a small, active critical minerals explorer with multiple projects, seeking access to 
conduct exploration on a licensed area. The time and financial costs involved in the required processes, along with some challenges faced throughout the 
process, are described below. 

Phase Time Cost Per day Costs covered Challenges

Planning for 

Engagement
10 $8,000 $800

Heritage notice, GIS 
mapping and 
confirmation of planning. 

Required to follow up with 
Group repeatedly for feedback 
and confirmation that survey 
can commence.

Agreement 

Making
10 $8,000 $800

Included heritage 
agreement and lawyer 
fees for tenement 
objection.

None specified

Undertaking 

Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

46 $860,000 $18,696

Planning for the survey, 
36 days onsite for the 
survey and associated 
costs. 

Invoice received with no cost 
breakdown of costs from the 
consultant, and unable to 
provide. Challenges meeting 
with the consultant to discuss 
report inconsistencies. Quality 
and delivery frustrations 
associated with archeological 
work.

Compliance with 

Agreements 

Terms

20 $8,000 $400 Internal labour costs. None specified

Consultation with 

Native Title 

Groups

8 $40,000 $5,000

Upfront payments to the 
Aboriginal group, legal 
counsel, supporting 
consultants, travel and 
other costs to meet on 
Country, and Internal 
labour.

No standards in relation to 
meeting costs. Charged 
$10,000 to attend a pre-
scheduled Board meeting.

Total 94 $924,000 $9,830

Activity (commenced 2024, Northern region) - 

Undertaking a heritage survey to access exploration 

targets on a new prospect, with heritage agreements 

in place on the tenements involved. The survey area 

was requested to be undertaken across three 

surveys as the organisation was advised that the 

Native Title Group and Prescribed Body Corporate 

would not conduct individual surveys exceeding 12 

days.

Prior to the commencement of the survey, 

discussions were held regarding the type of survey 

required and the site ID was requested to reduce 

costs of logistics and time. Surveys were 

undertaken by archeologists who were consulting 

the Native Title Group. 

Miscommunications regarding the need for a site ID 

survey and a site avoidance or clearance survey 

resulted in delays and additional costs, as did 

inconsistent findings between the three surveys. 

The organisation involved suggests there is 

insufficient information available regarding previous 

surveys, and has suggested the need for a 

standardised form with the required information to 

improve efficiency. Current processes are described 

as being difficult when comparing information and 

surveys between reports.

Processes were described as ‘extremely onerous’ 

due to a lack of communication and organisation 

between the Native Title Group and Prescribed 

Body Corporate. Poor organisation and a lack of 

process was said to contribute to outcomes and 

actions being repeated across multiple meetings. 

The timelines and conditions set out in the heritage 

agreements are described as being ‘loose’ and 

generally not followed. Responses to queries or 

questions are said to be ignored and delayed.

The organisation involved calls for a review of the 

costs in general across the industry, as smaller 

companies cannot afford to match the costs of larger 

operators – a current expectation of some Groups. 

The expectation to undertake monitoring of activities 

post survey is described as ‘concerning’, as 

additional costs are incurred to monitor an area 

when commitments are established. Monitoring is 

also known to take place in situations when no 

heritage sites have been identified.

The quality of consultants in the heritage/native title 

industry are also described as ‘poor’, as there is no 

requirement for registration of heritage consultants 

to be certified. Consultants are also said to send out 

people to site with no experience of Australian 

Aboriginal heritage.

Management and compliance costs by phase

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 



Overall cost by phase
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^ Some results are based on a lower sample size than the survey sample (n=85) and should be interpreted with care. Findings may not be fully representative of the broader population and are indicative only. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025. 

Overall cost by phase and category ($) ̂

Overall costs by phase were analysed by region, organisation size, activity type, and commencement date. The results are presented in the table and 
discussed below. Overall, the results indicate that, on average, activities incurred a cost of $513,864 to progress through the management and compliance 
phases associated with Aboriginal cultural heritage, with cultural heritage surveys being the most expensive phase (average: $369.987). Median values are 
used below to analyse cost differences in activities by region, organisational size, activity type and year of commencement. 

Region

Activities conducted in the Northern region (median: $236,000) 

were found to be more expensive compared to activities 

undertaken in the Goldfields-Esperance region (median: 

$140,885). Within the Northern region, higher relative costs were 

observed in undertaking cultural heritage surveys and consultation 

with Native Title Groups.

Organisation size

Larger businesses were found to incur substantially higher costs 

to complete compliance activities (median: $450,000) compared 

to smaller businesses (median: $194,700). Across all phases, 

costs were higher for larger businesses, and most notably in the 

agreement-making (median: $163,456) and cultural heritage 

survey (median: $455,981) phases. 

Activity type

Analysis suggests that businesses seeking access to undertake 

exploration on an exploration licence area face lower costs 

(median: $179,045) compared to businesses undertaking other 

activities (median: $402,487). This is expected, as other activities 

include progressing projects prior to construction or operation 

which are likely to be more complex compared to seeking 

exploration access alone.

Commencement year

While it is indicated that the overall cost to complete processes 

since 2023 has decreased compared to the 2018-22 period, the 

2018-22 period captured a higher proportion of medium to large 

sized businesses and had a smaller sample size. Results should 

therefore be interpreted with caution.

Planning for 
Engagement, 

Identification of 
Groups to Engage, 

and Initial 
Engagement

Agreement 
making

Undertaking 
Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

Compliance with 
Agreements 

Terms (excluding 
Heritage Surveys)

Consultation with 
Native Title 

Groups in Relation 
to Other 

Regulatory 
Processes

Overall
Sample size    

(n=)

Average values ($ per activity)

Average $40,068 $71,201 $366,630 $190,376 $117,293 $513,864 85

Median values ($ per activity)

Region of activity

Northern 10,000 35,000 171,884 17,250 45,000 236,000 46

Goldfields-Esp. 10,000 50,000 74,750 25,000 6,000 140,885 34

Organisation size

Small 10,000 33,750 120,000 19,000 11,000 194,700 68

Medium-large 30,000^ 163,456^ 455,981^ 34,300^ 65,020^ 450,000^ 17

Activity

Exploration access 8,000 30,000 121,500 15,750 11,000 179,045 64

All other activities 22,500^ 65,000^ 180,000^ 68,329^ 50,020^ 402,487^ 21

Commencement

2018-22 15,000^ 39,150^ 131,000^ 40,000^ 65,020^ 262,025^ 30

2023-25 10,000 35,000 136,880 20,000 17,574 200,765 55

Total 10,000 35,000 135,000 22,500 25,000 213,384 85
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

Financial costs by phase (cost per activity)

Q3
$0.0 
4m

$0.08m $0.26m $0.05m $0.05m
Upper end 

(Quartile 3)

Middle value

Across each of the compliance phases, cultural heritage surveys were found to be the costliest exercise, with organisations typically spending $135,000 to 
complete this process. Agreement making was the next most costly phase, with costs of around $35,000 per activity undertaken. Organisational experiences 
were found to differ across the various compliance phases – for example cultural heritage surveys was found to have an interquartile range (Q3-Q1) of 
$191,000. The data exhibits significant volatility across the larger cost lines (agreement making and undertaking cultural heritage surveys), suggesting the 
sector has limited capacity to adequately plan and provision for costs in advance of beginning to engage with Native Title Groups.

Q1
<$0.
01m

$0.02m $0.07m <$0.01m <$0.01mLower end 

(Quartile 1)

50% of values for Undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys lie between 
$70,000 and $260,000. 50% of values lie outside this bound.

 Cost comparison by phase →

$0.01m $0.04m $0.14m $0.02m $0.03m

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Planning for Engagement, Identification of

Groups to Engage, and Initial Engagement

Agreement making

Undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys

Compliance with Agreements Terms (excluding

Heritage Surveys)

Consultation with Native Title Groups in Relation

to Other Regulatory Processes

 Cost comparison by phase →

Cultural heritage surveys
Undertaking cultural heritage surveys is the most expensive phase (median: 

$0.14m; average: $0.37m), with activities typically ranging between $0.07m (Q1) 

and $0.26m (Q3) to progress through this phase.

Ave:

$0.04m

Ave:

$0.07m

Ave:

$0.37m

Ave:

$0.19m

Ave:

$0.12m
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Case Study 2 – Change in Native Title Claim group

Activity (commenced 2021, Goldfields-

Esperance region) - Undertaking a heritage 

survey to access exploration targets on a new 

prospect. This proponent sought access to 

undertake RC drilling for precious metals 

commencing in 2021, but due to a change in the 

claimant group on their tenement there was 

significant delay, payments for no services, and a 

protracted legal battle with a service provider (not 

part of the Native Title Group) to recover funds.

The respondent indicated they commenced a 

process of seeking access to land to undertake an 

exploration drilling campaign in 2021. This involved 

identification of the appropriate Native Title Group, 

which proceeded efficiently and effectively.

This included striking a broader Heritage Protection 

Agreement with the Native Title Group, providing a 

framework for streamlined processes and 

approvals to undertake future works. This involved 

some payments although the quantum was not 

specified by the respondent company.

The company engaged an independent 

anthropologist to support a survey on the affected 

land, and authorised this activity. Due to market 

conditions the survey did not take place as the 

exploration activity was cancelled.

A short time after, the company sought to make use 

of provisions within the Heritage Protection 

Agreement, only to find the area of the Native Title 

Claim has been modified and the tenement where 

activity was planned was no longer part of the 

previous Native TItle Group’s claim.

This required the company to seek engagement 

with the new Native Title Group, which did not 

respond despite repeated requests over a 15-

month period.

The 15 months of no response coincided with the 

commencement of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Act amendments in the middle of 2023. Once the 

new Native Title Group was engaged and 

agreements struck, the company identified a 

provider of independent anthropology services and 

paid for a survey to take place. The respondent 

reports the survey never took place despite 

repeated attempts to follow up, and they have since 

commenced proceedings to recover the payments 

made.

Finally, the company identified an alternative 

supplier of the independent anthropology services, 

and the survey was completed. The process 

resulted in a delay of approximately two years from 

the initial initiation of engagement of a Native Title 

Group through to the final survey.

This case study provides feedback from a respondent on its experiences as a small, active precious metals (gold) explorer with a single project, seeking 

access to conduct exploration on a licensed area. The time and financial costs involved in the required processes, along with some challenges faced 

throughout the process, are described below. 

Phase Time Cost Per day Costs covered Challenges

Planning for 

Engagement
743 $25,833 $35

Principally internal 
labour costs. Travel and 
other cost to meet on-
country. 

Identification of the initial 
Native Title Group was 
straightforward. When this 
changed the process became 
more challenging.

Agreement 

Making
129 $7,735 $59

Legal counsel and 
internal labour costs.

Changeover of Native Title 
Group following establishment 
of an agreement. Non-
responsiveness of second 
group.

Undertaking 

Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

8 $67,810 $8,476

Payment of survey costs 
including to independent 
anthropologist who did 
not provide services.

Lack of services provided by 
initial anthropologist engaged. 
Feedback suggests company 
has had to engage legal 
services to recover fees paid.

Compliance with 

Agreements 

Terms

N/A N/A

Consultation with 

Native Title 

Groups

N/A N/A

Total 743 $101,378 Note: total time taken as the Planning for Engagement time.

Management and compliance costs by phase

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 
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Note: Data points beyond $0.6 million and 300 days have been excluded. A datapoint is only plotted where a respondent provided the number of days and financial cost of undertaking cultural heritage surveys.

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Analysis of cultural heritage survey costs highlights significant variation in both time and financial costs. While nearly half of all activities requiring a cultural 
heritage survey were reported to take 10 days or less, some extended to several hundred days – reflecting the full duration of the cultural heritage phase 
between contracting a provider and receiving the final survey reports.

n=65

Calendar days

Financial and time costs of undertaking Aboriginal cultural heritage surveys
Using the reported time and financial cost data provided by 

organisations that have undertaken cultural heritage surveys, the 

average cost per day has been calculated. When interpreting these 

results, it is important to note that organisations reported varying 

project durations, with some referring only to the survey period itself, 

while others included the entire cultural heritage phase, from 

contracting a provider to receiving the final survey reports.

When analysing cultural heritage survey activities undertaken 

over a period of 10 days or less (the typical time to complete the 

survey itself), the average cost was found to be $23,817 per day 

(or $111,075 overall for these surveys conducted over 10 days or 

less).

Across all durations, businesses reported the survey phase to take an 

average of 124 days, at an average total cost of $369,987, and 

average cost per day of $12,481. In comparison, the median values 

were 30 days, $135,000 in total, and $6,657 per day, indicating a 

positive skew in the results.

Respondents who reported that the process exceeded 10 days (or 

even hundreds of days) in duration likely captured broader processes 

relating to cultural heritage surveys and not just the survey itself, 

including the time between contracting the heritage survey provider 

and receiving the survey report. For example, organisations stated: 

“10 days of planning and engagement for the survey by [redacted]  

staff, 36 days onsite for survey group (7 x TO, 2 consultants) this 

included accommodation hire, daily food costs, fuel, labour of 

internal staff assisting.”

“All costs associated with the surveys were incorporated into the 

Heritage Service Provider (HSP) costs. Site avoidance survey was 

17 days on country. Significance assessment survey was 4 days 

on country. Overall time above includes from date of contracting 

HSP to receipt of reports.”

$0.0m

$0.1m

$0.2m

$0.3m

$0.4m

$0.5m

$0.6m

0 100 200 300

Median Average

$23,817 per day
for undertaking the cultural heritage survey phase within a period 

of 10 days or less, reflecting a high-cost, short-duration phase.
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^ Some results are based on a lower sample size than the survey sample (n=59) and should be interpreted with care. Findings may not be fully representative of the broader population and are indicative only. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Analysis of daily costs for undertaking cultural heritage surveys indicates that costs have increased over time, with higher costs observed for activities 
initiated in 2023–24 compared to those in 2018–22. Experiences in conducting these surveys also vary across organisations, as reflected in the interquartile 
range presented below and the plot of time and financial cost on page 35.

2018-22 vs 2023-25

When comparing the daily cost to undertake cultural heritage 

survey phase over time, the median cost per day was found to 

have increased by 46.6% when comparing activities initiated 

in the 2018-22 period (median: $5,080 per day; average 

$11,213) and activities initiated in the 2023-25 period (median: 

$7,452 per day; average $13,713). 

This increase in daily costs can also be observed in an increase in 

the Quartile 3 value in 2023-25, with many companies facing 

costs of up to $20,000 per day to undertake heritage survey 

activities.

When controlling for business size (i.e. excluding medium to 

larger sized businesses), the daily cost to undertake cultural 

heritage surveys for small business was found to have increased 

by a similar amount, reflecting a 53.8%^ increase when 

comparing activities undertaken by small business in the 2018-22 

period (median: $7,318 per day) and the 2023-25 period (median: 

$11,254 per day).

Comparison of cultural heritage survey cost per day, over time ($ per day)^
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46.6% cost increase
The median cost per day of undertaking cultural heritage surveys has increased by 

46.6% when comparing activities initiated in the 2018-22 period against activities 

initiated in the 2023-25 period.
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Case Study 3 – Converting a prospecting licence to an exploration licence

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

*The form of tenure being acquired was not formally disclosed but ACIL Allen assumes from the detail provided it was for production.

This case study outlines the experiences of a small, active precious minerals explorer in the northern region of the survey, where significant time delays to 
progress through each of the required steps in the Aboriginal cultural heritage process have resulting in substantial financial costs for a company which has 
no revenue generation capacity.

Phase Time Cost Per day Costs covered Challenges

Planning for 

Engagement
53 N/A N/A

Principally internal costs 
to organisation.
Meeting costs were 
itemised but not clear 
how they were applied in 
cost values provided.

Time delay in receiving a 
response to the request in 
engagement.

Agreement 

making
117 $32,500 $278

To date no agreement 
has been struck.
Reported costs are 
centred on legal advice 
and consulting costs.

N/A

Undertaking 

Cultural Heritage 

Surveys

30 $199,000 $6,633

Costs included Monitors, 
Cultural Consultants, 
Archaeologist, legal 
advisors, Traditional 
Owner body 
management and 
representatives, travel

Reported disinterest and lack 
of progress from Traditional 
Owner side. Lack of 
information sharing on sacred 
sites. 

Compliance with 

Agreements 

Terms

N/A N/A N/A

Consultation with 

Native Title 

Groups

N/A N/A N/A

Total 200 $231,500 $1,158

Activity (commenced 2025, Northern region) – 

Going through the regulatory process to convert a 

Prospecting Licence to an alternative form of 

tenure* (assumed to be a Mining Licence) while also 

progressing a Cultural Heritage Survey for ongoing 

regional exploration.

This case study was provided by a small exploration 

company with multiple active projects in Western 

Australia. The case study concerns a location in the 

Northern region defined in ACIL Allen’s survey, with 

activities taking place through 2025. The case study 

provides details of the dealings of this project owner 

with the Native Title group of the area across two 

activities, being conversion of a Prospecting lease to 

an undisclosed form of tenure. ACIL Allen assumes 

the two matters were related.

Regarding the initiation of activities, the respondent 

indicated it took 53 days from the initial request for a 

scoping meeting to receive a positive response. The 

matter covered two areas, one where the 

Prospecting Licence was to be converted and 

another where future exploration activity was 

expected.

The agreement on the scope of the survey activities 

was faster, at less than two weeks. The survey 

process itself took place over approximately four 

weeks. Once the results were provided the 

respondent indicated some concerns regarding the 

use of the information obtained in the survey and the 

fact it was seeking to both conduct additional 

exploration and convert an area into a Production 

Licence. 

According to the respondent, there was broad 

consensus and agreement on how to deal with the 

area subject to future exploration. This would require 

the introduction of Monitors as per standard 

practice, and was broadly agreed.

The area subject to the application for conversion to 

a Mining Licence would be excised from this with 

additional monitoring conditions imposed. The 

Native Title group then proposed terms for Heritage 

Protection Agreement, and associated royalties and 

payments from future mining activities. These terms 

included a 5% royalty, a 5% payment on any future 

tenure transfer, and a payment equivalent to the 

greater of 7.5% of actual or 15% of the minimum 

exploration expenditure requirement on the 

exclusion zone. 

This resulted in the commencement of negotiations 

between the respondent and the Native Title Group, 

across both of the areas subject to the survey. No 

activities have been approved. At the time of the 

survey the respondent indicated there had been 

three attempts to negotiate but no progress had 

been made.

Management and compliance costs by phase



Flow of funds (1/4)

Source: ACIL Allen

In analysing overall costs by phase in more detail, ACIL Allen has grouped specific costs into categories to enable a high-level view of overall external and 
internal cost components. The purpose of this is to understand where payments are flowing, whether it be to Aboriginal groups and representative bodies, 
external consultants, to external legal counsel or supporting consultants, or to the organisation itself in the form on internal costs.
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External or 
internal cost

Cost category Specific cost

External costs

Consulting costs (paid by the organisation)

— Consultants to support engagement (Aboriginal party costs paid by you)

— Heritage Consultant costs

— Legal counsel (Aboriginal party costs paid by you)

— Pre-survey costs to consultants including GIS desktop environmental ACHIS (etc)

Legal counsel/ supporting consultants
— Consultants to support engagement (yours)

— Legal counsel (yours)

Payments to Aboriginal groups and representative 
bodies

— Aboriginal Consultant costs

— Any other milestone payments to Aboriginal group or representative bodes during negotiation process

— Environmental Management/Ranger Programs

— Payment of Aboriginal party travel and other costs to meet on country

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representatives

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies to negotiate agreement

Monitors — Monitors

Internal costs Internal costs (to the organisation)

— Cultural Awareness Training

— Internal (to you) labour costs

— Reporting costs

— Travel accommodation meals vehicle hire

— Travel and other costs to meet on Country

Allocation of specific costs to external and internal cost categories



23.0%

35.7%
4.1%

$0m
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supporting
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bodies

Monitors Total external

costs

Internal costs

(to the

organisation)

Flow of funds (2/4) – External and internal costs

Note: Not all organisations reported specific costs across each phase. The dollar values above are simply a sum of all specific costs by phase, where reported. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025
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ACIL Allen categorised the various streams of costs and payments provided by survey respondents by the types of recipient. This analysis found that Native 
Title Groups and representative bodies were receiving up to 40% of external payments made in the system in the form of payments for monitors (4.1%) and 
payments made to Native Title groups and representative bodies (35.7%), with external consultants and legal advisors accounting for the remaining 60% of 
payments made. Organisations also incur their own internal costs to manage and comply with Aboriginal cultural heritage requirements.

Aggregated reported costs by recipient of payment, external and internal costs/ payments

Across the total survey sample, respondents 

reported $17.8 million in costs to undertake various 

activities. Most of these costs incurred in the process 

of undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys ($10.5 

million or 59.1%). A further breakdown of the costs 

by phase of activity is provided on the following page.

When allocating specific costs to cost categories to 

analyse the direction of external costs (i.e. who is 

paid what, at the various steps in the process), it is 

estimated that Aboriginal groups and representative 

bodies receive approximately 40% of payments 

made and costs incurred in the system including 

payments for monitors, with external consultants and 

legal advisors accounting for the remaining 60% of 

payments. 

Organisations also incurred their own internal costs 

to manage and comply with Aboriginal cultural 

heritage requirements, reflecting a further $4.5 

million of costs and a similar value to reported 

payments to Native Title Groups and representative 

bodies.

These results suggest that approximately $40 of 

every $100 of external spending by industry in 

complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage 

legislation and policy flow to Native Title Groups 

and associated bodies in the form of compensation 

for disruption, and in the provision of services to 

advance cultural heritage outcomes.

The majority of the costs to industry in 

complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage 

legislation and policy represent payments to 

consultants, legal advisors who capture 60% of 

external costs.

The proportion of payments flowing to Aboriginal 

groups and representative bodies varies by the stage 

of the process, as outlined on page 40.

In terms of internal costs to the organisation, the 

highest contributing cost to this category included 

travel, accommodation, meals, vehicle hire, and 

travel to meet on Country – accounting for over half 

(52%) of reported internal costs. Internal labour costs 

to the organisation accounted for a further 36%, while 

reporting costs (12%), and Cultural Awareness 

Training accounted for a lower proportion of costs.

37.3%

100.0%

External costs/ payments Internal

39.8%
of reported external payments to manage and comply with ACH legislation and policy 

(including monitor costs) are estimated to flow to Native Title Groups and bodies.



Flow of funds (3/4) – Overall costs by phase

Note: Not all organisations reported specific costs across each phase. The dollar values above are simply a sum of all specific costs by phase, where reported. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025
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The same analysis conducted on a phase-by-phase basis indicates that approximately two-thirds (66.8%) of payments made and costs incurred that flow to 
Native Title Groups and representative bodies including monitor payments occur during the cultural heritage survey phase. Smaller contributions to Native 
Title Groups and representative bodies are made across the other management and compliance phases.

In the engagement planning phase ($2.55 million of recorded costs), 

19% of payments made and costs incurred flowed to Native Title Groups 

and representative bodies including monitors. External consultants and 

legal advisors received the majority (57%) of payments, while the 

remaining 24% reflected internal costs to the organisation itself. 

The agreement making phase (recorded costs of $2.88 million) was 

broadly similar to the engagement planning phase, with 18% of 

payments made and costs incurred estimated to flow to Native Title  

Groups and representative bodies including monitors. While there were 

no consulting costs paid by the organisation itself, legal counsel or 

supporting consultants represented 46% of payments, while internal 

costs to the organisation accounted for the remaining 36%.

In the cultural heritage survey phase ($10.5 million of recorded costs), 

one-third of payments made and costs incurred were estimated to flow to 

Native Title Groups and representative bodies including monitors. 

External consultants received the majority (45%) of payments, while the 

remaining 22% reflected internal costs to the organisation. 

While the compliance with agreement terms phase recorded a lower 

level of costs overall ($1.09 million), it reflected the highest proportion of 

flows to Native Title Groups and representative bodies, at 53% (in the 

form of upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative 

bodies including monitors). There were also some smaller internal costs 

(32%) and payments to legal advisers (16%) captured in this phase.

In the consultation phase, the profile is similar to the agreement making 

phase, with 20% of payments made and costs incurred were estimated 

to flow to Native Title Groups and representative bodies including 

monitors, 45% to legal advisers while the remaining 34% reflected 

internal costs to the organisation.

$0.22m $1.23m $0.49m $0.00m $0.61m

Sum of costs 

reported

$2.6m

$2.9m

$10.5m

$0.7m

Agreement Making

Undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys

Consultation with Native Title Groups in Relation to Other Regulatory Processes

Planning for Engagement

Compliance with Agreements Terms (excluding Heritage Surveys)

$1.1m

Overall (external and internal reported costs)

$17.8m

$1.31m $0.53m $1.04m

$0.17m $0.58m $0.35m

$0.33m $0.15m $0.25m

Note: Legend cascade and order of data continues below, starting with consulting costs (LHS) and ending with internal costs (RHS)

$0.00m $0.00m

$0.00m$0.00m

$0.00m $0.00m

$4.70m $2.97m $0.54m $2.29m$0.00m

$4.92m $3.04m $4.71m $0.54m $4.55m

Consulting costs (paid by the organisation) Legal counsel/ supporting consultants

Payments to Native Title Groups and representative bodies Monitors

Internal costs (to the organisation)



Flow of funds (4/4) - Overall costs by phase

The flow of funds associated with compliance can also be expressed as cents per dollar of cost incurred, providing a view of flows by category. Differences 
in cost profile can be observed between categories, with Native Title Groups and representative bodies (incl. monitors) receiving between 23 and 33 cents 
per dollar paid and costs incurred in the system or 30 cents for overall on average. External consultants and legal advisors are estimated to receive between 
$0.38 and $0.54 per dollar (consulting costs to the organisation plus legal counsel/ supporting consultants) or $0.45 per dollar overall on average.

The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements 40

External costs Internal costs Total

Payments to Native Title Groups and representative bodies

Sample size 
(n=)

Payments to Aboriginal 
groups and representative 

bodies (ex. Monitors)
Monitors

Consulting costs (paid by the 
organisation)

Legal counsel/ supporting 
consultants

Internal costs (to the 
organisation)

Total

Region

Northern region 46 $0.31 $0.02 $0.28 $0.10 $0.29 $1.00

Goldfields-Esperance region 34 $0.26 $0.03 $0.23 $0.27 $0.22 $1.00

Business size

Small businesses 68 $0.29 $0.04 $0.24 $0.17 $0.27 $1.00

Medium-large business 17 $0.21^ $0.02 $0.36^ $0.18^ $0.23^ $1.00

Activity

Seeking exploration access 64 $0.25 $0.04 $0.29 $0.12 $0.31 $1.00

All other activities 21 $0.31^ $0.02 $0.25^ $0.28^ $0.14^ $1.00

Total 85 $0.27 $0.03 $0.28 $0.17 $0.26 $1.00

^ Some results are based on a lower sample size than the survey sample (n=59) and should be interpreted with care. Findings may not be fully representative of the broader population and are indicative only. 

Note: Figures are subject to rounding. Activities in the Southern region are not presented individually due to insufficient sample size but are included within the Total. 

Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025

Flow of funds by cost type and categorisation (cents in the Dollar, external and internal payments and costs)
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

While a high proportion (85%) of organisations were required to undertake a heritage survey either during the agreement-making process or once an 
agreement was finalised or operational, most (76.3%) don’t believe there is sufficient information made available regarding past information or surveys which 
have been undertaken in support of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage outcomes. Free text responses to concerns surrounding heritage surveys and requirements 
to re-survey are presented in Appendix A of this report. 

Heritage surveys

Most commonly, organisations are required to undertake a heritage survey 

or multiple surveys once an agreement has been finalised or operational 

(62.7% or 37 of 59 organisations), while 23.7% (or 14 of 59) were required 

to undertake a survey during the agreement making process. The 

remaining 15.3% of organisations (or 9 out of 59) reported that they were 

not required to undertake a heritage survey as part of the process.

Re-surveying and available information

Approximately one in two (or 50.8%) organisations have been asked to re-

survey a region or area where they were aware previous survey work had 

been undertaken, while three quarters of organisations don’t believe there 

is sufficient information made available regarding past information or 

surveys. 

When analysing experiences faced by small and medium to large sized 

businesses, no major differences can be observed in terms of those who 

were asked to resurvey a region or area, nor those who believe there is 

sufficient information made available.

Insights from organisations indicate a variety of reasons why a region or 

area may be re-surveyed. These include outdated surveys that no longer 

meet required specifications (e.g. older than five years), the identification of 

new exclusion areas, changes in the group conducting the survey, or the 

introduction of new survey requirements (e.g. site ID surveys). In some 

cases, multiple surveys were requested to allow different group members to 

participate, while others viewed the process as unnecessary or overly 

repetitive.

Were you required as part of the process to undertake a heritage survey or multiple heritage surveys (select one or multiple)?

Have you ever been asked to resurvey a region or area where you are aware previous survey work had been undertaken?

Do you believe there is sufficient information made available regarding past information or surveys which have been 
undertaken in support of Aboriginal cultural heritage outcomes? 

n=57

14 37 9
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

ACIL Allen received significant qualitative commentary and feedback on the survey. A selection of feedback related to systems and processes around 
Heritage Surveys is provided below.

The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements

“The survey was required to survey 17 drill pads, five of which 
were in areas previously disturbed (ie pad and track in place). Of 
the 17 pads, 12 were in areas previously heritage surveyed in 
2023 and 2024 by a different group - these surveys were not 
recognized by the new NT Claim group. No cultural heritage 
values were identified within or proximal to the 17 drill pads in 
heritage surveys with either group.”

“Heritage surveys that have been required are: Cultural Mapping Surveys, 
Archaeological Surveys and Ethnographic Surveys. They are not able to be 
done at the same time and require 3 separate visits for the same area adding 
to cost, time and logistical complexity. The project is located at the junction of 
three separate native title group determination areas. Clearances for a small 
project area have crossed the boundary requiring heritage surveys to be 
undertaken by both groups magnifying the cost and complexity.”

“PBC would not allow ANY access to the tenements as they 
considered (and were being advised by [redacted]) that the 
determination was a proxy for freehold tenure, and that if the 
explorer accessed then they were liable to being prosecuted 
for trespass. This is despite their being established, open 
tracks throughout the tenements and area, that the public 
could drive through. Notwithstanding this, the PBC enforced 
that the existing, open, publicly accessible tracks needed to 
be surveyed along with the actual exploration areas proposed 
for drilling. The surveys were clearance / avoidance surveys 
with a group of TOs and Anthro[pologist]. Anthro[pologist] 
advised they used a GPT engine [Artificial Intelligence 
model] to assist with writing the report background and info, 
which we disputed some content as misleading.”

“The survey is based on the Work Program provided by the company to the groups, who then decide the number and 
type of survey, what methodologies are used, and when the survey can be completed. The first date we could get for a 
heritage survey for this project (program provided in October 2024), is September 2025. Until the survey is complete, no 
ground disturbing ie drilling, can occur. In addition, access to areas off existing tracks is limited/only allowed in the 
presence of heritage monitors, despite the majority of the areas being working pastoral stations which are heavily 
disturbed. They groups have not had the people available to provide the monitoring, so work has had to be adjusted to 
allow for the use of existing tracks only. The survey in September will include up to 6 site custodians, 20% admin fee, 
cost of an Anthropologist and two Archaeologists, all disbursements including travel, accommodation, food. Fees are 
paid 40% before, 40% on completion of the survey, 20% on delivery of the final report.”

“Heritage surveys completed for part of a small RC drilling program. 
Drilling cost likely to be less than $300,000 while survey was over 
$100,000. We also did a soil program and airborne geophysics which 
both required on ground monitors (who did not identify sites which 
were later identified during the heritage survey).”

“The only survey actually carried out by [redacted] 
as part of this consultation was intended to clear a 
small area within a granted exploration lease for 
track clearance and drilling. The survey was 
conducted and paid for in full, but the survey 
participants refused to enter the area or make a 
decision on whether clearing activities would be 
allowed.”

“We requested a heritage survey in advance 
of doing exploration drilling and presented to 
the [redacted] on the proposed drilling to 
support that request. We had asked for both 
men and women to complete survey work 
and original understood we would have two 
survey crews (4 and 4) for this purpose. 
Instead, the first survey was conducted as a 
single 8-person (male only) survey and then 
we had to go back to [redacted] to request a 
female survey which was then completed as 
an 8-person (female only) survey.”

“Broadly speaking, the company provides an area (general or specific) where 
work is to be done. Then the lawyers' or representatives use a "GIS 
consultant" to duplicate the work done by company at great cost. Then a 
'consultant' acts as intermediary to 'facilitate' the work to be done. This is 
often done by people with no concept of the process or practicalities nor any 
relationship with the TO's. Multiple iterations of this are usually completed 
and charged at cost. Then an indeterminant period of 'negotiation' as to the 
'availability' of the TO's to perform the work follows. This usually changes 
several times at the Company's cost. Often the TO's do not attend, or do not 
engage in the planned activities at all and are often unaware of the scope let 
alone detail of the planned work. Often expressing frustration and disillusion 
with their 'facilitators' and wanting to work directly with the Company.”
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

ACIL Allen received significant qualitative commentary and feedback on the survey. A selection of feedback related to circumstances where respondents had 
been asked to re-survey sites and areas is provided below. These comments were provided in response to a question asking “Have you ever been asked to 
resurvey a region or area where you are aware previous survey work had been undertaken?”

The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements

“Due to family in-fighting, surveys undertaken by particular claimant group members may not be 
acceptable by the same claimant group. If surveys are generally > 5 years old, the same claimant 
group demands new surveys to be undertaken.”

“In the [redacted] case study provided [redacted] requested a survey over areas already disturbed by 
previous drilling, within the granted period of the Native Title claim by the group, strongly suggesting the 
areas must have been cleared by surveys before [redacted] was awarded the exploration lease. Any 
information of such surveys or consideration for reduced scope/cost of surveys based on these facts was 
not forthcoming from the heritage group.”

“The previous tenement owner had undertaken heritage surveys, 
cleared exploration tracks and drilled holes in the area. As the new 
tenement owner, the Native Title Party requires the surveys to be 
repeated to undertake the same activity in the same area.”

“In the [redacted location] clearance had been provided by [redacted TO organisation] for 
multiple tenements in 2011. [Redacted TO organisation, different from first group] have 
indicated that they will no longer recognise these and work program clearances will have to be 
undertaken.”

“Requests for additional surveys and resurveys are a relatively common occurrence. Resurveys can be requested if the original 
survey is considered inaccurate due to the age of the report or the participants involved in the original surveys.  At times 
multiple surveys are requested so that different members of the NT Group can participate. Some of the surveys are open ended 
and request additional effort. This can occur when the TOs assigned to the trip by the PBC are not adequate knowledge 
holders.”

“We have been requested to resurvey in two Native Title areas on the grounds that the 
prior surveys were more than seven and five years respectively. In one instance, they 
claimed that it is necessary every three years to ensure ongoing consultation. They also 
referenced the survey reliability criteria in the short lived ACHA as a justification.”
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Source: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Cost Analysis Survey 2025 

ACIL Allen received significant qualitative commentary and feedback on the survey. A selection of feedback related to circumstances where respondents had 
indicated an agreement had been struck with a Native Title group under the relevant legislation, but the terms of the agreement were not honoured, is 
provided below. This feedback was provided in the context of 46% of respondents indicating they had experienced this. A number of the responses could not 
be provided due to confidentiality.

The Cost of Complying with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Requirements

“[There was a] refusal to conduct 
heritage surveys unless we agreed to 
alternative payments (% of 
expenditure).”

“An agreement made with a group late 2020, 
we asked for a survey in 2021 and were 
asked to increase the rates for the survey if 
we wanted to get the survey done.”

“On a different project we have an agreement signed, leases 
granted but we are no longer allowed to entry on the project. 
We are still paying rents and rates. We haven't breached the 
agreement, we just aren't allowed on country to do any 
surveys.”

“...there have been several instances where the performance against the contract does not align 
with commitments in the agreement. This is where groups have formed a view that they are 
unable to or unwilling to comply for a number of reasons. The appetitive to pursuit not 
compliance is extremely low given the need for cooperation on heritage surveys and other 
works.”

“Arbitrary increases in 
traditional owners and 
other rates over and above 
the indexation allowed for 
in the agreement.”

“A common example is where an Archaeologist is regarded as necessary for a survey where the 
agreement specifies that only an anthropologist is required. So it becomes necessary to pay two 
heritage "professionals" to complete a survey or the Native Title Group will simply not undertake the 
survey. In other cases the entire Heritage Agreement is thrown out as no longer acceptable and a new 
heritage agreement is required prior to any survey work being undertaken.”

“For example, often after an agreement that has been negotiated and executed, the exploration company may decide to apply for 
additional tenure and within the heritage groups claim or determination. The easiest process would be to create deed to incorporate the 
new tenure into the agreement and adjust the compensation (if required) as per terms of the agreement and proceed. However, on 
every occasion my company has attempted to do this it has failed, with the body corporate entity seeing this as an opportunity to 
negotiate a new agreement, including your existing tenure that has an agreement executed. Failure to do so means heritage surveys are 
delayed as a leverage tactic, and your new tenure has an objection lodged with the Warden. This does not encourage further 
exploration on new ground due to the potential risk to existing tenure’s work programmes.”

“Asked to add a tenement and NT group (near [redacted]) 
requested additional $10,000 fee to add small lease and also 
requested amendment to agreement with significant minimum 
cost increases. We disagreed with this and withdrew our 
tenement application, not worth the effort...”
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Introduction

ACIL Allen is conducting a survey to support a review and assessment of the costs associated 

with managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage requirements in Western Australia’s 

minerals industries.

The survey aims to better understand your organisation’s experiences and practices relating to 

these requirements. You will also have the opportunity to submit up to three case studies to inform 

the study, in addition to providing insights from your experience with Heritage Surveys and your 

overall perspectives.

Data confidentiality

All responses to this survey will remain confidential and will not be linked to any personal or 

identifiable information, and your company name is only requested for tracking response rates. 

Once one member of the ACIL Allen team has accessed the raw survey data at the conclusion of 

the survey period, data anonymisation techniques will be applied to remove all individual company 

identifiers, and then aggregated to present a high-level view to Government. No data will be 

shared outside of ACIL Allen, including with AMEC.

More information

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact ACIL Allen Project Director John 

Nicolaou at j.nicolaou@acilallen.com.au.

We appreciate your time and contribution to this important work.

This survey allows you to commence the survey and return later to complete or edit the survey. To 

do this we provide you with a Come-back-Later Code. If you are yet to generate a Come-back-

Later Code, select New Come-back-Later Code to commence a new response. If you have not yet 

started a survey or do not yet have a Come-back-Later Code then click New Come-back-Later 

Code in order to start the Survey.

About your organisation

Please provide your company name below. As advised, this is for tracking responses only. One 

member of the ACIL Allen team will access the raw data provided in the survey once it is closed, 

and will use data anonymisation techniques to remove all individual company identifiers from the 

data prior to its use.

1. Company name 

[Free text box] 

2. Which of the following best describes your organisation’s interest in Western Australia?

— Active mineral producer with a single project

— Active mineral producer with multiple active projects

— Active mineral explorer with a single project

— Active mineral explorer with multiple active projects

— Actively undertaking both mineral production and mineral exploration

— Inactive mineral producer / explorer (please define)

— Not a mineral producer / explorer (please define)

3. Which of the following minerals best reflects your current mineral targets?

— Construction materials / basic raw materials

— Bulk ores

— Base metals (for concentration)

— Critical minerals

— Precious metals

— Other (please define)
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4. What is the size of your organisation?

— Small business (<20 employees or <$2 million annual revenue)

— Medium business (<200 employees or <$20 million annual revenue)

— Large business (<1,000 employees or <$250 million annual revenue)

— Very large business (>1,000 employees or >$250 million annual revenue)

The next section of the survey is seeking input from your company’s experience in compliance 

with relevant legislation, regulation, policy and practice regarding Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in 

Western Australia. To do this most effectively, we are seeking respondents provide us with an 

example of a recent program of work which has involved engagement with Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage processes in Western Australia.

Case Study 1: Details

5. Please select one of the following examples which best represents your case study (Consider 

examples between 2018 and 2025 as necessary).

— Seeking access to undertake exploration on an exploration licence area

— Seeking access to progress a project prior to commencement of construction / operation

— Seeking access to progress the construction or operation on a mining lease, except for basic 

raw materials

— Seeking access to progress the construction or operation on a mining lease for basic raw 

materials

6. Please provide a brief description of the activity you will use as a case study in this section

[Free text box] 

7. Which Regional Development Commission area did this activity take place? If you do not know, 

please select “Other” and provide an alternative means of identifying the location and we will 

select the appropriate region.

— Gascoyne

— Goldfields-Esperance

— Great Southern

— Kimberley

— Mid West

— Pilbara

— Peel

— Perth

— South West

— Wheatbelt

— Other (specify)

8. When did you initiate this activity? (i.e., first sought access to undertake the activity you have 

defined).

[Drop down date selection; 2018 to present]

 9. Please indicate the time required (in calendar days) to identify the right or relevant Aboriginal 

Party representative to engage with as part of this process.

[Free text box]

10a. Did you receive an affirmative response from the relevant Aboriginal Party representative to 

initiate the relevant process after you had first made contact?

— Yes

— No
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10b. How long did this take (in calendar days)?

[Free text box]

11a. Were you able to complete the planned works associated with this activity?

— Yes

— No

11b. When did you complete the planned works associated with this activity? (i.e. once all relevant 

agreements and approvals were achieved, and the activity took place)

[Drop down date selection; 2018 to present]

12. Please identify the overall expenditure ($) related to this activity over the period in question, 

incorporating all labour, capital, supplies, services, compliance costs and other costs as 

necessary.

[Free text box]

13. If possible, what was the actual or expected value of the mineral project in question? Reflect 

on the project’s JORC-compliant resource and reserve valuation, the free cash flow outcomes of a 

project feasibility model, expected economic value in terms of employment, profits and taxes, or 

other metric as relevant. Please indicate on what basis you’ve valued the project in your 

response.

[Free text box]

Case Study 1: Time and Costs

When thinking about the case study you have identified on the previous page, please consider the 

following requests for data regarding the time and costs associated with achieving required 

agreements, consents, clearances and approvals to undertake your activities giving regard to the 

relevant legislation, regulation, or policy.

ACIL Allen has worked with AMEC and a reference group of sector experts to develop a broad 

process framework for Aboriginal heritage engagement in the exploration and mining industry. It is 

acknowledged that all situations and circumstances are unique, and the process framework 

identified here may not be a perfect representation of your experience. We ask that you seek to 

provide data and input in away which conforms with this process framework to ensure a large and 

representative sample is obtained from the survey.

Values are sought for both time (in calendar days) and financial cost (Australian dollars).

Time: is defined as the time taken from the start of one phase of the process framework to the 

end of the phase, noting that some phases may overlap.

Financial cost: is defined as the labour, contract, supplies, services and other payment costs 

incurred to undertake the work required in the particular phase of the process framework. In the 

first instance ACIL Allen seeks an overall financial cost, with the ability to input itemised costs if 

this information is available.

At a minimum, please complete the 'Overall inputs' for your case study in this section. If possible, 

include additional detail under 'Specific inputs’.

Planning for Engagement, Identification of Groups to Engage, and Initial 
Engagement

Overall inputs

14a. Time (calendar days)

[Free text box]

14b. Cost ($)

[Free text box]

Specific inputs

14c. Please ensure the sum of the specific inputs equals the total cost identified above.

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies: $

— Legal counsel (yours): $
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14c. Cont. 

— Legal counsel (Aboriginal party costs paid by you): $

— Consultants to support engagement (yours): $

— Consultants to support engagement (Aboriginal party costs paid by you): $

— Travel and other costs to meet on country (yours): $

— Payment of Aboriginal party travel and other costs to meet on country: $

— Internal (to you) labour costs: $

14d. Please provide any additional background or context as you may wish regarding this phase.

[Free text box]

Agreement making

Overall inputs

15a. Time (calendar days)

[Free text box]

15b. Cost ($)

[Free text box]

Specific inputs

15c. Please try to ensure that the sum of the specific inputs aligns with the overall cost identified 

above.

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies to negotiate 

agreement: $

— Any other milestone payments to Aboriginal group or representative bodes during negotiation 

process: $

— Legal counsel: $

— Consultants to support engagement: $

— Travel and other costs to meet on country: $

— Internal (to you) labour costs: $

15d. Please provide any additional background or context as you may wish regarding this phase.

[Free text box]

Compliance with Agreements Terms (excluding Heritage Surveys)

Overall inputs

16a. Time (calendar days)

[Free text box]

16b. Cost ($)

[Free text box]

Specific inputs

16c. Please try to ensure that the sum of the specific inputs aligns with the overall cost identified 

above.

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representative bodies (eg, signing fees): $

— Legal counsel: $

— Consultants to support engagement: $

— Travel and other costs to meet on country: $

— Internal (to you) labour costs: $

— Cultural Awareness Training: $

— Environmental Management/Ranger Programs: $
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16c (cont.) For any financial payments made as part of an agreement, please provide an estimate 

of any relevant unit rates in the first column and the total payments made (in total, or to date for 

active agreements) in the second column. A unit rate maybe a $/km, $/month, % of tenement 

fees, or other rate as applicable. If the payment type does not apply please leave the column 

blank.

— A percentage of expenditure or a minimum value [unit rate, total payments]

— $/km [unit rate, total payments]

— Percentage of tenement rental fees [unit rate, total payments]

— Recurring fixed sum compensation and/or benefits payments [unit rate, total payments]

— Recurring implementation and/or administration fees [unit rate, total payments]

16d. Please provide any additional background or context as you may wish regarding this phase.

[Free text box]

Undertaking Cultural Heritage Surveys

Overall inputs

17a. Time (calendar days)

[Free text box]

17b. Cost ($)

[Free text box]

Specific inputs

17c. Please try to ensure that the sum of the specific inputs aligns with the overall cost identified 

above.

— Pre-survey costs to consultants including GIS, desktop, environmental, ACHIS (etc): $

— Heritage Consultant costs: $

— Aboriginal Consultant costs: $

— Monitors: $

— Travel, accommodation, meals, vehicle hire: $

— Reporting costs: $

17d. Please provide any additional background or context as you may wish regarding this phase.

[Free text box]

Consultation with Native Title Groups in Relation to Other Regulatory 
Processes

Overall inputs

18a. Time (calendar days)

[Free text box]

18b. Cost ($)

[Free text box]

Specific Inputs

18c. Please try to ensure that the sum of the specific inputs aligns with the overall cost identified 

above.

— Upfront financial payments to Aboriginal groups or representatives: $

— Legal counsel: $

— Consultants to support engagement: $

— Travel and other costs to meet on Country: $

— Internal (to you) labour costs: $

— Cultural Awareness Training: $
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18d. Please provide any additional background or context as you may wish regarding this phase.

[Free text box]

19. Are you able to identify and answer the same set of questions for a second case study?

— Yes

— No

[If yes, repeat question set 14 – 18]

[If no, skip to question 49]

34. Are you able to identify and answer the same set of questions for a third case study?

— Yes

— No

[If yes, repeat question set 14 – 18]

[If no, skip to question 49]

Heritage Surveys

49a. Were you required as part of the process to undertake a heritage survey or multiple heritage 

surveys (select one or multiple)?

— Yes, during the agreement-making process

— Yes, once an agreement was finalised / operational

— No

49b. Please provide an overview of the surveys required including detail on the methodologies 

used, point in the process where heritage surveys were required, what the surveys were used for.

[Free text box]

50a. Have you ever been asked to resurvey a region or area where you are aware previous 

survey work had been undertaken?

— Yes

— No

50b. Please provide details.

[Free text box]

51a. Do you believe there is sufficient information made available regarding past information or 

surveys which have been undertaken in support of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage outcomes?

— Yes

— No

51b. Why or why not? Please explain your answer.

[Free text box]

Overall Perspectives and Sentiment

52a. Reflecting on your case study or case studies, do you believe the processes you were 

required to complete were commensurate with the risks to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage on the land 

where your activities were planned to take place?

— Processes were commensurate with risks

— Processes were more onerous than the risks

— Processes were less onerous than the risks

52b. Please explain your answer.

[Free text box]
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53. Did the process required to progress through compliance with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

take the time you expected?

— Yes, the process was much faster than expected

— Yes, the process was faster than expected

— Yes, process took approximately the time expected

— No, process took longer than expected

— No, process took much longer than expected 

— No, I have been / was not able to complete the process required 

54. How do you generally approach Aboriginal Cultural Heritage issues?

— Social licence and social good

— Cost minimisation and streamlining

— Blended approach, balancing both outcomes

55a. In general, when undertaking these processes, what is your perspective on the following:

— Groups are willing and able to engage in a timely and cost effective manner

— Groups are willing but not able in a timely and cost effective manner

— Groups are not willing but able in a timely and cost effective manner

— Groups are not willing and not able in a timely and cost effective manner

55b. Please explain your answer.

[Free text box]

56a. Have you ever experienced a circumstance where following conclusion of an agreement-

making process, and entry into a formal agreement or contract, a Native Title Group has been 

unwilling to be bound by this agreement?

— Yes

— No

56b. Please provide details.

[Free text box]

57a. Have you ever experienced a circumstance where a Native Title Group has been unwilling to 

amend an existing agreement in circumstances where the agreement was drafted to allow 

changes to tenements or activities?

— Yes

— No

57b. Please provide details.

[Free text box]

58. Do you have any final comments you wish to add in relation to the costs associated with 

managing and complying with Aboriginal cultural heritage requirements in Western Australia’s 

minerals industries?

[Free text box]
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