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Reporting 
requirements under 
the CATSI Act 
 
By Sayuri Piper, Acting Senior 

egislation and Policy Officer L 
The Native Title (Prescribed Bodies Corporate) Regulations 
1999 (Cth) requires Prescribed Bodies Corporate (PBCs) 
and the resultant Registered Native Title Bodies 
Corporate (RNTBCs) to be incorporated with Office of 
the Registrar of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Corporations (ORATSIC) under the Corporations 
(Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) Act 2006 (CATSI 
Act).  
 
The CATSI Act commenced on 1 July 2007. Under the 
CATSI Act, corporations are classified as small, medium 
and large - according to their income, assets and number 
of employees.  
  
Small corporations will have two or more of the 
following: 

• less than $100,000 income  
• less than $100,000 assets  
• less than 5 employees 

Large corporations will have two or more of the 
following: 

• $5m or more income  
• $2.5m or more assets  
• 25 or more employees 

Medium corporations are those that do not fit into the 
small or large categories, and will typically have two or 
more of the following: 

• between $100,000 and $5m income  
• between $100,000 and $2.5m assets  
• between 5 and 24 employees 

 
Depending on corporations’ sizes, and their income, 
reporting requirements will differ. Therefore, if a 
corporation has less than $100,000 assets and less than 5 
employees it will be classified as small, however if its 
income is more than $100,000 it will have to provide 
more financial information. This promotes transparency 

and accountability within corporations. In some 
circumstances, corporations that derive 90% or more of 
their income through public funding will be able to 
submit the same reports to ORATSIC as they do to their 
funding body - this should reduce red tape for such 
corporations.   
  
In addition to the streamed reporting requirements, the 
CATSI Act offers enough flexibility for ORATSIC to 
exempt corporations from reporting requirements under 
the Act. Exemptions may also be available for other 
CATSI obligations, such as holding annual general 
meetings. 
  
ORATSIC seeks to provide assistance to corporations 
registered under the CATSI Act by delivering corporate 
governance and related training. More information about 
this is available on the ORATSIC website at 
http://www.oratsic.gov.au/training_informatio
n_sessions/default.aspx
 
ORATSIC has partnered with AIATSIS for the PBC 
project. This project is part of research being conducted 
by the Native Title Research Unit at AIATSIS that aims to 
develop a better understanding of challenges facing 
native title holder communities and to suggest practical 
approaches to assist them to hold and manage their 
traditional land and waters. ORATSIC’s primary aim as 
part of this project is to deliver a practical good 
governance guide specifically for PBCs. More 
information is available on the AIATSIS and ORATSIC 
websites at 
http://www.oratsic.gov.au/about_orac/client/default.aspx
http://ntru.aiatsis.gov.au/major_projects/pbc_rntbc.html
 
For more information on the provisions of the CATSI Act 
that have been tailored to suit groups with obligations 
under the Native Title Act 1993, please see the following 
paper on the ORATSIC website at 
http://www.oratsic.gov.au/about_orac/legislation
/CATSI_Act.aspx#10
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	On 3 September 2007 Justice Mansfield handed down the first consent determination in the Northern Territory recognising the Patta Warumungu as the native title holders of about 25 hectares of land in Tennant Creek. In reaching his decision, Mansfield J was satisfied that the connection report prepared by anthropologist, Susan Donaldson had set ‘out in detail the laws and customs of the Patta Warumungu people, including their Dreaming, ceremonial life, social organisation, and system of land tenure, acquisition of rights, punishment and permission to enter country’.  Mansfield J was satisfied that the requirements of s 223 of the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth) NTA had been satisfied and that the rights and interests in the determination area were in ‘appropriately specific terms’.  The consent determination was reached after three years of negotiations between the Central Land Council, the Northern Territory Government, the Tennant Creek Town Council and various mining companies. In reaching his decision, Mansfield J noted that the ‘present outcome reflects…active engagement in this matter on the part of both the native title claim group and the Northern Territory’.  He also commented that ‘in some respects, the outcomes which are negotiated may include outcomes beyond the declaration of the existence of native title rights and interests’.  
	Worimi Local Aboriginal Land Council v Minister for Lands for the State of New South Wales [2007] FCA 1357  
	This case involved the issue of whether a person seeking to establish native title as a respondent should be joined to a non-claimant application where they are incapable of meeting the requirements of the Act for a claimant application. More specifically the Worimi Local Aboriginal Land Council had failed to satisfy s. 61 on previous occassions and had their application for native title struck out under s. 84. Now the Land Council sought to be joined as a party to a non claimant application seeking an order that no native title exists under s. 84(5) of the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth). The court considered whether the Land Council had an interest within meaning of s 84(5) of Act and whether that interest will be affected by determination in proceedings.  
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	This case involved a motion by the South Australian Government to have a claim struck out under s 84C of the Native Title Act 1993 (Cth) or dimissed under s 31A of the Federal Court Act 1976 (Cth). The claim was filed by Richard Reid which overlapped with eight other claims including the Kokatha native title claim. The motion was supported by the Aboriginal Legal Rights Movement which represented the other claim groups. The South Australian Government opposed the motion was based on the fact that (1) the native title claim group description was unclear (2) the claims were made impersmissibly on behalf of a sub group (3) the basis of authorisation did not meet the requirements of the NTA and (4) the application failed to comply with the requirements of s 61A and s 62 of the NTA. Mr Reid claimed hat his authorisation was provided in three instances: (1) by the Kokatha Peoples Community Inc. (2) self authoristaon and (3) authorisation by the elders of surround Western Desert tribes.   Justice Finn found that there was no evidence to suggest that all members of the KPC were present and that the description of the claim group was only a part of the group. He also found that  there was uncertainity in relation to the description of the members. Justice Finn was doubtful that there was evidnce of a right of self authorisation under traditional laws and customs and found that reliance on the Elders approval did not assit in the application because authorisation must be by ‘all persons…who..hld common or group rights’. 
	King v Northern Territory of Australia [2007] FCA 1498 
	Justice Moore made a determination of native title on various sites in and around the Town of Newcastle Waters on a number of outstanding issues to be resolved from King v Northern Territory of Australia [2007] FCA 944. 
	This is a judicial review of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police decision not to lay trespass or other charges against the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration (the PFRA) and the Saskatchewan Watershed Authority (the SWA) in relation to their activities on, and affecting, the First Nations’ reserve lands., This application directly raises for the first time, the potential impact of treaty and aboriginal rights on police discretion. 
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