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CAT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I rise to say a 
few words about the Cat Bill. I have listened diligently to comments made by a lot of people so I might as well 
get this out of the way first: I confess; I have owned cats all my life. I have seen the musical Cats.  

Hon Alison Xamon: What are their names?  

Hon KATE DOUST: Oh, gosh—too long, too long! I ’fess up to all of those things. Two of my children own 
cats and one has a dog. Cats are lovely things except at three o’clock in the morning when they come in and claw 
the bedroom chair asking to be let out!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I do let them out. I understand the drive behind the principle of this type of legislation. I 
listened to the comments of members who raised the problems associated with feral cats, particularly in regional 
areas. I note from the briefings we have had and from the other discussions, the behaviour of most cat owners 
has changed over an extended period. I understand that about 93 or 95 per cent of cat owners get their cat 
sterilised. I suppose the next step is to go to microchipping. That is not something I have done with any of my 
cats, I must say. I listened with great interest to Hon Michael Mischin’s comments in which he articulated his 
concerns with this bill. I thought it was very interesting that a government member who would have been fully 
briefed on this bill would come into the chamber and do that, but good on him for doing so.  

I too have a number of concerns with aspects of this legislation. One that I think is shared by a number of my 
colleagues is the increased cost burden on a number of people associated with sterilisation, microchipping and 
ongoing regular licensing through local government. We had a discussion earlier this week about increased fees 
and charges in the community. I am quite concerned about how that will affect a lot of people, particularly 
seniors and people on low incomes, when they have to find an extra $10 to $20 a year to pay for their registration 
or in fact the initial start-up cost to get their cats sterilised or microchipped. I think it may be a deterrent for 
future cat ownership because it may put that out of the affordability range of a lot of people in the community.  

Mr Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm), I am finding it a little bit difficult to focus on what I am 
trying to say when everyone else around the chamber is engaged. It is a little bit distracting. I hate to be a 
nuisance, but I want to focus a bit better.  

When I went through the bill, I thought, “Well, it’s very interesting in terms of how local government will 
manage this legislation.” The Dog Act has been in place since the 1970s. I note there are some quite stark 
differences in this legislation from what is in the Dog Act. Hon Alyssa Hayden talked about the consultation 
process, but I jokingly say that this bill has really been written by dog lovers because the penalties in this bill are 
substantially higher than those in the Dog Act. I think the penalties in this bill go to $5 000 and I think penalties 
for a breach of the Dog Act are about $1 000. I am not sure whether the minister can let us know whether the 
Dog Act will be brought into line with these penalties in the future.  

I wrote to all the local governments in the electorate of South Metropolitan Region and received responses from 
quite a few of them. Each has raised a variety of issues about how the management of this legislation will impact 
on their local government once it is enacted. A lot of the concern goes to staffing arrangements and software. In 
fact I might go through some of the issues with the minister and see whether he can provide a response. The first 
local government that responded was the City of South Perth. It is obviously very supportive of these changes 
but it says that one of its key concerns is the cost of the initial development of software and databases. They say 
the changes cannot be incorporated into their existing software, and it will have to take into account constant 
software updates to manage the systems into the future. I imagine that monitoring the registration data is niche 
work, so it will be fairly expensive. The City of South Perth said that the purchase of registration tags would be 
another cost. This issue was picked up also in Victoria Park, which says it would prefer to see some sort of 
lifetime registration. I will come back to Victoria Park because it has a separate issue attached to that.  

The City of South Perth talked also about additional staffing costs for enforcement of identification. I imagine 
local governments employ one, two or three rangers, depending on the size of the local government. That would 
vary throughout the metropolitan and rural regions. I would imagine that these rangers are already fairly busy, 
dealing with parking or rubbish issues, damage to cars or all the other sorts of things I see them doing in the area 
in which I live. To add this type of role may require the employment of additional staff. I expect that when this 
legislation is introduced, local government will be asking the state government for some sort of additional 
funding to try to take the load off the added burden handed out to their ratepayers.  
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The letter I received from the City of South Perth states that there would be — 

• Various costs for advertising identification requirements to ensure compliance. Educational 
campaign’s to advise Cat owners of identification requirements 

• Costs of Renewal notice mail outs, taking into account the cost of staffing levels to carry out 
this task 

The letter goes on to refer to the various costs for advertising registration to ensure compliance, printing costs of 
various forms and books, being caution and infringement books or registration forms, and additional costs of 
updating the pound facility because cats and dogs cannot be put in the same place. They will probably have to 
provide a new facility or some sort of separation in their current facility. The letter states that the council 
believes there should be — 

an extensive educational campaign leading up to and coinciding with the introduction of the legislation 
… and this must be funded by the State government and not individual local governments.  

I suppose that leads to further questions: How will the government promote this legislation? What type of 
assistance will it give to local governments to get the message out about the changes? Will it be done on an 
individual council basis or will it be managed and funded entirely by the state government? I have covered 
databases and microchips. One thing that the council refers to is the cat register versus the right to privacy. The 
letter states — 

Section 12 refers to the Register of cats and that the local government must keep an accurate register. … 
local government making the register available for public inspection free of charge during business 
hours and can provide a copy of the register, or information on payment of a prescribed fee. This should 
be deleted from the bill and all copy’s of the register come under Freedom of Information.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think that’s in the bill now.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I know that was canvassed by another council. It said that a business had already accessed 
the database for dog owners in its area and had used that information to do a mail-out for its own purposes. I 
would expect that this concern about access to that information has also been expressed by a number of other 
councils. I would not want to have my information freely available in that way. The minister said that that may 
have been changed. If we go back through Hansard, we can see that an extensive debate occurred in the other 
place. Who would have thought that the Legislative Assembly would have taken on the house of review’s role on 
a bill such as the Cat Bill? I understand 11 or 12 amendments were made to this bill in the other place as a result 
of the matters canvassed by members of the Labor Party. I know that the member for Cannington sent a seven-
page letter to Minister Castrilli outlining the flaws in the legislation. I acknowledge the contribution of that 
member and the member for Forrestfield because they were both very active in taking this matter up to Minister 
Castrilli. Minister Castrilli has done a very good job of amending the bill and picking up on those concerns. 
Good on him for doing that, because whenever we deal with the police minister, he is always very reluctant to 
amend his legislation. A gold star to Minister Castrilli for doing the right thing! That is the only reason we are 
getting a better piece of legislation in this place, although there are still some issues of concern. Members of the 
Labor Party in the other place have done the job for the government and fixed this bill.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Stop gilding the lily.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am not gilding the lily. I am saying that if it was not for the Labor opposition in the other 
place, the government’s bill would be in a shocking state, and rather than standing here and talking about some 
of my concerns and relaying some of the comments from local government, I would be talking about the need to 
refer this bill to the legislation committee to have an analytical look at the detail of the legislation because that 
would have been appropriate. Thankfully, perhaps the Labor Party members in the other place have saved us 
from doing that. 

The letter I received from South Perth was from Mayor James Best. Mayor Best is finishing his term in South 
Perth in the next few weeks. This will probably be my only opportunity to thank James for the great work that he 
has done in South Perth over the past couple of years as mayor and prior to that as a councillor. I wish him well 
in the future.  

Moving on to the Town of Victoria Park, I have a letter from the CEO, Arthur Kyron. He referred to the issue of 
databases and monitoring information and the associated costs that council will have to pick up. His letter picks 
up on the issue of having one registration number. Using the Dog Act 1976 as a comparison, the Town of 
Victoria Park feels that improvements could be made by allowing for lifelong registration and a centralised 
registration database. Not being fully aware of all the changes that have come through, it will be interesting to 
know whether the minister has looked at that. It would make sense to have a centralised system. It also says that 
the idea of having one registration number — 
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may be impractical when issuing a replacement tag to the animal whereby the Local Government will 
be required to produce a new tag with the same number; this will be costly and difficult to maintain.  

There are all sorts of flow-on implications for councils in how they manage these things. The Town of Victoria 
Park refers to concerns about public access to registrations. The letter states — 

Section 30 relates to costs incurred for the impounding of cats. This clause does not specify that the 
authority can hold a cat until outstanding penalties, or costs incurred in keeping the cat, have been paid. 
This is a significant oversight which needs to be addressed.  

The minister might let us know whether that has been picked up. The letter continues — 

It would be impractical for authorities to undertake court action to recover costs in each instance that a 
cat is impounded.  

What happens if a cat has been impounded and the owners decide not to come and get it? The fees will build up. 
What will happen in that event? I think I know what might happen, but I would like the minister to put it on the 
record. 

I understand that WALGA has been fairly active and has sent out a document to the various councils about this 
legislation. I will not go into all the detail because I am sure the minister has been through that. A range of 
matters were canvassed by various local governments.  

I also have a letter from the Mayor of the City of Melville, Mr Russell Aubrey. He takes an interesting line on 
this legislation. The City of Melville obviously made submissions to the Department of Local Government and 
also to WALGA. Mr Aubrey has attached the template that the city provided with some of its views about how 
things could be done better. The letter states — 

One would argue this legislation is not required at all and should be left to the Local Governments to 
put in place Cat Local Laws should the community deem it necessary rather than being imposed.  

The proposed legislation will further impose unnecessary costs and resource constraints on Local 
Governments as there will be a requirement for a registration database, handling of renewals, 
catching/trapping cats, housing cats (catteries), feeding cats, human resources, sterilising, 
micro-chipping and unfortunately in some cases euthanisation. 

The costs are unable to be recovered through registration as to enable full cost recovery the registrations 
fees would be so excessive people will not register their cats, or collect their unregistered cat if it’s 
impounded due to costs.  

Once again Local Governments should be left to create Cat Local Laws should our community call for 
such legislation. 

I thought that was an interesting view from the City of Melville; I imagine there would be a lot of cat owners in 
that area.  

I also received responses from Rockingham, Kwinana and Cockburn that expressed their support for this 
legislation, and the fact that they had provided a detailed response back to the Western Australian Local 
Government Association. I think those responses would have been in a fairly similar vein to some of those other 
responses. I think the key concern about how this change will be implemented is about the costs associated with 
having to set up the databases and the establishments for maintaining the cats, and the additional staff. I think 
they are all relevant local government concerns when they are trying to stretch their ratepayer dollar as far as 
they can in supplying other services and benefits to their community. I think it would be interesting to hear from 
the minister about what sort of provisions or assistance the state government will provide to local governments to 
introduce measures to have this legislation up and going or to enable them to maintain the appropriate 
mechanisms to ensure that this legislation works.  

It has been an interesting debate as we have worked through and watched what has happened in the other place. 
Picking up on some of the things we talked about in another debate in this place this morning—I know we do not 
really have a lot of other legislation to deal with—it just strikes me as odd that we are dealing with the Cat Bill 
that has no regulations yet drafted, as I understand it, and I just think it is ironic that we debated an occupational 
health and safety bill this morning — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is quite different, and you know it.  

Hon KATE DOUST: — for which we are also waiting for regulations. I have talked about government 
priorities, and again I note, on government priorities, that we are dealing with the Cat Bill, which is not a bill that 
is probably of wide concern to the broader community, and it is a bill without regulations. We talked about this 
this morning, and I think Hon Liz Behjat might have picked up on how these sorts of bills come through. It is a 
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regular situation for us in this chamber to have to have legislation rammed through, allegedly urgent—I do not 
know how the Cat Bill is so urgent; it is not of prime importance—without a set of regulations that we can 
actually see. 

A member interjected.  

Hon KATE DOUST: If I were a cat I do not know if I would want to be sterilised, microchipped and registered 
in a hurry. That is a joke, Hon Giz Watson! Hon Giz Watson is looking at me! 

Hon Giz Watson: I’m shocked! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am not too sure about the actual urgency of this legislation.  

In relation to correspondence to my electorate office on this bill, I probably received about four or five emails 
sometime last year, over a space of about a week or so. What was interesting about these emails was that they all 
came from Broome, which is not in my electorate, unfortunately. I am still not too sure why there is such a great 
interest about cat ownership and this legislation in that part of our state, but that is the only correspondence I 
received asking me to support this legislation. I have not actually had any from within the South Metropolitan 
Region.  

I wanted to go through a couple of the matters in the bill. We have already talked about local governments. In 
terms of the regulations, can the minister provide us some advice as to when the regulations to back up this 
legislation will be finalised and ready? I have already asked the question about the penalty issue. I wanted to 
make reference to clause 41, which is quite an unusual clause—“Cats not to be offered as prizes”. I have never 
come across anything like that; I have actually never come across cats, or any other type of animal, being offered 
as prizes. 

Hon Giz Watson: A booby prize? 

Hon KATE DOUST: A booby prize! It might be.  

Clause 41 states that a cat cannot be offered as a prize in a raffle or similar. The minister might just explain to us 
why that rather obscure clause is in this bill and what the thinking is behind it. I know the minister is shaking her 
head, but I ask that she go away and ask because I would like to know, and I am sure the community would like 
to know, why this clause is in the bill. Is there a similar provision in the Dog Act? Is it simply mirroring 
something that exists in other legislation for other animals? I am not too sure. I am sure Hon Simon O’Brien 
might be able to offer us some assistance there. 

Another concern that was canvassed in the other place—I dare say it has probably been raised by others in this 
place, and I do not think it is a matter that has been entirely resolved to members’ satisfaction—is the issue 
associated with the power to enter premises under clauses 50 and 51. There was a quite heated debate in the 
other place about this concern. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And a few mistruths, I think. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Sorry? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: A fair bit of tinkering with the truth, I think. 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I do not think that is the case at all. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I thought it was. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think there was concern about the extent of the powers that will be granted to local 
government officers to enter an individual’s property. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Some genuine concern.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Clause 52(c)(i), which makes reference to how they can enter any property lawfully 
et cetera, states that they can examine, copy or take extracts from any documents. What sort of documents 
specifically are they referring to? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Relating to the issue.  

Hon KATE DOUST: If the minister provides that reply to me, I want her to be quite specific about what they 
can and cannot have. From my own experience, I know that there are a range of other types of legislation that 
give inspectors, or others, quite a broad range of powers in terms of entry. Again referring back to the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, WorkSafe inspectors have a very broad range of rights of entry and access 
to information in workplaces. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: The unions certainly do. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Not under legislation, they do not, unfortunately.  

Hon Sue Ellery: They can’t seize documents. 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, they cannot seize documents — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They used to. 

Hon KATE DOUST: — but perhaps one day we might talk about fixing that; that might be a good thing for the 
unions to do.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Over my dead body. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It might actually help their members to access better pay and conditions and make sure 
that they are getting what they are due.  

Anyway, there are a range of inspectors, and I am pretty sure that when we dealt with the State Administrative 
Tribunal Bill many, many years ago—Hon Giz Watson might remind me—we had some discussion about the 
rights of certain inspectors; it might have been tax inspectors. I seem to recall some sort of discussion about what 
they could do. In the briefing yesterday, the advisers mentioned a range of different types of inspectors who have 
similar, or even more broader, rights of entry, including first home owners, which I was quite surprised at. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Yes, First Home Owner Grant Act, Health Act, and Animal Welfare Act; there you 
go.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Anyway, I would like to know what type of document that exactly refers to. 
Clause 51(1)(c), which covers the power to enter premises, states that can be done via a warrant issued under 
subdivision 3. Can the minister explain exactly what situation would require a warrant?  

That is pretty much all I wanted to go through on the Cat Bill. I am not going to wax lyrical about how 
affectionate they can be and the companionship and all those lovely warm things—I think they are just givens; 
they are important to a child maybe, but as an adult with kids one gets over that after a while! I have already 
advised both the kids’ cats that in due course—they are already sterilised—they will be going to the vet.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: To get microchipped, hopefully. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they will be coming back though—I had to think about that for a moment! They will 
be getting microchipped.  

I think I have already said that when we are dealing with these types of things, it is really about how we modify 
people’s behaviour. How do we improve their behaviour, rather than applying some of the issues that constrain 
people and make them start talking about the nanny state? That is what worries me—I think even Hon Michael 
Mischin might have picked up on some of this. It is about how to get that balance right so that people want to do 
these things willingly because they understand the issues and they want to do the right thing, or do we actually 
have to drag people kicking and screaming. Some of my concern about these things is about that gradual 
tightening up of how people live their lives, and just the invasiveness, sometimes, of who can access an 
individual’s property and for what purposes, and who can tell them what to do. I get a bit edgier about those 
things as I get older. That is my concern.  

If the minister can provide a response to some of those matters in her reply, that would be very interesting. I look 
forward to the passage of the bill.   

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I will make a few remarks on the Cat Bill. As has 
been indicated by my colleagues Hon Lynn MacLaren and Hon Giz Watson, the Greens (WA) will be supporting 
this legislation. I do not feel the need to canvass all the specific issues that have already been covered at length 
by both my colleagues, but I want to broadly discuss the policy of the bill. I think it is very interesting that 
legislation like this invites such passionate and wide responses from members, particularly from both houses. We 
discuss a lot of legislation in this place that is really significant and has an enormous impact on people’s lives, 
yet I have always found it very interesting that when we talk about issues relating to pets, and, for some reason, 
particularly cats, it seems to evoke a particularly passionate response. I am mindful that my colleague Hon Giz 
Watson has been trying to address the regulation of certain behaviours pertaining to the ownership of domestic 
cats for many, many years. I note that when Hon Giz Watson was first dealing with this issue she even received 
death threats. It is something that seems to evoke some quite extraordinary depth of feeling and outcomes from a 
tiny part of the community. It is with some relief that, over a decade down the track, we have been able to 
progress this debate as a community to the point where we are able to get broad agreement from all sides of 
Parliament on the issue of cats. I recognise that specific concerns remain about elements of this legislation, but 
on the whole it appears that there is some broad agreement that we do need to move towards models of more 
responsible pet ownership for a number of reasons.  
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I will say from the outset that I do not consider myself to be either a cat or a dog person; I am a pet person. I 
have many, many pets in my household along with my many, many children. I have always had pets. There has 
never been a single point in my life when I have not had numerous pets. We have a cat, a dog, goldfish and 
native fish. We also have earthworms that my kids treat as though they are pets, even though there must be 
millions of them. Nevertheless, they are a very big part of our family. We are also trying to get frogs, but I will 
get to that in a moment.  

It is really important that we are moving towards principles of responsible pet ownership. I think that is what this 
bill is trying to achieve. I am quite sympathetic to concerns that have been raised by some members about the 
potential costs that are going to be imposed on people. Some members are concerned that it may be an 
imposition on those people who want cats as companions. I recognise that for some people in the community, 
having companion animals is a really important part of their wellbeing. It has already been discussed in this 
place, but there is a lot of research that indicates that having pets can contribute to people’s longevity and 
wellbeing. Studies show that pets are really beneficial, particularly in aged-care facilities. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They lower blood pressure.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: They do lower blood pressure; I thank the minister. Sometimes they lower blood 
pressure, and sometimes, when they are other people’s pets that are behaving badly, they can also raise blood 
pressure! Generally speaking, pet ownership can be extremely beneficial, particularly for people who are living 
in increasing isolation, which I am not happy about. Pets can serve to be a really critical part of people’s lives 
and wellbeing. Even in my house, where I feel that we have so many people and so many pets, I nevertheless 
recognise that there are some benefits to pet ownership that my children are learning, such as the need to care 
for, feed and protect others and the like. I think there are some really important benefits that need to be 
recognised.  

As I said, I think this legislation is also about taking responsibility as the owner of a pet. I do not put a lot of 
stock in arguments that this legislation will impose an onerous financial burden on people. The reason I say that 
is that when a person takes on a cat, they are taking on a financial responsibility that can be up to 20 years long. 
When we take into account what is generally about 15 years worth of food, vaccinations and medications, 
particularly as pets get older, we are talking about quite an expensive investment. If we are looking at that 
lifetime investment, I think it is reasonable that pet owners also engage in microchipping, sterilisation and, 
potentially, registration, in the same way that I have had to do for my dog ever since I have had him. I do not 
accept that this is onerous; I think it is part of being a responsible owner. Having said that, I do support schemes 
that allow for subsidised sterilisation and the like. I recognise that this is more of an imposition for some people 
than it is for others; therefore, it is important that we keep those costs as low as possible. There are already 
organisations that are working really hard to do that. Nevertheless, I think it is an important part of choosing to 
become a responsible pet owner.  

I have had three cats in my lifetime. I am really not that old, and my cats generally have been alive quite some 
time. My first cat was called Shoki—the vet always spelt that incorrectly. I had her for years and years. She was 
a really important part of my life. I also had one of the transient cats that members talked about. His name was 
Noam. He was named after Noam Chomsky, who is one of my heroes. He was a cat that just arrived on my 
doorstep one day and hung around. Two months later I decided to name him. My daughter, who was young at 
that point, had decided that she loved him. I said to the cat, “I’m going to name you. I’m going to take you.” I 
took him off to the vet and got him snipped, so I did get him sterilised and the like, and he hung around for quite 
some time. Then one weekend I had to go away for a Greens conference, which meant that I went away for three 
days. I had left him to be fed and everything. When I came back he had gone, and I never saw him again. I do 
not know what happened to him. It was very sad and it was very confusing for my daughter. He was an 
important part of my life. Now I have Lulu. Lulu is 11 years old. I got Lulu when my daughter was four and she 
was hassling my husband and me to give her a brother. I decided a cat was in order. Eleven years later we have 
still got the cat, and three years later she got a brother anyway! We got Lulu from the Cat Haven. Lulu came 
with vouchers to get her microchipped and sterilised. I want to say what a fantastic job the Cat Haven does. I 
have friends who have been volunteers there and who have had a lot of cats themselves. The women—I am 
aware that there are sometimes men—who volunteer their time at the Cat Haven are very passionate. They do an 
amazing job. The public awareness that they have tried to bring to cat ownership is really important and really 
responsible. I think they should be applauded.  

But what I particularly want to talk about is why I think this legislation and the capacity for local councils to 
legislate around this is particularly pertinent to portions of my electorate. As people know, I am a member for 
East Metropolitan, which means that my electorate incorporates the scarp. Periodically I receive emails from 
people who live in the hills and who want the Greens to do something about cats; to bring in a cat bill or 
something like that. I am surprised how often that occurs. I know people who make the point that they moved to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 29 September 2011] 

 p7988b-7998a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Ed Dermer 

 [7] 

the hills because they wanted to live in a hilly environment and enjoy the local wildlife, particularly the birds and 
the like. These people take great umbrage when neighbours move in and bring with them their unrestrained cats 
that subsequently do what cats do—kill the local wildlife. I know that for some areas, the importance of cat 
ownership is particularly pertinent. I imagine that councils that encompass those sorts of environments will take 
a keen look at the appropriateness of cat ownership and, in particular, the number of cats that are appropriate to 
those environments.  

However, the issue is also significant for those of us who live on the flats. Although I am from the hills, I live on 
the flats in the east metro suburb of Bayswater. I have to say that the issue of cats and their management is very 
much in my face. It is interesting that the Cat Bill arrived for debate in this place when it did because I have not 
had much sleep for the past 10 days, because cats have fought in our front yard at three o’clock in the morning 
every single morning! This morning, as I left home to come to this place, I once again found that a 
neighbourhood cat had sprayed on my front door. I have to say, it is driving me out of my mind! This is 
happening all the time and as a responsible cat owner with an 11-year-old cat that sleeps inside every night, I 
wish my neighbours would do me the same courtesy. I know which cat is responsible and have contemplated 
grabbing it and getting it sterilised, which I am not going to do! However, spending sleepless night after 
sleepless night because my neighbours’ cats are allowed to roam the neighbourhood to spray and fight is just too 
much. 

Hon Max Trenorden interjected. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I appreciate Hon Max Trenorden’s suggestion that I take up a firearm and shoot the 
cat, but I believe that is unlawful! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I am not quite sure that anyone would want to see me with a firearm — 

Hon Max Trenorden: I have been defamed! I have been defamed! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon ALISON XAMON: If Hon Max Trenorden does not mind, I will not take up his offer. 

Hon Max Trenorden: Member, my offer was for my dog, which is a Rhodesian ridgeback that doesn’t like cats. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: Okay!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Hon Alison Xamon, if you take peppermint and put it along your door, the cat will not 
like the smell and it will go. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I thank the minister for that advice. Every few months—apart from wasting precious 
Gnangara mound water hosing off the door—I use a combination of essential oils to try to deter the cats. This 
would not be necessary if the cats were sterilised and did not feel the need to behave in this way and were 
appropriately locked up at night.  

It is not true to say that dogs are the only animals that can adversely impact on neighbours. Certainly, dogs that 
bark endlessly are a problem and dogs that attack are absolutely a problem. However, uncontrolled cats owned 
by people who live in the high-density suburbs in which we all try to live together in harmony can also cause 
considerable misery.  

For two years my family has tried to establish a frog pond in our backyard. I grew up in Gosnells with the sound 
of trains and frogs, which I really loved, and now I would really like to experience that in Bayswater. I have the 
trains—tick—but I would really like to have the frogs. We have been periodically successful in attracting the 
native frogs into our backyard, and that has been wonderful, but without exception, every single frog has been 
killed by a cat. I have to say, I find that absolutely crushing. It is not my cat; my stupid cat is 11 years old and an 
inside cat, basically taking up space and shedding everywhere, but if I had neighbours who kept a closer eye on 
what their beloved moggies were doing—I am sure they think they are not at all up to no good—we would be 
more successful in attracting our own local wildlife into our backyard.  

This may not be end-of-the-world legislation or deal with the big-order issues of the day, but when we have 
animals that are not being kept as responsibly as we would like, it can be quite miserable for people who have to 
live in those environments. It has been suggested a number of times now that there is concern that local 
governments might take this legislation and implement regimes that could potentially go too far. Considering the 
amount of community outrage that seems to come with the issue of any type of cat regulation, I feel relatively 
confident that that is not likely to happen anytime soon, if ever. In my experience, those who try to put any sort 
of limitations on cat ownership or cat regulation tend to cop some pretty vehement outbursts and outcomes from 
a minority of people such as those I mentioned, including death threats, and I suspect that any local government 
would be very mindful of the impacts any regulations it puts in place are likely to have on the community. 
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As I say, I did not comment too specifically on the content of the bill, but I did want to speak broadly on the 
policy of the bill. I am glad to see that we have shifted to the point where we can actually support this legislation. 
It is important legislation in its own way, and I think it is part of being responsible in terms of pet ownership. I 
also hope that it helps us to be more proactive in the protection of our local environments, and helps to create 
more harmonious communities. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.56 pm]: I want to make a few 
comments. This is not the sort of bill that I would normally have risen to speak to, but it has generated 
correspondence to my office, and I want to give faith to those correspondents. 

The Cat Bill 2011 will have an effect on a large section of the community who have cats as pets. We have heard 
numerous examples during the course of debate of people who do not control where their cats go at night and do 
not sterilise their cats. As a consequence of that, there is an impact on the amenity of others and on the 
environment. My electorate, like many others, includes areas of bushland on the edge of the metropolitan area, 
and the effect of feral cats on native wildlife is a serious issue. I am certainly happy to make comments in 
support of the bill, which goes to three elements to try to put a regulatory framework around cat ownership and 
diminish the negative impacts that some cats have on our community and environment. 

The three policy levers in this bill are registration, microchipping and sterilisation. There is also an enforcement 
component in the bill, and I want to make some comments about that. It may well be the case that others have 
raised this matter, but it seems to me that, at a time when people are struggling with their bills, we ought to pay 
particular attention to the costs that we will impose on people. I would not mind the minister making some 
comments about why it is we need a separate registration process from the microchipping process. What is the 
information that will be collected and maintained in the registration process that could not be recorded, and 
therefore maintained, on one database in the microchipping mechanism that is within the bill? If we were able to 
eliminate one of those three additional costs, I think it would go some way to assist people to meet their new 
obligations under this legislation. 

In clause 3, in the definitions, “Terms used”, the bill states — 

microchip means an identification device of a prescribed type that — 

(a) is capable of being implanted in a cat; and 

(b) is designed to record information in a way that can be electronically retrieved; 

microchip database means a database — 

(a) of records containing information about a cat and its owner; and 

(b) kept by a microchip database company; 

The bill goes on to further define “microchip database company”, “microchip implanter” and the adjective 
“microchipped”. There is not, that I could find—I suspect that this is in the regulations—any definition of the 
material or the information that is to be collected in respect to the registration, but that section of the bill 
states — 

An application for the grant or renewal of the registration of a cat is to — 

(a) be made in the manner and form prescribed; and 

… 

(c) comply with such other requirements, if any, prescribed. 

That is, within the local law of that particular local government authority. The local government is then able to 
grant or refuse, or renew or refuse to renew, the registration, and must refuse it if satisfied that the cat belongs to 
a class of cats prescribed, the cat is not microchipped or the cat is not sterilised. It seems to me that all that 
information is able to be recorded on the microchip, so why is it that we need a separate database? If the 
microchip contains the information and the microchip database company is required to provide that information 
to the local government authority, I do not understand why we need two separate bits of bureaucracy that people 
have to go through and why we need two separate cost points that just impose on people, when we are actually 
looking for one piece of information. We want to know whether the owner of the cat is complying with the 
legislation, whether the cat has been sterilised, whether the cat is one of those cats that needs to be registered and 
whether the cat is registered. A microchip that is on a cat can contain all that information. Therefore, I am not 
sure why we need two components of that particular process. 

The other point I want to make is about enforcement, and there has already been some reference to the 
provisions that are set out really, I suppose, in clauses 50, 51, 52 and 54 of the bill. The reason these provisions 
have been raised as being of some concern is that there is considerable power included within those clauses. That 
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of itself is not unusual when dealing with management of fauna, whether it is domestic or native. In fact, we 
have provisions in place in respect to wildlife officers, environmental officers, fisheries officers and even 
customs officers. They have significant powers when it comes to investigating and entering premises and 
removing material, and asking questions about the management, particularly of native fauna, but also of fish. 
The reasons those things are in place is there are considerable black market commercial enterprises that go on 
around native fauna and fish. Abalone is one example that comes to mind in Western Australia. Highly regulated 
fisheries officers have significant powers. We know that every year there are stories of people who get caught 
acting outside the regulatory boundaries that apply to the abalone industry. I think those provisions are 
proportionate to what they are dealing with; that is, they are dealing with matters involving people, whether it is 
through organised crime or otherwise, exploiting a resource for significant commercial gain. When we take those 
significant powers and put them in this piece of legislation, what they are being applied to is whether or not a 
person has sterilised, microchipped or registered their own domestic cat. I think there is a legitimate question to 
be raised that says it is a slightly disproportionate response when we are not talking about an extensive black 
market commercial enterprise around domestic cats; though I am happy to hear it if the minister can give it. It is 
different from people who seek to export and make money off native fauna. It is different from people who seek 
to exploit our precious and, in some species, endangered native fauna, or even, within our fish stocks, when we 
are trying to manage fish stocks. I can understand significant powers applying in that case; I think that is 
proportionate. I welcome the minister’s comments on whether we need that same level of power in the Cat Bill; 
that is, the power to demand that a person answers questions, power to enter the premises and power to remove 
any documentation. The bill also states — 

A person must not delay, threaten, obstruct or otherwise hinder an authorised person in the performance 
of a function by that person under this Act. 

A person can be accused of committing an offence with a penalty of $5 000. If, for example, members had my 
view that perhaps this is a disproportionate power to have in respect of the number of cats I might have in my 
house—I hasten to say I have no cats in my house—an argument was put in the other place, which I think is not 
unreasonable, that the power we are giving to these officers is out of proportion to the scale of the matter we are 
trying to control, which is whether or not people have registered, microchipped or sterilised their cat. There are 
questions to be asked about the costs.  

Those are really the two points that I wanted to make about the bill. If we need to identify which tribe we belong 
to, I am a dog person. We had a cat once. If one was learning to read in the 1960s, one would have read Dick and 
Dora. Dick and Dora had a dog called Nip; so did we. They had a cat called Fluff; so did we. I know how Nip 
met his demise—Mr Baxter from across the road ran over him. I do not know what happened to Fluff, I cannot 
recall, but that was the first and last cat we had. I have never had any cats as an adult; I have had only dogs. With 
those comments I look forward to the minister’s response in respect to the two issues I raised and indicate, of 
course, my support for the bill.  

HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [4.08 pm]: In looking at the Cat Bill 2011, I intend not to oppose 
the bill. The state Parliamentary Labor Party has considered the bill and collectively reached the view that we 
will not oppose it. I comply with state Parliamentary Labor Party positions. In this case I do so with very serious 
concerns about the consequences of the bill we are considering. I will share those concerns with the house today. 
In the Australian Labor Party, when someone nominates for preselection, they sign a pledge. The pledge says 
that person will abide by positions undertaken by the state Labor Party in its caucus meeting, with the exception 
of issues of conscience. They are defined either by the caucus or by the national executive of the Labor Party. I 
think that this is a very appropriate tradition, because it gives the people of the state a clear understanding of 
whom they are voting for when they vote for an Australian Labor Party candidate. I think that to have people 
bound by that type of pledge is eminently consistent with an honest contract between the electors and those 
whom they elect. As I said, I take the pledge extremely seriously. I wish all members of Parliament elected as 
Australian Labor Party members similarly took the pledge seriously, but some members of Parliament obviously 
have a lesser regard for the pledge than I have.  

The problem I hold with this bill is not with its objective. Its objective is clearly very worthy. I need only refer to 
the objective as explained to show that it is clearly very worthy. I refer to the Minister for Local Government’s 
second reading speech. After moving that the bill be read a second time, the minister said — 

I am pleased to introduce the Cat Bill 2011. This legislation has been developed with a view to reducing 
the number of stray cats being euthanased each year, to encourage responsible cat ownership, and to 
provide for better management of the unwanted impacts of cats on the community and environment.  

They are all very worthy objects. If we could legislate to achieve those objects, life would be much simpler than 
what it really is. I feel a duty to share with the house the concerns I have with this bill. Some of those concerns 
have been raised by other members in the debate, but let me give my perspective on those concerns. There are 
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very important material purposes to my highlighting my concerns. I look forward to the minister’s response to 
them.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I will be here for a week, I think.  

Hon ED DERMER: That is part of the representing minister’s duty, I imagine.  

When this bill, as is likely, is enacted and put into practice, many of the concerns that I will raise today will 
become apparent. I will have it passed on to the Minister for Local Government by his representative here that it 
is extremely important that the implementation of the provisions of this bill is undertaken with very great caution 
and very careful monitoring. I am pleased to understand that a review is entailed. It is very important that when 
that review occurs, it seriously considers the needs for revision of the bill that become apparent during the period 
in which these provisions are put into effect. We do not want the type of review that is aired with the anticipated 
outcome of saying that everything is fine and we do not need to attend to anything further. I am very serious in 
my concerns. I believe that these concerns will be proven to be valid once the bill’s provisions are put into effect. 
I hope that when the review is undertaken, it is undertaken with a genuine open mind and that there is a serious 
consideration of the revision of the legislation in keeping with a need to address the concerns that become 
apparent.  

The first concern I want to raise has been raised by other members—that is, the question of cost. Pets or 
companion animals, as they are also described, are extremely important to people’s health and wellbeing. Pets 
have a remarkable way of being very honest. I have enjoyed cats and dogs. I have had equal affection for both 
over my lifetime. A few qualities of cats and dogs give people great comfort, which is often needed in life. One 
of those qualities is honesty. Pets cannot lie to people because they cannot talk. However, a greater honesty than 
that is involved with many cats and dogs. That is very important. Cats and dogs provide uncritical affection and 
unconditional loyalty. To be able to turn to a living creature with the qualities of loyalty, love and honesty and an 
ability to respond to people has to be good for anyone’s mental health. That connection is not difficult to 
understand when we hear it backed up by the research provided on how good it is for people to have companion 
animals. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 8006.] 
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